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The purpose of this Office of Legidative Oversight (OLO) report is to improve the Council’s
understanding of the costs and performance results associated with Montgomery County Public Schools’
two high school consortiums: the Northeast Consortium and the Downcounty Consortium.

Overview of the Consortia

The MCPS Board of Education developed the two high school consortiums to address overcrowding,
support integration, improve student achievement, and narrow the achievement gap in the eastern portion
of the County. MCPS uses three main strategies to implement the high school consortiums: Signature
Programs, Freshmen Academies, and Student Choice.

Signature Programs. MCPS currently offers signature programs and academies in 23 of its 24
comprehensive high schools. The chart below lists the signature programs for the consortia high schools.

Consortium High School Signature and Academy Programs
Humanities and Public Service, Science, Technology, Engineering and
Blake Mathematics, Business and Consumer Services
Northeast Science and Media, Finance, Engineering Technology, Child

Consortium Paint Branch | Development and Education, NJROTC, and Restaurant Management

Springbrook International Studies and Technology

Montgomery | Human Services, Entrepreneurship, Media Literacy, Science, Math and

Blair Technology and International Studies
Einstein Finance, International Studies, and Visual and Performing Arts
International Studies, Multimedia and Telecommunications, Sports
Downcounty Kennedy Medicine and Management, and NJROTC
Consortium

Environmental Sciences, Political Science and Public Advocacy,
Northwood | Humanities and Film, and Musical Theater

Information Technology, Engineering, and Biosciences and Medicine,
Wheaton and Global and Cultural Studies

Freshmen Academies. Seven of the eight consortia high schools house freshmen academies aimed at
improving the performance of Grade 9 students. Common features of the academiesinclude:

e Smaller learning communities with dedicated faculty;
e Double period literacy and mathematics courses for students two or more grades behind; and
e A freshman seminar that introduces students to career and higher education options.

Student Choice: The choice process encourages students to rank high schools based on their interest in
the schools’ signature programs. MCPS guarantees students assignment to their base school if it is their
first choice or it is their second choice and their first choice is not available. MCPS assigns students to
schools based on students’ ranking of choices, the number of students selecting their base school, the
capacities of high schools, gender, and the socioeconomic status of students. MCPS also offers bus
service to students who attend consortia high schools outside of their base areas.




Student Enrollment

From FY 05 to FY 08, approximately 14,000 or athird of all MCPS high school students were enrolled in
a Northeast or Downcounty Consortium high school. Currently, a third (5,044) of the high school
consortia students are enrolled in schools outside of their home school areas. In FY 08, 90% of consortia
students received their first choice school and half selected their home school as their top choice.

Marginal Costs of the Consortia

In FY09, MCPS budgeted $3.2 million for the high school consortia; County dollars fund 90% of total
consortia costs. The chart below summarizes current staffing for the high school consortia and current and
cumulative costs since FY 98. The amounts listed represent the marginal costs of the consortia, that is, the
additional expensesincurred as aresult of offering the consortia programs and option of school choice.

The estimated 11-year cumulative cost of the high school consortia (from FY 98-09) totals $27.4 million.
The County funded 77% of this amount, and federal grants totaling $6.3 millions paid for the other 23%.

FY 1998-FY 2009
Cost Categories FYQ9 Staffing | FY09 Budget | Cumulative Costs
Northeast Consortium 6.1 teachers $963,000 $11.6 million
Downcounty Consortium 5.6 teachers $891,000 $7.0 million
. ) 14,776 bus .
Division of Transportation operator hours $856,000 $4.8 million
Division of Consortia (field office) | 3.6 positions $532,000 $4.0 million
Total 153FTE’s $3.2 million $27.4 million

Trendsin Racial and Socio-economic | ntegration

The demographic datain the table below show that neither consortium reversed minority isolation nor
improved socio-economic integration. For the most part, the decreases in White enrollment among
consortia high schools mirrored trends experienced among all MCPS high schools. However, consortia
increases among students ever eligible for Free and Reduced Priced Meals exceeded districtwide trends.

: Per cent White Enrollment Percent Ever FARM S*

High Schools

FY99 FY08 | Change | FY99 FY08 | Change
All MCPS 52.2% | 42.1% | -10.1% | 32.5% 38.9% 6.4%
Blake 432% | 37.3% -5.9% | 32.9% 36.5% 3.9%
Paint Branch 40.2% | 225% | -17.7% | 28.1% 43.7% | 15.6%
Springbrook 27.5% 145% | -13.0% 43.1% 56.2% 13.1%

FY05 FY08 | Change | FYO05 FY08 | Change
All MCPS 46.2% | 42.1% -4.1% | 36.4% 38.9% 2.5%
Montgomery Blair 27.2% 25.4% -1.8% | 52.7% 53.1% 0.4%
Einstein 26.2% | 22.6% -36% | 60.2% 65.6% 5.4%
Kennedy 17.4% 12.4% -50% | 63.3% 67.8% 4.5%
Northwood 30.1% 25.4% -4.7% 49.7% 56.0% 6.3%
Wheaton 15.3% 10.7% -46% | 78.3% 81.4% 3.1%

* Refersto students who have ever received free or reduced priced meals.




Trendsin Student Performance

The tables below summarize consortia trends for student performance. In sum, the Northeast
Consortium achieved mixed progress in improving student performance on five measures that generally
aligned with the progress made by all MCPS high schools. The Downcounty Consortium achieved
progress on seven of ten measures of student performance and exceeded the gains made by all MCPS
high schools on five of these measures.

Summary of Northeast Consortium Progresson Student Performance Goals

Progress Relative to
Time Overall all MCPS high
Student Performance Goals Frame Progress? schools?
1. Increase percent of students who complete Algebral by | FY99-FY03 Yes Same progress
the end of Grade 9 FY04-FY 07 No L ess progress
2. Increase percent of graduates who take at least one FYO00-FY04 Yes Same progress
Advanced Placement (AP) exam FY04-FY 07 Yes Same progress
3. Increase percent of graduates who earn at |east one FY00-FYO04 Yes Same progress
qualifying AP score FY04-FY 07 Yes L ess progress
FY98-FY 01 Yes Greater progress
4. Increase percent of graduates who take the Scholastic _
Aptitude Test (SAT) FY01-FY05 No Less progress
FY06-FY 08 No Same progress
FY98-FY 01 No Same progress
5. Increase SAT scores of graduates FY01-FY 05 Yes Same progress
FY06-FY 08 No Same progress

Summary of Downcounty Consortium Progress on Student Performance Goals

Progress Relative to

Time Overall all MCPS high
Student Performance Goals Frame Progress? schools?
1. Increase student promotion rate from Grade 9 to 10 FY05-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
2. Decrease freshmen course failure rate by subgroup FY04-FY 08 No L ess progress
3. Increase freshmen grade point average by subgroup FY04-FY 08 No L ess progress
4. Decrease student ineligibility by subgroup* FY04-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
5. Increase student promotion rate from Gr. 9 to graduation FY05-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
6. Increase graduation rate FY04-FY 07 No Less progress
7. Increase AP participation among graduates by subgroup FY04-FY 07 Yes Same progress
8. Increase AP performance among graduates by subgroup FY04-FY 07 Yes Same progress
9. Increase SAT participation among graduate by subgroup FY06-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
10. Increase SAT scores among graduates by subgroup FY06-FY 08 Yes Greater progress

* Refersto ineligibility datafor all high school students, not just freshmen.




Recommended Discussion | ssues

OLO recommends the Council discuss the following issues with representatives from the Board of
Education and Montgomery County Public Schools.

I ssue #1: Assessing theinvestment in MCPS’ high school consortiums.

Since FY 98, MCPS has spent an estimated $27.4 million on the consortiums; local dollars have funded
77% of total costs. About 90% of consortia students receive their first school choice and currently,
5,044 consortia students attend schools outside of their base areas. Each consortium has achieved some
progress in improving student achievement, but neither has improved racial or socio-economic
integration. Given this context, OLO recommends two questions for discussion:

e Hastheinvestment in the two high school consortiums been “worth it”?
e What plans (if any) does MCPS have to change the approach to operating the consortiums?

I ssue #2: The high school consortiums as a strategy for meeting the extra-lear ning needs of
studentsin the “red-zone.”

To improve the Council’s understanding of how MCPS targets resources to meet the extra-learning
needs of secondary students at-risk, OL O recommends the following questions for discussion:

e Does MCPS consider the high school consortiums a strategy for meeting the extra-learning needs
of secondary students in the red-zone?
¢ What other MCPS initiatives target secondary students in the red-zone and with what impacts?

| ssue #3: MCPS’ practiceswith respect to grant-funded positions.

MCPS was awarded $6.4 million in federal funds to support the high school consortiums and
subsequently received local funding to continue ten positions initially funded with federal grants. With
respect to grant-funded positions, OL O recommends the following questions for discussion:

e What are MCPS’ policies and practices for determining whether County-funding should replace
grant-funding when a grant ends?

e What is MCPS’ record over the past five years in terms of eliminating grant-funded positions at
the end of the grant period?

| ssue #4: The potential fiscal, enrollment, and performanceimpact of discontinuing the high
school consortiums.

OL O recommends the following discussion questions to clarify the potential cost savings and changes
in student enrollment and performance that may result from discontinuing the consortiums:

e |In addition to the $3.2 million in savings identified by OLO, does MCPS see the potentia for
additional savingsif the two high school consortiums were discontinued?

¢ Inwhat ways does MCPS anticipate student performance would be affected?

¢ Would ending the consortiums necessitate formal boundary studies for each campus? If so, what
would be the associated cost, timing, and process?

For a complete copy of OLO-Report 2009-494, go to: www.montgomerycountymd.gov/olo
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CHAPTER |: Authority, Scope, and Organization
A. Authority

Council Resolution 16-673, FY 2009 Work Program for the Office of Legidative Oversight,
adopted July 29, 2008.

B. Scope, Purpose, and M ethodol ogy

The purpose of this Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) report is to improve the Council’s
understanding of the costs and results associated with Montgomery County Public Schools’ two
high school consortiums. The Northeast Consortium became operational in 1998 and consists of
three high schools: Paint Branch, Springbrook, and James Hubert Blake. The Downcounty
Consortium became operational in 2004 and consists of five high schools: Montgomery Blair,
Albert Einstein, John F. Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton.

The Board of Education identified specific goals and objectives associated with the
establishment of each high school consortium. For example, the stated goals of the Downcounty
Consortium include increasing rates of student retention from 9™ to 10" grade, increasing SAT
scores, and decreasing the percent of freshmen who fail one or more courses.

This OLO report compiles available data and information on both high school consortiums to:

Review funding sources and cumulative costs for each consortium;

Describe the goals and measurabl e objectives for each consortium;

Analyze changes in student performance among consortia high schools; and
Report trends in student demographics among consortia high schools since the
establishment of each consortium.

The report concludes with findings and recommendations for Council discussion to enhance the
Council’s oversight of County resources appropriated for high school instruction and the high
school consortiain particular.

Methodology: OLO Senior Legislative Analyst Elaine Bonner-Tompkins and Legislative
Analyst Kristen Latham prepared this report with production assistance from Teri Busch. OLO’s
method for developing this report was to:

e Consult with key MCPS staff

e Review thefederal grant proposals for each consortium;

e Review Board of Education and MCPS’ records regarding the decision to establish the
consortiums; and

e Compile and analyze the relevant budget, student enrollment, demographic, and
performance data provided by MCPS.

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter | 1 November 25, 2008
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C. Organization of Report

Chapter |1, Background, describes the changes in student enrollment, planning activities, and
Board of Education decisions that led to the formation of each consortium.

Chapter 111, Implementation and Oper ations, provides an overview of the federal grants
initially used to implement each consortium, the stated objectives of each consortium, and
how M CPS has implemented the high school consortiums to reach their intended goals.

Chapter 1V, Marginal Costs and Funding, describes the additional costs and sources of
funding associated with operating the Northeast Consortium and Downcounty Consortium,
including the additional costs of bus transportation.

Chapter V, School Assignment Process and Trends, describes the school choice process and
trends in student choice, assignment, and enrollment for consortia high schools.

Chapter VI, Consortia Demographics and Perfor mance, describes changes in student
demographics and tracks trends in student performance for each high school consortium.

Chapter VII, Summary of Findings, presents OLO’s key project findings in four areas — costs
and funding, consortia goals and strategies, trends in school choice and enrollment, and
trends in student performance.

Chapter VII1, Recommended Discussion | ssues, concludes this report with a set of
recommended discussion issues aimed at improving the Council’s oversight of funds
appropriated to MCPS for the consortiums.

The Appendix includes data tables and analysis, alist of resources used in this report, and base
areamaps for the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums.
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We greatly appreciate the time and effort extended to OL O to improve our understanding of this
important issue.

E. Key Termsand Definitions

OL O used the following terminology in this report to describe subgroups of students by race,
ethnicity, and service group status.

Asian refersto students who refer to themselves as Asian or Asian American.

Black refersto students who refer to themselves as Black/Non-Hispanic or African
American. To be consistent with other groups, Black is capitalized throughout the report.

L atino refersto students who refer to themselves as either Latino or Hispanic. Latino
students can be of any race (e.g., White, Black, or Asian).

White refers to students who refer to themselves as White/Non-Hispanic or Caucasian.
To be consistent with other groups, White is capitalized throughout the report.

Studentsreceiving free and reduced price meals (FARMYS) are students who are
currently receiving free and reduced price meals. These students are also referred to as
“low-income” students in the report.

Students ever receiving free and reduced price meals (ever FARMYS) are students who
have ever received free and reduced price meals.

OL O also used the following terms to describe key aspects of MCPS’ high school consortia.

Base area high school refersto a student’s “home” high school within a consortium.
Although each consortium combines high school clusters into a consortium, each student
has a base area high school based on where they live (i.e., home high school). MCPS
guarantees student assignment to their base area high school if: (a) it istherefirst choice,
(b) it istheir second choice and they did not receive their first choice, or (c) they did not
participate in the school choice application process.

Non-base ar ea high schools refer to high schools outside of a student’s base area, but
within their consortium. For example, a student residing within the base area for Paint
Branch high school has two non-base area high schools within their (Northeast)
consortium: Blake and Springbrook high schools. MCPS does not guarantee consortia
student assignments to non-base area schools.

Signatur e programs and academies refer to specialized programs offered by
comprehensive high schools that aim to integrate a specific focus or theme into some
portion of the school’s curriculum. Some high schools adopt a school-wide signature
focus; others have created themed academies to engage students through small learning
communities. All but one of MCPS’ comprehensive high schools (Whitman) offers one
or more signature or academy programs, including each high school within the Northeast
and Downcounty Consortiums.

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter | 3 November 25, 2008
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CHAPTER I1: Background

MCPS’ high school consortiums provide students residing within each consortium the
opportunity to choose the high school they would like to attend. The Northeast Consortium
became operational in 1998 with the opening of James Hubert Blake High School and the
combining of the Blake, Paint Branch, and Springbrook high school clusters. The Downcounty
Consortium became operational in 2004 with the reopening of Northwood High School and the
combining of the Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton clusters.

This chapter describes the planning activities and Board of Education decisions that led to the
formation of each consortium:

e Part A, Enrollment and Demographicsin the Eastern Area of the County, describes
the enrollment and demographic patterns that led to the creation of the two consortiums;

e Part B, Originsof the Northeast Consortium, describes the committees and Board
actions that led to the formation of this consortium; and

e Part C, Originsof the Downcounty Consortium, describes the committees and Board
actions that led to the formation of this consortium.

In sum, the Board of Education developed the two high school consortiums to address
overcrowding, reduce minority isolation, improve student achievement, and narrow the
achievement gap by race, ethnicity, and income in the eastern portion of Montgomery County.

A. Enrollment and Demographicsin the Eastern Area of the County

During the 1980’s and 1990’s, MCPS’ enrollment and diversity of the student body increased
significantly. From 1984 to 1994, MCPS’ total enrollment increased by 28% from 91,704 to
117,082 students. During this time frame, students of color (i.e., Black, Latino, Asian, and
Native American students) increased from 29% of all MCPS studentsin 1984 to 43% of all
MCPS studentsin 1994.

The increases in student enrollment and diversity, particularly in the eastern portion of the
County, created a double challenge for the Board of Education: How could MCPS (a) relieve
overcrowding and (b) increase voluntarily integration within the eastern portion of the county
whose school-age population was increasingly minority-majority? A summary of the Board
policies that shaped their decision making follows.

Overcrowding. The Board of Education’s Long-Range Educational Facilities Planning Policy
states that the Board can initiate a boundary study to reassign students from overcrowded schools
to schools with excess capacity.! Boundary studies, however, can be contentious, often resulting
in “winners” and “losers,” defined as students assigned to schools that are perceived as more or
less desirable. Moreover, boundary studies can be insufficient for remedying severe
overcrowding if additional classrooms or schools are needed.

! Board of Education Policy FAA-RA, Long Range Planning Policy, Revised June 8, 2008
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Integration. The Board’s Policy on Quality Integrated Education states that the Board can take
reasonable measures to enhance the diversity of student enroliment.? In particular, MCPS can:

e Monitor and regulate all interschool transfer requests from parents pursuant to the
transfer policy;

e Planfor balanced school populations when facility space needs require change in service
areas, including consideration of socioeconomic diversity;

e Consider the acquisition of school sites that have the potential to maintain or improve
diversity, including socioeconomic diversity;

e Pair, cluster, or create consortia of schools; and

e Implement magnet and special programs.

Historically, the Board has devel oped magnet programs and used school pairing to attract or
stabilize White student populations when there was arisk of racial or ethnic isolation occurring
at aschool. However, the potential impact of this option was limited for the eastern area of the
County since many of the area high schools were minority-majority campuses by the late 1980’s.

Ultimately, the Board’s approach to enhancing integration in the eastern portion of the County
included elements of each of the policy options summarized above. However, as described in the
next sections, the Board’s ability to promote racial integration was diminished by the 4" U.S.
Circuit Court of Appeals decision that prohibited MCPS from using race or ethnicity as a factor
in student transfers.’

B. Originsof the Northeastern Consortium

Table 1 on the next page summarizes the activities that led to the formation of the Northeast
Consortium and reflect the Board’s commitment to open an integrated new high school (James
Hubert Blake) in the eastern portion of the County that lessened minority isolation at Paint
Branch and Springbrook high schools.

In 1991, community and MCPS staff planning was initiated with two community advisory
committees to address overcrowding in the eastern portion of the County.* The first committee
reviewed the option of wholesale redistricting in 1992 and rejected it as “undesirable and
unworkable, given the demographic characteristics of the eastern part of the County and the
rapidly rising enrollment throughout the County.” In 1992, the Board also determined that
redistricting would “not serve the best interests of students” and would ““cause massive
disruption throughout the County for non-discernible benefit.”

2 Board of Education Policy ACD, Quality Integrated Education, Board Resolution 401-93, May 17, 1993
3 Eisenberg v. Montgomery County Public Schools (1999); also Tuttle v. Arlington County School Board (2000)
struck down the Arlington County School Board’s policy of using race in public school admissions.
* The timeline presented in Table 1 is based in part from Superintendent Paul Vance’s memo to the Board of
Education on “Northeast Area High School Solutions” - November 25, 1996.
Z Board Resolution 288-92 - April 14, 1992

Ibid
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Table 1: Northeast Consortium Timeline

Y ear Planning Activities and Events

1991 ¢ MCPSinitiates planning based on County Council request for plan for
secondary space in the eastern party of the County.

1992 e Eastern Area Study Group convenes representing nine clusters.

1993 e Board of Education amends FY 1993-98 Capital Improvement Program to

include new northeast area high school.

¢ Board adopts Policy Framework for Eastern Area Facilities that includes
formation of two high school consortiums.

1994 e Eastern Area Boundary Committee convenes and recommends “controlled
choice” for assigning students to new Northeast High School, Paint Branch,
Sherwood, and Springbrook.

1995 e Controlled Choice Study Group convenes.

1996 e Controlled Choice Planning Team convenes.

e Board drops Sherwood from planned Northeast Consortium and adopts
Preferred Choice approach to student assignment.

1997 e Boundary study convened for Sherwood cluster.
e MCPS develops base areas for Northeast Consortium high schools.”
1998 e James Blake High School opens.

e MCPS awarded 3-year federal grant for Northeast Consortium.
e Northeast Consortium schools enroll first cohort of 9" and 10" graders.

1999 e Eisenberg and Tuttle decisions from 4™ U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals prohibit
MCPS from using race or ethnicity as afactor in student transfers.

In 1993, the Board devel oped its policy framework for Eastern Area Facilities Decisions to
achieve four major goals:®

1. The construction of a new high school to relieve overcrowding at Paint Branch,
Sherwood, and Springbrook;

2. The construction of areplacement facility for Montgomery Blair;

3. The construction of major additions and modernizations at five other eastern high
schools; and

4. The establishment of two high school consortiums.

The Board’s policy framework noted that each consortium was viewed as “as an innovative
approach to sharing resources, disseminating information, and learning from the achievements of
each individual school to scale up best practices.” Each consortium was also viewed as a
strategy for addressing “special concerns about program and resource equity” associated with
magnets by building upon the successes of the magnet initiatives and sharing these successes
within the Eastern clusters.

" See Appendix E for map of Northeast Consortium high schools’ base aress.
8 Board Resolution 278-93 - March 22, 1993
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In 1994, the Board’s policy framework and recommendations from the community planning
groups helped to form a comprehensive plan for high school space in nine clustersin the eastern
portion of Montgomery County. One critical feature of this plan was the use of a controlled
choice process to assign students to consortia schools. Several community and staff based
groups met in 1995 and 1996 to explore this option and a public information campaign was
launched to inform the northeast communities about controlled choice and to elicit their views.

In 1996, the Board dropped Sherwood from the Northeast Consortium and authorized a separate
boundary study for that campus in response to community concerns.’ The Board also adopted
the preferred choice model to guarantee a base school assignment for students while providing
choice among other high schools.*°

To stabilize and equalize enrollment across the Northeast Consortium, the Board also resolved
that the student assignment process would balance: (a) school utilization within the 80 to 100%
range, (b) the racial and ethnic composition of the student body, and (c) gender distribution
across Northeast Consortium high schools.

The Board viewed school choice as away to improve parent and student engagement at the
secondary level and the performance of high schools that would have to compete for students
under preferred choice™  Inthe fall of 1998, the State of Maryland’s first foray into public
school choice began with the enrollment of 9 and 10™ grader in the Northeast Consortium’s
Blake, Paint Branch, and Springbrook high schools.

The Board also envisioned the Northeast Consortium as a “paradigm shift” from the ol der
desegregation model designed to bring White students into a minority-isolated school to atotal
school magnet designed to foster integration in the school asawhole and in al of its classes and
activities™ MCPS’ opportunity to promote voluntary desegregation, however, was undermined
with the October 1999 decision of the 4™ U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals that prohibited MCPS
from using race or ethnicity as afactor in student transfers.® Asaresult, the use of race and
ethnicity to assign students was discontinued in the consortium in November of 1999.

C. Originsof the Downcounty Consortium

Like the Northeast Consortium, the intent of the Downcounty Consortium was to address
overcrowding, improve student achievement, and balance demographics across consortium high
schools. Table 2 on the next page summarizes the activities that led to the formation of the
Downcounty Consortium.

° Board Resol ution 799-96 - November 25, 1996

19 Students are guaranteed assignment to their base school if: (a) it istheir first choice, (b) it is their second choice
and their first choiceis not available, or (c) they do not participate in the school choice application process.

™ Conversation with Bruce Crispell, August 21, 2008.

12 Northeast Consortium federal proposal

13 Eisenberg v. Montgomery County Public Schools (1999); also Tuttle v. Arlington County School Board (2000)
struck down the Arlington County School Board’s policy of using racein public school admissions.

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter |1 7 November 25, 2008



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Table 2: Downcounty Consortium Timeline

Y ear Planning Activitiesand Events

1991 | e MCPSinitiates planning based on County Council request for a plan for secondary
space in the eastern party of the county.

1992 | e« Eastern Area Study Group convenes representing nine clusters.

1993 | e« Board adopts Policy Framework for Eastern Area Facilities that includes formation
of two high school consortiums and construction of Montgomery Blair High
School on Kay Tract.

1994 | ¢ Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, and Springbrook (BEKS) Consortium
begins as collaborative focused on technology, networking, team teaching,
interdisciplinary approaches, and distance learning.

1998 | e New Montgomery Blair High School opens.

1999 | e Eisenbergand Tuttle decisions from 4™ U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals prohibiting
MCPS from using race or ethnicity as afactor in student transfers.

¢ Community advisory committee representing the Bethesda-Chevy Chase,
Montgomery Blair, Albert Einstein, and John F. Kennedy clusters, the Northeast
Consortium, and area civic associations convened.

2000 | ¢ Board createsthe Downcounty Consortium inclusive of Montgomery Blair,
Einstein, Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton and approves preferred choice
approach for student assignment.

2002 | e MCPSawarded 3-year federal grant for Downcounty Consortium.

2003 | e Board approves base areas for Downcounty Consortium campuses.**

e Board approves use of demographic controls (gender and ever FARMS status) in
the student assignment process for the Downcounty Consortium.™

2004 | e Northwood High School re-opens.
e Downcounty Consortium high schools enroll first cohort of consortium 9" graders.

2005 | e Board addsever FARMS participation as a potential factor in student assignment
process for the Northeast Consortium.

In the early 1990’s, planning for the Downcounty Consortium overlapped with planning for the
Northeast consortium. Planning for the Downcounty Consortium became discrete in 1993 with
the inclusion of new construction for a Montgomery Blair High School on the Kay Tract in the
Board’s Policy Framework for Eastern Area Facilities. The previous Montgomery Blair facility
had a capacity for 2,200 students compared to a projected student enrollment of 2,800 by 2005.

14 See Appendix E for map of Downcounty Consortium high schools’ base areas.
> Attachment A, Board Resolution, 335-03 adopted on June 23, 2003.
16 Board Resolution 289-92 adopted on April 14, 1992.
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The Board’s Policy Framework also called for the formation of two high school consortiums that
began in the downcounty area as the Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, and Springbrook
high schools (BEKS) Consortium in 1994. Extending the benefits of magnet programsto all
students served as the intent of this pre-cursor to the Downcounty Consortium.™’ Strategies
employed by BEK S included a focus on technology, networking, team teaching, interdisciplinary
approaches, and distance learning to improve student achievement.

In December of 1999, the Superintendent of Schools convened a community advisory committee
representing the Bethesda-Chevy Chase, Montgomery Blair, Albert Einstein, and John F.
Kennedy clusters, the Northeast Consortium, and area civic associations to advance the
Downcounty Consortium.®

In February of 2000, the boundary advisory committee completed its work and as aresult, the
Superintendent formulated a recommendation to reopen Northwood High School as part of a
high school consortium with Montgomery Blair, Einstein, and Kennedy high schools.*® In
March of 2000, the Board endorsed the Superintendent’s recommendation for the Downcounty
Consortium and later added the Wheaton Cluster to this consortium.?

From 2001 to 2004, MCPS devel oped goals and objectives for the Downcounty Consortium,
identified base areas for each Downcounty campus, adopted a student assignment process for this
consortium that included gender and ever FARMSS status as potential factors, bolstered signature
programs at each campus, began freshmen academies at most campuses, and re-opened
Northwood high school.

In the fall of 2004, the Downcounty Consortium became operational with the enrollment of 9"
graders at the five campuses. Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton
high schools.

In September 2005, the Board amended the choice process to include “ever” FARMS
participation as a potential factor in the student assignment process for the Northeast Consortium
aswell.? In June 2003, the Board approved the tenet that student assignment decisions would be
guided by the principle that comparable demographics at the five high schools will provide
educational benefits to all students.? As aresult, MCPS has applied ever FARMS participation
as apotential factor in the choice application process for both high school consortiums since

FY 06.

7 Board Resolution 278-93 adopted on March 22, 1993.
18 Board of Education Minutes - March 22, 2000.
19 :
Ibid.
2 Board Resolution 203-00 adopted on March 22, 2000.
21 Board Resol ution 482-05 adopted on September 13, 2005.
22 5ee Attachment A of Board Resol ution 335-03 adopted on June 23, 2003.
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CHAPTER |I1: Implementation and Operations

This chapter provides an overview of the performance goals that each high school consortium
seeks to attain, and describes how M CPS has implemented its consortiums to reach their
intended goals. This chapter is presented in three parts.

e Part A, Federal Grantsand Goalsfor High School Consortiums, describes the grants
that were awarded to MCPS and the performance goals identified for each consortium;

e Part B, High School Consortia Administration, summarizes MCPS’ current
administration of the high school consortia; and

e Part C, High School Consortia Programming and Key Featur es, describes current
programming for the consortium campuses.

In sum, this chapter identifies three key findings:

e MCPS has been awarded $6.3 million in federal grants to launch and program for both
consortiums;

e Gainsin student performance and a narrowing of the achievement gap by race, ethnicity,
and income serve as the goals of each consortium; and

e MCPSrelies on three strategies to implement each consortium-— signature programs,
freshmen academies aimed at improving the performance and transition of Grade 9
students, and student choice that includes transportation for students selecting non-base
area high schools.

A. Federal Grantsand Goalsfor High School Consortiums

In 1998, the U.S. Department of Education’s Magnet School Assistance Program awarded
MCPS athree-year, $2.9 million grant to support the Northeast Consortium. In 2002, MCPS
was awarded a three-year, $2.0 million grant from the Department’s Smaller Learning
Communities (SLC) Program to support the Downcounty Consortium. 1n 2005, MCPS was
awarded another federal SLC grant of $1.5 million to support two of the three Northeast
Consortium campuses: Blake and Paint Branch. A description of the federal grants and the goals
that MCPS committed to pursue with each follows.

Northeast Consortium. The USDE’s Magnet School Assistance Program (MSAP) provides
grants to eligible school districts to establish and operate magnet schools that are operated under
a court-ordered or federally approved voluntary desegregation plan. MSAP grants support the
elimination, reduction, and prevention of minority group isolation in public elementary and
secondary schools with substantial numbers of students of color.

MCPS requested M SAP funds for the Northeast Consortium to hire magnet teachers and provide
staff development, supplies, and materials for high school signature programs. With MSAP
funding, MCPS committed to achieving four core objectives in the Northeast Consortium:*

% Northeast Consortium proposal
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In 2005, M CPS secured another federal grant of $1.5 million from the USDE’s Smaller Learning

Reduce the degree of minority isolation within the consortium and in curricular and
extracurricular activities in the three high school magnets;

Implement systemic reforms that align the magnet programs with challenging state
content standards and expectations for student performance;

Establish school-wide magnet schools that feature innovative educational methods and
practices to meet student needs and interests; and

Assist Northeast Consortium high schools in the development of programs and courses of

instruction that strengthen students’ knowledge of academic subjects and their grasp of
tangible and marketable vocational skills.

Communities (SLC) program for two Northeast Consortium high schools — Blake and Paint

Branch. Thisfederal program awards grantsto local school systems to implement small learning

communities that improve student academic achievement in large public high schools. SLCs
include structures such as freshman academies, multi-grade academies organized around career
interests or other themes, and autonomous school s-within-a-school.

MCPS has targeted SL C funding at Blake and Paint Branch to narrow the achievement gap by

race, ethnicity, English language proficiency, and income. More specifically, the grants at Blake

and Paint Branch have been used to develop freshmen academies on both campuses, “wall to

wall” career academies at Blake for every student in Grades 10-12, and to expand Paint Branch’s

existing career academies for science and math, and for finance. With this grant, MCPS
committed to reaching the following goals at Blake and Paint Branch:

1.

2.

N O A~®

9.

Improve the percentage of students who earn “Proficient” scores on state reading,
algebra, and geometry tests administered at the end of Grade 10;

Increase AP course enrollment among students in each racia group while maintaining
average scores overall and by subgroup;

Decrease the percent of freshman losing credit or failing one or more courses;
Increase mean freshman GPA;

Increase the percent of freshmen eligible to participate in extracurricular activities;
Increase SAT scores and participation;

Increase percent of freshmen who pass all countywide and state examinations,
Decrease the number of negative activities at each school such as suspensions for
fighting, possessing aweapon, drugs, or alcohol on campus,

Increase the number of students participating in extracurricular activities by subgroup;
and

10. Improve attendance rates by subgroup.

Currently, MCPS isin the second to final year of thisfive-year award.
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Downcounty Consortium. MCPS also used federal SLC fundsto jump start the Downcounty
Consortium at Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, and Wheaton in 2002. These funds were
used to develop a freshman seminar introducing students to career and higher education options
and to staff academy programs among the Downcounty Consortium campuses. With these
funds, M CPS committed to achieving the following goals within the Downcounty Consortium:**

1. Increase student retention from Grades 9 to 10 and from Grades 9 to 12;

2. Decrease the percent of studentsloosing credit and/or failing one or more courses during
the freshman year;

3. Increase the average GPA of freshmen for each subgroup of the population;

4. Increase the percent of freshmen who pass the countywide end of course exam and/or the
High School Assessments,

5. Increase the percent of freshmen eligible to participate in extracurricular activities and
participation levelsin these activities;

6. Improve the academic rigor rating of each high school with the goal of eliminating the
category of “Minimally Prepared”;

7. Increase the percent of students enrolled in Advanced Placement courses in each

consortium high school for each subgroup of the population;

Increase the percent of students earning college credit while in high school;

Increase SAT scores for each subgroup and test participation rates; and

0. Increase job satisfaction among teachers and staff assigned to freshmen academies and

signature academies.

B ©®

B. High School Consortia Administration

The Office of School Performance (OSP) and community superintendents assigned to the
Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums assist the high school principals in the day-to-day
operations of each consortium high school. The primary function of the Office of School
Performance “is to ensure that schools are focused on improving student results through effective
instruction.”® Toward this end, OSP monitors the implementation of Board policies and student
progress, selects and evaluates principals, and allocates staff and other resources to schools.

The Department of Enriched and Innovative Programs (DEIP) within the Office of Curriculum
and Instruction for Montgomery County Public Schools coordinates with the Office of School
Performance to help manage the school system’s High School Consortia. DEIP’s mission isto
“support the development, implementation, and monitoring of programs that enhance and
accelerate instruction for all.” DEIP assists in managing the consortia high schools in two ways.

24 Downcounty Consortium webpage (http://www.montgomeryschool smd.org/school s'‘downcounty/info/goal s.shtm)
% Office of School Performance webpage (http://www.montgomeryschool smd.org/departments/clusteradmin/sch...)
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First, the Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services within DEIP
administers the application processes for MCPS’ high school consortiums, the Middle School
Magnet Consortium, and countywide magnets. Both the Northeast and Downcounty
Consortiums follow the same application timeline, beginning in October with student
orientations at each middle school, and evening information meetings and open houses at each of
the participating high schools. The Division of Consortia’s responsibilities include hosting
parent information meetings and assigning students to consortia high schools.

Second, DEIP supports the signature/academy program coordinators at 23 out of 24 of the
County’s comprehensive high schools. Thereisacoordinator assigned to each consortia high
school to support its signature programs and themed academies. The signature program
coordinators at 15 of the remaining 16 comprehensive MCPS high schools are al so supported by
a DEIP specialist for training and professional development.

Additionally, MCPS Department of Transportation provides bus transportation to all high school
consortia students who do not live within walking distance of their school, including students
who attend consortium schools outside of their base areas (e.g., studentsresiding in the
Springbrook base area that attend Paint Branch). MCPS |leases additional buses and utilizes
excess capacity in its existing fleet of general and special education buses to transport high
school students attending non-base area schools within their consortium.

C. High School Consortia Programming and Key Features

MDRC states that for “nearly 40 years, Career Academies have offered high schools —
particularly those in urban communities — a systematic approach for addressing the challenges
young people face as they confront the demands of high school and prepare for post secondary
education and the world of work.”?® MDRC identifies three key features of Career Academies:

e They are organized as small learning communities to create a more supportive,
personalized learning environment;

e They combine academic and career and technical curricula around a career themeto
enrich teaching and learning; and

e They establish partnerships with local employers to provide career awareness and work-
based |earning opportunities for students.

The career-focused specialized programs offered at each M CPS consortia high school generally
align with the features of Career Academies described by MDRC. Each consortia high school
houses one or more specialized programs that “focus on fields of high interest to young people”
and incorporate these themes throughout the instructional program.

% Kemple, 2008
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The development of specialized programs at the consortia high schools has varied, with some
beginning before the consortiums began (such as the visual and performing arts program at
Einstein), and some added when a consortium began or after its start (such as the “wall to wall”
career academies for every Grade 10 — 12 student developed at Blake). Specialized programsin
consortia schools are considered signature programs or academies; there are MCPS academy or
signature programs in 23 of 24 comprehensive high schools in the County.

A description of the common features and specific programming for each consortium follows.

Northeast Consortium. The three campuses — Blake, Paint Branch, and Springbrook — were
designed to share five common features aimed at improving student performance:*’

e Create opportunities for every student to develop atechnical competence, to use
information technology to research ideas; to communicate information and ideas through
severa media; and to gather, organize, and analyze data;

e Offer professional development for staff to change instructional strategies and practices
so that classrooms become places where students work in teams to solve problems or
create products and communicate ideas and values;

e Forge acloser relationship between the school curriculum and the institutions and issues
of the “real world” through various forms of problem solving, simulations, case studies,
field study, internships, and the like;

e Useassessments of both traditional academic skills and the ability to integrate and apply
these skills through projects, demonstrations, performances, portfolios, etc.; and

e Provide opportunities for students to explore and prepare for careersin avariety of fields.

Within this common framework, each Northeast campus offers a specialized program. More
specifically, Springbrook houses programs for international studies (i.e., International
Baccalaureate) and technology; Paint Branch houses a science and media program, academy of
engineering technology, child development and education academy, Navy Junior Reserve Officer
Training Corps (NJROTC), restaurant management program, and an academy of finance; and
Blake houses a humanities and public service program, academy of science, technology,
engineering and mathematics, and academy of business and consumer services.

Blake and Paint Branch have also recently developed freshmen academies aimed at enhancing
the transition of Grade 9 students into high school and into each school’s signature programs.

Downcounty Consortium. The five campuses - Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy,
Northwood, and Wheaton — also create opportunities for students to connect to higher education
and the workforce with the aim of increasing student performance. Common features of the
Downcounty high school programs include:?®

e Accelerated, double period literacy and mathematics courses for students two or more
grades behind in literacy and/or math;

" Northeast Consortium proposal
% Downcounty Consortium proposal
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e Connections, afreshman seminar to introduce students to career and higher education
options;

e Smaller learning communities with freshman and signature academies;”

e Faculty dedicated to specific academies;

e Connectionsto higher education;

e Connections to business partners; and

e Internship and mentorship opportunities.

Thelist of signature and academy programs per Downcounty high school follows:

e Human services; entrepreneurship; media literacy; science, math and technology; and
international studies at Montgomery Blair;

e Finance, international studies, and visual and performing arts at Einstein;

e International studies, multimedia and telecommunications, sports medicine and
management, and Navy Junior Reserve Office Training Corps (NJROTC) at Kennedy;

e Environmental sciences, political science and public advocacy; humanities and film, and
musical theater at Northwood; and

e Information technology, engineering, and biosciences and medicine, and global and
cultural studies at Wheaton.

% | n addition to seven of the eight consortia high schools, two other MCPS high schools — Seneca Valley and
Gaithersburg — a so house freshmen academies. The Seneca Valley and Gaithersburg freshmen academies began
with a 2002 federal grant of $1,000,000 from the USED’s SLC Program.
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CHAPTER |V: Marginal Costsand Funding

This chapter analyzes MCPS’ additional cost of delivering consortia servicesin the Northeast
and Downcounty Consortiums. In sum, MCPS’ FY 09 operating budget includes $3.2 million for
the high school consortiums. Local dollars funded 90% of consortia costs. Of the total FY 09
costs of the consortia:

$963,000 is budgeted to the Northeast Consortium;

$891,000 is budgeted to the Downcounty Consortium;

$856,000 is included in the Department of Transportation budget; and
$532,000 is budgeted to the Division of Consortia Choice.

From FY 98 to FY 09, MCPS budgeted $27.4 million to operate the high school consortiums.
Federal grants funded 23% of total costs. Of the cumulative high school consortia costs:

$11.6 million was budgeted for the Northeast Consortium;

$7.0 million was budgeted for the Downcounty Consortium;

$4.8 million was budgeted to support additional transportation services; and
$4.0 million was budgeted for the Division of Consortia and its precursors.

The remainder of this chapter describes budget, staffing, and funding data for the high school
consortiums from FY 98 through FY 09 in greater detail. This chapter is presented in three parts:

Part A, Overview of Consortia Costs, summarizes total high school consortia costs
from FY 98 to FY 09 with comparisons to MCPS’ High School Instruction Budget for
FY09;

Part B, Budgeted Costs and Personnel Trends, describes separately the grant and local
funding budgets for the Northeast Consortium from FY 98 to FY 09, the Downcounty
Consortium from FY 04 to FY 09, consortia transportation costs from FY 99 to FY 09, and
central office staff to support high school choice from FY 98 to FY 09; and

Part C, Comparison of MCPS and OL O Calculations, describes the difference
between the FY 09 marginal costs of MCPS’ high school consortiums estimated in this
report to MCPS’ FY 09 High School Consortia Program Budget.

A description and discussion of the MCPS budget data sources used in this chapter followsin the
text box on the next page.
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BUDGET DATA SOURCES

OL O accessed a combination of data sources to identify the costs, personnel, and funding
dedicated to MCPS’ high school consortia. These sources did not have consistent cost
categories across sources or across years. For this project, OLO generally used the most
consistent cost data available across cost categories - budget data.

The three primary sources of cost data used for this project were the MCPS Program Budgets,
M CPS Operating Budgets, and the MCPS Account Tracking Summary that describes actual
program expenditures. To supplement these data sources, OL O relied on MCPS staff to
provide budgeted cost information for data that was not available through these sources,
including grant award information and internal M CPS staff budgets.

Table 3 provides a summary of the key data sources used in this chapter.

Table 3: MCPS Budget and Staffing Data Sour ces by High School Consortia Cost Category

Northeast Downcounty Division of Consortia
Data Sour ces Consortium Consortium Consortia Transportation
Program Budgets FY98-03 FY04-07 FY08-09 Not Available
Selected Selected
. Information Information .
Operating Budgets EY98-09 for FY 04-09 for FY08-09 Not Available
Staffing Staffing
Expenditure Data
from Account Not Available FY 05-09 FY 04-09 Not Available
Tracking Summaries

Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

The high school consortia cost category with the most consistent data was the Downcounty
Consortium. At the other end of the spectrum, OLO used M CPS transportation staff
calculations of consortia transportation costs from FY 99-09. For the Northeast Consortium,
OL O used federal grant and M CPS program budget datafrom FY 98-01, and internal budget
datafrom FY02-09. For central office consortia staff, OLO used budget and expenditure data
from recent years, and estimations of costsin earlier years.

To identify the additional (i.e., marginal) costs of the high school consortia, OLO reviewed
M CPS documentation and identified costs budgeted specifically to the consortia. OLO then
worked with MCPS staff to identify which of these costs were not specific to the consortia,
but rather a countywide practice. For example, MCPS’ FY 09 High School Consortia
Program Budget includes a resource teacher that serves as the signature program coordinator
for every consortia campus. However, MCPS staff indicated that al but one of MCPS’
comprehensive high schools had such a position. Therefore, these positions were eliminated
from this project’s analysis.
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A. Overview of Consortia Costs

For this study, OLO identified budgeted costs and personnel associated with the additional cost
of converting eight comprehensive high schools into consortia high schools. The budgeted costs
and staffing described fund the three key features of MCPS’ high school consortia— signature
programs, freshmen academies, and student choice.

MCPS’ specific costs for the high school consortiums include personnel costs for wages, salaries
and employee benefits; non-personnel costs for supplies, equipment, and contracts; and
transportation costs for neighborhood bus services provided to eligible students attending high
schools outside their base area.

Table 4 provides a summary of high school consortia’s cumulative costs by budget category
from FY98-09. Overall, MCPS has budgeted $27.4 million to fund the high school consortiums.

Table4: Total High School Consortia Costs, FY 98-09

Budget Categories Tczt$a: nF(\)(O%i—)OQ
Northeast Personnel $6,649
Consortium Non-Personnel $5,919

Transportation $2,418
Subtotal $13,986
Downcounty Personnel $4,205
Consortium Non-Personnel $2,575
Transportation $2,377
Subtotal $9,371
Division of Personnel $3,920
Consortia Non-Personnel $103
Subtotal $4,023
Total High School Consortia Costs $27,360

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-
FY 09, MCPS Program Budgets, FY 04-FY 09, Account
Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 09, Magnet School Program
Grant Application, Smaller Learning Communities Grant
Application

Table 5 on the next page describes annual high school consortia costs by budget category and
function from FY98 to FY09. The annual costs of the high school consortiarange from
$320,693 in FY98 to $3.6 millionin FY08. The current fiscal year, FY 09, has an annual cost of
$3.2 million.
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Table 5: Annual High School Consortia Costs, FY 98-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories Fyos | FY99 | FYoo | Fyol | Fyo2 | Fyo3 | Fyo4 | Fyos | Fyoe | Fyor | Fyos | Fyoo
Northesst Personnel $420 | 9572 | $580| $304| $327| $418| $436| $542| $696| $724| 721
Consortium Non-Personnel $130| $1,176 | $008| $700| $200| $353| $353| $353| $527 | $522 | $456 | 242

Transportation $217 | $220| $226| $220| $233| $237| s152| s168| $109| $251| $286

Subtotal $130| $1,813 | $1,699 | $1,505 | $734| $912 | $1,007 | $940 | $1,238 | $1418 | $1,431 | $1,249

Downcounty Personnel $214 $755 $946 $582 $609 $671 $642
Consortium Non-Personnel $186 | $434| 27| 23| $350| $497 | $249
Transportation $409 $416 $454 $527 $571

Subtotal $401 | $1,189 | $1,783 | $1,421 | $1,421 | $1,604 | $1461

Division of Personnel $101| $197 | $201| $210| $199| $199 | $415| 21| a48| $445| 474 |  $501
Consortia Non-Personnel $38 $33 $31
Subtotal $414 | 21| $448| 483 | $508 | $532

$321| $2,010 | $1,900 | $1,715| $933 | $1512 | $2611 | $3145| $3106 | $3564 | $3,633 | $3.242

Total High School Consortia Costs

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-09, MCPS Program Budgets, FY 04-09, Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 09, Magnet School

Program Grant Application, Smaller Learning Communities Grant Application
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Comparison to MCPS High School Instruction Budget. To offer context for the size of the
high school consortia budget, OL O compared it to the MCPS High School Instruction Program
Budget, which provides a measure of the costs to provide al MCPS high school students with a
comprehensive instructional program. For FY 09, the high consortia budget was $3.2 million
compared to a high school instruction budget of $276.1 million. As noted in Exhibit 1, the high
school consortia budget equates to about 1% of MCPS’ total budget for high school instruction.

Exhibit 1: High School Consortia Budget as a Per centage of
High School Instruction Program Budget, FY 09

High
School
Consortia
Budget
1%
High
School
Instruction
Budget

99%

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets-
FY 09, MCPS Program Budgets FY 09, Account
Summary Tracking, FY 09, Smaller Learning
Communities Grant Application

Per Student Cost. OLO calculated the per pupil cost of the consortia as the ratio of the
estimated cost of the consortiain FY 09 ($3.2 million) to the total number of students who have
selected to attend a consortium high school outside of their base area (5,044) *° in FY 09. Based
on this calculation, the additional cost per consortia student who exercises choice to attend a non-
base high school is $643 per year.

B. Budgeted Costs, Personnel, and Funding

MCPS total funding for the consortium includes the individual costs of each consortium, the
transportation needs of each consortium, and central administration staff that assign students to
consortia high schools. This part details the additional costs associated with operating the two
high school consortiumsin four sections:

e Section 1, Northeast Consortium, reviews the personnel, budgeted costs, and funding of
the Northeast Consortium, including the federal Magnet School Assistance Program and
the Smaller Learning Communities Grants;

e Section 2, Downcounty Consortium, examines the personnel, budgeted costs, and
funding of the Downcounty Consortium;

In FY 09, there were 5,044 students who attended a consortium school outside of their base area. For more details
on student assignment data, see Chapter V.
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e Section 3, Transportation, reviews the additional costs of transportation services that
MCPS provides eligible students to attend non-base area schools within each consortium;
and

e Section 4, MCPS Central Office Staff, analyzes the personnel and budgeted costs of the
Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services that assign students to
consortia schools.

1. Northeast Consortium

At the beginning of the consortium and for the last few years, funding for the Northeast
Consortium has been a combination of federal grants and local funding. In between the first and
second federal grants, the Northeast Consortium was maintained through local funding. The
following section outlines the budgeted costs for this consortium by grant and local funding.

In sum, the Northeast Consortium has cost atotal of $11.6 million for the 11 years of its
implementation. As described by the datain Table 6, 63% of the funding has been from local
sources. Since FY 98, personnel and non-personnel expenses have each represented one half of
the Northeast Consortium’s cumulative costs.

Table 6: Budgeted Costs by Funding Source for the Northeast Consortium,
Total FY98-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories Total FY98-09 % of Total

Grant $2,352
Personnel Local $3,297

Subtotal $5,649 49%

Grant $1,895
Non-Personnel Local $4,024

Subtotal $5,919 51%
Total Grant $4,246 37%
Total Local $7,321 63%
Total Northeast Consortium $11,568 100%

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09
MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09, MSAP and SLC Grant Applications

The table on the next page outlines the grant versus local funding breakdown annually for the
Northeast Consortium from FY98-09. The data in the table demonstrates that the total budgeted
costs for the Northeast Consortium ranged from $130,000 in FY 98 to $1.22 million in FY07. No
datawas available for non-personnel costs from FY 03-FY 05 so OLO used FY 06 data to estimate
these costs. For more detailed budgeted costs tables, see Appendix A, ©7.
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Table 7: Annual Budgeted Costs for the Northeast Consortium FY98-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories FY98 FY99 FY00 FYO01 FYO02 FYO03 FYO04 FY05 FY 06 FYO7 FYO08 FY09
Grant $420 $572 $580 $100 $208 $236 $237
Personnel Local $304 $327 $327 $436 $442 $489 $488 $484
Subtotal $0 $420 $572 $580 $304 $327 $327 $436 $542 $696 $724 $721
Grant $660 $391 $293 $174 $156 $118 $102
Non Personnel Loca $130 $515 $516 $407 $200 $353 $353 $353 $353 $366 $338 $140
Subtotal $130 | $1,176 $908 $700 $200 $353 $353 $353 $527 $522 $456 $242
Total Grant $0 | $1,080 $963 $873 $0 $0 $0 $0 $275 $364 $353 $339
Total Local $130 $515 $516 $407 $505 $679 $680 $788 $795 $855 $826 $624
Total Northeast Consortium $130 | $1,595 | $1,479 $1,280 $505 $679 $680 $788 | $1,070 | $1,219 | $1,180 $963

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, M CPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09, MSAP and SLC Grant Applications
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Grant Funding. MCPS has been awarded two federal grants totaling $4.4 million for the
Northeast Consortium high schools: a Magnet School Assistance Program Grant (MSAP) of $2.9
million in 1999 and a Smaller Learning Communities (SLC) Grant of $1.5 millionin 2006. The
United States Department of Education (USDE) awarded the MSAP Grant specifically for the
implementation of the Northeast Consortium. The SLC grant was awarded to enhance consortia
programming at Blake and Paint Branch.

Magnet School Assistance Program Grant (MSAP). 1n 1998, MCPS was awarded a three-year
MSAP grant for $2.9 million to launch the Northeast Consortium that budgeted $1.57 million
(54%) for personnel costs and $1.34 million (46%) for non-personnel costs.

Non-personnel costs included contractual services for staff development and basic equipment
needs such as computers, a portable sound system, and Ethernet. Personnel costs included staff
time for program development, curriculum writing, professional development, servicesto
students (summer institutes, SAT prep, extra-curricular stipends), and conference attendance.
Additionally, each Northeast Consortium high school added a part-time teacher and
business/intern coordinator positions, Springbrook added a secretary, Paint Branch added a
technology specialist, and Blake added a technical support person.

At the end of the grant, there were 7.3 grant-funded positions; in FY 02, 4.4 of these positions
continued with local funding. For a detailed description of grant costs, see Appendix A, ©9.

Smaller Learning Communities Grant (SLC). In 2005, MCPS was awarded afive-year SLC
grant for $1.5 million to create Grade 9 academies at Blake and Paint Branch and to bolster
Blake’s signature programs by adding an academy for hospitality and tourism. Blake received
$799,503 and Paint Branch received $679,343. The funding included $852,668 (58%) for
personnel costs and $625,457 (42%) for non-personnel costs.

Non-personnel costs funded by this grant include trainers, professional s-in-residence programs,
evaluator services, travel and expenses for staff to attend professional conferences and training,
instructional materials, and technical theater equipment for Blake. Personnel costsinclude 1.7
FTEs at Blake. MCPS staff report that these positions may not be transitioned into local funding
once this grant ends. Personnel costs at Paint Branch include staff time for a program director,
and stipends for academic intervention teachers, academy coordinators, Saturday School
teachers, Tuesday and Thursday School teachers and the Freshman Advisory Team. For amore
detailed breakdown of this grant, see Appendix A, ©10.

Local Funding. Theremaining costs for the consortium were budgeted within MCPS’ operating
budget. Table 8 on the next page describes total locally funded budgeted costs for the Northeast
Consortium. For afull detailed budgeted cost table by year, see Appendix A, ©11.
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Personnel costs accounted for 45% of all costs from FY 98 to FY 09, and include salaries,
stipends, professional part-time, support services part-time, and employee benefits. OLO
estimated the teacher salary and benefits for the 4.4 FTE’s supported by local funds since FY 02
based on an FY 09 cost of $73,791 per teacher with 26% for employee benefits for atotal of
$92,977 per position. For afull description of OLO’s methodology for determining the cost of
teachers and benefitsin prior years, please see Appendix A, ©5 and ©6.

Non-personnel costs accounted for the other 55%. Of specia note, the costs budgeted to

“Specia Program Funds” from FY 98 through FY 02 were diversified into other non-personnel
categories after FY02.

Table 8: Northeast Consortium Budgeted L ocal Costs, Total FY 98-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories Total FY98-09
Teacher Salaries &
Employee Benefits™ $2,582
Personnel Other Personnel Costs $715
Subtotal $3,297
Specia Program Funds $1,769
Contractual $319
Supplies and Materials $1,247
Non-Personnel | Travel $16
Other $249
Equipment $326
Subtotal $4,024
Total Northeast Consortium $7,321

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, MCPS
Program Budgets, FY 98-09, MSAP and SLC Grant Applications

2. The Downcounty Consortium

For the first few years of the Downcounty Consortium, the funds for the program were a
combination of federal grant funding and local funding. After the grant ended, the Downcounty
Consortium was maintained through local funding. The following section outlines the grant
funding and the local funds appropriated for the Downcounty Consortium.

Table 9 reviews grant versus local funding for budgeted costs for the Downcounty Consortium.
Asthe datain the table shows, the total cost of the Downcounty Consortium from FY 03 to FY 09
was $7.0 million, with approximately 72% of the total cost locally funded. Personnel costs
represent 63% of the total budget and non-personnel costs represent the remaining 37%.

3 To see how OLO calculated the cost of teacher salaries from FY 02 to FY 09, see Appendix A3, ©6; for
calculations of employee benefits for this report, see Appendix A2, ©5.
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Table 9: Budgeted Costsfor the Downcounty Consortium, Total FY03-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories Total FY03-09 % of Total
Grant $1,365
Personnel Local $3,055
Subtotal $4,419 63%
Grant $617
Non-Personnel Local $1,957
Subtotal $2,575 37%
Tota Grant $1,982 28%
Total Local $5,012 2%
Total Downcounty Consortium $6,994 100%

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09
MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09 SL C Grant Applications

Table 10 outlines the annual budgeted costs for the Downcounty Consortium from FY 03 to
FY09. Annual costs have ranged from $400,000 in FY 03 to $1.4 million for FY 05.

Table 10: Annual Downcounty Consortium Budgeted Costs, FY 03-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories FYO3 | FYO4 | FYO5 | FYO06 | FYO7 | FY08 | FY09
Grant $214 $515 $624 $12
Personnel Local $240 | $323| $571| $609 | $671| $642
Subtotal $214 $755 $946 $582 $609 $671 $642
Grant $186 $250 $176 $5
Non-Personnel Local $183 | $251 | $419 | $359 | $497 | $249
Subtotal $186 $434 $427 $423 $359 $497 $249
Total Grant $401 | $765 | $800 $16 $0 $0
Total Local $0 $424 $574 $989 $967 | $1,168 $891
Total Downcounty Consortium $401 | $1,189 | $1,374 | $1,006 | $967 | $1,168 | $891

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, M CPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09,
Account Tracking Summaries FY 04-FY 09, and SLC Grant Applications

Grant Funding. In 2003, the USDE awarded MCPS a Smaller Learning Communities grant for
$2.0 million to launch the Downcounty Consortium. These resources were used to bolster the
signature programs at Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy and Wheaton and to implement
Grade 9 academies on each campus. In particular, MCPS used this grant to develop the
Connection course for freshmen to expand their awareness of higher education and workforce
options after graduation.
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The largest expense for this grant was personnel, which accounted for 69% of all grant funding
from FY 03 through FY06. The personnel costs included the cost of 5.6 Academy Head positions
within the consortium. The non-personnel costs (31% of funding) include costs for consultants,
evaluations, instructional materials, and travel expenses. For more details on the grant funding,
see Appendix A, ©14.

Local Funding. Local funding for the additional costs of the Downcounty Consortium began in
FY04. Table 11 describes total locally funded budgeted costs for the Downcounty Consortium
from FY 04 through FY 09 that totaled $5.4 million.

Table 11: Downcounty Consortium Budgeted L ocal Costs, Total FY 04-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories Total FY04-09
Teacher salariesand
benefits® $1,904
Professional PT $104
Personnel Stipends $578
Support Services PT $229
Non-position Salaries $240
Subtotal $3,055
Instructional Materials $1,025
Contractual Services $308
Non-Personnel L ease $108
Other $209
Non-capital Equipment $249
Subtotal $1,900
Total Downcounty Consortium $4,954

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, MCPS
Program Budgets, FY 98-09, Account Tracking Summaries FY 04-
FY 09, and SLC Grant Applications

Personnel accounted for 66% of the local costs compared with 34% for non-personnel costs.

In FY 07, the 5.6 grant funded positions were transferred to the M CPS operating budget to
continue the academy teacher positions that reduced student to staff ratios for Grade 9 academic
classes.

Because the Downcounty Consortium teacher positions are not differentiated from High School
Instruction positions, OLO estimated the teacher salary and benefit costs for the 5.6 FTEs in the
Consortium budgeted costs. OL O estimated the teacher salary and benefits for the 4.4 FTE’s
supported by local funds since FY 07 based on an FY 09 cost of $73,791 per teacher with 26% for
employee benefits for atotal of $92,977 per position. For afull description of OLO’s
methodology for calculating of teacher and benefit costs, see Appendix A2 and A3 at ©5-6.

% To see how OLO calculated the cost of teacher salaries from FY 07 to FY 09, see Appendix A3, © 6; for
calculations of employee benefits for this report, see Appendix A2, ©5.
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3. Transportation

M CPS does not budget specifically for the transportation costs associated with the High School
Consortia. However, MCPS’ Department of Transportation staff estimated the cost of
transportation for both consortiums from FY 99 to the present. MCPS funded all transportation
costs for both consortiums with local dollars.

M CPS assigns each student a base area based on the student’s home address. Thisis the school
that the student would be assigned to if there was no consortium. As part of the consortia
programs, all students within the consortium attendance area who do not reside within walking
distance of their chosen school are provided with bus transportation.

To estimate the additional cost of transporting high school consortia students to non-base area
campuses, M CPS transportation staff calculated the difference between its current costs and the
estimated costs of transporting all eigible students to their base area high schools. MCPS staff
completed the following steps to compl ete this estimation:

1. Determined the total number of eligible riders and the average number of riders per bus;

2. Calculated the number of buses needed if all students attended their base school based on
current riders per bus averages,

3. ldentified the actual number of buses being used for consortia high schools; and

4. Subtracted current buses from estimated buses needed to transport all consortia students
to base area schools to determine the additional buses needed to transport non-base area
students within each consortium.

The following table outlines the FY 08 transportation needs for each consortium by school. The
data show that M CPS needed an additional 18.28 buses to accommodate student choice needs
including 2.40 buses in the Northeast Consortium and 15.89 in the Downcounty Consortium.

Table 12: MCPS Calculations of Additional Busesfor High School Consortiums, FY 08

ool | Elgble | foes | 485 | curent | Duss

Buses Needed

Paint Branch 1,601 4852 37.89 33 -4.89

Northeast Blake 1,814 60.47 28.86 30 1.14
Consortium | springbrook 1,540 49.68 24.86 31 6.14
Subtotal 4,955 52.71 91.60 94.00 2.40

Montgomery Blair 2,057 62.33 30.22 33 2.78

Wheaton 530 48.18 11.91 11 -0.91

Downcounty | Einstein 798 49.88 10.47 16 5.53
Consortium | Northwood 780 52.00 7.56 15 7.44
K ennedy 979 54.39 16.95 18 1.05

Subtotal 5,144 55.31 77.11 93.00 15.89

Total High School Consortia 10,099 54.01 | 168.72 187.00 18.28

Source: MCPS Division of Transportation Staff, 2008
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After determining the additional buses needed, M CPS transportation staff identified the costs
associated with the operation of the additional buses (e.g., salaries and wages, benefits, fuel, and
maintenance). MCPS estimated additional transportation costs for FY 08 and used a CPI deflator
to estimate these costs for FY 99 through FY 07 and an inflator for FY 09.

MCPS’ calculations are based on a constant transportation need of 4,578 hours (calculated for
FY08) of annual bus operator hours from FY 99 to FY09. This assumption appears reasonable
given the small changes in enrollment among consortia schools from FY 05 to FY 09 described in
Chapter V.

The following table outlines the transportation costs for the consortia based on M CPS estimates.
Thefirst part of the table describes the Northeast Consortium transportation costs prior to FY 05.
The second part of the table provides the transportation costs of both consortiafrom FY 05 to
FY09. The personnel costs include salary and employee benefits for both full time equivalent
(FTE) and substitute positions. The daily mileage for the consortiums was estimated by MCPS
Transportation Administration staff and includes bus fuel and parts.

Table 13: MCPS Calculations of Costs Associated with Additional Buses for High School Consortia,
FY99-09 ($in 000s)

Costs FY99 FYQ0 FYO1 FY02 FYO03 FYO04
Personnel $84 $86 $90 $93 $96 $99
Northeast Mileage $45 $46 $47 $48 $49 $50
Consortium | | ease $38 $38 $38 $38 $38 $88
Subtotal $217 $220 $226 $229 $233 $237
Total Transportation Costs $217 $220 $226 $229 $233 $237
Costs FY05 FY 06 FYQ7 FY 08 FYQ09 F$8t9?109
Personnel $101 $104 $108 $123 $130 $1,113
Northeast Mileage $51 $64 $92 $128 $156 $776
Consortium | | ease $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $530
Subtotal $152 $168 $199 $251 $286 $2,418
Total Personnel $225 $230 $240 $274 $289 $1,003
Downcounty Mileage Cost $67 $67 $96 $134 $163 $460
Consortium | | ease Cost $119 $119 $119 $119 $119 $474
Subtotal $410 $416 $454 $527 $571 $1,967
Total Transportation Costs $562 $583 $654 $778 $856 $4,385

Source: MCPS Division of Transportation Staff, 2008
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The datain Table 13 describe the cost of the additional 18.3 buses needed to transport eligible
students to high schools outside their base area. In FY 09, this amounted to $856,397 or an
average cost of $46,849 per additional bus or of $170 per non-base area student.®* The total
additional transportation costs from FY 98 to FY 09 for the high school consortiawere $4.4
million. For additional information regarding MCPS’ estimates of high school consortia
transportation costs, see Appendix A, ©16.

4. MCPS Central Office Staff

In FY 06, MCPS established a Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services
(Division of Consortia) to assign students to the high school consortium programs, the middle
school magnet programs, and the countywide application programs. Before FY 06, central office
staff in the Office of Curriculum and Instruction had performed these functions. A description of
Division of Consortia personnel and costs follows.

Division of Consortia Personnel. MCPS staff provided OL O with a detailed breakdown of
Division of Consortia Choice staff time dedicated to the high school consortiums. Because the
Division did not exist until recently, MCPS staff identified central staff dedicated to the
consortium programs over the past ten years. The table below shows a comparison of the MCPS
staffing allocated to the Division and percentage of Division staff allocated to supporting high
school consortia functions. For a specific breakdown by positions, see Appendix A, ©109.

Table 14: Division of Consortia Personnel and Allocation to High School
Consortia Functions, FY 98-09

Position FY98-03 FYo4 FY05 FY06-09
Total Division of Consortia Staff 3.0 5.0 6.75 9.25
Allocation to High School Consortia Functions 2.8 5.0 5.9 3.6
% of Division of Consortia Staff Allocated to o o o
High School Consortia Functions 93% 100% 87% 38%

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09, Account
Tracking Summaries FY 04-FY 09

Division of Consortia Costs. Table 15 describes the total budgeted cost for the Division of
Consortiarelative to its high school consortia functions. The total cost of the Division of
Consortiafrom FY 98 to FY 09 was $4.0 million; there were no grant funds used for personnel or
non-personnel expenses. Personnel costs that include salaries, wages and employee benefits,
accounted for 97% of total expenditures; non-personnel costs accounted for 3% of total costs.

3 OLO determined the per student cost by dividing the total costs of additional bus services ($856,397) by the total
number of non-base students attending consortium schools (5,044), which is discussed in Chapter V.
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Table 15: Budgeted Costs by Funding Source for the Division of Consortia for High School
Consortia Functions, Total FY98-09 ($in 000s)

Budget Categories Total FY98-09 % of Total

Grant $0
Personnel Local $3,920

Subtotal $3,920 97%

Grant $0
Non-Personnel Loca $103

Subtotal $103 3%
Total Grant $0 0%
Total Local $4,023 100%
Total Division of Consortia $4,023 100%

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, MCPS Program
Budgets, FY 98-09, Account Tracking Summaries FY 04-FY 09, and SLC Grant
Applications

Table 16 outlines the annual budgeted costs for the Division of Consortiafrom FY 98 to FY 09.
Annual costs have ranged from $194,000 in FY 98 to $532,000 for FY 08.

Table 16: Division of Consortia Budgeted Costs for High School Consortia Functions,
FY98-09 ($in 000s)

Budgq FY98 | FY99 | FY00 | FY0l1 | FYO2 | FY03 | FY04 | FYO5 | FY06 | FYO7 | FY08 | FY09
Categories
Personnel $191 | $197 | $201 | $210 | $219 | $199 | $415 | $421 | $448 | $445 | $474 | $501
Non-
Personnd $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0| $38| $34| 331
Total $191 | $197 | $201 | $210 | $219 | $199 | $415 | $421 | $448 | $483 | $508 | $532

Source: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09, MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09, Account Tracking
Summaries FY 04-FY 09, and SLC Grant Applications

C. Comparison of MCPS and OL O Calculations

OLO’scalculations of high school consortia costs refersto MCPS’ costs to support three features
of the high school consortiums— signature programs, freshmen academies, and student choice.

In particular, OLO’s calculations seek to identify the additional costs of the high school consortia
compared to the allocations the eight consortia high schools, the Division of Consortia, and
Department of Transportation would have received if the high school consortiums did not exist.

M CPS does not routinely report on the costs of the high school consortiain away that isolates
the additional costs of the high school consortiums. For example, MCPS’ FY 09 Approved
Program Budget attributes 55.7 FTE’s to the high school consortia and an overall cost of $4.9
million. However, class size reduction teachers in the Downcounty Consortium (17.6 FTES) and
signature program coordinators (8.0 FTES) that are assigned to all but one comprehensive high
school are included among these positions.
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The datain Table 17 compares the MCPS’ FY 09 Program Budget for the High School
Consortiums to OLO’s calculations of high school consortia costs. Unlike MCPS’ program
budget, OLO’s calculations include the cost of employee benefits for high school consortia
personnel, and the additional costs of transportation for eligible consortia students. However,
OLO’s estimates of FY 09 high school consortia costs are $1.7 million less than MCPS’ estimate
because OL O attributes 15.3 FTE’s to the high school consortia compared to 55.7 positions
included in MCPS’ calculations.

Table 17: MCPS Program Budget and Additional Costs of High School Consortia, FY09

Description FY09 Program Budget | OLO Calculations | Difference
Positions (FTE’Ss) 55.7 15.3 40.4
Salaries and Wages $4,520,127

$1,863,607 $2,656,520
Employee Benefits Not included
Non-personnel costs $409,726 $500,620 ($90,894)
Transportation costs Not included $856,397 ($856,397)
Total Costs $4,929,853 $3,220,624 $1,709,229

Source; OLO calculations of MCPS data
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CHAPTER V: School Assignment Process and Trends

This chapter describes the school choice process and trends in student choice and assignment for

the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums as follows:

e Part A, Choice Application and School Assignment Process, summarizes the
application timeline and process for students applying to consortia high schools;

e Part B, Trendsin Student Choice and Assignment, describes patterns in student
applications, student choice, and assignment to consortia high schools; and

e Part C, Trendsin Student Enrollment, describes patterns in student enrollment at each

consortia high school among base and non-base area student assignments.

In sum, this chapter finds that about athird of MCPS’ overall high school population (roughly
14,000 students) have been enrolled in a Northeast or Downcounty Consortium high school since
FY05; last year, about half of all applicants selected their base school as their first choice and 89-

90% of applicants received their school first choice; and currently, about athird of the high

school consortia enrollment (5,044 students) exercises choice by attending a consortium high

school outside of their base area (a non-base area school).

A. Choice Application and School Assignment Process

Both the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums follow the same application timeline. Table

18 summarizes the choice application process for FY 09.

Table 18: Choice Application Process Timeline, FY 09

Month Planning Activities and Events
September Northeast and Downcounty Consortium High School Options Fair
October Northeast and Downcounty Consortium High School Options Fair
High School Open House
Students Round 1 Choice formsin the mail
November High School Open House
Deadline for private school/home schooled student applications, 11/14
Deadline for Consortia middle school applications, 11/14
January Round 1 assignment |etters mailed to Grade 8 students
Change of Choice forms available for Grade 9 — 11 students
February Change of Choice deadline, 2/23
Round 2 deadline for students who did not receive first choicein
Round 1, transfer students, and new students, 2/23
March Round 2 assignment |etters mailed to Grade 8 students
April/May Deadline for parents to submit school assignment appeals

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter V 32 November 25, 2008




Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Grade 8 students within each consortium rank their order of preference for a high school
primarily based on their interest in the schools’ signature programs.® Northeast Consortium
students rank three choices; Downcounty Consortium students rank five choices. Both
consortiums also use a common student assignment process.

Each student has a base school, which is determined by where the student lives. Students are
guaranteed assignment to their base schooal if:

(@) Itistheir first choice,

(b) It istheir second choice and their first choice is not available, or

(c) They do not participate in the choice application process for the Northeast Consortium.*
MCPS uses high school capacities and projected student enrollments in the student assignment
process to prevent schools from becoming disproportionately over utilized. The following
variables can also impact school assignments:

Ranking of school choices,

Number of students selecting their base school;
Socioeconomic status (ever FARMS participation); and
Gender.

In addition, MCPS attempts to assign siblings to the same consortia school if indicated on their
application. Additionally, there are some students who live outside a consortium area and apply
to attend a consortium school. These students participate in Round 2 of the Choice process.

B. Trendsin Student Choice and Assignment

Table 19 on the next page summarizes M CPS data describing trends in student choice patterns
for the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums from FY 04 to FY 08 among Grade 8 students
participating in Round 1 of the choice application process. The data demonstrate that the number
of Grade 8 students eligible to participate in choice process has diminished over time due to
declining enrollment, but the percentage of eligible students applying to each consortium has
increased. In particular, al but one eligible Northeast applicant participated in the school choice
process for FY 08.

The datain Table 19 further demonstrate that the percent of students receiving their first choice
declined from 91% to 89% for the Northeast Consortium from FY 04 to FY 08, and from 97% to
90% for the Downcounty Consortium. The Superintendent’s annual updates to the Board of
Education for the consortiums indicated that more Northeast Consortium students selected Blake
as afirst choice than seats available and more Downcounty Consortium students selected
Montgomery Blair and Einstein than seats available.®

34 2008-09 parent survey data collected by Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services
indicates that 53% of students in the Northeast Consortium and 61% of students in the Downcounty Consortium cite
signature programs as their primary reason for selecting their first choice school.

% Downcounty Consortium students who do not participate in the choice process are randomly assigned to a school
within this consortium.

% See Superintendent Weast’s memos to the Board of Education dated March 12, 2004; October 25, 2004; February
23, 2005; April 20, 2006; April 21, 2006; March 21, 2007; May 15, 2007; and April 2, 2008.

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter V 33 November 25, 2008



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

The datain Table 19 also demonstrate an increasing trend in the percentage of students selecting
anon-base school astheir first choice. In FY 04, 40% of Northeast Consortium students and 46%
of Downcounty Consortium students selected a non-base school as their first choice compared to
44% of Northeast Consortium students and 50% of Downcounty Consortium studentsin FY 08.

Table 19: Round 1 Student Choice Trends by High School Consortium, FY 04-08

Change
FYO04 | FY05 | FY06 | FY0O7 | FY08 | 04-08
Northeast Consortium
Number of Grade 8 eligible students 1452 | 1,376 | 1,346 | 1,305 | 1,241 | -211
Number of Grade 8 applicants 1,287 | 1,297 | 1,277 | 1,241 | 1,240 -47
Percent eligible who apply 89% | 94% | 95% | 95% | 100% 11%
Percent received 1% choice 9% | 93% | 85% | 94% | 89% -2%
Percent selected base as 1¥ choice 60% | 56% | 54% | 56% | 56% -4%
Downcounty Consortium

Number of Grade 8 eligible students 2,126 | 1,941 | 1,966 | 1,938 | 1,966 | -160
Number of Grade 8 applicants 1909 | 1,842 | 1,865 | 1,854 | 1,865 -44
Percent eligible who apply 90% | 95% | 95% | 96% | 95% 5%
Percent received 1% choice 97% | 86% | 83% | 86% | 90% -7%
Percent selected base as 1¥ choice 54% | 51% | 53% | 56% | 50% -4%

Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

C. Trendsin Student Enrollment

This section describes trends in high school enrollment for MCPS and each consortium. Table
20 on the next page compares consortia enrollment to MCPS’ overall high school enrollment
from FY 05 to FY 08.

In sum, about 14,000 students were enrolled in both consortiums from FY 05 to FY 09 and
represented 32% of MCPS’ high school enrollment. Within the high school consortiums,
Northeast Consortium students represented 40% of all high school consortia enrollment and
Downcounty Consortium students represented the remaining 60%.
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Table 20: High School Enrollment for MCPS and by Consortium, FY 05-09

Change
Student Enroliment FYO5 | FYO6 | FYO7 | FY08 | FY09* | 05-09

MCPS All High Schools | 44,084 | 44,677 | 44515 | 44,201 | 44,39 312
Northeast | Blake 193 | 1983 1,852 | 1858 | 1,820 -116
Consortium " ot Branch 1,810 | 1754 | 1,745| 1,776| 1,809 -1
Springbrook 1,995 2039 | 1974 1,852 1,890 -105

Subtotal 5741 | 5776| 5571| 5486 5519 -222

Downcounty | Montgomery Blair | 3,263 | 299 | 2,896 | 2763| 2714 -549
Consortium | Eingtein 1761 | 1727 | 1,714| 1588| 1,579 -182
K ennedy 1,508 | 1,469 | 1487 | 1448| 1,556 48

Northwood 369 716 | 1011| 1278 1,325 956

Wheaton 1477 | 1429 1,304| 1310| 1,325 -152

Subtotal 8378 | 8337 | 8502| 8387 8499 121

High School Consortia Total 14,119 | 14,113 | 14,073 | 13873 | 14,018 -101
% of MCPS enrollment 320% | 31.6% | 31.6% | 314% | 316% | -0.4%

*MCPS FY 09 datafor all high schools based on preliminary September 30, 2008 enrollment.
Source: MCPS

Table 21 compares each consortium’s enrollment to the Capital Improvement Program’s (CIP)

calculations for program capacity for each campus. The data demonstrate that the current
enrollment of two Northeast Consortium campuses exceeds capacity, but that all but one
Downcounty campus had excess capacity. Overall, MCPS’ high school consortia program
capacity exceeded FY 08 student enrollment in consortia high schools by 646 students.

Table 21: High School Enrollment Compared to CIP Program Capacity, FY 08

Program FY08 Excess
Capacity | Enrollment | Capacity*
Northeast Blake 1,715 1,858 -143
Consortium Paint Branch 1,584 1,776 -192
Springbrook 2,086 1,852 234
Subtotal 5,385 5,486 -101
Downcounty Montgomery Blair 2,885 2,763 122
Consortium Einstein 1,565 1,588 -23
Kennedy 1,725 1,448 277
Northwood 1,526 1,278 248
Wheaton 1,433 1,310 123
Subtotal 9,134 8,387 747
Consortia Total 14,519 13,873 646

* Excess capacity isthe difference between program capacity and enrollment.
Positive numbers reflect additional space or under-enrollment at a school;

negative numbers reflect potential overcrowding.
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter V

35

November 25, 2008




Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Table 22 describes trends in consortia enrollment among students attending their base area high
schooal (i.e., their “home” high school). The data demonstrate that the enrollment of base area
students diminished for one Northeast campus — Springbrook — and for four of five Downcounty
campuses from FY 05 to FY09. The data also show that base area students as a proportion of
consortia enrollment diminished from 63% in FY 05 to 60% in FY08. The largest declines
occurred at Einstein, Kennedy, and Wheaton high schools.

Table 22: Base Area Student Enrollment by Consortium School, FY 05-09

Change
Student Enrollment FY 05 FY Q06 FYQ7 FY 08 FYQ09 05-09
# of base area students enrolled by school

Northeast Blake 1,017 1,083 | 1,077 1,097 | 1,087 70
Consortium Paint Branch 1290 | 1,220 1,263 | 1,307 | 1,297 7
Springbrook 1,145 1,146 | 1,130 1,081 | 1,107 -38

Downcounty Montgomery Blair 1,970 1,733 | 1,673 1,614 | 1,592 -378
Consortium Einstein 1,240 1,167 | 1,120 905 895 -345
Kennedy 1,014 938 906 887 854 -160

Northwood* 149 298 462 639 710 561

Wheaton 1,129 1,031 990 894 864 -265

Consortia Total 8,954 8,616 | 8,621 8,424 | 8,406 -548

Base studentsasa % of enrollment

Northeast Blake 525% | 54.6% | 58.2% | 59.0% | 59.6% 7.1%
Consortium Paint Branch 71.3% | 69.6% | 72.4% | 73.6% | 71.4% | 0.1%
Springbrook 57.4% 56.2% | 57.2% 58.4% | 58.5% 1.1%

Downcounty Montgomery Blair 60.4% 57.8% | 57.8% 58.4% | 58.2% -2.2%
Consortium Einstein 70.4% | 67.6% | 65.3% | 57.0% | 55.6% | -14.9%
Kennedy 67.2% | 63.9% | 60.9% | 61.3% | 54.5% | -12.8%

Northwood 40.4% | 41.6% | 45.7% | 50.0% | 52.5% | 12.1%

Wheaton 76.4% 72.1% | 71.0% 68.2% | 65.2% | -11.3%

Consortia Total 63.4% 61.1% | 61.3% 60.7% | 59.5% -3.9%

* Northwood enrolled Grade 9in FY05, 9-10 in FY06, 9-11in FY07, and 9-12in FY(08
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

Table 23 on the following page describes consortia enrollment trends among two student types:

e Studentsresiding within their school’s consortium that attend a high school outside of
their base area (e.g., students in the Blake base area that attend Springbrook). These
students are eligible for neighborhood based bus services from MCPS.,

e Magnet and transfer students who attend a high school outside of their consortium or
cluster. Magnet students are eligible for limited bus services (typically at central
locations) from MCPS while transfer students are not eligible for any MCPS bus services.

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter V 36 November 25, 2008



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Table 23: Non-Base Area and Outside Student Enrollment by Consortium School, FY05-09

Change
Student Enroliment FYO5 | FYO06 | FYO7 | FY08 | FY09 | 0509
(@) Number of non-base students

Northeast Blake 879 860 750 733 705 -174
Consortium Paint Branch 496 503 | 463 450 | 499 3
Springbrook 816 859 803 734 739 =77

Downcounty Montgomery Blair 846 816 790 729 726 -120
Consortium Einstein 480 517 548 642 677 197
Kennedy 450 482 513 505 649 199

Northwood* 218 403 528 604 607 389

Wheaton 329 375 386 396 442 113

Subtotal 4,514 4815 | 4,781 4,793 | 5,044 530

(b) Number of students residing outside consortium (magnet and transfer students)

Northeast Blake 40 40 25 28 31 -9
Consortium Paint Branch 24 31| 19 9] 2 3
Springbrook 34 34 41 37 47 13

Downcounty Montgomery Blair 447 447 433 420 418 -29
Consortium Einstein 41 43 46 M 39 -2
Kennedy 44 49 68 56 65 21

Northwood* 2 15 21 35 35 33

Wheaton 19 23 18 20 20 1

Subtotal 651 682 671 656 676 25

(c) Total number of students from non-base areas and outside consortiums

Northeast Blake 919 900 775 761 736 -183
Consortium Paint Branch 520 534 | 482 469 | 520 0
Springbrook 850 893 844 771 786 -64

Downcounty Montgomery Blair 1,293 1,263 | 1,223 1,149 | 1,144 -149
Consortium Einstein 521 560 594 683 716 195
Kennedy 494 531 581 561 714 220

Northwood* 220 418 549 639 642 422

Wheaton 348 398 404 416 462 114

Total 5,165 5497 | 5,452 5449 | 5,720 555

Non-base and outside consortium students as % of consortia enrollment

(8) Non-base students 32.0% 34.1% | 34.0% 345% | 35.7% 3.7%
(b) Qutside consortium students 4.6% 48% | 4.8% 47% | 4.8% 0.2%
(c) Total non-base and outside enrollment 36.6% 38.9% | 38.7% 39.3% | 40.5% 3.9%

* * Northwood enrolled Grade 9 in FY 05, 9-10in FY06, 9-11 in FY07, and 9-12in FY 08
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data
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An analysis of datafrom Table 23 on the prior page evidences the following findings:

For both consortiums, the combined number of non-base and outside consortium students
enrolled in consortia schools increased by 555 students (11%) from 5,165 in FY05 to
5,720 in FY09.

The number of non-base area enrollees eligible for neighborhood bus service increased
by 530 students from 4,514 studentsin FY 05 to 5,044 studentsin FY 09.

Ninety-five percent of the increase in combined non-base area and outside consortium
enrollment arose from increases in non-base area enrollment rather than from increasesin
transfer and magnet students from outside each consortium.

The number of non-base students attending consortia schools decreased for two of three
Northeast campuses, but increased for four of five Downcounty campuses.

Non-base students as a percentage of overal high school consortia enrollment increased
from 32.0% in FY05 to 35.7% in FY 09.
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CHAPTER VI: Consortia Demographics and Performance

This chapter reviews changes in measures of student demographics and performance associated
with each of MCPS’ high school consortiums.

e Section I, Changesin Demographics of Enrolled Students, describes changesin
student demographics for the two MCPS high school consortiums and all MCPS high
schools. Racial integration was an explicit goal of the Northeast Consortium, but not the
Downcounty Consortium. However, income integration has been an objective of both
consortiums in recent years.

e Section |1, Progresson Consortia Goalsfor Student Performance, tracks the progress
the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums has achieved on measures articulated by
M CPS as core student performance goals for each consortium. Most of these goals
emerged from the federal grant applications that initiated each consortium. This section
also compares trends for each consortium to all MCPS high schools.

I. Changesin Demographics of Enrolled Students

This section reviews data on the demographics of students enrolled in the Northeast and
Downcounty Consortiums as follows:

e Part A, Integration Objectives, describes MCPS’ racial and socio-economic integration
goals for the consortiums;

e Part B, Northeast Consortium, analyzes changes in student demographics since this
consortium became operational in 1998; and

e Part C, Downcounty Consortium, analyzes changes in student demographics since this
consortium became operational in 2004.

In sum, similar to al MCPS high schools, the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums have
experienced increases in the diversity of their student bodies. In recent years, however, the rates
of poverty in both consortiums, as measured by ever FARMS rates, increased at a faster rate
when compared to changes in the poverty rate across all MCPS high schools. As aresult, neither
high school consortium reduced “minority isolation” or enhanced socio-economic integration.

A. Integration Objectives

MCPS’ student assignment process for the high school consortiums has reflected the Board of
Education’s goals for racial and later socio-economic integration within each consortium. The
Board’s integration goals and related actions are described below.

Racial Integration. An explicit goa of the Northeast Consortium was to reduce the degree of
minority isolation at Blake, Paint Branch, and Springbrook high schools. In 1997, to promote
integration and relieve overcrowding at Sherwood High School, MCPS alocated two majority
white Sherwood neighborhoods into Blake’s base area, and focused on recruiting private school
students into the Northeast Consortium.
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MCPS had planned to use student race and ethnicity in the assignment of students to consortium
high schools to enhance integration. More specificaly, if demand among choice and transfer
applicants to the Northeast Consortium schools exceeded supply, race and ethnicity could have
been used as factors in the student assignment process to demographically balance school
enrollment. However, a4™ Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision in 1999 disallowed MCPS from
using student race and ethnicity in student assignments and transfers.>’

Socio-economic Integration. The current student assignment process identifies socio-economic
(income) integration as agoal of both high school consortiums. In 2003, the Board approved the
use of ever FARMSS status as a potential factor in the student assignment process to balance
demographics across the five Downcounty Consortium high schools;* in 2005, the Board
extended the application of ever FARMS status as a potential factor in the student assignment
process for the Northeast Consortium.*

In practical terms, if student demand exceeds space at arelatively low-poverty consortium high
school (e.g., Blake), then MCPS may assign more “ever” FARMS applicants to this school to
balance demographics across the consortium’s schools. Conversely, if demand exceeds space at
relatively high-poverty consortium high school (e.g., Springbrook), then MCPS may assign more
applicants who have never received FARMS to this school.

B. Northeast Consortium

Table 24 contains student data by race and ethnicity for the Northeast Consortium high schools
for the first five years of the consortium (FY 98 to FY 02) to determine whether this consortium
reached itsracial integration goals.

In sum, the data indicate that two of three campuses were unable to reverse minority isolation in
thefirst five years of this consortium. Specifically, the data show that White enrollment in all
MCPS high schools declined by 3% compared to a decline of 5-6% at Springbrook and Paint
Branch and an increase of 5 % at Blake.

Table 24: Demographics of Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY 98-02

| Fy98 | FY99 | FYoo | FYyoir | FYo2 | Changer

% White
MCPS** 52.9% 52.2% | 51.9% 51.1% | 50.1% -2.8%
Blake *x 43.2% | 47.0% 47.2% | 47.8% 4.6%

Paint Branch 415% | 402% | 39.8% 38.6% | 35.9% -5.6%
Springbrook 28.7% 2715% | 27.2% 257% | 23.8% -4.9%

% Asian
MCPS 14.5% 14.4% 14.3% 14.3% 14.6% 0.1%
Blake ** 11.7% 10.1% 9.7% 8.8% -2.9%

Paint Branch 16.9% 10.6% | 18.9% 205% | 21.9% 5.0%
Springbrook 21.1% | 225% | 22.7% 22.2% | 21.1% 0.0%

37 See Chapter 11 for discussion.
% Board Resolution 335-03 adopted on June 23, 2003.
% Board Resol ution 482-05 adopted on September 13, 2005.
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Table 24: Demographics of Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY 98-02, Continued
| Fy98 | FY99 | FYoo | FYyor | FYo2 | Change*

% Black
MCPS 19.8% 20.4% 20.4% 20.4% 20.5% 0.7%
Blake ** 36.7% 34.8% 34.8% 34.7% -2.0%

Paint Branch 341% | 339% | 34.2% 333% | 353% 1.1%
Springbrook 34.7% | 342% | 35.0% 34.9% | 36.6% 1.8%

% Latino
MCPS 12.5% 12.6% 13.2% 13.9% 14.5% 2.0%
Blake *x 8.3% 7.9% 8.0% 8.2% -0.1%

Paint Branch 6.4% 6.1% 6.8% 7.0% 6.7% 0.3%
Springbrook 15.1% 15.5% 14.9% 16.9% 18.1% 3.0%

* Change for Blakeis FY 99 — 02.
** MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools
Source; OLO analysis of MCPS data

Table 25 contains student demographic data for the Northeast Consortium and all MCPS high
schools for the most recent six year period. The data show that between FY 03 and FY 08 the
decline in White students experienced by all three Northeast Consortium high schools mirrored
MCPS’ overall declinein White high school enrollment.

Table 25: Demogr aphics of Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY03-08

Change
FY03 FYo4 FY05 FY06 FYO07 FY08 03-08
% White
MCPS* 492% | 47.4% | 462% | 450% | 435% | 42.1% -7.1%
Blake 474% | 455% | 458% | 456% | 423% | 373% | -10.1%

Paint Branch 33.7% 31.2% 29.7% 25.7% 24.1% 225% | -11.2%
Springbrook 22.6% 19.9% 17.2% 16.1% 16.2% 14.5% -8.1%

% Asian
MCPS 14.6% 14.5% 14.3% 14.4% 14.6% 14.8% 0.2%
Blake 8.6% 9.2% 9.2% 9.1% 9.6% 9.3% 0.7%

Paint Branch 20.5% 20.1% 18.9% 19.9% 19.6% 20.0% -0.5%
Springbrook 21.3% 19.8% 18.7% 17.6% 16.0% 16.1% -5.2%

% Black
MCPS 20.8% 21.5% 22.2% 22.5% 22.9% 23.2% 2.4%
Blake 35.4% 35.6% 34.9% 34.0% 34.4% 38.7% 3.3%

Paint Branch 38.6% 40.2% 42.1% 45.0% 46.6% 46.5% 7.9%
Springbrook 37.8% 40.7% 43.5% 44.4% 45.7% 46.4% 8.6%

% Latino
MCPS 15.2% 16.2% 17.0% 17.9% 18.7% 19.5% 4.3%
Blake 8.2% 9.3% 9.6% 10.8% 13.3% 14.1% 5.9%

Paint Branch 7.0% 8.2% 9.1% 9.3% 9.5% 10.6% 3.6%
Springbrook 18.2% 19.2% 20.3% 21.7% 21.7% 22.6% 4.4%

* MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools
Source: OLO anaysis of MCPS data
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Table 26 contains data on rates of current eligibility for free and reduced priced meals (FARMS)
among all MCPS and Northeast Consortium high school students from FY 98 to FY08. The data
show that from FY 98 to FY 08, rates of current eligibility for FARMS increased by 5% for all
MCPS high schools compared to a 2% increase at Blake, a 6% increase at Springbrook, and a
9% increase at Paint Branch.

Table 26: FARM S Eligibility Ratesfor Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY 98-08

High School FYes | FY9o | FYoo | FYol | FYo2 | Fyo3
MCPS* 144% | 136% | 132% | 122% | 11.9% | 12.7%
Blake s | 143% | 115%| 97%| 7.0%| 86%
Paint Branch 115% | 101% | 105% | 103% | 102% | 13.0%
Springbrook 206% | 232% | 224% | 212% | 202% | 21.1%

High School FYo4 | FYos | Fyos | Fyo7 | Fyos E%g?g;
MCPS* 135% | 14.2% | 167% | 17.2% | 192% |  48%
Blake 98% | 109% | 107% | 133% | 165% |  2.2%
Paint Branch 129% | 13.7% | 17.9% | 188% | 209% |  9.4%
Springbrook 20% | 227% | 269%| 27.9%| 310%| 64%

* MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools ** Change for Blake FY 99-FY 08.
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

Table 27 contains data on high school students who have ever received FARMS for all MCPS
and Northeast Consortium high school students from FY 98 to FY08. This data shows that over
this eleven year period, Paint Branch and Springbrook high schools had twice the rate of growth
in their ever FARMS population compared to al MCPS high schools.

Table 27: Ever FARMS Eligibility Rates for Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY 98-08

High School FYes | FY9o | FYoo | FYol | FYo2 | Fyo3
MCPS* 327% | 325% | 327% | 332% | 335% | 34.3%
Blake s« | 3000 | 285% | 27.3% | 258% | 27.3%
Paint Branch 284% | 281% | 200% | 304% | 315% | 34.9%
Springbrook 431% | 431% | 44.3% | 453% | 47.8% | 48.2%

High School FYo4 | FYos | Fyos | FYo7 | FYos g%’;?g;
MCPS* 354% | 364% | 37.5% | 37.8% | 389% | 6.2%
Blake 203% | 208% | 207% | 338%| 365%| 3.6%
Paint Branch 37.9% | 304% | 421% | 433% | 437%| 153%
Springbrook 504% | 53.6% | 56.1% | 55.4% | 56.2% 13.1%

* MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools ** Change for Blake FY 99-FY 08.
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data
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C. Downcounty Consortium

Table 28 contains student demographic data by race, ethnicity, and poverty for the Downcounty
Consortium high schools and across all MCPS high schools from FY04 to FY08. The data

indicate that between FY 04 and FY 08:

e White student enrollment among the Downcounty Consortium high schools declined 3-
7%. Thismirrored the overall decline of 5.5% in White student enrollment across all
MCPS high schools.

e Four of the Downcounty high schools experienced growth in their Latino enrollment of
5-8%, which was higher than the 3.3% increase across all MCPS high schools.

e Four of the Downcounty high schools also had greater growth in their “ever” FARMS
enrollment at 4-7% compared to an increase of 3.5% for all MCPS high schools.

Table 28: Demogr aphics of MCPS and Downcounty Consortium High Schools, FY 04-08

FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO07 FYos | Change*

% White MCPS** 474% | 46.2% | 45.0% | 435% | 42.1% -5.3%
Montgomery Blair 28.1% 27.2% 27.0% 26.1% 25.4% -2.7%

Einstein 26.7% | 262% | 23.9% | 240% | 22.6% -4.1%

Kennedy 18.8% | 17.4% 158% | 15.2% | 12.4% -6.4%

Northwood 30.1% | 282% | 255% | 25.4% -4.7%

Wheaton 17.8% | 15.3% 127% | 11.0% | 10.7% -7.1

% Asian MCPS 145% | 14.3% 14.4% | 14.6% | 14.8% 0.3%
Montgomery Blair 14.1% 14.8% 15.9% 16.5% 17.7% 3.6%

Einstein 12.3% | 11.9% 131% | 129% | 11.7% -0.6%

Kennedy 11.8% | 11.4% 115% | 11.3% | 10.4% -1.4%

Northwood 5.5% 4.7% 4.5% 6.2% 0.7%

Wheaton 9.8% | 10.6% 102% | 10.7% | 11.7% 1.9

% Black MCPS 21.6% | 222% | 225% | 22.9% | 23.2% 1.6%
Montgomery Blair 32.0% | 31.8% 31.2% | 30.8% 29.8% -2.2%

Einstein 256% | 247% | 242% | 243% | 23.8% -1.8%

Kennedy 41.1% | 421% | 415% | 424% | 44.2% 3.1%

Northwood 359% | 342% | 36.8% | 34.8% -1.1%

Wheaton 264% | 274% | 263% | 256% | 23.4% -3.0%

% Latino MCPS 16.2% | 17.0% | 17.9% | 187% | 19.5% 3.3%
Montgomery Blair 25.6% 26.0% 25.5% 26.4% 27.0% 1.4%

Einstein 35.0% | 36.8% | 385% | 384% | 41.4% 6.4%

Kennedy 27.7% | 287% | 31.1% | 30.8% | 328% 5.1%

Northwood 279% | 328% | 331% | 331% 5.2%

Wheaton 457% | 46.4% | 50.6% | 52.6% | 54.0% 8.3%
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Table 28: Demographics of MCPS and Downcounty Consor tium High Schools, FY 04-08, Continued

FYO4 | FYO5 | FYO6 | FYOo7 | FY08 | Change*

% FARMS | MCPS 135% | 14.2% | 167% | 17.2% | 19.2% 5.7%
Montgomery Blair 23.4% 21.3% 25.7% 29.0% 31.4% 8.0%

Einstein 30.1% | 292% | 320% | 321% | 36.0% 5.9%

Kennedy 26.6% | 28.2% | 20.9% | 30.8% | 365% 9.9%

Northwood 27.6% | 255% | 29.0% | 30.4% 2.8%

Wheaton 415% | 36.6% | 404% | 411% | 47.7% 6.2%

% Ever MCPS 35.4% | 36.4% | 37.5% | 37.8% | 38.9% 3.5%
FARMS Montgomery Blair | 524% | 527% | 520% | 526% | 53.1% 0.7%
Einstein 50.2% | 60.2% | 62.7% | 62.8% | 65.6% 6.4%

Kennedy 60.9% | 63.3% | 645% | 63.8% | 67.8% 6.9%

Northwood 49.7% | 532% | 55.4% | 56.0% 6.3%

Wheaton 77.2% | 783% | 791% | 80.7% | 81.4% 4.2%

* Change for Northwood based on FY 05 — 08 data.
** MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

II. Progresson Consortia Goalsfor Student Performance

This section tracks the progress that the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums achieved in
improving student performance goals articulated by MCPS. It is organized as follows:

Part A, The Northeast Consortium, summarizes the progress made since FY 98 “to strengthen
students’ knowledge of academic skills and their marketable skills” by tracking this consortium’s
progress on five student performance goalsin the initial and later years of this consortium:

Increase the percent of students who complete Algebral by the end of Grade 9;

Increase the percent of graduates who take at |east one Advanced Placement (AP) exam;
Increase the percent of graduates who earn at least one qualifying AP score;

Increase the percent of graduates who take the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT); and
Increase the SAT scores of graduates.

S A

In sum, the data indicate that the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress on achieving
the five student performance goals listed above. While progress was made in SAT participation
from FY98to FYO01, in Algebral completion by the end of Grade 9 from FY99to FY03, and in
AP participation and performance from FY 00 to FY 07, the Northeast Consortium lost ground in
rates of Algebral completion by the end of Grade 9 from FY 04 to FY 07, in SAT participation
from FY01 to FY08, and in SAT scores from FY 06 to FY 08.
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Part B, The Downcounty Consortium, summarizes the progress made since FY 04 on the
following ten student performance goals with available data that align with the core objectives of
the Downcounty Consortium:

Increase the student promotion rate from Grade 9 to Grade 10;

Decrease the percent of freshmen who fail one or more classes by subgroup;
Increase freshmen grade point averages by subgroup;

Decrease the percent of freshmen ineligible to participate in extracurricular activities by
subgroup;

5. Increase the cumulative student promotion rate from Grade 9 to graduation;
6. Increasethe graduation rate;

7. Increase the percent of graduates who take at least AP exam by subgroup;

8. Increase the percent of graduates who earn at least one qualifying AP score;
9.

1

PwWNPE

Increase the percent of graduates who take the SAT by subgroup; and
0. Increase the SAT scores of graduates by subgroup.

In sum, the data indicate that the Downcounty Consortium achieved progress on six of nine
student performance goals listed above and progress on arelated tenth measure (Grades 9-12
student eligibility). In particular, a mgority of Downcounty campuses achieved gains in both
Grade 9 to 10 and Grade 9 to graduation promotion rates, SAT participation and performance,
and eligibility for extracurricular activities among Grades 9-12 that exceeded gains achieved by
all MCPS high schools. The Downcounty Consortium also had gainsin AP participation and
performance that mirrored the gains achieved by MCPS high schools overall. On three
measures, the Downcounty Consortium lost ground: decreasing freshmen course failure rates,
increasing freshmen grade point averages, and increasing graduation rates.

Sour ces of Data and M ethodology. MCPS’ Offices of Curriculum and Instruction, and Shared
Accountability provided all of the data reviewed in this section of the report. Appendix B
(beginning at ©25) contains data tables for each of the goals tracked and more detailed analysis.

To discern whether each high school consortium achieved the student performance goals listed
above, OLO reviewed the data to answer the following questions:

e During the time period examined, did a majority of consortium campuses make progress
in the direction desired by MCPS?

e Wasthe rate of progress achieved by a majority of consortium campuses less than, equal
to, or greater than the rate of progress made by all MCPS high schools?

The key observations in this chapter respond to these two questions for each performance
measure reviewed. Appendix B includes more detailed analysis and a description of the
achievement gaps evident on most measures by race, ethnicity, and income.
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A. Northeast Consortium

Background on the student performance goalsfor the Northeast Consortium. MCPS was
awarded a three-year $2.9 million grant in 1998 by the U.S. Department of Education’s Magnet
School Assistance Program (M SAP) to implement the Northeast Consortium.*

With MSAP funding, MCPS committed to:

e Reduce the degree of minority isolation within the consortium and in curricular and
extracurricular activities in the three high school magnets;

e Implement systemic reformsthat align the magnet programs with challenging state
content standards and expectations for student performance;

e Establish school-wide magnet schools that feature innovative educational methods and
practices to meet student needs and interests; and

e Assist Northeast Consortium high schools in the devel opment of programs to strengthen
students’ knowledge of academic subjects and their marketable vocational skills.

This section describes the Northeast Consortium’s progress on five student performance goals
that track this consortium’s progress in strengthening students’ knowledge of academic subjects
and their marketable vocational skills:

Increase the percent of students who complete Algebral by the end of Grade 9;
Increase the percent of graduates who take at |east one AP exam,

Increase the percent of graduates who earn at least one qualifying AP score;
Increase the percent of graduates who take the SAT; and

Increase the SAT scores of graduates.

SUE A

OL O tracks and reports data for two time frames, at the start of the consortium and for recent
years, to discern differences in this consortium’s progress over the last 11 years. Asaresult,
twelve opportunities for progress among the five measures are reviewed. Table 29 on the next
page provides an overall summary of the trends demonstrated by the data reviewed; the text
following the table provides more explanation for each goal. Appendix B contains data tables
and amore detailed analysis of the student performance trends.

In sum, the data indicate that the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress. This
consortium achieved progress on seven of twelve measures and lost ground on five measures.
Among the seven measures where a majority of Northeast Consortium high schools achieved
progress, on only one instance did this consortium’s progress exceed that of all MCPS high
schools— gainsin SAT participation from FY98 to FY01. Asaresult, if this consortium

accel erated student achievement, the data suggest that it did so near the start of this consortium
with the consequent impacts diminishing in recent years.

“OChapter |1 notes that in 2005, two of the NEC campuses (Blake and Paint Branch) were also awarded a five-year
$1.5 million grant from the USED’s Small Learning Communities Program with specific performance goals. Since
this grant is on-going, this project excludes an analysis of NEC’s progress on these goals.
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Table 29: Summary of Northeast Consortium Progress on Student Performance Goals

Time Overall Progress Relative to all
Student Performance Goals Frame Progr ess? M CPS high schools?
1. Increase the percent of students who FY99-03 Yes Same progress
complete Algebral by the end of Grade 9 FY 04-07 No Less progress
2. Increase the percent of graduates who take FY00-04 Yes Same progress
at least one Advanced Placement (AP) exam FY 04-07 Yes Same progress
3. Increase the percent of graduates who earn FY 00-04 Yes Same progress
at least one qualifying AP score FY 04-07 Yes Less progress
FY98-01 Yes Gresater progress
4. Increase the percent of graduates who take
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) FY01-05 No Less progress
FY 06-08 No Same progress
FY98-01 No Same progress
5. Increase the SAT scores of graduates FY01-05 Yes Same progress
FY 06-08 No Same progress

1. Increasethe percent of studentswho complete Algebral by theend of Grade 9

From FY 99 to FY 03, two out of three Northeast Consortium campuses (Blake and Springbrook)
made progress on this measure, but then lost ground on this measure between FY 04 and FY 07.
As aresult, the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed successin increasing Algebrall
completion rates by the end of Grade 9 compared to al MCPS high schools, which showed an
increase in Algebra | completion rates for every subgroup from FY 99 to FY07. For the data
tables and more analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©26.

2. Increasethe percent of graduateswho take at least one AP exam.

From FY Q0 to FY 07, each Northeast Consortium campus achieved progress on this measure
overall and for every subgroup except among Latino students at Blake. In most cases, the
consortium’s progress by campus and subgroup paralleled MCPS’ progress for all high schools.
As aresult, the Northeast Consortium achieved progress on this measure that was anal ogous to
the progress achieved by all MCPS high schools. For the data tables and more analysis
associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©28.

3. Increasethe percent of graduateswho earn at least one qualifying AP score.

From FY 00 to FY 07, each Northeast Consortium campus improved AP performance for every
subgroup. From FY 00 to FY 04, the consortium’s progress paralleled the progress of all MCPS
high schools. From FY 04 to FY 07, the progress achieved at Blake exceeded the gains achieved
by all MCPS high schools, but the progress achieved by Paint Branch and Springbook lagged
behind MCPS’ gains among all high schools. Asaresult, the Northeast Consortium achieved
progress on this goal from FY 00 to FY 07 at arate that matched all MCPS high schools from
FY 00 to FY 04, but lagged behind MCPS from FY 04 to FY Q7. For the data tables and more
analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©29.
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4. Increasethe percent of graduateswho takethe SAT.

From FY 98 to FY 01, Paint Branch and Springbrook increased the percent of graduates taking the
SAT and achieved greater gains than all MCPS high schools. From FY 01 to FY 05, these two
campuses, however, lost ground on this measure overall and relative to all MCPS high schools
and to Blake which increased SAT participation during thistime frame. From FY 06 to FY 08,
Blake and Springbrook lost ground on this measure at levels similar to all MCPS high schools.
As aresult, the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress on this measure. For the data
tables and detailed analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©30.

5. Increasethe SAT scoresof graduates.

From FY 98 to FY 01, the Northeast Consortium campuses, like MCPS high schools overall,
experienced declinesin their average SAT scores among all students and among a majority of
subgroups. From FY 01 to FY 05, the Northeast Consortium high schools, like their MCPS peers,
increased their SAT scores overall and for amajority of subgroups. From FY 06 to FY 08,
however, average SAT scores declined for at least four of five subgroups on every Northeast
Consortium campus compared to three of five subgroups for all MCPS high schools. Asaresult,
the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress on this measure as well. For the data tables
and detailed analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©33.

B. Downcounty Consortium

Background on the student performance goals for the Downcounty Consortium. MCPS
was awarded another three-year, $2.0 million grant in 2002 from the U.S. Department of
Education to launch the Downcounty Consortium. As part of this grant, MCPS committed to
achieving several goals for improved student performance.

Table 30 on the next page provides an overall summary of the trends demonstrated by the data
reviewed; the text following the table provides more explanation for each performance goal.
Appendix B, ©35 contains data tables and a more detailed analysis of the student performance
trends.

In sum, the data indicate that the Downcounty Consortium achieved favorable progress on a
majority of student performance measures, often at a better rate of progress than achieved by all
MCPS high schools overall. More specifically, a majority of Downcounty Consortium high
schools achieved gains on five measures — Grade 9 to 10 promotion, student eligibility for
extracurricular activities, Grade 9 to graduation promotion, and SAT participation and
performance — that exceeded the gains achieved by all MCPS high schools since FY04. On AP
participation and performance, this consortium achieved gains that matched all MCPS high
schools. However, the Downcounty Consortium lost ground on three measures overall and
relative to all MCPS high schools: freshmen course failure rates, freshmen grade point averages,
and graduation rates based on Maryland State Department of Education calculations.
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Table 30: Summary of Downcounty Consortium Progresson Student Performance Goals

Progress Relative to

Time Overall all MCPS high
Student Performance Goals Frame Progr ess? schools?
1. Increase student promotion rate from Grade 9 to 10 FY 05-08 Yes Greater progress
2. Decrease freshmen course failure rate by subgroup FY 04-08 No L ess progress
3. Increase freshmen grade point average by subgroup FY 04-08 No L ess progress
4. Decrease student ineligibility by subgroup* FY 04-08 Yes Greater progress
5. Increase student promotion rate from Gr. 9 to graduation FY 05-08 Yes Greater progress
6. Increase graduation rate FY 04-07 No L ess progress
7. Increase AP participation among graduates by subgroup FY 04-07 Yes Same progress
8. Increase AP performance among graduates by subgroup FY 04-07 Yes Same progress
9. Increase SAT participation among graduate by subgroup FY 06-08 Yes Greater progress
10. Increase SAT scores among graduates by subgroup FY 06-08 Yes Greater progress

* Finding based on OLO analysis of all high school data rather than freshmen data.

1. Increase student promotion rate from Grade 9to 10

From FY 05 to FY 08, the Downcounty Consortium increased the rate of Grade 9 students
promoted to Grade 10 by 1 percentage point from 87% to 88%. This compared to al MCPS
high schools increasing Grade 9 to 10 student promotion rates by a half a percentage point from
93.5% to 94.0% during thistime frame. Asaresult, the Downcounty Consortium made progress
on this measure, and at faster rate than all MCPS high schools. For the definition of Grade 9 to
10 promotion used by OL O, the data tables, and more detailed analysis associated with progress
on this goal, see Appendix B, ©36.

2. Decreasethe percent of freshmen who fail one or more classes by subgroup.

An analysis of first semester data on this measure demonstrates that the Downcounty Consortium
did not achieve progress on this measure. Only one campus (Wheaton) reached this goal for
every subgroup compared to the remaining four Downcounty campuses that increased their rates
of freshman course failure for two or more of four subgroups from FY 04 to FY08. Alternatively,
M CPS decreased course failure among three of four subgroups among all high schools during
thistime frame. Asaresult, the Downcounty’s progress on this measure lagged behind MCPS’
progress for all high schools. For the data tables and detailed analysis associated with progress
on this goal, see Appendix B, ©37.
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3. Increasefreshmen grade point average by subgroup.

An analysis of first semester data demonstrates that the Downcounty Consortium has not
achieved thisgoal. From FY 04 to FY 08, every Downcounty campus diminished average GPAs
for at least two of four subgroups, with a majority experiencing declining grade point averages
for three subgroups. All MCPS high schools also lost ground among three of four subgroups on
this measure, but the magnitude of the loss was less than for the Downcounty Consortium. Asa
result, the Downcounty’s lagged behind MCPS’ progress on this measure. For the data tables and
more analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©38.

4. Decrease percent of freshmen ineligible for extracurricular activities by subgroup.

The declines in average freshmen GPAs and increases in freshmen course failure rates evident
among Downcounty high schools for the prior two measures suggest that the Downcounty
Consortium has not achieved progress in reducing ineligibility rates among high school
freshmen. However, theineligibility at the end of the school year data analyzed by OL O for all
high school students suggests that the Downcounty Consortium had made progress in improving
eligibility among this larger group of students from FY 05 to FY 08, and greater progress than
MCPS. More specifically, the data demonstrate that four of the five Downcounty campuses
achieved progress in reducing ineligibility rates for all high school students and among at |east
two of four subgroups. These campuses reduced ingligibility rates for al high school students by
0.4 to 4.8 percentage points compared to adecline of 0.1 points for all MCPS high schools. For
the data tables and more detailed analysis, see Appendix B, ©40.

5. Increasethe cumulative student promotion rate from Grade 9 to graduation.

An analysis of the data suggests that the Downcounty Consortium has made progress on this
measure overall and relative to all MCPS high schools. The data suggest that this consortium
increased its cumul ative promotion rate by 5.2 percentage points from FY 05 to FY 08 from
65.0% to 70.0%, compared to a 0.4 percentage point increase of 81.6% to 82.0% for all MCPS
high schools. Kennedy and Wheaton experienced the largest increases, with approximately
three-quarters of their freshmen graduating within four years by FY08. For the definition of
cumulative student promotion rate used by OL O, the data tables, and more detailed analysis
associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©42.

6. Increasethegraduation rate.

Unlike graduation rate measures based on the cumulative promotion index, Maryland State
Department of Education calculations of graduation rates suggest that the Downcounty
Consortium lost ground on this measure overall and relative to MCPS. In particular, the data
suggest that from FY 04 to FY 07, each Downcounty campus’s graduation rate diminished from
1.1 to 7.4 percentage points compared to a 1.0 percentage point drop for all MCPS high schools.
For the data tables and analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©43.
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7. Increasethe percent of graduateswho take at least one AP exam.

An analysis of FY 04 to FY 07 data shows that every Downcounty campus made progress on this
measure at arate comparable to MCPS’ level of progress for all high schools. More specifically,
the data shows that the Downcounty campuses increased AP participation rates for every
subgroup with afew exceptions, ranging from 1.3 to 21.4 percentage points. In comparison
MCPS high schools overall increased AP participation among all students by 11.4 percentage
points with gains for every subgroup. For the data tables and detailed analysis associated with
progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©43.

8. Increase percent of graduateswho earn at least one qualifying AP score.

An analysis of FY04 to FY 07 data also shows that each Downcounty campus achieved progress
in increasing the percentage of graduates earning qualifying AP scores among a majority of
subgroups. In particular, the data show increases in AP performance among every subgroup for
two Downcounty campuses, and for three out of four subgroups for the remaining campuses.
Overall, the Downcounty campuses increased the percent of graduates earning one or more
qualifying AP scores by 3.6 to 10.5 percentage points. All MCPS high schools increased the
percent of students with qualifying AP scores by 6.6 percentage points with gains for every
subgroup. MCPS’ aggregate progress among all high schools was comparable to the collective
gains achieved by the Downcounty high schools. For the data tables and detailed analysis
associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©45.

9. Increasethe percent of graduateswho take the SAT by subgroup.

An analysis of FY06 to FY 08 data demonstrates that the Downcounty campuses made progress
in increasing participation on the SAT, and their progress exceeded MCPS’ progress. In
particular, the data show that three of four Downcounty campuses with dataincreased SAT
participation rates for every subgroup, ranging from 1 to 24 percentage points; and that these
campuses achieved gains at far higher levels than achieved by all MCPS high schools. For the
data tables and more analysis associated with progress on this goal, see Appendix B, ©45.

10. Increasethe SAT scores of graduates by subgroup.

An analysis of the data demonstrates that the Downcounty campuses achieved progressin
increasing student performance on the new SAT. In particular, the data demonstrate that two of
the Downcounty campuses achieved increases in total SAT scores overall and for at least four of
five subgroups compared to one campus that had falling scores for every subgroup, and another
campus that had declines for three out of five subgroups. In comparison, MCPS high schools
overall achieved gains among three of five subgroups but lost ground among students overall.
This suggests that MCPS gainsin SAT scores by subgroups were less than those achieved by the
Downcounty Consortium. For the data tables and more analysis associated with progress on this
goal, see Appendix B, ©47.
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CHAPTER VII: Summary of Findings

The MCPS Board of Education devel oped the two high school consortiums to address
overcrowding, enhance integration, improve student achievement, and narrow the achievement
gap in the eastern portion of the County. The Northeast Consortium became operational in 1998
with the combining of the Blake, Paint Branch, and Springbrook high school clustersinto one
consortium. The Downcounty Consortium became operational in 2004 with the combining of
the Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton high school clustersinto
the second consortium.

The purpose of this Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) report is to improve the Council’s
understanding of the costs and results associated with MCPS’ two high school consortiums. This
chapter summarizes OLO’s findings on the two high school consortiums into four general topics:

Costs and funding of the consortiums;

Consortia goals and strategies;

Trends in school choice and enrollment; and
Trends in student demographics and performance.

Costs and Funding of the Consortiums

Finding#1: TheFYO09 budget includes $3.2 million for the high school consortiums.
MCPS’ FY 09 operating budget allocates $3.2 million for the high school consortiums as follows:

$963,000 is budgeted to the Northeast Consortium;

$891,000 is budgeted to the Downcounty Consortium,;

$856,000 is included in the Department of Transportation budget; and

$532,000 is budgeted to the Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program
Services (Division of Consortia).

Non-personnel costs (contractual services, supplies and materials, travel, and equipment) and
transportation costs account for 43% of the high school consortia budgets. Personnel costs
(wages, salaries, and benefits) account for 57% of the high school consortia budgets; the specific
positionsg/hours funded are:

6.1 teachers for the Northeast Consortium;

5.6 teachers for the Downcounty Consortium;

3.6 positions for the central office Division of Consortia; and

14,776 hours of bus operator services for the Department of Transportation.
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Finding#2: The cumulative cost of the high school consortiums (FY 98-09) has been $27.4
million; 77% of thisamount was funded by the County.

Of the $27.4 million budgeted over 11 years (FY 98-09) to the two high school consortiums:

e $11.6 million was budgeted for the Northeast Consortium;

e $7.0 million was budgeted for the Downcounty Consortium;

e $4.8 million was budgeted to support additional transportation services; and

e $4.0 million was budgeted for the Division of Consortia and its precursors.

Since FY 98, MCPS has budgeted $21.2 million in local dollars to support the high school
consortiums; this represents approximately 77% of the total 11-year consortia costs. Three
federal grants awarded to M CPS since FY 98 make up the remaining 23% of total high school
consortiafunding. For FY 09, local dollars make up 90% of the high school consortia’s overall
funding.

Finding#3: MCPS has been awarded $6.4 million in federal grantsto launch and expand
programming for both high school consortiums.

MCPS started planning the high school consortiumsin 1991. MCPS’ records indicate the
consortium concept was developed in response to a County Council request to address secondary
school overcrowding in the eastern part of the County. Asthe planning evolved, MCPS staff
identified, applied for, and received federal grants that aligned with MCPS’ school improvement
and integration goals.

e 1N 1998, the U.S. Department of Education’s Magnet School Assistance Program
(MSAP) awarded MCPS athree-year, $2.9 million grant for the Northeast Consortium.

e 1n 2002, MCPS was awarded a three-year, $2.0 million grant from the Department’s
Small Learning Communities (SLC) Program for the Downcounty Consortium; and

e In 2005, MCPS was awarded another federal SLC grant of $1.5 million for five yearsto
support two of the three Northeast Consortium campuses. Blake and Paint Branch.

Consortia Goals and Strategies

Finding#4: Gainsin student performance and narrowing of the achievement gap serve
asthe goals of each high school consortium.

Board of Education meeting minutes and M CPS grant applications indicate that the primary goal
for each high school consortium is “improving student performance.” Assummarized in the
chart below, common objectives articulated by MCPS in the three federal grant applications were
to: improve students’ academic knowledge and vocational skills; and narrow the achievement
gap by race, ethnicity, and income.
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Chart 1: Student Performance Goals by Federal Grant for High School Consortia

FY99-01 FY03-06 FY05-10
Student Performance Goals MSAP Grant SLC Grant SLC Grant
1. Reduce minority isolation \
2. Strengthen students knowledge of academic N N, N,
subjects and vocational skills
3. Improve freshmen performance by subgroup N N
4. Improve student engagement by subgroup

Sources. MCPS grant applications
Finding#5: MCPSusesthree strategies to implement the high school consortiums-
signature programs, freshmen academies, and student choice.

Signature Programs. MCPS currently offers signature and academy programsin 23 of its 24
comprehensive high schools. The chart below lists the specific signature and academy programs
found in each of the consortium high schools.

Chart 2: Signature Programs by Consortia High School

Consortium High School Signature and Academy Programs
Humanities and Public Service, Science, Technology, Engineering and
Blake Mathematics, Business and Consumer Services
Northeast Science and Media, Finance, Engineering Technology, Child
Consortium Paint Branch | Development and Education, NJROTC, and Restaurant Management
Springbrook International studies, Technology
Montgomery | Human Services, Entrepreneurship, Media Literacy, Science, Math and
Blair Technology and International Studies
Einstein Finance, International Studies, and Visual and Performing Arts
International Studies, Multimedia and Telecommunications, Sports
Downcounty Kennedy Medicine and Management, and NJROTC
Consortium Environmental Sciences, Political Science and Public Advocacy,
Northwood Humanities and Film, and Musical Theater
Information Technology, Engineering, and Biosciences and Medicine,
Wheaton and Global and Cultural Studies

Source : MCPS website
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Freshmen Academies: All five Downcounty Consortium high schools and two of the Northeast
Consortium campuses (Blake and Paint Branch) also house freshmen academies aimed at
improving the transition and performance of Grade 9 students.** Common features of the
freshmen academies include:

e Smaller learning communities with dedicated faculty;

e Accelerated, double period literacy and mathematics courses for students two or more
grades behind in literacy and/or math; and

e Connections, afreshman seminar that introduces students to career and higher education
options.

Student Choice: The consortiums also offer student choice, with MCPS bus services provided
to students who attend high schools outside of their base areas. The choice application process
encourages students to rank their order of preference for high schools based on their interest in
the schools’ signature programs. M CPS guarantees students assignment to their base school
(determined by where the student lives) if it istheir first choice or it is their second choice and
their first choice is not available. MCPS assigns students to schools based on students’ ranking
of school choices, the number of students selecting their base school, the capacities of consortia
high schools, and the socioeconomic status and gender of students.

Trendsin School Choice and Enrollment

Finding#6. Since FY 05, approximately 14,000 students have been enrolled each year in
one of the consortia high schools.

Between FY 05 and FY 09, approximately 14,000 students (representing almost one-third of all
high school studentsin MCPS) were enrolled in either the Northeast or Downcounty consortium.
The table below summarizes high school enrollment by each consortium compared to MCPS’
overall high school enrollment.

Table 31: High School Enrollment for MCPS and by Consortium, FY 05-09

Change
High School Enrollment FY05 FY06 FYQ7 FY08 FY09* 05-09

Northeast Consortium 5,741 5776 | 5571 5,486 5,519 -222
Downcounty Consortium 8,378 8,337 8,502 8,387 8,499 121
High School Consortia Total 14,119 | 14,113 | 14,073 | 13,873 | 14,018 -101
MCPS 44,084 | 44,677 | 44515 | 44,201 | 44,245 161
High School Consortia Enrollment as
% of MCPS High School Enrollment 32.0% 31.6% | 31.6% 31.4% 31.6% -0.4%
*MCPS FY 09 datafor all high schools based on preliminary September 30, 2008 enrollment.
Source: MCPS

“ Two additional MCPS high schools also have freshmen academies, Seneca Valley and Gaithersburg.
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Finding#7: In FY08, 90% of studentsin both consortiumsreceived their first choice
school; about half selected their home school astheir top choice.

The datain Table 32 describing trends in school choice show that from FY 04 to FY 08:

e The percent of students receiving their first school choice remained close to 90% for the
Northeast Consortium, but declined from 97% to 90% for the Downcounty Consortium;

e The percent of students selecting their base school as their first choice declined from 60%
to 56% in the Northeast Consortium, and from 56% to 50% in the Downcounty
Consortium.

Table 32: Round 1 Student Choice Trends by High School Consortium, FY 04-08

Change
Per cent of FY04 | FY05 | FY06 | FYO7 | FY08 | 04-08
Northeast Consortium
Grade 8 €eligible students who applied 89% | 94% | 95% | 95% | 100% 11%
Applicants that received 1% choice 91% | 93% | 85% | 94% | 89% -2%
Applicants that selected base as 1% choice 60% | 56% | 54% | 56% | 56% -4%
Downcounty Consortium
Grade 8 €eligible students who applied 90% | 95% | 95% | 96% | 95% 5%
Applicants that received 1% choice 97% | 86% | 83% | 86% | 90% -7%
Applicants that selected base as 1% choice 54% | 51% | 53% | 56% | 50% -4%

Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

Finding#8: About athird of the high school consortia studentsin FY 09 (5,044 students)
enrolled in schools outside of their base area.

The datain Table 33 show that in FY 09, 36% of the students enrolled in a consortium high
school have selected to attend a consortium high school outside of their base area. The number
of students who chose to attend a non-base high school within their consortium increased by 555
students from 4,514 students in FY 05 to 5,044 studentsin FY 09.

Table 33: Base and Non-Base Area and Outside Student Enrollment by Consortium, FY 05-09

Change

Enroliment FYO5 | FY06 | FYO7 | FY08 | FY09 | (05-09)
Number of base, non-base, and outside of consortium students
(a) Base within consortium 8,954 8,616 | 8,621 8,424 | 8,406 -548
(b) Non-base within consortium 4,514 4,815 | 4,781 4,793 | 5,044 530
(c) Outside consortium 651 682 671 656 676 25
Base, non-base, and outside of consortium studentsas % consortia enrollment

(a) Base within consortium 63.4% 61.1% | 61.3% 60.7% | 59.5% -3.9%
(b) Non-base within consortium 32.0% 34.1% | 34.0% 345% | 35.7% 3.7%
(c) Outside consortium 4.6% 48% | 4.8% 47% | 4.8% 0.2%

Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data
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Trendsin Student Demoqgr aphics and Perfor mance

Finding#9: The high school consortiumsdid not improve racial or economic integration.

Table 34 describes the distribution of White students among total school enrollment for all
MCPS high schools and Northeast Consortium high schools from FY 98 to FY08. During this
time frame, none of the Northeast campuses were able to reverse minority isolation, and two of
the high schools (Paint Branch and Springbrook) had declines in their White student enrollment
that were higher than the declines evidenced among by all MCPS high schools.

Table 34: White Enrollment for MCPS and Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY 98-08

HighSchoo | FY98 | FY9 | FY00 | FYOL | FY02 | FYO3
MCPS* 52.9% | 522% | 519% | 511% | 50.1% | 49.2%
Blake o | a3 | 4T0% | 4T2% | 4T8% |  4T.4%
Paint Branch 415% | 402% | 308% | 386% | 359%| 337%
Springbrook 287% | 215% | 27.2% | 257%| 238% | 22.6%
High School FYo4 | FYO5 | FY06 | FYO7 | FY08 ggg?g;
MCPS* 474% | 462% | 450% | 435% | 421% | -108%
Blake 455% | 458% | 456% | 423% | 37.3%| 5%
Paint Branch 312% | 20.7% | 257% | 241% | 225% | -19.0%
Springbrook 109% | 172% | 161%| 162%| 145% | -14.1%

* MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools ** Change for Blake FY 99-FY 08.
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data

Table 35 describes the percent of students ever receiving FARMS for the Northeast Consortium
and al MCPS high schools from FY 98 to FY08. The data show that since the start of this
consortium, two of the Northeast high schools (Paint Branch and Springbrook) experienced
greater growth in their ever FARMSS population than MCPS high schools overall.

Table 35: Ever FARMS Enrollment for MCPS and Northeast Consortium High Schools, FY 98-08

HighSchool | FY98 | FY99 | FY0D | FYOL | FY02 | FY03
MCPS* 327% | 325% | 327% | 332% | 335% | 343%
Blake | 30%| 285%| 27.3%| 258% | 27.3%
Paint Branch 284% | 281% | 200% | 304% | 3L5% | 34.9%
Springbrook 431% | 431% | 443% | 453% | 478% | 482%

HighSchool | FYO4 | FY05 | FY06 | FYO7 | FYO08 E:;Z;?g;
MCPS* 354% | 364% | 375% | 37.8% | 3B9% |  62%
Blake 203% | 208% | 207% | 338%| 365% | 36%
Paint Branch 37.9% | 39.4% | 421% | 433% | 437% | 153%
Springbrook 504% | 536% | 561% | 554% | 56.2% | 13.1%

* MCPS refersto all MCPS high schools ** Change for Blake FY 99-FY 08.
Source: OLO analysis of MCPS data
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Table 36 contains student demographic data for the Downcounty Consortium and all MCPS high
schools from FY 04 to FY08. The data show that declines in White student enrollment for the
Downcounty campuses mirrored the declines for all MCPS high schools. However, four
Downcounty high schools had greater growth in their “ever” FARMS enrollment than MCPS.

Table 36: Demographics of MCPS and Downcounty Consortium High Schools, FY 04-08

| Fyo4 | Fyos | Fros | Fyor | Fyos | cChange
% White
MCPS** 474% | 462% | 45.0% | 435% | 42.1% | 53%
Montgomery Blair | 28.1% | 27.2% | 27.0% | 261% | 254%| -27%
Einstein 26.7% | 262% | 239% | 24.0% | 226% | -4.1%
Kennedy 188% | 17.4% | 158% | 152%| 124% | -64%
Northwood 30.1% | 282% | 255% | 254% | -A1%
Wheaton 17.8% | 153% | 127% | 110% | 10.7% 7.1
% Ever FARMS

MCPS 354% | 364% | 375% | 37.8% | 389% | 35%
Montgomery Blair | 524% | 527% | 520% | 526%| 531%| 0%
Einstein 59.2% | 60.2% | 627% | 628% | 656% |  6.4%
Kennedy 60.9% | 633% | 645% | 638%| 67.8% | 6.9%
Northwood 49.7% | 532% | 554% | 56.0% |  6.3%
Wheston 77.2% | 783% | 791%| 80.7%| 8L4% |  42%

* Change for Northwood based on FY 05 — 08 data. ** MCPS refersto all high schools
Source; OLO analysis of MCPS data

Finding #10: The Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress at strengthening
students’ knowledge of academic subjects.

Table 37 on the next page summarizes the Northeast Consortium’s progress at strengthening
students” knowledge of academic subjects based on five measures of student performance. In
sum, the data reviewed show that the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress at
improving student performance. To the extent that this consortium accelerated student
performance, it did so in the early years of the consortium with the impacts declining in more
recent years.
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Table 37: Summary of Northeast Consortium Progress on Student Performance Goals

Time Overall Progress Relative to all
Student Performance Goals Frame Progr ess? M CPS high schools?
1. Increase the percent of students who FY99-03 Yes Same progress
complete Algebral by the end of Grade 9 FY 04-07 No Less progress
2. Increase the percent of graduates who take FY00-04 Yes Same progress
at least one Advanced Placement (AP) exam FY 04-07 Yes Same progress
3. Increase the percent of graduates who earn FY 00-04 Yes Same progress
at least one qualifying AP score FY 04-07 Yes Less progress
FY98-01 Yes Gresater progress
4. Increase the percent of graduates who take
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) FY01-05 No L ess progress
FY 06-08 No Same progress
FY98-01 No Same progress
5. Increasethe SAT scores of graduates FY01-05 Yes Same progress
FY 06-08 No Same progress

Finding #12: The Downcounty Consortium achieved progress on seven of ten student

per formance goals.

Table 38 summarizes the Downcounty Consortium’s progress at achieving progress on ten
measures of student performance. In sum, the data reviewed show that the Downcounty
Consortium achieved greater progress than MCPS high schools overall on five measures of
student performance and equal progressto MCPS high schools on another two measures of
performance. For the remaining three performance goals, the Downcounty Consortium lost
ground on these measures overall and relative to all MCPS high schools.

Table 38: Summary of Downcounty Consortium Progresson Student Performance Goals

Progress Relative to

Time Overall all MCPS high
Student Performance Goals Frame Progress? schools?
1. Increase student promotion rate from Grade 9 to 10 FY 05-08 Yes Greater progress
2. Decrease freshmen course failure rate by subgroup FY 04-08 No L ess progress
3. Increase freshmen grade point average by subgroup FY 04-08 No L ess progress
4. Decrease student ineligibility by subgroup* FY 04-08 Yes Greater progress
5. Increase student promotion rate from Gr. 9 to graduation FY 05-08 Yes Greater progress
6. Increase graduation rate FY 04-07 No L ess progress
7. Increase AP participation among graduates by subgroup FY 04-07 Yes Same progress
8. Increase AP performance among graduates by subgroup FY 04-07 Yes Same progress
9. Increase SAT participation among graduate by subgroup FY 06-08 Yes Greater progress
10. Increase SAT scores among graduates by subgroup FY 06-08 Yes Greater progress

* Finding based on OLO analysis of all high school data, not just freshmen data.
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CHAPTER VIII: Recommended Discussion | ssues

The purpose of this Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) project isto improve the Council’s
understanding of the costs and results associated with the Montgomery County Public Schools
(MCPS)’ two high school consortiums. Based on the information and analysis compiled about
the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums, this chapter outlines issues for the Council to
discuss with Montgomery County Board of Education and M CPS representatives. The chapter
also identifies arelated issue for the Council to discuss concerning OLO’s upcoming study on
MCPS’ workforce readiness programs.

Recommended Discussion | ssues

| ssue #1: Assessing the investment in MCPS’ high school consortiums.

The Northeast Consortium became operational in 1998 by combining the Blake, Paint Branch,
and Springbrook high school clustersinto one consortium. The Downcounty Consortium
became operational in 2005 by combining the Montgomery Blair, Einstein, Kennedy,
Northwood, and Wheaton high school clustersinto the other high school consortium.

In sum, the estimated current year (FY 09) cost of operating the two consortiumsis $3.2 million;
90% of the cost is County-funded. The estimated cumulative cost of the two consortiums from
FY 98-09 has been $27.6 million; during this 11-year period, federal grant funds provided 23% of
the total funding and the County funded the balance.

Asoutlined in previous chapters of the report:

e A third of all MCPS high school studentsis currently enrolled in a consortia high school;

e 90% of the students receive their first choice school and about athird of participating
students attend a school outside of their base areg;

e The Downcounty Consortium has achieved progress on seven of ten student performance
goas, while the Northeast Consortium has achieved more mixed progress on improving
student achievement; and

e The consortiums have had no impact on reversing “minority isolation” or improving
economic integration in the eastern part of the County.

OL O recommends the Council discuss the following questions with Board of Education and
M CPS representatives:

e Hastheinvestment in the two high consortiums been “worth it”? Why and why not?
e What plans (if any) does MCPS have to change the approach to operating one or both of
the consortiums?
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| ssue #2: The high school consortiums as a strategy for meeting the extra-learning
needs of studentsin thered-zone.

The Council isfamiliar with the Board of Education’s practice of targeting local, state, and
federal funds to address the extra-learning needs of elementary studentsin the red-zone. In

FY 07, for example, MCPS expended, on average, an additional $2,000 per elementary student in
ared-zone focus school compared to a non-focus school (i.e., $10,765 per student for school-
based services in the red-zone compared to $8,798 per student in the green-zone).*?

In FY 09, MCPS will spend approximately $643 more on every student who exercises his or her
choice to attend a non-base consortia high school. To improve the Council’s understanding of
how MCPS targets additional resources to meet the extra-learning needs of secondary students
at-risk, OLO recommends the following discussion questions:

e To what extent does MCPS consider the high school consortiums a strategy for meeting
the extra-learning needs of secondary students in the red-zone?

e What other MCPS initiatives target secondary students in the red zone and what impacts
have these strategies had?

I ssue #3: MCPS’ practices with respect to grant-funded positions.

By FY 10, MCPS will have effectively used $6.4 million in federal funding to jump start each
consortium and to add Grade 9 academies and another signature program to two Northeast
Consortium high schools. Over the years, MCPS used |ocal funds to continue ten positions
initially funded with federal grants (4.4 FTEs in Northeast Consortium high schools and 5.6
FTEs in Downcounty Consortium high schools). In comparison, MCPS staff has indicated in
conversations with OL O staff that the 1.7 new positions included in the current small learning
communities grant for Blake will not be continued once federal funding ends.

To improve the Council’s understanding of how MCPS budgets for the continuation of programs
that began with grant funding, OL O recommends the Council discuss the following questions
with MCPS representatives:

e What are MCPS’ policies and practices for determining whether County-funding should
replace grant-funding when a grant ends?

e What isMCPS’ record over the past five yearsin terms of eliminating grant-funded
positions at the end of the grant period?

“2 See Appendix C for OLO memorandum to the Education Committee, May 7, 2008

OLO Report 2009-4, Chapter VII| 61 November 25, 2008



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

| ssue #4: The potential fiscal, enrollment, and performance impact of discontinuing
the high school consortiums.

MCPS’ FY 09 Program Budget shows the annual costs of the high school consortiums as
approximately $4.9 million. However, as discussed earlier, this calculation includes a number of
staff positions, particularly for the Downcounty high schools, that would likely continue if the
consortiums ended (e.g., the signature program coordinator and class size reduction positions).

The table below itemizes OLO’s cal culations of the marginal FY 09 costs of operating the high
school consortiums. These data suggest that M CPS could reduce expenses by approximately
$3.2 million annually if both the Northeast and Downcounty Consortiums were discontinued.

Table 39: Estimated Marginal Costs of High School Consortia, FY09

Item Staffing and Estimated Costs
Positions (FTE’s) 15.3

Salaries, Wages & Benefits $1,863,607
Non-personnel costs $500,620
Transportation costs $856,397

Total Costs $3,220,624

Source; OLO calculations of MCPS data

OL O recommends the Council discuss the following questions with the Board of Education and
MCPS representatives in order to clarify the potential cost savings and changes in student
enrollment and performance that could result from discontinuing the high school consortiums:

e |n addition to the $3.2 million in savings identified by OLO, does M CPS see the potential
for additional savingsif the two high school consortiums were to be discontinued?

e How and in what ways does M CPS anticipate student performance would be affected if
the consortiums were to be discontinued?

e Would ending the consortiums necessitate formal boundary studies for each campus? If
so, what would be the associated cost, timing, and process?
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| ssue #5: OL O’supcoming study on M CPS wor kfor ce readiness programs.

OLO’s FY09 Work Program includes an assignment to study MCPS’ workforce readiness
programs. This project will involve compiling fiscal and other information on the workforce
readiness opportunities that M CPS provides to the one in five high school seniors that intend to
join the workforce upon graduation. As part of this project, OLO staff will obtain feedback
about MCPS’ workforce readiness programs through interviews with a sample of students,
teachers, principals, and guidance counselors; and summarize what the published literature
contains about structuring successful career preparation programs.

Asreviewed earlier in this report, there is a connection between the two high school consortiums
and MCPS’ workforce readiness programs. Specifically, there are signature programs offered at
each consortia high school that are designed to improve both college and workforce readiness of
students. OLO staff isjust now beginning to compile data on MCPS’ delivery of career and
technical education programs. As the Council discusses the connection between the high school
consortiums and workforce readiness, OL O staff would benefit from the Council’s guidance on
whether the scope of OLO’s upcoming study on workforce readiness should be expanded to
include any additional issues.
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CHAPTER | X: Agency Comments

The written comments received from the Chief Operating Officer of Montgomery County Public
Schools on the final draft of this Office of Legidative Oversight report are attached (pages 65-
67). Asaways, OLO greatly appreciates the time taken by staff to review our draft report and to
provide feedback.

Thisfinal OLO report incorporates technical corrections and comments provided by MCPS
staff. Thisincludes updated fiscal information that indicates a $27.4 million cumulative 11-year
cost of the high school consortiums rather than the $29.1 million figure referenced in the
attached and draft report reviewed by MCPS staff.
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Ms. Karen Orlansky, Director

Dr. Elaine Bonner-Tompkins, Senior Legislative Analyst
Ms. Kristen Latham, Legislative Analyst

Office of Legislative Oversight

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Ms. Orlansky, Dr. Bonner-Tompkins, and Ms. Latham:

Thank you for providing Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) staff with the opportunity
to review and comment on the draft Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) Report on High
School Consortia. Comments and suggestions for technical changes were previously provided.
MCPS staff members who participated in this review appreciated the collaborative process used
throughout the development and review of this report. The data and findings in this report will
help MCPS in our review and oversight of the Northeast Consortium (NEC) and the Downcounty
Consortium (DCC).

It is evident that much of the feedback provided by MCPS throughout the development of the
report was carefully considered and incorporated. In our final review, the following comments
are offered:

The consortia have been exceptionally successful in providing students high quality
program choices. As noted in the report, over 5,000 students are now enrolled in schools
outside their base area. Also included in the report are the results of a survey of parents
completing choice forms indicating that 53 percent of NEC students and 61 percent of
DCC students choose schools based on the available programs. MCPS believes it is
important to continue to offer program choices to students in the areas most impacted by
poverty.

MCPS cannot provide students the same level of high quality program options without
the current consortia arrangements. Programs such as Project Lead The Way,
International Baccalaureate, dance programs, musical technology, or media programs
could not be replicated in all schools. As a result, many students would be denied access
to these programs that have proven to engage our most needy students. If access to these
programs were limited to students living in the base areas, many programs would be
under enrolled. The program offerings at the consortia schools have provided recent
graduates with postsecondary opportunities that were not available prior to the
implementation of consortia programs.

Office of the Chief Operating Officer

850 Hungerford Drive, Room 149 ¢ Rockville, Maryland 20850 ¢ 301-279-3626
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While acknowledging the work MCPS must continue to improve student performance, it
is important to consider the impact of poverty in weighing the student performance
impact of the consortia. The report concludes that growth in student poverty in the
consortia has mirrored the growth of student poverty in all MCPS high schools. While
accurate, this analysis does not acknowledge that six of the eight consortium high schools
had a significantly higher poverty rate at the outset and continue to account for most of
the highest poverty high schools in MCPS. The ability of staff, parents, and students in
these schools to perform as well as, or in some cases better than, the MCPS average is a
significant achievement. In performance areas where these schools have not kept pace
with their more affluent peers, MCPS remains committed to the goal to no longer have
poverty or race as a predictive factor of student achievement in MCPS.

MCPS also offers the following comments concerning the budget chapters:

Regarding Finding 2, the OLO report notes that MCPS has spent a total of $29.1 million
over 11 years for the two consortia, including $6.3 million in federal grant funds and
$22.7 million in local funds. While the data confirms this conclusion, using multiyear
numbers is confusing for readers who normally think of operating budget totals in annual
terms. The report does not include an average annual total to put the 11-year figure in
terms comparable to most budget documents.

The report does not discuss fully the annual changes in spending. Had these been
included, the data would show that after the grant funding ended, MCPS did not continue
grant-funded programs with full local funding, but reduced the size of the program to
reflect the end of the start-up period. MCPS requested local funding to replace some of
the federal funded positions and resources as budget initiatives. The analysis of the data
would be enhanced by the annual funding changes. Such an analysis would inform
members of the County Council, particularly those who joined the Council after the
expiration of the grants, of the important budgetary changes that have occurred in the two
consortia since their inception.

Regarding Issue 3, MCPS practice with respect to grant-funded positions, MCPS
Regulation DDA-RA Seeking and Securing Federal, State, and Private Grants (Section
IV (C) (2)) provides that grant-funded positions are conditional on future funding.
Employees in grant-funded positions are aware of the conditional status of their
employment. In nearly all instances, the Council approves supplemental appropriations
for grants on the understanding that the expenditures will cease at the expiration of the
grant. In some cases, however, grants are awarded for start-up expenditures, assuming
that local funding will continue if the program proves successful. This gives the county
an opportunity to try out a new program or instructional approach without the
requirement of local funding. The county may assume continuing costs, which normally
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are less than the original start-up costs, only if the program works. In the case of the NEC
and the DCC, the Council was informed that there was an expectation of continued local
funding if the programs were successful. Upon expiration of the grant, MCPS included
continued funding, as is the normal practice, as budget initiatives to be considered by the
Council as discretionary funding. In each case, the Council approved continued funding.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review the draft findings and recommendations. I believe
the collaborative work between MCPS and OLO will result in an excellent report that will
support the work of the school system and County Council.

Sincerely,
Larry A. Bowers
Chief Operating Officer
LAB:1lh
Copy to:
Dr. Weast
Mr. Lang
Mr. Creel

Dr. Spatz
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APPENDIX A
Detailed Cost Tablesfor High School Consortia

The following four MCPS offices provided OL O with cost and personnel data on the high
school consortia:

Department of Budget, Management, and Planning;
Department of Enriched and Innovative Programs;
Division of the Controller; and

Department of Transportation.

The three primary sources of cost data used for this project were the MCPS Program
Budgets, MCPS Operating Budgets, and the MCPS Account Tracking Summary that
describes actual program expenditures. To supplement these data sources, OLO relied on
MCPS staff to provide budgeted cost information for data that was not available through
these sources, including grant award information and internal MCPS staff budgets.

This Appendix provides more detail on the budget and cost data presented in Chapter V of
thisreport. This Appendix presents the supporting cost and personnel tablesin the following
order:

Overview information on the consortia and methods of cost calculation used by OLO;
Cost data for the Northeast Consortium;

Cost data for the Downcounty Consortium;

Transportation costs associated with the high school consortia; and

Cost and personnel datafor the Division of Consortia.

grwODNE

The table on the next page lists the data tables presented in this appendix.
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APPENDIX Al

Estimated High School Consortia Costs, FY98-FY 03

Budget Categories FY98 FY99 FYO00 FYO01 FYO02 FYO03
Personnel Costs $419,795 $571,533 $580,042 $304,366 $326,542
Northeast Non-Personnel Costs | $130,000 | $1,175,606 $907,507 $699,901 $200,149 $352,851
Consortium | Transportation Costs $217,396 | $219,888 | $225543 | $229.258 | $233,081
Subtotal $130,000 | $1,812,797 | $1,698,928 | $1,505,486 $733,773 $912,474
Personnel Costs $214,309
Downcounty | Non-Personnel Costs $186,231
Consortium | Tyansportation Costs
Subtotal $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $400,540
Division of Personnel Costs $190,693 | $197,142 $200,605 $209,926 $199,088 $199,088
Consortia Non-Personnel Costs
gggll(i:satair;i Transportation Costs
Programs Subtotal $190,693 $197,142 $200,605 $209,926 $199,088 $199,088
Total High School Consortia $320,693 | $2,009,939 | $1,899,533 | $1,715,412 $932,861 | $1,512,102

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-FY 09; M CPS Program Budgets, FY 04-FY Q9;

Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 09; Magnet School Program Grant Application; and Smaller Learning
Communities Grant Application.

Estimated High School Consortia Costs, FY04-FY 09

Budget Categories FYO04 FY05 FY06 FYOQ7 FYO08 FY09
Personnel Costs $327,151 | $435546 | $542,636 | $696,429 | $723.812 | $720,777
Northeast Non-Personnel Costs | $352,851 | $352,851 | $527,244 | $522,349 | $455,723 | $242,091
Consortium | Transportation Costs |  $236,844 | $152,013 | $167,694 | $199,493 | $251,391 | $285,893
Subtotal $916,846 | $940,410 | $1,237,574 | $1,418,271 | $1,430,926 | $1,248,761
Personnel Costs $755,088 | $946,182 | $582,314 | $608,555 | $670,935 | $641,761
Downcounty | Non-Personnel Costs | $433,771 | $427,326 | $423241 | $358,658 | $496,617 | $248,953
Consortium | Transportation Costs $409913 | $415772 | $454,044 | $526,651 | $570,504
Subtotal $1,188,859 | $1,783,421 | $1,421,327 | $1,421,257 | $1,694,203 | $1,461,218
Divisionof | Personnel Costs $414,616 | $421,310 | $447,517 | $444,851 | $474,312 | $501,069
gﬁgisgg; q Non-Personnel Costs $38,000 $33,736 $31,144
Application Transportation Costs
Programs Subtotal $414,616 | $421,310 | $447,517 | $482,851 | $508,048 | $532,213
Total High School Consortia $2,520,321 | $3,145,141 | $3,106,418 | $3,322,379 | $3,633,177 | $3,242,192

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-FY 09; M CPS Program Budgets, FY 04-FY Q9;

Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 09; Magnet School Program Grant Application; and Smaller Learning
Communities Grant Application.
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Estimated High School Consortia Costs, Total FY98-FY 09

Budget Categories Total FY98-FY09
Personnel $5,648,629
Northeast Non-Personnel $5,919,123
Consortium Transportation $2,418,494
Subtotal $13,986,246
Personnel $4,204,835
Downcounty Non-Personnel $2,574,797
Consortium Transportation $2,376,884
Subtotal $9,370,825
Division of Personnel $3,920,325
Consortia Non-Personnel $102,880
Subtotal $4,023,205
Total High School Consortia Costs $27,360,168

Sources: MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets,

FY 04-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets, FY 04-FY 09;
Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 0; Magnet School
Program Grant Application; and Smaller Learning

Communities Grant Application.
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APPENDIX A2
OL O Calculation of Employee Benefits

OL O calculated the cost of benefits using budgeted costs for personnel. OLO used the
following rates for the calculation of benefits.

Position BT
Rate
MCEA Positions 26%
SEIU Positions 38%
MCAASP Positions 19%
MCBOA Positions 23%
Non-position Salaries 8%

MCPS provided OL O with the rate for the corresponding positions within the report as
shown in the table.

Position Title Benfit Rate
Category

Teacher MCEA
Supervisor MCAASP
Coordinator MCEA
Instructional Specialist MCEA
Guidance Counselor MCEA
Consortium Enrollment Specialist SEIU
Administrative Secretary SEIU

Data Specialist SEIU
Registrar SEIU

OL O determined that the SEIU positions listed above represented the higher range of SEIU
position salaries and were more comparable to MCEA position salaries. Therefore, OLO
used the MCEA benefit rate for both MCEA positions and SEIU positionsin this report.
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APPENDIX A3
OL O ESTIMATION OF TEACHER SALARY COSTS

OLO identified 4.4 FTEs in the Northeast Consortium (NEC) and 5.6 FTEsin the
Downcounty Consortium (DCC) that were additional positions as a result of the high school
consortia program. However, the budgeted costs for these positions were included with
position salaries that were not specific to the consortia and could not be differentiated.
Therefore, it was necessary for OL O to estimate the costs of these positions. The following
describes the process OL O used.

MCPS provided OL O with the Account Tracking Summary Data for the Consortiafor FY 05
through FY09. OLO identified the position teacher salary provided by MCPS and
determined the per-position budgeted cost. The following table outlines the budgeted
position salaries for the teacher position. OLO used these position salary costs for the 5.6
FTEsfor the DCC and 4.4 FTEsfor the NEC.

Budgeted Budgeted Costs Budgeted Per

Vil FTEs (Total) Position Cost
FY05 226 $1,327,993 $58,761
FY06 28.2 $1,690,923 $59,962
Fy o7 28.2 $1,873,016 $66,419
FY08 28.2 $1,965,032 $69,682
FY09 28.2 $2,080,906 $73,791

To determine the position budgeted costs for years prior to FY 05, MCPS Department of
Budget, Management, and Planning provided OL O with the average teacher salary for each
year. The following shows the average teacher salary for FY 02-FY 04.

Y ear FYQ02 FY03 FY04
Position Salary $54,900 | $58,680 | $59,010
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A4

Budgeted Costsfor the Northeast Consortium, FY 98-FY 03

Budget Categories FY98 FY99 FYO00 FYO1 FYO02 FYO03

Grant $419,795 $571,533 $580,042

Personnel | Local $304,366 | $326,542
Subtotal $0 $419,795 $571,533 $580,042 $304,366 | $326,542

Non. Grant $660,488 $391,258 $292,662

Personnel Local $130,000 $515,118 $516,249 $407,239 $200,149 | $352,851
Subtotal $130,000 | $1,175,606 $907,507 $699,901 $200,149 | $352,851

Total Grant $0 [ $1,080,283 $962,791 $872,704 $0 $0

Total Local $130,000 $515,118 $516,249 $407,239 $504,515 |  $679,393

Total Northeast

Consortium $130,000 | $1,595,401 | $1,479,040 | $1,279,943 $504,515 | $679,393

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MSAP
and SLC Grant Applications.

Budgeted Costsfor the Northeast Consortium, FY04-FY 09

Budgeted Categories FY04 FYO05 FY06 FYQ7 FYO08 FYQ09
Grant $100,432 $207,557 $235,587 |  $236,651
Personnel | Local $327,151 $435,546 $442,204 $488,872 $488,225 |  $484,126
Subtotal $327,151 $435,546 $542,636 $696,429 $723812 | $720,777
Nor Grant $174,393 $156,139 $117,875 | $101,992
Personnel |_Local $352,851 $352,851 $352,851 $366,210 $337,848 | $140,099
Subtotal $352,851 $352,851 $527,244 $522,349 $455,723 | $242,091
Total Grant $0 $0 $274,825 $363,696 $353,462 | $338,643
Total Local $680,002 $788,397 $795,055 $855,082 $826,073 |  $624,225
Total Northeast
Consortium $680,002 $788,397 | $1,069,880 | $1,218,778 | $1,179,535 | $962,868

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09;
MSAP and SLC Grant Applications.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Budgeted Costsfor the Northeast Consortium, Total FY98-FY 09

Budgeted Categories Total FY98-FY09
Grant $2,351,597
Personnel Local $3,297,032
Subtotal $5,648,629
Grant $1,894,807
Non-Personnel Local $4,024,316
Subtotal $5,919,123
Total Grant $4,246,404
Total Local $7,321,348
Total Northeast Consortium $11,567,752

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09;
MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MSAP and SLC Grant

Applications.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A5

Magnet School Program Grant Funding for the Northeast Consortium

, : Project Project | Project
Expenditure Categories Yeajurl Yeejlrz Ye;JB Total
Personnel $325,820 | $436,752 | $442,455 | $1,205,027
Personnel Employee Benefits $93,975 | $134,781 | $137,587 | $366,343
Subtotal $419,795 | $571,533 | $580,042 | $1,571,370
Equipment $457,392 | $251,775 | $196,376 | $905,543
Non- Supplies $132,590 | $77,000 | $42,000 | $251,590
Personnel Contractual $43,500 | $39,000 | $33,000 | $115,500
Indirect $27,006 | $23,483 | $21,286 $71,775
Subtotal $660,488 | $391,258 | $292,662 | $1,344,408
Total MSAP Grant $1,080,283 | $962,791 | $872,704 | $2,915,778

Source: Magnet School Program Grant Application Binder
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A6
Smaller Learning Communities Grant Appropriations, Blake and Paint Branch High
Schools
L . Project | Project | Project | Project | Project
Appropriation Categories YeaJ\r 1 Yeejtr > Ye;r 3 Yez;r 4 YeaJ\r 5 Total
Personnel
Blake | $26,918 | $107,086 | $126,287 | $126,500 $1,000 | $387,791
Paint Branch | $66,075 | $66,075 | $66,075 | $66,075 | $66,075 $330,375
Personnel Employee Benefits
Blake $2,153 | $29,110 | $37,939 | $38,790 $80 | $108,072
Paint Branch $5,286 $5,286 $5,286 $5,286 $5,286 $26,430
Subtotal $100,432 | $207,557 | $235,587 | $236,651 | $72,441 $852,668
Travel
Blake $5,000 $4,000 $3,000 $1,000 $13,000
Paint Branch $0
Equipment
Blake $6,000 | $11,000 | $11,000 $28,000
Paint Branch | $60,000 $60,000
Supplies
Blake $2,500 | $10,500 | $10,500 $23,500
Paint Branch | $11,300 | $32,050 $6,050 $6,050 $6,050 $61,500
:;l;r;nn o Contractual
Blake | $46,500 | $51,500 | $45,500 | $42,500 | $32,500 $218,500
Paint Branch | $31,500 | $31,500 | $21,500 | $21,500 | $21,500 $127,500
Other
Blake $0
Paint Branch | $11,200 | $11,200 | $11,200 | $11,200 | $11,200 $56,000
Indirect
Blake $2,201 $5,517 $6,207 $5,824 $890 $20,639
Paint Branch $4,192 $3,872 $2,918 $2,918 $2,918 $16,818
Subtotal $174,393 | $156,139 | $117,875 | $101,992 | $75,058 $625,457
Total SLC Grant $274,825 | $363,696 | $353,462 | $338,643 | $147,499 | $1,478,125

Source: MCPS Memo from Jerry Weast to Members of the Board of Education re: Recommended FY 2006
Supplemental Appropriation for Smaller Learning Communities Grant, September 13, 2005
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Northeast Consortium Locally Funded Budgeted Costs, FY 98-FY 03

APPENDIX A7

Budget Categories FY98 FY99 FY 00 FYO1 FY02 FYO03
Teacher $241,560 $259,160
Personnel | Other Personnel Costs $62,806 $67,382
Subtotal $0 $0 $0 $0 | $304,366 $326,542
Special Program Funds $130,000 | $515,118 | $516,249 | $407,239 | $200,149
Contractual $44,500
Non- Supplies and Materials $210,367
Personnel | 1Tavel $0
Other $33,500
Equipment $49,443
Subtotal $130,000 | $515,118 | $516,249 | $407,239 | $200,149 $352,851
Total Northeast Consortium $130,000 | $515,118 | $516,249 | $407,239 | $504,515 $679,393

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MSAP
and SLC Grant Applications.

Northeast Consortium L ocally Funded Budgeted Costs, FY 04-FY 09

Budget Categories FYO04 FYO05 FY 06 FYOQ7 FYO08 FY09
Teacher $259,644 | $325,771 | $332,429 | $368,227 | $386,317 | $409,097
Personnel | Other Personnel Costs $67,507 | $109,775 | $109,775 | $120,645 | $101,908 | $75,029
Subtotal $327,151 | $435,546 | $442,204 | $488,872 | $488,225 | $484,126
Specia Program Funds
Contractual $44,500 | $44,500 | $44,500 | $47,000 | $54,582 | $39,231
Nor Suppliesand Materials | $210,367 | $210,367 | $210,367 | $187,524 | $174,006 | $43,668
Personnel |_Travel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 | $15,554
Other $33,500 | $33,500 | $33,500 | $39,416 | $51,260 | $24,646
Equipment $49,443 | $49,443 | $49,443 | $53,000 | $58,000 | $17,000
Subtotal $352,851 | $352,851 | $352,851 | $366,210 | $337,848 | $140,099
Total Northeast Consortium $680,002 | $788,397 | $795,055 | $855,082 | $826,073 | $624,225

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; M CPS Program Budgets,
FY98-FY09; MSAP and SLC Grant Applications.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Northeast Consortium Locally Funded Budgeted Costs, Total FY98-FY 09

Budget Categories Total FY98-FY09

Teacher $2,582,205

Personnel Other Personnel Costs $714,827
Subtotal $3,297,032

Special Program Funds $1,768,755

Contractual $318,813

Supplies and Materials $1,246,666

Non- Personnel Travel $15,554
Other $249,322

Equipment $325,772

Subtotal $4,024,316

Total Northeast Consortium $7,321,348

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MCPS
Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; MSAP and SLC Grant Applications.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A8

Downcounty Consortium Budgeted Costs, FY03-FY 09

Budget Categories FYO03 FYO04 FY05 FY 06 FYO07 FY08 FY09 Total
Grant $214,309 $515,061 $623,552 $11,699 $1,364,621
Personnel | |ocal $240,027 $322,630 $570,615 | $608,555 | $670,935 | $641,761 | $3,054,523
Subtotal | $214,309 $755,088 $946,182 $582,314 | $608,555 $670,935 | $641,761 | $4,419,144
Non- Grant $186,231 $250,272 $176,326 $4,590 $617,419
Personnd | Local $183,498 $251,000 $418,651 | $358,658 $496,617 | $248,953 | $1,957,377
Subtotal | $186,231 $433,770 $427,326 $423,241 | $358,658 $496,617 | $248,953 | $2,574,796
Total Grant $400,540 $765,333 $799,878 $16,289 $0 $0 $0 | $1,982,040
Total Local $O | $423525 | $573,630 [ $989,266 | $967,213 | $1,167,552 | $890,714 | $5,011,900
Total Downcounty
Consortium $400,540 | $1,188,858 | $1,373,508 [ $1,005,555 | $967,213 | $1,167,552 | $890,714 | $6,993,940

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; M CPS Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09;
Account Tracking Summaries FY 04-FY 09; and SLC Grant Applications.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A9
Smaller Learning Community Grant Appropriated Funding for the Downcounty
Consortia
Appropriated Funding Category FYO03 FY04 FYO05 FY 06 Total
Secretary $24,253 | $36,822 | $49,698 $110,773
Instructional Specialist $102,599 | $249,764 | $48,688 | $2,199 | $403,250
Teacher $297,739 | $7,421 $305,160
Personnel Professional PT $32,149 | $133,798 $165,947
Stipends $19,670 | $6,645 | $94,778 | $1,037 | $122,130
Employee Benefits $35,638 | $88,032 | $132,649 | $1,042 | $257,361
Subtotal $214,309 | $515,061 | $623,552 | $11,699 | $1,364,621
Consultants $75,083 | $89,413 | $13,531 $178,027
Contractual Services $650 $1,173 $1,823
Instructional Materials $21,360 | $62,794 | $149,261 | $4,048 | $237,463
Non- Travel Out $41,209 | $40,647 $81,856
Personnel Travel Local $3,011 $3,011
Dues, Fees, and Registration $34,594 | $29,352 $63,946
Indirect Costs $10,324 | $26,893 | $13,534 $542 $51,293
Subtotal $186,231 | $250,272 | $176,326 | $4,590 | $617,419
Total SLC Grant $400,540 | $765,333 | $799,878 | $16,289 | $1,982,041

Source: Smaller Learning Communities Grant Application Binder
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A10

Downcounty Consortium Locally Funded Budgeted Costs FY04 to FY09

Budget Categories FYo04 FYO05 FY06 FYo07 FY08 FY09 Total
Teachers $335,787 | $371,946 | $390,219 | $413,230 | $1,511,182
Professional
PT $39,890 $2,111 $2,942 $42,050 $16,543 [ $103,536
Stipends $70,000 [ $140,000 | $131,785| $131,785| $104,548 | $578,118
Support

Personnel |_Services PT $212,740 $5,412 $5,176 $5,424 $50,400 $228,752
Non-
position
Salaries $240,027 $240,027
Employee
Benefits $87,305 $96,706 [ $101,457 [ $107,440 | $392,907
Subtotal $240,027 | $322,630 | $570,615| $608,555 | $670,935 | $641,761 [ $3,054,523
Instructional
Materias $52,748 | $161,000 | $198,651 | $213,058 | $286,017 | $113,930 | $1,025,404
Contractual
Services $80,000 $50,000 $57,800 $57,800 $61,934 | $307,534
Eeorr;nn o Lease $30,750 [ $10,000 $60,000 $3,000 $3,000 $1,500 [ $108,250
Other $13,800 $90,000 $46,800 $46,800 $25,697 | $209,297
Non-capital
Equipment | $100,000 $20,000 $41,000 $41,000 $47,392 [ $249,392
Subtotal $183,498 | $251,000 | $418651 | $361,658 | $434,617 | $250,453 [ $1,899,877
Total Downcounty
Consortium $423,525 | $573,630 | $989,266 | $970,213 | $1,105,552 | $892,214 | $4,954,400

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-FY 09; M CPS Program Budgets, FY 98-FY 09;
Account Tracking Summaries FY 04-FY 09; and SLC Grant Applications.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A1l

M CPS Calculations of Costs Associated with Additional Buses Required for High
School Consortiums, FY99 — FY03

Budget Category 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Bus Operator Hourly
Rate $12.54 $12.90 $13.55 $13.96 $14.38
Hours 4,578 4,578 4,578 4,578 4,578
Salaries and Wages $57,402 | $59,050 | $62,025 | $63,902 [ $65,824
Position Benefits $21,239 [ $21,849 | $22,949 | $23,644 [ $24,355
gg&ﬁ Substitute Salary 4502 | $4724| sa962| $5112| 95266
Substitute Benefits $367 $378 $397 $409 $421
Subtotal Personnel $83,600 [ $86,001 | $90,333 | $93,067 [ $95,866
Mileage Cost $45472 | $45563 | $46,886 | $47,867 [ $48,891
L ease Cost $88,324 | $88,324 | $88,324 | $88,324 [ $88,324
Subtotal NEC $217,396 | $219,888 | $225,543 | $229,258 | $233,081
Total High School Consortia* $217,396 | $219,888 | $225,543 | $229,258 | $233,081

*There were no Downcounty Consortium transportation costsin FY 99-FY 03
Source: MCPS Division of Transportation Estimates, 2008
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

M CPS Calculations of Costs Associated with Additional Buses Required for High
School Consortiums, FY04 — FY 09

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Bus Operator
Hourly Rate $14.81 | $1511| $1553| $16.16 $18.48 $19.46
Hours 4578 4578 4578 4578 4578 4578
Salaries and Wages $67,793 | $69,166 | $71,080 | $73972 | $84,592 $89,078
Position Benefits $25083 | $25591 | $26,303 | $27,370 | $31,299 $32,959
gggﬁm Substitute Salary $5423 | $5533| $5687| $5918| $6.767 $7,126
Substitute Benefits $434 $443 $455 $473 $541 $570
Subtotal Personnel $98,733 | $100,733 | $103,534 | $107,733 | $123,199 $129,733
Mileage Cost $49,787 | $51,280 | $64,160 | $91,760 | $128,192 $156,160
Lease Cost $88,324
Subtotal NEC $236,844 | $152,013 | $167,694 | $199,493 | $251,391 $285,893
Bus Operator
Hourly Rate $15.11 | $1553 | $16.16 $18.48 $19.46
Hours 10,180 | 10,189 | 10,189 10,189 10,189
Salaries and Wages $153,956 | $158,232 | $164,651 | $188,289 $198,274
Position Benefits $56,964 | $58,546 | $60,921 | $69,667 $73,361
88;:";?3‘;? Substitute Salary $12,659 | $12,659 | $13172 | $15,063 $15,862
Substitute Benefits $1,013 | $1,013| $1,054 $1,205 $1,269
Subtotal Personnel $224,591 | $230,450 | $239,798 | $274,224 $288,766
Mileage Cost $66,810 | $66,810 | $95,734 | $133,915 $163,226
Lease Cost $118,512 | $118,512 | $118,512 | $118,512 $118,512
Subtotal DCC $409,913 | $415,772 | $454,044 | $526,651 $570,504
Total High School Consortia $236,844 | $561,926 | $583,466 | $653,537 | $778,042 $856,397

Source: MCPS Division of Transportation Estimates, 2008
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

M CPS Calculations of Costs Associated with Additional Buses Required for High

School Consortiums, Total FY99 — FY 09

Budget Categories Total FY99-FY09
Bus Operator Hourly Rate NA
Hours $50,358
Salaries and Wages $763,893
Position Benefits $282,641
Northeast Substitute Salary $61,110
Consortium Substitute Benefits $4,888
Subtotal Personnel $1,112,532
Mileage Cost $776,018
Lease Cost $529,944
Subtotal NEC $2,418,494
Bus Operator Hourly Rate NA
Hours $40,756
Salaries and Wages $709,446
Position Benefits $262,495
Downcounty Substitute Salary $56,756
Consortium Substitute Benefits $4,541
Subtotal Personnel $1,033,238
Mileage Cost $459,685
Lease Cost $474,048
Subtotal DCC $1,966,971
Total High School Consortia $4,385,465

Source: MCPS Division of Transportation Estimates, 2008
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A12

APPROXIMATE PERCENTAGESOF DI1VISION OF CONSORTIA AND
APPLICATION PROGRAM SERVICES OFFICE STAFF TIME*

Approximate Per centages of DCCAPS Office Staff Time Spent on Office I nitiatives, FY

2009

% % “shool | Appliead

00 ication
Positions (FTE’S) CNorthe_as DownCOl_Jnty Magnet Per())gr ams

onsortium | Consortium Consortium (App

L=E) (BCC) | “msmc) | Prog)
Director | (1.0) 20 20 20 20
Supervisor (1.0) 30 30 30 10
Instructional Specialist (1.0) 30 30 30 10
Instructional Specialist (1.0) 0 0 30 70
Instructional Specialist (0.5) 0 0 0 100
Registrar (1.0) 30 30 30 5
Administrative Secretary (1.0) 30 30 30 5
Data Specidist (1.0) 30 30 30 10
Administrative Secretary (1.0) 30 30 30 5
Administrative Secretary (.75) 30 30 30 5
Registrar (1.0) 30 30 30 5

Approximate Per centages of DCCAPS Office Staff Time Spent on Office I nitiatives, FY

2006 -2008
%
" , % % %

Positions (FTE’S) NEC DCC | MSMC I;Arr;g
Director | (1.0) 20 20 20 20
Coordinator (1.0) 30 30 30 10
Instructional Specidlist (1.0) 30 30 30 10
Instructional Specidlist (1.0) 0 0 30 70
Instructional Specialist (.5) 0 0 0 100
Registrar (1.0) 30 30 30 5
Admin. Secretary (1.0) 30 30 30 5
Data Speciaist (1.0) 30 30 30 10
Admin. Secretary (1.0) 30 30 30 5
Admin. Secretary (.75) 30 30 30 5
Registrar (1.0) 30 30 30 5
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Approximate Per centages of NEC/DCC Office Staff Time Spent on Office Initiatives,

FY 2005

" , % % %
Positions (FTE’s) NEC DCC MSMC
Director | (1.0) 25 25 25
Coordinator (1.0) 25 50 25
Instructional Specialist (1.0) 25 50 25
Registrar (1.0) 45 45 0
Admin. Secretary (1.0) 100 0 0
Admin. Secretary (.75) 30 100 0
Registrar (1.0) 45 45 10

Approximate Per centages of NEC/DCC Office Staff Time Spent on Office I nitiatives,

FY 2004
" , % %
Positions (FTE’s) NEC DCC
Director | (1.0) 40 40
Instructional Speciaist (2.0) 0 100
Guidance Counselor (1.0) 100 0
Admin. Secretary (1.0) 60 20

Approximate Per centages of High School I nitiatives Office Staff Time Spent on Office
Initiatives, FY 2003

Positions (FTE’S) L
NEC

Director | (1.0) 80

Guidance Counselor (1.0) 100

Consortium Enrollment 100

Assistant (1.0)

Admin. Secretary (1.0) 80

Approximate Per centages of High School Initiatives Office Staff Time Spent on Office
Initiatives, FY 1998 to 2002

Positions (FTE’s) e
NEC
Director | (1.0) 80
Guidance Counselor (2.0) 100
Admin. Secretary (1.0) 80

*Sources of all Appendix A12 tables are MCPS Staff in the Department of Enriched and
Innovative Education and the Department of Management, Budget and Planning.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX A13

Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services Costs, FY98-FY 03

Budget Categories

FY98

FY99

FYO00

FYOl1

FYQ02

FYO03

Personnel

Guidance
Counselor

$123,256

$127,092

$129,008

$134,892

$141,634

$74,357

Consortium
Enrollment
Assistant

$50,003

Data Specialist

Administrative
Secretary

$28,088

$29,370

$30,202

$31,716

$32,331

$33,646

Registrar

Support
Services PT

Professional PT

Employee
Benefits

$39,349

$40,680

$41,395

$43,318

$45,231

$41,082

Total
Per sonnel

$190,693

$197,142

$200,605

$209,926

$219,196

$199,088

Total Division of Consortia

$190,693

$197,142

$200,605

$209,926

$219,196

$199,088

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets, FY 04-
FY 09; Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY09.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services Costs, FY04 - FY09

Budget Category FY04 FY05 FY 06 FYO7 FYO08 FY09
Supervisor $68,143
Coordinator $66,668 $55,778 | $58,146 | $61,224
Instructional
Specialist $156,156 | $119,457 $122,742 | $126,426 | $133,820 | $140,510
Guidance
Counselor $78,078
Consortium
Enrollment
Assistant $51,500 | $39,405 $32,386 | $33,696 | $37,103 | $38,963
Personnel Data Specialist $29,428 | $30,613 | $33,696 | $35,381
Administrative
Secretary $43,326 | $69,063 $74,384 | $76,395 | $81,479 | $85,594
Registrar $39,780 $27,244 | $27,780 | $29,116 | $30,576
Support Services
PT $15,412 $1,733
Professiona PT $942
Employee
Benefits $85,556 | $86,937 $90,143 | $91,795 | $97,874 | $99,227
Total Personnel $414,616 | $421,310 | $447,517 | $444,851 | $474,312 | $501,069
Instructional
Materials $20,000 $600
Office $13,636 | $11,783
Consultants $1,050
Contractual
Services
Non- Lease $1,500 | $3,060
Personndl "3 el $8,000 | $8,000| $6,000
Special Program
Support $10,000 [ $10,000 $7,200
Non-capital
Equipment $2,051
Total Non-
Per sonnel $0 $0 $0 $38,000 | $33,736 | $31,144
Total Division of Consortia $414,616 | $421,310 | $447,517 | $482,851 | $508,048 | $532,213

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets, FY 04-FY Q9;
Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 09.
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Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services Costs, Total FY98-FY 09

Budget Categories Total FY98-FY09
Supervisor $68,143
Coordinator $241,816
Instructional Specialist $799,111
Guidance Counselor $808,317
Consortium Enrollment Assistant $283,056
Personnel Data Specialist $129,118
Administrative Secretary $615,594
Registrar $154,496
Support Services PT $17,145
Professional PT $942
Employee Benefits $802,586
Subtotal $3,920,325
Instructional Materials $20,600
Office $25,419
Consultants $1,050
Contractual Services $0
Non-Personnel Lease $4,560
Travel $22,000
Special Program Support $27,200
Non-capital Equipment $2,051
Subtotal $102,880
Total Division of Consortia $4,023,205

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 04-FY 09; MCPS Program Budgets,

FY 04-FY 09; Account Summary Tracking, FY 04-FY 09.
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APPENDIX A14

Number of FTEsfor Division of Consortia Choice and Application Program Services
Budgeted to High School Consortia Functions, FY98 to FY 09

Position FY98-FY02 FYO03 FYO4 FY 05 FYO06 —-FYQ09
Supervisor/Coordinator 0.6
Coordinator 0.75 0.6
Instructional Specialist 2 0.75 0.6
Guidance Counselor 2 1 1 1
205;15;0;: tum Enrollment 1 1 075 06
Data Specialist 0.6
Administrative Secretary 0.8 0.8 1 1.75 0.6
Registrar 0.9 0.6
Total 2.8 2.8 5 5.9 3.6

Sources. MCPS Recommended Operating Budgets, FY 98-09; M CPS Program Budgets, FY 98-09;
Account Tracking Summaries FY 04-FY 09.

OLO Report 2009-4, Appendix A November 25, 2008 24



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

APPENDIX B
Description of High School Consortia Progress on Consortia Goals

MCPS’ Offices of Curriculum and Instruction, and Shared Accountability provided data on the
progress of consortia goals, which is presented in two parts.” Part A describes the goals of the
Northeast Consortium and the progress each school has achieved on five measures of student
performance since FY98. Part B describes the objectives of the Downcounty Consortium and
the progress that has been achieved on ten specific measures since FY 04.

A. Northeast Consortium

Background on the student performance goals. MCPS was awarded a three-year $2.9 million
grant in 1998 by the U.S. Department of Education’s Magnet School Assistance Program
(MSAP) to implement the Northeast Consortium.?

With MSAP funding, MCPS committed to:

e Reduce the degree of minority isolation within the consortium and in curricular and
extracurricular activities in the three high school magnets;

e Implement systemic reformsthat align the magnet programs with challenging state
content standards and expectations for student performance;

e Establish school-wide magnet schools that feature innovative educational methods and
practices to meet student needs and interests; and

e Assist Northeast Consortium high schools in the devel opment of programs to strengthen
students’ knowledge of academic subjects and their marketable vocational skills.

This appendix describes the Northeast Consortium’s progress on five student performance goals
that track this consortium’s progress in strengthening students’ knowledge of academic subjects:

Increase the percent of students who complete Algebral by the end of Grade 9;
Increase the percent of graduates who take at |east one AP exam,

Increase the percent of graduates who earn at least one qualifying AP score;
Increase the percent of graduates who take the SAT; and

Increase the SAT scores of graduates.

SAE A

Chart 1 on the next page provides an overall summary of the trends demonstrated by the data
reviewed; the text following the table provides more explanation for each goal. In sum, the data
indicate that the Northeast Consortium achieved mixed progress. If the consortium did

accel erate student achievement, the data suggest that it did so near the start of this consortium
with the consequent impacts diminishing in recent years.

L All of the data reported in the appendix has been rounded.

2 Chapter Il notes that in 2005, two of the Northeast Consortium campuses (Blake and Paint Branch) were also
awarded afive-year $1.5 million grant from the USDE’s Small Learning Communities Program with specific
performance goals. Since this grant is on-going, this project excludes an analysis of this consortium’s progress on
these goals.
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Chart 1: Summary of Northeast Consortium Progresson Student Performance Goals

Time Overall Progress Relative to all
Student Performance Goals Frame Progr ess? M CPS high schools?
1. Increase the percent of students who FY99-FY 03 Yes Same progress
complete Algebral by the end of Grade 9 FY 04-FY 07 No Less progress
2. Increase the percent of graduateswho take | FY00-FY04 Yes Same progress
at least one Advanced Placement (AP) exam | Fy04-FY 07 Yes Same progress
3. Increase the percent of graduateswho earn | FYO0O0-FY04 Yes Same progress
at least one qualifying AP score FY 04-EY 07 Yes Less progress
FY98-FYO01 Yes Greater progress
4. Increase the percent of graduates who take
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) FY01-FY05 No Less progress
FYO06-FY 08 No Same progress
FY98-FYO01 No Same progress
5. Increase the SAT scores of graduates FY01-FY05 Yes Same progress
FYO06-FY 08 No Same progress
1 I ncrease the per cent of students who complete Algebral by theend of Grade 9

Table 1 on the next page describes the percent of students completing Algebral or higher math
by the end of Grade 9 from Northeast Consortium’s start in FY 99 to FY07. Changes in student
performance at the beginning of the consortium, from FY 99-FY 03 are compared to changesin

performance in recent years from FY 04-FY 07 to discern difference in performance over time.

Finding: Overall, two out of three Northeast campuses (Blake and Springbrook) made progress
on this measure between FY 99 and FY 03, but lost ground on this measure between FY 04 and
FYQ7. Asaresult, this consortium achieved mixed success in increasing Algebral completion
rates by the end of Grade 9 over time. An analysis of the data demonstrates the following:

e Achievement Gap: 84-86% of White and Asian students completed Algebral or a higher
math by the end of Grade 9 in FY 99 compared to 42-49% of Latino and Black studentsin
FY99. Yet, most Paint Branch and Springbrook subgroups demonstrated higher rates of
Algebral completion than MCPS at the start of this consortium. For example, 66% of Black
students at Paint Branch met this goal compared to 49% for MCPS in FY 99.

e Absolute Progress. From FY 99 to FY 03, Blake and Springbrook achieved progress on this
measure overall and for at least three of four subgroups; but from FY 04 to FY 07, both
campuses lost ground on this measure. Conversely, Paint Branch lost ground overall from
FY 99 to FY 03, but increased its completion rates from FY 04 to FY 07.

e Relative Progress. Compared to the Northeast Consortium high schools experiencing mixed
progress on this measure, M CPS achieved progress overall and for every subgroup from
FY99-07.
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Table 1. Percent of Students Completing Algebral or Higher by the End of Grade 9, FY99-FY 07

Change Change
FY99 FY03 99-03 FYo04 FY07 04-07
All MCPS High Schools
All students 72.6% 77.3% 4.7% 74.1% 75.8% 1.7%
White 83.9% 89.4% 5.5% 87.5% 90.3% 2.8%
Asian 86.4% 90.7% 4.3% 89.0% 90.8% 1.8%
Black 48.6% 57.6% 9.0% 55.6% 60.0% 4.4%
Latino 42.0% 54.6% 12.6% 53.2% 55.3% 2.1%
FARMS *x 47.1% ** 49.9% 50.7% 0.8%
James Hubert Blake
All students 69.7% 81.3% 11.6% 78.0% 74.1% -3.9%
White 81.9% 94.8% 12.9% 90.6% 90.7% 0.1%
Asian 85.3% 97.0% 11.7% 83.7% 85.7% 2.0%
Black 50.4% 61.8% 11.4% 65.1% 58.1% -7.0%
Latino 57.7% 71.4% 13.7% 65.4% 72.0% 6.6%
FARMS *x 57.1% ** 59.2% 49.0% -10.2%
Paint Branch
All students 82.6% 81.0% -1.6% 72.1% 75.2% 3.1%
White 85.5% 88.8% 3.3% 83.6% 89.8% 6.2%
Asian 96.3% 93.6% -2.71% 93.9% 92.4% -1.5%
Black 66.3% 69.9% 3.6% 58.8% 62.0% 3.2%
Latino 81.0% 66.7% -14.3% 62.7% 75.0% 12.3%
FARMS *x 66.7% ** 57.1% 51.6% -5.5%
Springbr ook
All students 71.8% 73.4% 1.6% 73.4% 68.5% -4.9%
White 92.0% 90.0% -2.0% 91.1% 85.7% -5.4%
Asian 87.5% 87.9% 0.4% 90.6% 86.3% -4.3%
Black 61.0% 67.2% 6.2% 68.9% 63.3% -5.6%
Latino 43.0% 51.5% 8.5% 53.8% 51.9% -1.9%
FARMS *x 56.9% x* 52.9% 43.9% -9.0%

Sources. OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources — Key areas of progressin secondary
schools, MCPS - October 15, 2001; Key areas of progressin secondary schools ... 2002-2003, MCPS -
September 2003; and Successful completion of Algebral or Higher Level Mathematics ... 2006-2007,
MCPS — September 2007.
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2.

I ncrease the per cent of graduateswho take at least one AP exam

Table 2 describes trends in AP participation rates among high school graduates from FY 00 to
FY Q7 and compares changes in student participation at the start of this consortium from FY 00-
FY 04 to changes evident in recent years from FY 04-FY 07.

Table 2: Percent of Graduates Taking One or More AP Exams, FY00 - FY Q07

Change Change
FY00 FY04 FYQ7 00-04 04-07
All MCPS High Schools
All students 34.4% 48.6% 60.0% 14.2% 11.4%
White 43.3% 58.5% 70.0% 15.2% 11.5%
Asian 47.8% 66.9% 75.9% 19.1% 9.0%
Black 11.1% 23.3% 34.2% 12.2% 10.9%
Latino 16.9% 29.5% 47.4% 12.6% 17.9%
James Hubert Blake
All students * 47.9% 54.9% *x 7.0%
White * 64.4% 67.7% ** 3.3%
Asian * 55.6% 64.4% ** 8.8%
Black * 29.0% 35.8% *x 6.8%
Latino o 40.6% 37.5% *x -3.1%
Paint Branch
All students 28.8% 42.5% 52.3% 13.7% 9.8%
White 37.2% 51.3% 65.8% 14.1% 14.5%
Asian 43.7% 64.5% 72.6% 20.8% 8.1%
Black 13.7% 24.5% 34.3% 10.8% 9.8%
Latino n/a 25.0% 44.1% n/a 19.1%
Springbr ook
All students 34.4% 49.6% 60.7% 15.2% 11.1%
White 48.8% 68.3% 85.4% 19.5% 17.1%
Asian 43.8% 68.4% 77.8% 24.6% 9.4%
Black 17.8% 34.8% 45.4% 17.0% 10.6%
Latino 23.1% 29.6% 52.1% 6.5% 22.5%

Sources: OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources— Advanced
Placement and IB exam results for 2003-2004 - February 2005; African American
males achieve new performance highsin AP as Class of 2007 sets new exam and
participation records - February 13, 2008.

Finding: With one exception, every Northeast campus improved its AP participation rates from
FY00-FY 07 for every subgroup. An analysis of the data demonstrates the following:

Achievement Gap: For MCPS high schools, an achievement gap was evident with 43-48% of
White and Asian graduates taking an AP exam in FY 00 compared to 11-17% of Latino and
Black graduates. Y et, the Northeast campuses began with a head start in AP participation for
most subgroups. For example, 18% of Black and 49% of White graduates at Springbrook
took an AP exam in FY 00 compared to 11% and 43% of their MCPS peers.
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e Absolute Progress. With one exception (Latino students at Blake), each Northeast campus
achieved progress on this measure overall and for every subgroup from FY00 to FY07. The
Northeast Consortium achieved greater gains from FY 00 to FY 04, ranging from 7-25% by
subgroup, than from FY 04 to FY 07, whose increases ranged from -3-23%.

e Relative Progress. MCPS high schools overall also achieved progress for every subgroup,
achieving greater gains from FY 00 to FY 04, ranging from 12-19% by subgroup, than from
FY 04 to FY 07 whose increases ranged from 8-18%. In most cases, MCPS’ gains among all
high schools paralleled the gains achieved by the Northeast Consortium high schools.

3. I ncrease the per cent of graduates who earn at least one qualifying AP score

Table 3 describes trends in AP performance from FY 00-07 among the percent of high school
graduates earning one or more AP scores of 3 or higher that can qualify for college credit. Table
3 compares changes in AP performance overall and by subgroup from FY 00-04 (the beginning
of the Northeast Consortium) to FY 04-07 (recent performance).

Table 3: Percent of Graduates Scoring 3 or Higher on At Least One AP Exam, FY00 - FYQ7

Change Change
FY00 FY04 FYQ7 00-04 04-07
All MCPS High Schools
All students 28.9% 39.4% 46.0% 10.5% 6.6%
White 37.0% 49.8% 57.3% 12.8% 7.5%
Asian 38.7% 52.7% 60.6% 14.0% 7.9%
Black 8.1% 14.6% 18.2% 6.5% 3.6%
Latino 15.5% 23.4% 34.1% 7.9% 10.7%
James Hubert Blake
All students * 38.9% 43.1% *x 4.3%
White * 57.5% 59.0% **® 1.5%
Asian *x 48.1% 51.1% ** 3.0%
Black *x 18.8% 17.5% ** -1.3%
Latino *x 25.0% 35.0% x* 10.0%
Paint Branch
All students 23.7% 31.8% 36.1% 8.1% 4.3%
White 26.3% 41.9% 49.5% 15.6% 7.6%
Asian 41.4% 45.2% 54.8% 3.8% 9.6%
Black 11.6% 17.5% 19.3% 5.9% 1.8%
Latino n/a 17.9% 26.5% n/a 8.6%
Springbr ook
All students 25.9% 36.1% 37.4% 10.2% 1.3%
White 42.9% 55.6% 68.5% 12.7% 12.9%
Asian 26.4% 44.9% 43.2% 18.5% -1.7%
Black 11.7% 24.1% 20.4% 12.4% -3.7%
Latino 19.2% 21.1% 39.4% 1.9% 18.3%

Sources. OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources — Advanced
Placement and IB exam results for 2003-2004 - February 2005; African American
males achieve new performance highsin AP as Class of 2007 sets new exam and
participation records - February 13, 2008.
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Finding: Each Northeast campus improved AP performance for every subgroup from FY 00-
FYQ7. In particular, the data show that:

e Achievement Gap: In FY 00, an achievement gap was evident with 37-39% of White and
Asian graduates earning one or more qualifying AP scores compared to 8-16% of Black and
Latino graduates. Most subgroups at Paint Branch and Springbrook, however, demonstrated
higher levels of performance than their MCPS peers.

e Absolute Progress: From FY 00 to FY 07, each of the Northeast Consortium campuses
increased their rates of AP performance overall and for every subgroup. From FY 00 to
FY 04, Paint Branch and Springbrook achieved greater gains among a majority of subgroups
than from FY 04 to FY 07.

¢ Reélative Progress: MCPS high schools achieved gains in AP performance comparable to
Paint Branch and Springbrook from FY 00 to FY 04, but greater progress than both campuses
from FY04 to FY07. Conversely, Blake achieved greater all student progress than MCPS
from FY 04 to FY 07, but slower progress among Black and Latino graduates.

4. I ncrease the per cent of graduateswho take the SAT

Table 4 on the next page describes trends in participation among graduates for the old SAT
whose combined maximum score was 1,600. It compares changesin SAT participation at the
start of the Northeast Consortium from FY 98-01 to changes in participation from FY 01 to FY 05.

Finding: From FY 98 to FY 01, Paint Branch and Springbrook achieved progress in increasing
SAT participation rates and at afaster rate than all MCPS high schools. From FY 01-FY 05,
however, both campuses lost ground on this measure compare to Blake and MCPS high schools
overall that increased their SAT participation rates during thistime frame. The data show that:

e Achievement Gap: In FY 98, 42-59% of Black and Latino graduates took the SAT compared
to 78-84% of White and Asian graduatesin MCPS. SAT participation among Paint Branch
and Springbrook graduates, however, exceeded MCPS’ averages for amajority of subgroups.

e Absolute Progress. From FY 98-FY 01, Paint Branch and Springbrook achieved increasesin
SAT participation overall and for most subgroups. Thistrend reversed from FY 01 to FY 05,
but Blake achieved gains overall and for Black and Latino graduates in particular.

e Relative Progress. MCPS high schools as a whole achieved less progress than two of the
three Northeast campusesin increasing SAT participation from FY 98-FY 01, but greater
progress than two of three Northeast campuses from FY01-FY05. In particular, MCPS
increased participation rates among graduates receiving free and reduced price meals from
FY01-FY 05 while every Northeast campus had declines in participation for this subgroup.
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Table 4: Percent of Graduates Taking the SAT, FY98 - FY05

Change Change
FY98 FYO01 FY05 98-01 01-05
All MCPS High Schools
All students 72.0% 72.4% 76.5% 0.4% 4.1%
White 78.0% 81.5% 84.4% 3.5% 2.9%
Asian 84.0% 84.4% 88.0% 0.4% 3.6%
Black 59.0% 58.1% 66.9% -0.9% 8.8%
Latino 42.0% 44.4% 51.8% 2.4% 7.4%
FARMS *x 47.1% 54.5% ** 7.4%
James Hubert Blake
All students ** 75.8% 80.3% ** 4.5%
White *x 89.3% 84.7% x* -4.6%
Asian * 87.5% 87.8% ** 0.3%
Black ** 63.3% 77.4% ** 14.1%
Latino * 50.0% 63.6% *x 13.6%
FARMS *x 57.6% 48.7% x* -8.9%
Paint Branch
All students 78.0% 79.6% 77.7% 1.6% -1.9%
White 80.0% 81.3% 80.1% 1.3% -1.2%
Asian 90.0% 91.8% 88.2% 1.8% -3.6%
Black 74.0% 72.0% 74.8% -2.0% 2.8%
Latino 54.0% 70.8% 50.0% 16.8% -20.8%
FARMS * 59.3% 57.5% ** -1.8%
Springbr ook
All students 71.0% 74.9% 73.5% 3.9% -1.4%
White 86.0% 85.4% 87.7% -0.6% 2.3%
Asian 84.0% 83.0% 90.1% -1.0% 7.1%
Black 64.0% 76.9% 69.5% 12.9% -7.4%
Latino 33.0% 40.3% 45.2% 7.3% 4.9%
FARMS *x 58.1% 49.3% x* -8.8%

Sources. OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources— 2001 SAT Results for MCPS
— August 2001; 2002 SAT Results for MCPS — August 2002; 2003 SAT Results for MCPS —
August 2003; An Examination of SAT Results for the Class of 2004 — August 2004; An
Examination of SAT Results for the Class of 2005 — September 2005.

Table 5 on the next page describes trends in participation on the new SAT that added a writing
section to the previous math and verbal sections and increased the maximum score to 2,400.

Finding: An analysis of the new SAT participation data demonstrates that every low income
subgroup by campus within the Northeast Consortium, and most Black and Latino subgroups by
campus, made gainsin SAT participation from FY 06 to FY 08 while most White and Asian
subgroups experienced declines. These patterns mirrored trends for MCPS overall, except that
the Northeast Consortium achieved better progress for low income students. The data show that:

e Achievement Gap: In FY 06, 53-66% of Latino and Black graduates, and 50% of |ow-income
graduates took the new SAT compared to 82-88% of White and Asian graduates. Generally,
most of the Northeast Consortium subgroups had higher levels of participation than their
peers among all MCPS high schools.
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Table 5: Percent of Graduates Taking the SAT, FY06 - FY08

Change
FY06 FYO07 FY08 06-08
All MCPS High Schools
All students 75.8% 79.0% 73.7% -2.1%
White 82.1% 85.7% 78.9% -3.2%
Asian 87.8% 89.3% 85.5% -2.3%
Black 65.9% 71.6% 68.3% 2.4%
Latino 53.0% 57.0% 54.1% 1.1%
FARMS 54.0% 60.9% 57.6% 3.6%
James Hubert Blake
All students 79.5% 84.8% 74.0% -5.5%
White 82.2% 90.3% 80.4% -1.8%
Asian 81.8% 82.2% 75.6% -6.2%
Black 71.9% 81.7% 68.2% -3.7%
Latino 60.0% 70.0% 64.9% 4.9%
FARMS 50.0% 80.6% 59.6% 9.6%
Paint Branch
All students 79.9% 78.3% 74.7% -5.2%
White 84.9% 82.0% 73.2% -11.7%
Asian 92.6% 91.7% 83.6% -9.0%
Black 67.7% 74.1% 73.9% 6.2%
Latino 57.1% 52.9% 61.3% 4.2%
FARMS 50.0% 56.6% 63.6% 13.6%
Springbr ook

All students 71.3% 77.6% 71.7% 0.4%
White 80.0% 93.3% 79.7% -0.3%
Asian 79.0% 81.5% 83.6% 4.6%
Black 67.4% 77.6% 73.8% 6.4%
Latino 35.7% 53.5% 47.2% 11.5%
FARMS 46.2% 58.8% 58.1% 11.9%

Sources: OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources — 2001 SAT Results for
MCPS — August 2001; 2002 SAT Resultsfor MCPS — August 2002; 2003 SAT Results for

MCPS — August 2003; An Examination of SAT Results for the Class of 2004 — August 2004;
An Examination of SAT Results for the Class of 2005 — September 2005.
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Absolute Progress. Blake and Springbrook experienced overall declinesin SAT participation
from FY 06 to FY 08 due primarily to decreases in participation among White and Asian
graduates. Alternately, at Springbrook and Paint Branch, Black graduates made gainsin
SAT participation, and on all three campuses Latino and low income graduates made gains.

Relative Progress: Like the Northeast Consortium, MCPS achieved declinesin SAT
participation among White and Asian graduates from FY 06 to FY 08 accompanied by slight
increases in Black and Latino participation that led to an overall declinein SAT participation
among all students. Alternatively, the Northeast Consortium achieved greater progress than
MCPS in improving the participation of students receiving FARMS on the new SAT.
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5. Increasethe SAT scoresof graduates

Table 6 describes trends in student performance on the old SAT whose combined maximum
score was 1,600. It compares changesin SAT performance among graduates at the start of the
Northeast Consortium from FY 98-FY 01 to changes in performance from FY 01-FY 05.

Table 6: Most Recent Total SAT Scoresfor Graduates, FY98 — FY05

Change Change
FY98 FY01 FY05 98-01 01-05
All MCPS High Schools
All students 1,096 1,093 1,102 -3 9
White 1,138 1,154 1,174 16 20
Asian 1,137 1,127 1,163 -10 36
Black 921 911 917 -10 6
Latino 995 949 942 -46 -7
FARMS *x 875 878 ** 3
James Hubert Blake
All students *x 1,033 1,053 ** 20
White ** 1,092 1,138 ** 46
Asian *x 1,075 1,130 *x 55
Black *x 933 937 ** 4
Latino * 941 934 ** -7
FARMS *x 836 952 ** 116
Paint Branch
All students 1,039 1,033 1,049 -6 16
White 1,107 1,080 1,132 -27 52
Asian 1,093 1,111 1,117 18 6
Black 879 920 931 41 11
Latino 957 981 998 24 17
FARMS *x 888 877 ** -11
Springbr ook
All students 1,060 1,031 1,019 -29 -12
White 1,162 1,122 1,176 -40 54
Asian 1,122 1,071 1,094 -51 23
Black 930 922 934 -8 12
Latino 917 991 834 74 -157
FARMS ** 930 815 ** -115

Sources. OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources— 2001 SAT Results for MCPS
— August 2001; 2002 SAT Results for MCPS — August 2002; 2003 SAT Results for MCPS —
August 2003; An Examination of SAT Results for the Class of 2004 — August 2004; An
Examination of SAT Results for the Class of 2005 — September 2005.

Finding: A review of the data demonstrates that from FY 98 to FY 01, the Northeast Consortium
campuses, like MCPS high schools overall, experienced declinesin their average SAT scores
among all students and among a mgjority of subgroups. Similarly, the Northeast Consortium
high schools, like their MCPS peers, increased their SAT scores overall and for amajority of
subgroups from FY 01 to FY05. In particular, the data show that:
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e Achievement Gap: In FY 98, the average SAT score for Black and L atino graduates was 921-
995 points for all MCPS high schools compared to 1,137-1,138 points for Whites and Asians.
Paint Branch average SAT scores for every subgroup were lower than MCPS’ compared to
Springbrook demonstrating higher average SAT scores for Black and White graduates.

e Absolute Progress. From FY 98-FY 01, three of four subgroups at Paint Branch achieved
gainsin their average SAT scores, but three of four subgroups at Springbrook lost ground in
their scores. From FY 01-FY 05, each Northeast Consortium campus achieved gainsin SAT
scores among a majority of their subgroups.

e Relative Progress. Like the Northeast Consortium, MCPS experienced decreasesin SAT
performance among most subgroups from FY 98-FY 01 that were offset by increasesin
average scores among most subgroups from FY 01- FY05.

Table 7 describes performance trends on the new SAT.

Table 7: Most Recent Total SAT Scoresfor Graduates, FY06 — FY08

FY06 FYO07 FY08 Change
All MCPS High Schools
All students 1,634 1,624 1,616 -18
White 1,735 1,736 1,740 5
Asian 1,710 1,707 1,720 10
Black 1,360 1,357 1,336 -24
Latino 1,410 1,418 1,401 -9
FARMS 1,316 1,315 1,296 -20
James Hubert Blake
All students 1,556 1,559 1,490 -66
White 1,657 1,694 1,619 -38
Asian 1,558 1,616 1,572 14
Black 1,375 1,338 1,320 -55
Latino 1,447 1,407 1,363 -84
FARMS 1,346 1,262 1,296 -50
Paint Branch
All students 1,548 1,498 1,489 -59
White 1,638 1,648 1,618 -20
Asian 1,629 1571 1,589 -40
Black 1,421 1,356 1,361 -60
Latino 1,420 1,369 1,508 88
FARMS 1,464 1,293 1,303 -161
Springbr ook

All students 1,549 1,533 1,479 -70
White 1,751 1,778 1,737 -14
Asian 1,654 1,606 1,605 -49
Black 1,381 1,395 1,336 -45
Latino 1,441 1,426 1,407 -34
FARMS 1,370 1,319 1,340 -30

Sources: OLO analysis of MCPS data from Participation and Performance of the
MCPS Class of 2006 on the New SAT — August 2006; and SAT Participation and
Performance of the MCPS Class of 2008 — August 26, 2008.
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Finding: A review of the data demonstrates that at least four of five subgroups on every
Northeast Consortium campus lost ground on the new SAT compared to three of five subgroups
for al MCPS high schools from FY 06 to FY08. In particular, the data show that:

e Achievement Gap: For all MCPS high schools, the average SAT score of Black, Latino, and
low-income graduates was 1,316-1,410 pointsin FY 06 compared to an average score of
1,710 and 1,735 points for Asian and White graduates respectively. Generally, low income,
Black, and Latino graduates within the Northeast Consortium evidenced higher SAT scores
than their MCPS peers, while White and Asian graduates evidenced lower scores.

e Absolute Progress: Average SAT scores declined for four of five subgroups at Blake and
Paint Branch from FY 06 to FY 08, and for every subgroup at Springbrook.

e Relative Progress. MCPS also experienced declinesin average SAT scores for a majority of
subgroups (three out of five). Asaresult, the lack of growth in SAT scores among MCPS
high schools on average paralleled the Northeast Consortium’s lack of progress here.

B. Downcounty Consortium

Background on the student performance goals. MCPS was awarded another three-year, $2.0
million grant in 2002 from the U.S. Department of Education to launch the Downcounty
Consortium. As part of this grant, MCPS committed to achieving several goals for improved
student performance. Based on available data, this section describes this consortium’s progress
on the goals described below on Chart 2. In sum, the data indicate that the Downcounty
Consortium achieved favorable progress on a majority of student performance measures, often at
a better rate of progress than achieved by all MCPS high schools overall.

Chart 2: Summary of Downcounty Consortium Progress on Student Performance Goals

Progress Relative to

Time Overall all MCPS high
Student Performance Goals Frame Progress? schools?
1. Increase student promotion rate from Grade 9 to 10 FY05-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
2. Decrease freshmen course failure rate by subgroup FY04-FY 08 No L ess progress
3. Increase freshmen grade point average by subgroup FY04-FY 08 No L ess progress
4. Decrease student ineligibility by subgroup* FY04-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
5. Increase student promotion from Grade 9 to graduation FY05-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
6. Increase graduation rate FY04-FY 07 No L ess progress
7. Increase AP participation among graduates by subgroup | FY04-FY Q7 Yes Same progress
8. Increase AP performance among graduates by subgroup | FY04-FY Q7 Yes Same progress
9. Increase SAT participation among graduate by subgroup | FY06-FY 08 Yes Greater progress
10. Increase SAT scores among graduates by subgroup FY 06-FY 08 Yes Greater progress

* Refersto ineligibility datafor all students, not just freshmen.
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1. I ncrease the student promotion rate from Grade 9 to Grade 10

Objective 2.1 of the Downcounty Consortium’s federal proposal stated that this consortium
would increase rates of student retention from Grade 9 to 10.2 Most definitions of student
retention refer to students who are held back a grade. Instead, MCPS’ definition of student
retention includes Grade 9 students who are promoted to Grade 10, Grade 9 students who are

retained in Grade 9, and students who enroll in schools outside of MCPS. Only students who
drop out of school are excluded from MCPS’ definition.

Rather than use MCPS’ definition of student retention to track the progression of freshmen into
Grade 10, OL O used student promotion rates from Grade 9 to 10 asameasure. To calculate
student promotion rates, OL O used MCPS student enrollment data to calculate the ratio of this
year’s 10" grade class to last year’s 9" grade class.* Table 8 uses this metric to describe annual

student promotion rates from Grade 9 to 10 for all MCPS and Downcounty Consortium high
schools from FY 05 to FY 08.

Table 8: Estimate of Student Promotion Rate from Grade 9to 10, FY05-FY 08

Change*
FY05 FY06 FYO07 FYO08 05-08

All MCPSHigh Schoals 93.5% 92.7% 92.6% 94.0% 0.6%
Downcounty High Schools 86.8% 89.7% 87.4% 87.7% 0.8%
Montgomery Blair 83.7% 86.9% 89.3% 84.4% 0.7%
Einstein 94.8% 92.9% 87.2% 87.3% -7.5%
Kennedy 83.6% 91.2% 81.2% 87.7% 4.0%
Northwood ** 94.8% 91.8% 91.6% -3.2%
Wheaton 87.9% 86.6% 85.9% 91.2% 3.3%

* Northwood change based on FY 06 to FY 08 data.
Source; OLO analysis of MCPS enrollment data reported in MCPS’ Schools at a Glance, 2003 -2008.

Finding: An analysis of the student enrollment data based on the student promotion metric
demonstrates that the Downcounty Consortium increased the percentage of freshmen promoted
to Grade 10 by 0.8 percentage point from FY 05 to FY 08 compared to a 0.6 percentage point
increase for MCPS overall. More specifically, the data demonstrate that:

Achievement Gap: In FY 05, three of the Downcounty campuses demonstrated lower Grade 9
to 10 promotion rates of 84-88% compared to 94% for all MCPS high schools, but Einstein
demonstrated a dlightly higher promotion rate of 95%.

Absolute Progress: Overall, the Downcounty campuses increasing the percent of freshmen
progressing to Grade 10 from 86.8% in FY 05 to 87.7% in FY08. Three of the five campuses
improved their Grade 9 to 10 promotion rates while two campuses lost ground.

e Relative Progress. MCPS high schools collectively aso increased their Grade 9 to 10
promotion rate, from 93.5% in FY 05 to 94.0% in FY 08.

3 The original objective indicates an increase in student retention from grade 9 to 10 by 10% per year.

* Education Week’s Editorial Projects in Education Research Center uses the same methodology to calculate annual
promotion rates.
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Decrease the per cent of freshmen who fail one or mor e classes by subgroup

Objective 2.2 of the Downcounty Consortium’s federal proposal states that this consortium
would decrease the percentage of freshmen failing one or more classes.” Table 9 describes
freshmen course failure data from FY 04-FY 08.

Table 9: Percent of StudentsLosing Credit or Failing One of More Cour ses
First Semester of Freshmen Year by Subgroup, FY04-FY08

Change
FYo04 FY05 FY06 FYo07 FY08 04-08*
All MCPS High Schoals
All students 23.8% 18.6% | 21.3% 23.1% | 23.2% -0.6%
White 12.4% 8.5% 9.0% 9.1% 8.9% -3.5%
Asian 11.0% 6.7% 8.4% 9.3% 9.0% -2.0%
Black 40.3% 320% | 37.2% 39.9% | 385% -1.8%
Latino 40.1% 33.1% | 37.3% | 405% | 40.7% 0.6%
Montgomery Blair
All students 23.3% 20.4% | 20.6% 23.3% | 26.6% 3.3%
White 8.0% 5.1% 4.3% 5.3% 6.7% -1.3%
Asian 12.6% 9.6% 6.1% 6.1% 10.1% -2.5%
Black 29.1% 24.8% | 27.8% 27.7% | 33.0% 3.9%
Latino 38.5% 336% | 36.1% | 41.4% | 46.0% 7.5%
Einstein
All students 31.3% 18.0% | 29.4% 32.9% | 36.9% 5.6%
White 20.3% 11.5% 13.1% 9.7% 19.4% -0.9%
Asian 12.9% 10.9% 9.4% 28.8% 17.2% 4.3%
Black 39.3% 17.2% | 40.0% 35.2% | 36.0% -3.3%
Latino 39.3% 255% | 376% | 459% | 45.0% 5.7%
Kennedy
All students 20.2% 26.2% | 34.0% 325% | 32.1% 11.9%
White 10.5% 6.8% 16.7% 135% | 22.9% 12.4%
Asian 6.0% 11.4% 3.6% 10.3% 10.5% 4.5%
Black 23.4% 27.5% | 36.6% 36.0% | 31.2% 7.8%
Latino 26.9% 36.1% | 442% | 43.4% | 40.6% 13.7%
Northwood
All students 37.9% | 36.6% 355% | 33.0% -4.9%
White 14.0% 15.5% 15.7% 15.3% 1.3%
Asian 143% | 30.8% 133% | 21.9% 7.6%
Black 242% | 33.0% | 446% | 459% 21.7%
Latino 257% | 429% | 42.0% | 39.1% 13.4%
Wheaton
All students 43.7% 32.0% | 39.3% | 424% | 37.8% -5.9%
White 45.6% 18.2% | 35.0% 31.1% 18.2% | -27.4%
Asian 17.6% 5.9% 18.5% 23.8% 12.5% -5.1%
Black 40.8% 35.0% | 49.0% | 419% | 38.0% -2.8%
Latino 48.3% 385% | 383% | 49.3% | 47.4% -0.9%

* Northwood change reports difference from FY 05 to FY 08
Source: OLO analysis of unpublished MCPS data

® The original objective indicates a decrease of 10% on this measure.
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Finding: An analysis of the data on this measure demonstrates that the Downcounty Consortium
did not achieve progress on this measure. Among 20 opportunities for subgroup improvement
for the Downcounty Consortium (4 subgroups * 5 campuses), on 12 occasions or 60% of the
time course failure rates increased from FY 04 to FY 08 compared to decreasing or holding
constant 8 times or 40% of the time. Alternatively, MCPS decreased course failure among three
of four subgroups or 75% of the time during this time frame.

More specifically, the data show that:

e Achievement Gap: In FY 04, about 40% of Black and Latino freshmen failed at least one
classtheir first semester compared to less than 10% of Whites and Asians across al MCPS
high schools. In FY 04, three of the Downcounty high schools — Montgomery Blair, Einstein,
and Kennedy - evidenced lower failure rates among Black students, and to alesser extent
Latino students, than MCPS high schools overall. Conversely, Einstein and Wheaton
demonstrated higher failure rates for White and Asian freshmen, while Montgomery Blair
and Kennedy demonstrated lower or comparable ratesto MCPS’ average for these
subgroups.

e Absolute Progress. One Downcounty campus (Wheaton) decreased course failure rates
among every subgroup from FY 04 to FY 08, two campuses (Montgomery Blair and Einstein)
diminished course failure rates among half of their subgroups, and the remaining two
campuses (Kennedy and Northwood) increased course failure rates for every subgroup.

e Relative Progress. From FY 04 to FY 08, MCPS high schools overall decreased failure rates
for three out of four subgroups, or 75% of the time, compared to the Downcounty consortium
decreasing failure rates less than half of the time among its subgroups by campus.

3. I ncrease the freshmen grade point aver age by subgroup

Objective 2.3 of the Downcounty Consortium’s federal proposal states that each Downcounty
high school would increase mean freshmen grade point averages (GPA).° Table 10 on the next
page describes trends in first semester average grade point averages for freshmen by subgroup
from FY 04 to FY 08 for the Downcounty campuses and MCPS high schools overall.

® The original objective indicates that mean freshmen GPAs will increase by .25 per year.
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Table 10: Average GPA Freshman Year by Subgroup, FY04-FY 08

Change
FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 | 04-08*
All MCPS High Schools
All students 2.62 2.63 2.62 2.64 2.61 0.00
White 2.95 2.99 2.99 3.04 3.02 0.07
Asian 3.10 3.15 3.17 3.15 3.14 0.04
Black 2.07 211 211 211 2.10 0.03
Latino 214 2.13 211 2.13 211 -0.03
Montgomery Blair
All students 2.58 2.60 2.58 2.52 2.58 0.00
White 3.18 3.21 3.25 3.20 3.26 0.08
Asian 3.07 3.38 3.35 3.29 3.26 0.19
Black 224 2.24 222 2.24 2.18 -0.06
Latino 2.06 211 1.95 1.84 2.03 -0.03
Einstein
All students 2.38 2.37 2.29 2.23 2.08 -0.30
White 2.61 2.70 2.87 2.79 2.67 0.06
Asian 291 2.70 2.80 2.58 242 -0.49
Black 222 2.28 2.01 2.02 2.04 -0.18
Latino 217 2.09 2.01 1.93 1.87 -0.30
Kennedy
All students 2.32 2.13 2.19 2.30 222 -0.10
White 2.85 2.79 2.82 2.92 2.62 -0.23
Asian 2.95 2.77 2.81 291 2.88 -0.07
Black 214 1.94 2.09 2.10 2.15 0.01
Latino 2.05 1.94 1.94 211 2.05 0.00
Northwood
All students 2.34 2.33 2.35 2.29 -0.05
White 2.78 274 2.90 2.75 -0.03
Asian 2.61 2.78 2.89 2.82 0.21
Black 221 227 2.12 2.08 -0.13
Latino 2.02 2.04 2.16 2.06 0.04
Wheaton
All students 217 211 211 2.14 211 -0.06
White 2.10 2.38 2.18 2.46 2.39 0.29
Asian 2.80 2.80 281 2.68 2.69 -0.11
Black 211 2.12 1.92 2.11 1.97 -0.14
Latino 214 1.91 2.10 1.97 1.96 -0.18

* Northwood change reports difference from FY 05 to FY 08
Source: OLO analysis of unpublished MCPS data

Finding: An analysis of the data demonstrates that the Downcounty Consortium has not
achieved thisgoal. From FY 04 to FY 08, the Downcounty campuses decreased freshmen GPAs
by subgroup 60% of the time compared to increasing or holding constant GPAs 40% of the time.
Comparatively, MCPS lost ground 25% of time with the decline in Latino freshmen grade point
averages compared to increases for White, Asian, and Black students. In particular, the data
demonstrate that:
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Achievement Gap: In FY 04, White and Asian freshmen averaged first semester GPAs of 3.0
— 3.1 for al MCPS high schools compared to GPA’s of 2.0 - 2.1 for Black and Latino
freshmen. In FY 04, average GPAs for Black freshmen in the Downcounty Consortium were
higher than MCPS, GPAs for Latino freshmen were comparable to their MCPS peers, and
with the exception of Montgomery Blair, GPAs for White and Asian freshmen on the
Downcounty campuses were lower than MCPS.

Absolute Progress. From FY 04 to FY 08, every Downcounty campus diminished average
GPAsfor at least two of four subgroups. Overall GPA’s for all students also diminished
among three of the five Downcounty high schools.

Relative Progress: From FY 04 to FY 08, all MCPS high schools on average increased first
semester freshmen GPASs for three of four subgroups although overall GPAs for al students
remained unchanged. As aresult, MCPS high schools collectively achieved greater progress
on this measure than the Downcounty Consortium high schools.

Decrease the percent of freshmen ineligible to participate in extracurricular
activities by subgroup

Objective 2.5 of the Downcounty Consortium federal proposal stated that this consortium would
increase the percentage of freshmen eligible to participate in extracurricular activities.” Table 11
describes related data on end of the year igibility for al high school grades from FY 05 to

FY 08, not just freshmen data.

Table 11: Percent of Ineligible High School Studentsat the End of the Year, FY05-FY 08

| Fyos | FYyos | FYor | Fyos | Change
All MCPS High Schools
All students 21.2% 22.3% 22.6% 21.1% -0.1%
White 12.3% 11.9% 11.6% 10.6% -1.7%
Asian 10.1% 11.5% 11.7% 10.7% 0.6%
Black 34.3% 36.8% 36.1% 34.7% 0.4%
Latino 37.6% 39.1% 40.5% 36.2% -1.4%
M ontgomery Blair
All students 24.9% 24.6% 27.7% 23.3% -1.6%
White 9.8% 9.5% 9.8% 6.9% -2.9%
Asian 7.7% 6.9% 10.3% 5.4% -2.3%
Black 33.7% 33.4% 35.7% 34.8% 1.1%
Latino 40.9% 42.5% 49.0% 38.7% -2.2%
Einstein
All students 28.0% 35.2% 35.4% 31.9% 3.9%
White 15.5% 20.8% 17.3% 13.5% -2.0%
Asian 13.7% 16.5% 17.8% 19.7% 6.0%
Black 31.7% 43.3% 39.1% 36.6% 4.9%
Latino 39.1% 45.3% 49.4% 42.4% 3.3%

" The original objective indicated that extracurricular participation levels would increase by 5% each year.
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Table 11: Percent of Ineligible High School Studentsat the End of the Year, FY05-FY 08

(Continued)
| FYos | FYos | FYor | Fyos | Change
Kenned

All students 31.8% 32.0% 30.0% 29.7% -2.1%
White 16.2% 16.1% 14.4% 10.5% -5.7%
Asian 14.4% 17.3% 15.9% 16.6% 2.2%
Black 36.1% 34.1% 33.8% 34.9% -1.2%
Latino 41.8% 43.3% 37.4% 34.1% 7.7%

Northwood*

All students 35.4% 29.5% 33.7% 30.6% -4.8%
White 17.6% 15.3% 15.6% 13.8% -3.8%
Asian 22.7% 24.2% 21.7% 19.8% -2.9%
Black 40.9% 29.8% 40.9% 40.6% -0.3%
Latino 48.1% 41.5% 41.9% 355% | -12.6%

Wheaton

All students 34.2% 37.1% 39.4% 33.8% -0.4%
White 27.2% 25.9% 26.4% 20.9% -6.3%
Asian 16.8% 19.6% 19.2% 18.1% 1.3%
Black 35.3% 38.9% 40.6% 32.1% -3.2%
Latino 40.0% 42.7% 45.8% 40.8% 0.8%

*Northwood re-opened in FY 05, so FY 05=Grade 9 students, FY 06=Grades 9 & 10, FY 07 = Grades 9-
11; FY 08=Grades 9-12.
Source: OLO analysis of unpublished MCPS data

Finding: The data analyzed demonstrates that the Downcounty Consortium had made progress
on improving eligibility rates for all high school students, and greater progress than MCPS.
Relative to all high school students, the data demonstrate that:

e Achievement Gap: There was a significant gap by subgroup in eligibility ratesin FY 05 with
34-38% Black and Latino students being ineligible for extracurricular activities at the end of
the school year for all MCPS high schools compared to arange of 10-12% for Asian and
White students.

e Absolute Progress. Between FY 05 and FY 08, four of the five Downcounty Consortium high
schools (Montgomery Blair, Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton) achieved progressin
reducing ineligibility rates for al students and among at least two or four subgroups. These
campuses reduced ineligibility rates by 0.4 to 4.8%.

e Reélative Progress: Overall all MCPS schools only achieved marginal success on this
measure, decreasing ineligibility rates by 0.1% from FY 05 to FY 08, and by less than 2% for
Latino and White students, compared to less than 1% increases for Black and Asian students.
As aresult, the Downcounty campuses achieved greater progress than M CPS high schools on
this measure.

The declines in average freshmen GPAs and increases in freshmen course failure rates evident
among Downcounty high schools for the prior two measures (see © 37-40) suggest that the
Downcounty Consortium has not achieved progress in reducing ineligibility rates among high
school freshmen. An analysis of freshmen data is necessary to assess progress on this goal.
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5.

Objective 1.1 of the Downcounty Consortium federal proposal indicates that this consortium

I ncr ease the cumulative student promotion rate from Grade 9 to graduation

would increase rates of student retention from Grade 9 to 12.2 As discussed on page ©36,

MCPS’ definition of student retention does not describe rates of grade promotion. Nor does the

Maryland State Department of Education’s (MSDE) calculation of graduation rates describe
rates of student promotion from Grade 9 to graduation.’

OL O uses the “cumulative promotion index” to describe the graduation rate for MCPS and the

Downcounty high schools.® Thisindex captures the four key steps student take in order to

graduate: three grade-to-grade promotions and the percentage of 12" graders who make it to

graduation. Table 12 describes the rate of promotion from grade 9 to graduation for MCPS and
the Downcounty campuses based on the cumulative promotion index.

Table 12: Grade 9to 12 Promotion Rate (Cumulative Promation Index), FY05-FY 08

Change*
FY05 FY06 FYQ7 FY08 05-08

All MCPS High Schools 81.6% 82.3% 81.4% 81.9% 0.4%
Downcounty High Schools 65.0% 74.1% 71.3% 70.2% 5.2%
Montgomery Blair 67.4% 74.6% 74.0% 69.7% 2.3%
Einstein 72.2% 76.5% 77.0% 65.9% -6.3%
Kennedy 63.4% 74.0% 65.0% 75.5% 12.2%
Northwood 73.7%
Wheaton 53.9% 67.3% 58.9% 73.1% 19.2%

Sources: OLO analysis of MCPS enrollment data reported in MCPS’ Schools at a Glance, 2003 -2008,

and M SDE graduation data reported at www.mdreportcard.org.

Finding: The Downcounty Consortium has made progress at increasing its graduation rate by
increasing its cumulative promotion rate by 5.2 percentage points from FY 05 to FY 08 compared

to a 0.4 percentage point increase for MCPS. More specifically, the data demonstrate that:

Achievement Gap: In FY 05, 65% of Downcounty freshmen graduated from high school four

years later compared to 82% of MCPS freshmen. Among Downcounty high schools,
Einstein demonstrated the highest cumul ative promotion rate of 72% and Wheaton

demonstrated the lowest at 54%.

Absolute Progress. The Downcounty Consortium increased its cumulative promotion rate
from 65 to 70% from FY 05-FY 08. Kennedy and Wheaton experienced the largest increases,
with approximately three-quarters of their freshmen graduating within four years by FY 08.

Relative Progress: MCPS also increased its cumulative promotion index during this time

frame, but at a slower pace than the gains achieved by the Downcounty campuses overall.

8 The original objective indicates an increase in the student retention rate from grade 9 to 12 by 3% per year.

® MSDE calculates graduation rates as the ratio of graduates to graduates plus dropouts. Students held back a grade

and students whose whereabouts are unknown are excluded from MSDE calculations of graduation rates.

19 Education Week’s Editorial Projects in Education Research Center uses the Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI) to

calculate graduation rates. For the Class of 2008, the CPI formulafor calculating graduation ratesis.

CPI = (10" graders, FY08/9" graders, FY 07) (11" graders, FY 08/10" graders, FY 07)* (12" graders,
FY08/11" graders, FY 07)* (2008 diploma recipients/12" graders, FY 08)
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6. Increase the graduation rate

As context for demonstrating that constructs of graduation rates matter when describing the
Downcounty Consortium’s progress on this measure, Table 13 describes trendsin MSDE’s

calculations of graduation rates for MCPS and each Downcounty campus.

Table 13: MSDE Graduation Rate, FY 04-FY 07

Change

FY04 FY 05 FY 06 FYQ7 (04-07)
M CPS 92.7% 92.3% 92.6% 91.7% -1.0%
Montgomery Blair 90.7% 92.3% 91.5% 89.1% -1.6%
Einstein 94.6% 90.0% 90.5% 87.3% -7.3%
Kennedy 91.3% 92.4% 90.4% 90.2% -1.1%
Wheaton 85.6% 81.1% 78.7% 78.2% -7.4%

Northwood re-opened in FY 05, therefore its first graduating class occurred in FY 08
Source: MCPS Schools at a Glance, 2005 — 2008.

Finding: Unlike data using the cumulative promotion index, MSDE’s calcul ations of graduation
rates suggests that the Downcounty Consortium lost ground in improving its graduation rates
overall and relative to all MCPS high schools. In particular, the data suggests that:

e Achievement Gap: In FY 04, three of four Downcounty campuses with data (Montgomery
Blair, Kennedy, and Wheaton) demonstrated lower graduation rates than MCPS overall.

e Absolute Progress. From FY 04 to FY 07, each Downcounty campus’s graduation rate
diminished from 1.1 to 7.4 percentage points. By FY 07, al Downcounty campuses with
graduation rate data experienced lower graduation rates than MCPS overall.

e Relative Progress. From FY 04 to FY 07, MCPS’ graduation rate diminished by 1.0
percentage points compared to larger decreases (1.1 to 7.4 percentage points) for every
Downcounty campus.

The Downcounty Consortium’s and MCPS’ differential progress on this measure of graduation
performance compared to progress in improving cumul ative promotion rates likely results from
increases in the “declared” dropout students from FY 04-FY 07 that impact M SDE cal culations of
graduation rates more so than the cumulative promotion index.**

7. I ncrease the per cent of graduateswho take at least AP exam by subgroup

Objective 1.3 of the Downcounty Consortium federal proposal indicated that this consortium
would increase the percentage of students enrolled in AP courses™. Table 14 on the following
page describes the percentage of graduates, by subgroup, taking an AP exam and earning at |east
one qualifying AP score of 3 or higher for the Classes of 2004 and 2007.

1 Compared to “declared” dropouts being one of several student groups in the denominator of the cumulative
promotion index, dropouts represent a larger share of the MSDE graduation denominator. Asaresult, the MSDE
graduation rates are more sensitive to official changes in dropouts than the cumulative promotion index.

12 The original objective indicates that the percentage of students enrolled in AP courses would increase by 10%.
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Table 14: Percentage of Graduates Participating in AP Exams and Earning Qualifying AP Scor &(s)

of 3 or Higher, Classes 2004 and 2007

AP Participation Earn Qualifying AP Score(s)
FYo4 | Fvyo7 | Change | FYo4 | Fyo7 | Change
MCPS
All students 48.6% 60.0% 11.4% 39.4% 46.0% 6.6%
White 58.5% 70.0% 11.5% 49.8% 57.3% 7.5%
Asian 66.9% 75.9% 9.0% 52.7% 60.6% 7.9%
Black 23.3% 34.2% 10.9% 14.6% 18.2% 3.6%
Latino 29.5% 47.4% 17.9% 23.4% 34.1% 10.7%
M ontgomery Blair

All students 44.3% 52.6% 8.3% 40.6% 47.6% 7.0%
White 78.0% 76.3% -1.7% 72.9% 73.0% 0.1%
Asian 72.3% 75.3% 3.0% 66.0% 66.7% 0.7%
Black 17.5% 26.0% 8.5% 14.2% 19.5% 5.3%
Latino 16.1% 32.2% 16.1% 15.4% 28.9% 13.5%

Einstein
All students 37.6% 59.0% 21.4% 26.6% 37.1% 10.5%
White 58.5% 74.7% 16.2% 48.9% 60.4% 11.5%
Asian 47.0% 62.5% 15.5% 31.8% 32.1% 0.3%
Black 26.2% 42.1% 15.9% 12.1% 14.7% 2.6%
Latino 25.7% 58.9% 33.2% 18.6% 39.0% 20.4%

Kennedy
All students 42.7% 44.0% 1.3% 22.7% 26.3% 3.6%
White 53.7% 74.6% 20.9% 34.3% 50.8% 16.5%
Asian 68.8% 51.2% -17.6% 37.5% 26.8% -10.7%
Black 35.0% 36.9% 1.9% 15.4% 18.4% 3.0%
Latino 36.7% 30.7% -6.0% 20.3% 21.6% 1.3%

Wheaton
All students 35.9% 54.7% 18.8% 21.5% 27.3% 5.8%
White 32.8% 52.6% 19.8% 15.6% 21.1% 5.5%
Asian 60.0% 60.5% 0.5% 31.4% 31.6% 0.2%
Black 28.8% 45.3% 16.5% 10.6% 9.3% -1.3%
Latino 34.3% 59.4% 25.1% 28.6% 39.1% 10.5%

Northwood re-opened in FY 05, therefore its first graduating class occurred in FY 08
Sources: OLO analysis of MCPS data from the following sources— Advanced
Placement and IB exam results for 2003-2004 - February 2005; African American
males achieve new performance highsin AP as Class of 2007 sets new exam and
participation records - February 13, 2008.

Finding: An analysis of the data shows that every Downcounty campus made progress on this
measure at arate comparable to MCPS’ level of progress for all high schools overal. More
specifically, the data shows that:

e Achievement Gap: A gap in AP participation existed by subgroup, with 23% of Black and
30% of Latino graduates taking at least one AP exam in FY 04 compared to 67% of White
and 76% of Asian graduates.

OLO Report 2009-4, Appendix B November 25, 2008

44



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

e Absolute Progress. Between the Classes of 2004 and 2007, the Downcounty campuses
increased AP participation rates by 1.3 to 21.4 percentage points. With afew exceptions, AP
participation rates increased for every subgroup among these campuses.

e Relative Progress. Between the Classes of 2004 and 2007, MCPS high schools increased AP
participation among all students by 11.4 percentage points. As aresult, the gains achieved by
all MCPS high schools on average were comparabl e to the collective gains achieved by the
Downcounty Consortium high schools.

8. I ncrease the per cent of graduates who earn at least one qualifying AP score

Objective 1.4 of the Downcounty Consortium proposal states that this consortium would increase
the percentage of students earning college credit while in high school through either AP or
concurrent enrollment.*® Table 14 on the previous page describes the percentage of graduates
taking an AP exam and earning at least one qualifying AP score for the Classes of 2004 and
2007.

Finding: An analysis of the data shows that each Downcounty campus achieved progressin
increasing the percentage of graduates earning qualifying AP scores among a maority of
subgroups. In particular, the data shows that:

e Achievement Gap: A gap in AP performance was present for the Class of 2004, with 15% of
Black and 23% of Latino graduates earning one of more qualifying AP scores of 3 or higher
compared to 50% of White and 53% of Asian graduates.

e Absolute Progress. Between the Classes of 2004 and 2007, the Downcounty campuses
increased the percent of graduates earning one or more qualifying AP scores by 3.6 to 10.5
percentage points. Increasesin AP performance among every subgroup on two campuses,
and for three out of four subgroups for the remaining campuses contributed to this
consortium’s overall progress.

e Relative Progress. Between the Classes of 2004 and 2007, MCPS high schools increased AP
performance for all students on average by 6.6 percentage points with performance gains for
every subgroup. Asaresult, MCPS’ progress among al high schools on this measure
paralleled the collective gains achieved on the Downcounty campuses.

9. I ncrease the per cent of graduateswho takethe SAT by subgroup

Objective 1.5 of the Downcounty Consortium proposal indicated that this consortium would
increase SAT participation. Table 15 on the next page describes the percentage of graduates
taking the new SAT from FY06-08 for all MCPS and the Downcounty high schools.

Finding: Ananalysisof this data demonstrates that the Downcounty campuses made progressin
increasing participation on the new SAT, and their progress exceeded MCPS’ progress. In
particular, the dataon SAT participation show that:

e Achievement Gap: A gap in SAT participation existed by subgroup in FY 06 with 66% of
Black, 53% of Latino, and 54% of low-income graduates taking the SAT compared to 82%
of White and 88% of Asian graduates. With the exception of Montgomery Blair and low-
income students, the Downcounty subgroups demonstrated lower levels of participation than
their MCPS peers.

3 The original objective states an increase the percentage of students earning college credit by 5%.
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Table 15: Percent of MCPS and Downcounty Consortium Graduates Taking the SAT and M ost
Recent Total Scores, FY06-FY08

% Taking the SAT Most Recent Total Scores
FYos | FYyos | Change| FYoe6 | Fyos | Change
MCPS All students | 75.8% | 737% | -21% | 1634| 1,616 -18
White 821% | 78.9% | -32% | 1,735| 1,740 5
Asian 87.8% | 855% | -23% | 1,710 | 1,720 10
Black 65.9% | 683% | 24% 1,360 | 1,336 24
Latino 53.0% | 54.1% | 11% | 1,410| 1,401 -9
FARMS | 54.0% | 57.6% | 36% | 15316| 1,29 -20
Montgomery | All students | 78.3% | 77.2% | -11% | 1,628 | 1672 44
Blair White 89.2% | 90.7% | 15% | 1,917 | 1,937 20
Asian 89.0% | 91.3% | 23% | 1,887 | 1,962 75
Black 69.1% | 76.4% | 7.3% | 1,249 | 1,347 98
Latino 493% | 537% | 44% | 1311| 1,414 103
FARMS | 64.7% | 665% | 1.8% 1,217 | 1,309 92
Einstein All students | 70.9% | 70.1% | -0.8% | 1,459 | 1,475 16
White 77.6% | 80.7% | 31% | 1,685| 1,782 97
Asian 85.7% | 84.4% | -13% | 1,400| 1,462 62
Black 61.8% | 785% | 16.7% 1,320 | 1,239 -81
Latino 50.5% | 50.0% | -05% | 1,300 | 1,345 45
FARMS | 625% | 612% | -13%| 1,253| 1,281 28
Kennedy All students | 64.9% | 752% | 10.3% | 1,420 | 1,342 -78
White 82.8% | 863% | 35% 1,622| 1,589 -33
Asian 813% | 857% | 44% | 1474| 1,385 -89
Black 57.5% | 78.4% | 20.9% | 1,294 | 1,262 -32
Latino 37.2% | 614% | 242% | 1,363 | 1,277 -86
FARMS | 492% | 71.6% | 224% | 1,5331| 1,170 -161
Northwood | All students ** | 60.5% *x ** | 1401 *%
White | 71.1% *x ** | 1635 *x
Asian | 66.7% *x *x | 1474 *%
Black ** | 65.7% *x *x | 1245 *
Latino ** | 390% *ox *x | 1243 *
FARMS xx | 5899 *ox *x | 1216 *
Wheaton All students | 62.9% | 77.3% | 14.4% | 1,313 | 1,314 1
White 65.3% | 80.8% | 155% | 1,363 | 1,582 219
Asian 84.6% | 857% | 11% 1,416 | 1,384 -32
Black 54.1% | 82.6% | 285% 1,223 | 1,285 62
Latino 50.7% | 70.5% | 19.8% | 1,290 | 1,237 53
FARMS | 642% | 735% | 93% | 1268| 1,234 34

Sources. OLO analysis of MCPS data from Participation and Performance of the MCPS
Class of 2006 on the New SAT — August 2006; and SAT Participation and Performance of
the MCPS Class of 2008 — August 26, 2008.

OLO Report 2009-4, Appendix B November 25, 2008 46



Costs and Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools’ High School Consortia

The data on SAT participation also show that:

e Absolute Progress: Between the Classes of 2006 and 2008, three of four Downcounty
campuses with data (Montgomery Blair, Kennedy, and Wheaton) increased SAT
participation rates for every subgroup, ranging from 1 to 24 percentage points. Einstein aso
increased participation for its Black and White subgroups by 17 and 3 percentage points
respectively, but experienced small declines of 1 percentage point among L atino, Asian, and
low-income graduates.

e Relative Progress. Between the Classes of 2006 and 2008, all MCPS high schools increased
SAT participation rates among low-income graduates by 4 percentage points and among
Black and Latino graduates by 1-2 percentage points but experienced declines of 2-3
percentage points among Asian and White graduates. Three of the four Downcounty
campuses with available data achieved gainsin SAT participation for every subgroup at far
higher levels than achieved by al MCPS high schools.

10. Increasethe SAT scoresof graduates by subgroup

Objective 1.5 of the Downcounty Consortium proposal also indicated that this consortium would
increase SAT scores.™* Table 15 on the previous page describes average total scores for the new
SAT from FY 06-08 for MCPS and the Downcounty campuses.

Finding: An analysis of the data shows that the Downcounty campuses achieved progressin
increasing student performance on the new SAT. In particular, the data demonstrate that:

e Achievement Gap: A gap in SAT performance was present for the Class of 2006, with the
most recent total SAT scores for Black, Latino, and low-income graduates averaging from
1,316-1,410 points compared to an average of 1,710 and 1,735 points for Asian and White
graduates respectively.

e Absolute Progress: Among 20 opportunities to improve SAT performance from FY 06 to
FY 08 (5 subgroups* 4 schools with available data), the Downcounty campuses increased
SAT scores 55% of thetime. Two Downcounty campuses, Montgomery Blair and Einstein,
achieved increases in total SAT scores overall of 44 and 16 points respectively, and for at
least four of five subgroups. Conversely, Kennedy experienced a 78 point drop in their
average SAT scores, with scores falling for every subgroup, and Wheaton experienced a1
point change overall. These two campuses also experienced the largest increasesin SAT
participation from FY 06 to FY 08 suggesting that there was a trade off between scores and
participation.

e Reélative Progress: MCPS high schools achieved gainsin average SAT scores among 2 of 5
subgroups (i.e. 40% of the time) from FY 06 to FY 08 with a decline in overall scores of 18
points during thistime frame. This suggests that MCPS’ progress overall and among
subgroups were less than the collective gains achieved by the high schools within the
Downcounty Consortium during this time frame.

1 The original objective states that the Downcounty Consortium will increase SAT scores by 20 points per year.
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APPENDIX C

MEMORANDUM

May 7, 2008

TO: Education Committee

FROM: Richard Romer, Legislative Analyst
Office of Legidative Oversight

SUBJECT: Update of Dataon MCPS Per Student Costs

In response to the Education Committee’s request, attached is an update (using FY 07 data) of
Fiscal Indicator 12: Per Student Cost by School Type. To remind the Committee, these data first
appeared last year in Office of Legidlative Oversight (OLO) report 2007-5, Key Fiscal Indicators
for Montgomery County Public Schools.

In general, fiscal indicators are quantitative measures of funding and spending that provide
information on sources of revenue, resource allocation, maor cost drivers, and expenditure
trends. The attached update of Indicator 12 compares MCPS’ FY 07 average per student costsin
Focus (i.e. high poverty) and Non-focus Elementary, Middle, High, and Special schools. It also
includes an updated list of all MCPS elementary schools in descending order of FY Q7 per
student school-based operating costs.

Please contact me directly (7-7990) if you have any questions.

Attachment: OLO Update of Key Fiscal Indicator 12

cc: Councilmembers
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INDICATOR 12: PER STUDENT COST BY ScHoOL TYPE

Thisindicator reports per student costs in severa different ways that demonstrate how MCPS
targetsitsfiscal resources to schools. Specifically, Indicator 12 tracks FY 07 per student costs for
school-based service costs by the following “types” of schools:

Focus elementary schools (i.e., high poverty schools);
Non-focus elementary schools;

Middle schools;

High schools; and

Special schools for students with disabilities.

Table 1 (page 2) reports the variations in per student costs for school-based services by school type
for FY07. Per student costs were highest in specia schools at $29,407 per student, followed by
Focus elementary schools at $10,765 per student, middle schools at $9,693 per student, high
schools at $9,104 per student, and Non-focus elementary schools at $8,798 per student. Exhibit 1
shows this variation graphically.

Exhibit 1: Per Student Costs by School Type, FY07%
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> Exhibit 1 excludes school-based service per student costs for Special Schools which averaged $29,407 in FY 07.
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Table 1l: School Based Services: Per Student Costs by School Type, FYQ07

School Type ‘Sehooiss | Emolment | FRUS | Sudent Costs

Elementary Schools 129 61,342 30% $9,738
- Focus (high poverty) Schools 62 29,309 49% $10,765
- Non-focus Schools 67 32,033 12% $8,798
Middle Schools 38 30,856 25% $9,693
High Schools 25 44 515 17% $9,104
Special Schools 7 1,033 31% $29,407
All Schools 199 137,746 25% $9,670
Source: MCPS

*Four new elementary schools opened in FY 07: Great Seneca Creek, Little Bennett, Roscoe Nix, and Sargent Shriver.
Two new focus schools (Roscoe Nix and Sargent Shriver) increased the total number of focus schoolsto 62.

The per student allocations increased from FY 06 to FY 07 by school type. Per student costs
increased six percent ($538) for elementary schools, four percent ($350) for middle schools, and
seven percent for high schools ($611).

Table 2 (begins on page 3) lists all MCPS elementary schools in descending order of FY 07 per
student school-based costs. In general, this table demonstrates that M CPS spends more per
student in Focus elementary schools than in Non-focus schools. Most exceptions to thisrule
involve schools with small enrollments, which resultsin higher per student costs for
administrative, other professional and some support staff (e.g. counselors and school secretaries).
Other key findings include:

e Thedifferencein per student allocations between Focus and Non-focus schools amounted to
$1,967 per student in FY07. With an average elementary enrollment of approximately 500
students, each Focus school on average received an additional $883,000 compared to Non-
focus schools.

e InFYO07, about half (49%) of all students who attended the 62 Focus elementary schools
were eligible for free and reduced-priced meals (FARMYS); this compared to 12 percent of the
students who attended Non-focus elementary schools.

Caveatson Indicator 12 Data

Because so many factorsinfluence the calculations of per student costs by school, the data
presented in Indicator 12 should be used to begin a discussion about the allocation of resources
among schools, not to draw conclusions about the quality or effectiveness of programs available
at any individual school.
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Table2: Per Student Costsfor Elementary School-Based Servicesin Rank Order, FYQ7

% Operating Cost Per Focus
Elementary School Enrollment | FARMs Costs Student Rank School

East Silver Spring 244 57.0% $3,972,865 $16,282 1 v
Oak View 223 78.0% $3,569,494 $16,007 2 v
Broad Acres 454 85.2% $6,712,813 $14,786 3 v
New Hampshire Estates 393 74.8% $5,499,642 $13,994 4 v
Roscoe Nix 334 57.5% $4,532,474 $13,570 5 v
Rock Creek Valley 374 25.1% $4,922,447 $13,162 6 v
Monocacy 230 11.3% $3,026,572 $13,159 7

Highland View 328 50.9% $4,269,203 $13,016 8 v
Rosemont 462 57.6% $6,006,729 $13,002 9 v
Montgomery Knolls 374 56.4% $4,854,549 $12,980 10 v
L ake Seneca 329 33.7% $4,211,476 $12,801 11

Cannon Road 369 42.0% $4,687,198 $12,702 12 v
Burnt Mills 337 58.2% $4,263,516 $12,651 13 v
Viers Mill 484 62.6% $6,115,735 $12,636 14 v
Brookhaven 401 56.1% $4,978,527 $12,415 15 v
Meadow Hall 334 37.4% $4,128,567 $12,361 16 v
Gaithersburg 473 62.2% $5,836,230 $12,339 17 v
Washington Grove 387 51.2% $4,707,839 $12,165 18 v
Strawberry Knoll 514 38.9% $6,238,898 $12,138 19 v
Brooke Grove 431 16.7% $5,123,486 $11,887 20

Sargent Shriver 462 67.3% $5,468,180 $11,836 21 4
Glenallan 374 50.3% $4,363,031 $11,666 22 v
Damascus 294 13.9% $3,423,271 $11,644 23

Sequoyah 429 38.5% $4,945,400 $11,528 24 v
Forest Knolls 507 36.3% $5,800,434 $11,441 25 v
Westover 279 12.5% $3,185,801 $11,419 26

Germantown 325 31.1% $3,698,937 $11,381 27

Clopper Mill 426 55.6% $4,839,420 $11,360 28 v
Rolling Terrace 624 50.5% $7,074,444 $11,337 29 v
Summit Hall 487 67.8% $5,504,559 $11,303 30 v
Capt. James E. Daly 499 47.7% $5,558,123 $11,139 31 v
Dr. Charles R. Drew 459 35.7% $5,102,445 $11,116 32 v
Cashell 306 14.1% $3,368,902 $11,009 33

North Chevy Chase 306 10.1% $3,316,707 $10,839 34

Kemp Mill 579 62.2% $6,247,140 $10,790 35 v
L uxmanor 333 11.1% $3,576,540 $10,740 36
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Table 2: Per Student Costsfor Elementary School-Based Servicesin Rank Order, FY 07 (cont’d)

% Operating Cost Per Focus
Elementary School Enrollment | FARMs Costs Student Rank School
Takoma Park 416 27.6% $4,461,559 $10,725 37 v
Bel Pre 460 49.3% $4,930,002 $10,717 38 v
Glen Haven 568 51.6% $6,039,152 $10,632 39 v
Dr. Sdlly K. Ride 522 30.1% $5,536,521 $10,606 40 v
Rock View 460 43.7% $4,850,409 $10,544 41 v
William Tyler Page 381 34.6% $4,015,094 $10,538 42 v
Pine Crest 343 44.3% $3,598,857 $10,492 43 v
Seven Locks 251 2.4% $2,611,341 $10,404 44
Jackson Road 537 52.9% $5,568,246 $10,369 45 v
Highland 640 73.0% $6,627,747 $10,356 46 v
Mill Creek Towne 466 31.8% $4,817,304 $10,338 47 v
South Lake 540 62.0% $5,569,749 $10,314 48 v
Brown Station 386 50.0% $3,977,366 $10,304 49 v
Clarksburg 385 16.9% $3,960,454 $10,287 50
Lois P. Rockwell 440 16.1% $4,514,154 $10,259 51
Westbrook 318 2.5% $3,260,415 $10,253 52
Somerset 374 4.5% $3,832,496 $10,247 53
Twinbrook 515 56.9% $5,248,552 $10,191 54 v
Woodlin 453 22.7% $4,615,513 $10,189 55 v
Diamond 414 14.5% $4,217,852 $10,188 56
Sherwood 472 12.1% $4,801,794 $10,173 57
Dufief 443 4.7% $4,452,846 $10,052 58
Flower Hill 497 45.7% $4,990,858 $10,042 59 v
Watkins Mill 516 49.0% $5,180,267 $10,039 60 v
Flower Valley 451 15.5% $4,526,262 $10,036 61
Harmony Hills 503 77.9% $5,040,018 $10,020 62 v
Piney Branch 477 38.4% $4,753,621 $9,966 63 v
Weller Road 515 66.0% $5,126,917 $9,955 64 v
Georgian Forest 449 57.0% $4,432,716 $9,872 65 v
Cloverly 515 10.1% $5,043,724 $9,794 66
Wheaton Woods 486 66.9% $4,752,654 $9,779 67 v
Maryvale 599 36.7% $5,845,097 $9,758 68 v
Strathmore 406 46.3% $3,937,954 $9,699 69 v
Judith A. Resnik 557 39.7% $5,387,153 $9,672 70 v
Candlewood 335 10.7% $3,239,314 $9,670 71
Thurgood Marshall 531 20.2% $5,094,490 $9,594 72
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Table2: Per Student Costsfor Elementary School-Based Servicesin Rank Order, FYQ7(cont’d)

% Operating Cost Per Focus
Elementary School Enrollment | FARMs Costs Student Rank School
Poolesville 412 13.6% $3,944,356 $9,574 73
Rock Creek Forest 484 22.3% $4,600,677 $9,506 74 v
Fairland 505 40.4% $4,790,017 $9,485 75 v
Fox Chapel 555 40.0% $5,176,004 $9,326 76 v
Cresthaven 326 47.2% $3,023,182 $9,274 77 v
Chevy Chase 501 14.8% $4,598,645 $9,179 78
Burning Tree 503 3.2% $4,578,201 $9,102 79
Bethesda 415 8.9% $3,750,006 $9,036 80
Jones Lane 512 17.4% $4,620,473 $9,024 81
Greencastle 564 51.1% $5,089,315 $9,024 82 v
Whetstone 637 49.6% $5,727,379 $8,991 83 v
Stedwick 584 |  43.0% $5,241,928 $8,976 84 v
Bedll 605 33.6% $5,429,502 $8,974 85 v
Laytonsville 496 10.9% $4,418,347 $8,908 86
Ashburton 570 11.8% $5,074,109 $8,902 87
Cold Spring 431 2.3% $3,814,431 $8,850 88
Rosemary Hills 614 18.1% $5,390,619 $8,780 89
Belmont 404 7.9% $3,545,568 $8,776 90
S. Christa McAuliffe 572 38.5% $5,018,606 $8,774 91
Cedar Grove 529 16.1% $4,619,514 $8,733 92
Sligo Creek 621 20.1% $5,415,492 $8,721 93 v
Garret Park 431 16.5% $3,742,774 $8,684 94
Fallsmead 499 6.4% $4,293,099 $8,603 95
Gaway 693 43.3% $5,948,887 $8,584 96 v
Woodfield 419 8.4% $3,585,586 $8,557 97
Great Seneca Creek 501 21.6% $4,282,107 $8,547 98
BellsMills 474 7.6% $4,049,683 $8,544 99
Waters Landing 581 29.9% $4,953,418 $8,526 100
Bannockburn 353 2.3% $3,003,987 $8,510 101
Darnestown 384 2.9% $3,260,019 $8,490 102
Kensington Parkwood 485 8.0% $4,095,292 $8,444 103
Farmland 577 3.8% $4,847,527 $8,401 104
Stone Mill 635 6.9% $5,331,610 $8,396 105
Goshen 608 23.5% $5,038,713 $8,287 106
Carderock Springs 312 1.0% $2,578,662 $8,265 107
Fields Road 453 22.5% $3,735,724 $8,247 108
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Table2: Per Student Costsfor Elementary School-Based Servicesin Rank Order, FY Q7 (continued)

% Operating Cost Per Focus
Elementary School Enrollment | FARMs Costs Student Rank School
Rachel Carson 765 13.5% $6,301,504 $8,237 109
Clearspring 630 20.0% $5,186,882 $8,233 110
Wyngate 523 1.0% $4,302,683 $8,227 111
Ritchie Park 388 16.5% $3,181,302 $8,199 112
Little Bennett 531 11.3% $4,323,343 $8,142 113
Stonegate 448 14.3% $3,609,488 $8,057 114
Rachel Carson 765 13.5% $6,301,504 $8,237 109
Lucy V. Barnsey 572 21.5% $4,603,302 $8,048 115
Greenwood 573 5.6% $4,512,131 $7,875 116
Oakland Terrace 712 34.8% $5,574,637 $7,830 117 v
Bradley Hills 390 1.5% $3,041,967 $7,800 118
L akewood 589 1.9% $4,567,977 $7,755 119
Travilah 465 7.1% $3,535,241 $7,603 120
Beverly Farms 585 3.8% $4,436,172 $7,583 121
Olney 592 9.8% $4,414,914 $7,458 122
Ronald A. McNair 737 17.6% $5,458,581 $7,406 123
Burtonsville 589 29.4% $4,359,245 $7,401 124
Potomac 534 2.1% $3,924,012 $7,348 125
Spark M. Matsunaga 924 10.8% $6,708,642 $7,260 126
Wayside 635 2.2% $4,585,881 $7,222 127
Wood Acres 613 1.3% $4,416,194 $7,204 128
College Gardens 517 16.8% $3,697,873 $7,153 129
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http://montgomeryschool smd.org/curricul um/specia programs/high/magnets/science math ¢
ompsci.shtm
e Northeast Consortium
http://www.montgomeryschool smd.org/school s/nec/
e Downcounty Consortium
http://www.montgomeryschool smd.org/school s/”downcounty/

Montgomery County Public Schools’ Data Warehouse unpublished data by subgroup on the
following measures:

e Ineligibility rates among all high school students for MCPS and by Downcounty Consortium
campus, FY04 to FY 08

e Percent of freshmen failing one or more courses first and second semester, FY 04 to FY 08

e Freshmen average grade point average for first semester, FY 04 to FY 08

Montgomery County Public Schools, The Superintendent’s Recommended Operating Budget and
Personnel Complement - FY98 — FY09

Montgomery County Public Schools, The Program Budget - FY98 — FY 09

Montgomery County Public Schools, Account Summary Tracking Data, Department of
Management, Budget and Planning - FY04 - FY 09

Montgomery County Public Schools, Weekly Supported Projects Report for Downcounty
Consortium, Division of Controller - FY03 - FY 06
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Montgomery County Public Schools, Northeast Consortium Magnet School Program Grant Proposal
materials- FY99 - FY 02

Montgomery County Public Schools, Downcounty Consortium Smaller Learning Communities
Program Grant Proposal Materials - FY03 - FY 06

Montgomery County Public Schools, Y ear One Report: Preferred Choice Process (Annual Report to
the U.S. Department of Education’s Magnet School Assistance Program), June 28, 1999

Montgomery County Public Schools, Y ear Two Report: Preferred Choice Process (Annual Report to
the U.S. Department of Education’s Magnet School Assistance Program), July 10, 2000

Raber, Suzanne — U.S. Department of Education SLC Annual Performance Report Progress Status
Narrative: Progress on Objectives, Y ear 2 (2003-2004), Department of Shared Accountability,
Montgomery County Public Schools- April 2005

Raber, Suzanne — U.S. Department of Education SLC Annual Performance Report Progress Status
Narrative: Progress on Objectives, Year 3 (2004-2005), Grant No. S215L 022097, Department of
Shared Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools - April 2006

Romer, Richard — Memorandum to Education Committee re: Update of Data on MCPS Per Student
Costs, Office of Legidative Oversight — May 7, 2008

Steinberg, Laura— Key Areas of Progress in Secondary Schools: Successful Completion of Algebra
| or Higher-Level Mathematics and Enrollment in Honors/Advanced Placement Courses 2002-2003,
Office of Shared Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools — September 2003

Steinberg, Lauraand Missy Gumula— Key Areas of Progress in Secondary Schools. Successful
Completion of Algebral or Higher-L evel Mathematics and Enrollment in Honors/Advanced
Placement Courses 2003-2004, Department of Reporting and Regulatory Accountability,
Montgomery County Public Schools— October 2004

Steinberg, Lauraand Missy Gumula— Successful Completion of Algebra 1 or Higher-L evel
Mathematics and Successful Completion of Geometry or Higher-L evel Mathematics, Department of
Reporting and Regulatory Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools — September 2007

Tuttle v. Arlington County School Board (2000), 197 F .3d 123 (4th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals)
cert. dismissed, 529 U.S. 1050 (2000)

Vance, Paul — Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Northeast Area High School Solutions,
Montgomery County Public Schools— November 25, 1996

Vance, Paul — Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Northeast Area High Schools Consortium
Signature Programs, Montgomery County Public Schools— July 8, 1997
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Vance, Paul — Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium
Signature Programs, Montgomery County Public Schools— July 28, 1997

Vance, Paul — Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium
Signature Program Goals, Outcomes, and Objectives, Montgomery County Public Schools— August
22, 1997

Vance, Paul — Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Preferred Choice in the Northeast
Consortium, Montgomery County Public Schools — October 27, 1997

Vance, Paul — Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools — February 25, 1999

Von Secker, Clare - An Examination of the SAT Results for the Class of 2004, Department of
Shared Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools - August 2004

Von Secker, Clare - An Examination of the SAT Results for the Class of 2005, Department of
Shared Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools — September 2005

Von Secker, Clare - Participation and Performance of the Montgomery County Public Schools Class
of June 2006 on the New SAT, Research Brief, Department of Shared Accountability, Montgomery
County Public Schools - August 2006

Von Secker, Clare - Advanced Placement Exam Participation and Performance for the MCPS
Classes of 2002 to 2006, Department of Shared Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools
— November 2006

Von Secker, Clare - 2002 to 2006 AP Exam Participation and Performance for Montgomery County
Public Schools Students Enrolled in 15 AP Courses, Research Brief, Department of Shared
Accountability, Montgomery County Public Schools— July 2007

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Northeast Consortium Preferred Choice
Guidelines, Montgomery County Public Schools — January 11, 2000

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools — February 23, 2000

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools — February 23, 2001

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: 2001 Results of the Scholastics
Assessment Test (SAT), Montgomery County Public Schools— August 28, 2001

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Key Areas of Progress in Secondary
Schools, Montgomery County Public Schools — October 15, 2001
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Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— March 27, 2002

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: SAT Results for the Graduating Class of
2002, Montgomery County Public Schools— August 27, 2002

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Key Areas of Progress in Secondary
Schools, Montgomery County Public Schools — October 15, 2002

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools — February 26, 2003

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Student Choice and School Assignment
Process, for the Downcounty Consortium, Montgomery County Public Schools — February 26, 2003

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Base Area Recommendations for
Downcounty Consortium High Schools, Montgomery County Public Schools — June 23, 2003

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Student Choice and School Assignment
Process for the Downcounty Consortium, Montgomery County Public Schools — June 23, 2003

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: SAT Results for the Graduating Class of
2003, Montgomery County Public Schools— August 26, 2003

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on the Northeast Consortium and
the Downcounty Consortium Student Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools—
March 12, 2004

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: SAT Results for the Class of 2004,
Montgomery County Public Schools— August 31, 2004

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on the Downcounty Consortium,
Montgomery County Public Schools — October 25, 2004

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on the Northeast Consortium and
the Downcounty Consortium Student Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools—
February 23, 2005

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to Board of Education re: Recommended FY 2006 Supplemental
Appropriation for the Smaller Learning Communities Grant, Montgomery County Public Schools -
September 13, 2005.

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Northeast Consortium Criteria
Amendment, Montgomery County Public Schools— September 13, 2005
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Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Successful Completion of Algebral or
Higher-Level Mathematics and Success Completion of Geometry of Higher-Level Mathematics,
Montgomery County Public Schools— October 13, 2005

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— April 20, 2006

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Downcounty Consortium
Student Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— April 21, 2006

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Successful Completion of Algebral or
Higher-Level Mathematics and Success Completion of Geometry of Higher-Level Mathematics,
Montgomery County Public Schools— October 18, 2006

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— March 21, 2007

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Downcounty Consortium
Student Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— May 15, 2007

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Successful Completion of Algebral or
Higher-Level Mathematics and Success Completion of Geometry of Higher-Level Mathematics,
Montgomery County Public Schools— September 17, 2007

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: African American Males Achieve New
Performance Highs in Advanced Placement (AP) as Class of 2007 Sets New AP Exam Participation
and Performance Records, Montgomery County Public Schools — February 13, 2008

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Northeast Consortium Student
Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— April 2, 2008

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: Update on Downcounty Consortium
Student Assignment Process, Montgomery County Public Schools— April 2, 2008

Weast, Jerry - Memorandum to the Board of Education re: SAT Participation and Performance of the
MCPS Class of 2008, Montgomery County Public Schools— August 26, 2008
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