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¢HBCPASC

Baltimore County Parent and Student Coalition, Inc.

"Protecting Children by Educating the Parents"

February 16, 2026
Dear Education, Energy, and the Environment Committee members,

The Baltimore County Parent and Student Coalition (BCPASC), a nonpartisan group of
5,000 residents, advocates prioritizing students in Baltimore County Public Schools.

We are writing to you today in strong SUPPORT of SB15 Baltimore County - Inspector
General - Authority Over Baltimore County Public Schools.

As you are aware, Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS), along with Baltimore County
and the State of Maryland, are currently operating within a fiscally constrained
environment. Superintendent Dr. Rogers’ Proposed FY27 Operating Budget demonstrates a
commitment to upholding the three-year agreement with bargaining units, resulting in over
80% of the operating budget being dedicated to salaries and wages. Consequently, less
than 20% of the budget remains available for cost savings initiatives.

Proposed cost-cutting measures include increasing average class sizes for grades 1-12,
eliminating 594 positions, and reducing expenses related to IT, transportation, facilities
management, and instructional materials. As of the official student count on September
30, 2025, BCPS has 2,000 fewer students than before and is now below its 2013 enrollment
numbers. If the governor does not approve another year of hold harmless, this drop in
enrollment could result in a $14 million budget shortfall.

This detailed explanation is intended to illustrate how granting the Inspector General of
Baltimore County oversight authority over BCPS may provide financial benefits to the
system. By acting upon tips and initiating inquiries to investigate and identify evidence of
fraud, waste, or misuse of taxpayer resources, this oversight can help address factors that
undermine both the integrity of the system and the welfare of its students.

Interestingly, in addition to our support, this enabling legislation was publicly supported
and listed as one of the legislative priorities of the Teachers Association of Baltimore
County (TABCO), supported by the League of Woman Voters Baltimore County and
supported by 6 of the 7 County Council members.

The objective of this bill is not to reduce public funding for BCPS, but rather to help
safeguard against occurrences of fraud, waste, or abuse—especially critical during periods



of fiscal constraint. BCPASC appreciates its collaborative relationship with Ms. Madigan’s
office and Mr. Henry, the Maryland Inspector General of Education. We recognize the
nuanced distinctions between audits and investigations, internal and external
assessments, and value the importance of transparency through direct public reporting.

BCPS currently has a Department of Internal Audit, but it is important to understand the
distinction between internal auditors and inspector generals.

Auditors Inspector General
Utilize Government Auditing Utilize Principles and Standards for Offices
Standards, also referred to as of Inspector General (Green Book).

generally accepted government
auditing standards (GAGAS) or the

Yellow Book.

Professionals within an organization Independent officials within government
who publish reports to the agency or organization who publish reports
organization leadership offering to the public.

insights and recommendations to
enhance efficiency and mitigate risk.

Focus on evaluating and improving an | Tasked with conducting audits, investigation
organization's internal controls and s, and inspections focusing on ensuring legal
compliance of programs and operations and
investigate to prevent fraud, misconduct,
and abuse

processes and risk management

BCPS conducts limited internal audits to ensure compliance with policies but does not
perform comprehensive or forensic reviews. At the latest audit committee meeting, staff
confirmed their focus is on materiality rather than examining every transaction.

Arecent audit found that of 95 investigations, 43 cases of misconduct were
substantiated—the highest in three years. Thirty-four cases from the past school year were
inconclusive, unsubstantiated, or unreported; 18 remain pending. Full audit reports and
investigation details are not publicly released.

At the last audit committee meeting, a contracts audit was presented revealing substantial
findings within a small sample that included: BCPs Contracts Audit February 2026

1. Spending without fully executed contracts
2. Invoice rates not matching contract terms
3. Vendor performance evaluations not done regularly


https://go.boarddocs.com/mabe/bcps/Board.nsf/files/DQZRBP6D32EC/$file/Contracts%20Audit%20Report%20-%20FINAL%20(redacted).pdf

4. Incomplete corrective action follow-up and overpayment due to inaccurate billing
5. Unallowable charges and unprovided contracted services

To underscore why expanding the Inspector General of Baltimore County office to include
BCPS is important, we want to point out that Internal Auditors and Inspectors General

differ in three main ways.

1. Independence-IG operates independently from the agencies they oversee while
auditors are typically employees of the organization they audit

2. Scope of work-IG focuses on compliance and fraud prevention whereas auditors
concentrate on internal controls and operational efficiencies

3. Reporting-IG files public reports, auditors report to management. They operate
from 2 separate manuals and have different certifications.

Thank you for your consideration and support of SB15 and the students of Baltimore County
Public Schools.

Sincerely,
Amy Adams, President BCPASC
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Written Testimony in Support of Senate Bill 15

Barbara Dezmon, Ph.D.

This testimony is in support of Senate Bill 15. | served in Baltimore County Public Schools for
over 35 years, beginning as a teacher. During my tenure | served in elevated roles in central
office, including executive assistant to the Deputy Superintendent and Assistant to the
Superintendent for Equity and Assurance to Superintendent Joseph Hairston. When | retired, |
was tasked with beginning to lead reform efforts in curriculum and instruction. Those roles
provided me with access to numerous offices and schools and enabled me to observe practices
throughout the central office and schools.

First, I refer to Exhibit 1, which details the role and responsibilities of the Maryland Inspector
General regarding education. As the document shows, the purpose is not to govern the Board of
Education; rather, it is to ensure accountability for the use of funds as well as operational aspects
of the system. Moreover, the Inspector General office provides recourse to which faculty, staff,
and citizens turn in case of fraud , waste, and abuse as well as investigations related “operational
and administrative” complaints. In addition to other agencies and duties, the Maryland Inspector
General has oversight of twenty-four school districts.

Recognizing the extraordinary school district funding request exceeding half the county budget
as well as the necessity for an independent office with oversight of the schools, the Baltimore
County Council, in direct response to the citizens of Baltimore County, passed a resolution to
expand duties in the county Inspector General office to include education. (See Exhibit 2.) Being
local will provide an opportunity to increase access, immediate response, and focus on
complaints and concerns. In his testimony, The State Inspector General even mentioned the
advantages of having a local position with that authority. Further, although, in ideal
circumstances, all complaints could be addressed at the state level, often complaints never take
that route, due to ignorance or fear of retaliation. This is not duplication of services; it is
enhancement for effectiveness and productivity.

Below are actual circumstances that have existed and could be addressed by an Inspector
General:

A. Curriculum Audit of entire system offices and schools by Phi Delta Kappa exposed
instances of mismanagement and inefficiency. Reforms never completed.

B. Funds budgeted for schools and teachers and students withdrawn for central office
purposes.

C. Parents of special education students not being provided with detailed or given general

information regarding children condition.

Unnecessary staff retained, while others released.

Retaliation against faculty members and staff who complained or offended.
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Curricula materials destroyed and abandoned and replaced with instructional programs
that cost millions, yet as test scores show, not effective.
Inappropriate use of credit cards.
Office budget requests aimed not to arouse concern.
Theft.
Revising reports and data to cover unsuccessful programs that cost up to millions. Over
years, most of students enrolled in Language! were African American and poor. See
Exhibits 3 and 4 for actual real and doctored reports given to Board of Education on
Language! Program.
Conference trips arranged so that family members can meet for vacation.
Digitized curriculum/instructional programs and stored curriculum destroyed or
abandoned to replace with programs that cost millions.

. Grade enhancement — such as 50% rule.
Grade reconfiguring to passing.
Exorbitant funds spent on office furniture while schools in need.
More funds buying from vendors and less investment in teachers and staff.
More out of the box curriculum at cost of millions without results.
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Many of the issues above would not have existed if accountability were adequate. And a local
Inspector General can provide those checks and balances.

Baltimore County Public Schools has slid from being among the top in state rankings to a
position of 17" among school districts. When | left the Baltimore County Public Schools 15
years ago, during my last meeting with staff | stated that BCPS was at a crossroads and warned
that without necessary corrections, the school system would be on an irreversible downward
spiral to the point where we could save schools but no longer salvage the system. After that, the
number of successful schools will begin to steadily diminish and more and more money
impacting all areas of the county budget needs will have to be redirected to the growing
unsuccessful schools. Well, again we are at that critical stage at which we stood years ago and
were faced with the same issues and solutions. Only this time the stakes are much higher,
especially for the future of this county and its children. Over the years many leaders in
government as well as education have ignored warning signs and that has brought us to where we
are today.

The money we invest in failure is apparent, but yet we continue to lean on the futile hope that it
will all get better. What do we think has happened to all those children who have left the system,
even with meaningless diplomas, either undereducated or totally uneducated. And all occurring
over the years and at greater expense to the parents, residents, and taxpayers! I wrote the
foreword to the book Failure Factory. (I feel this book should be required reading throughout
the nation and especially Maryland.)The admonitions in this book apply to many school districts
including Baltimore County today. At the end of the foreword, I pose the question: Are children
failing schools, or are schools failing children? That answer now rests with you. The initial key
starts with ensuring openness and accountability. Senate Bill 15 provides a step in that direction
for Baltimore County.



Exhibit 1

Inspector General Role and Responsibilities: From State to Local

The Maryland Office of the Inspector General for Education (OIGE) is an independent state
entity that investigates fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement within local school systems,
including Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). It ensures compliance with state/federal
laws, reviews child abuse prevention policies, and handles complaints regarding civil rights
violations, auditing, and financial oversight of educational funds.

Key roles and responsibilities include:

Investigating Fraud and Mismanagement: The OIGE investigates complaints of financial,
administrative, or operational misconduct in local school systems.

Audit and Compliance: The office reviews policies, procedures, and contracts to ensure
compliance with state and federal laws.

Civil Rights Enforcement: The office investigates complaints regarding civil rights violations
involving students or employees.

Systemic Reviews: The OIGE examines systemic issues within the Maryland State Department
of Education (MSDE) and local school boards, rather than just isolated incidents.

Child Abuse Prevention Oversight: The office conducts annual reviews to ensure that local
school systems' policies for preventing and reporting child abuse comply with law.

Reporting: Upon completion of investigations, the OIGE issues public reports with findings and
recommendations.

The Montgomery County Office of the Inspector General (separate from the State IG for
Education) also has authority to investigate fraud, waste, and abuse in county government,
including Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), with a high volume of complaints often
directed at school operations.)


https://www.google.com/search?q=Maryland+Office+of+the+Inspector+General+for+Education+%28OIGE%29&rlz=1C1VDKB_enUS1084US1084&oq=roel+of+inspector+general+for+education+in+montgomery+county&gs_lcrp=EgZjaHJvbWUyBggAEEUYOTIJCAEQIRgKGKABMgkIAhAhGAoYoAEyCQgDECEYChigATIJCAQQIRgKGKABMgkIBRAhGAoYoAEyBwgGECEYqwIyBwgHECEYjwIyBwgIECEYjwLSAQkxMDE2OWowajeoAgiwAgHxBaWefPttKX7s8QWlnnz7bSl-7A&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8&ved=2ahUKEwjCt82By8GSAxUMD1kFHcTzO7QQgK4QegQIARAB

Exhibit 2

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
Legislative Session 2025, Legislative Day No. 13

Resolution No. 40-25

Councilmembers Marks & Kach

By the County Council, August 4, 2025

A RESOLUTION of the Baltimore County Council encouraging the Maryland General
Assembly to pass legislation during the 2026 Legislative Session providing that the Baltimore
County Board of Education is subject to the jurisdiction and oversight of the Baltimore County
Office of the Inspector General.

WHEREAS, the Board of Education of Baltimore County and the County’s Public School
System is supported substantially through funds provided by Baltimore County Government and
County taxpayers; in fact, each year, approximately half of the County’s budget is appropriated to
the County School System; and

WHEREAS, the Baltimore County Office of the Inspector General (OIG) was established
in the Baltimore County Code by the Baltimore County Council in 2019 and codified in the County
Charter by the County Council and County voters in 2024; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the OIG is to provide increased accountability and oversight
in the operations of County Government by identifying: (1) fraud, waste, and abuse in County
Government; and (2) ways to promote efficiency, accountability, and integrity in County
Government; and

WHEREAS, as the largest recipient by far of County funds, the County School System and

County Board of Education, should also logically be subject to the independent oversight of the



OIG; and

WHEREAS, the General Assembly previously considered similar legislation requested by
the Baltimore County Administration for OIG oversight of the County Board of Education during
the 2021 Legislative Session in Senate Bill 655 (sponsored by then-Senator Klausmeier) and
House Bill 751 (sponsored by Delegate Ebersole); and

WHEREAS, given the very public controversy this year over the County School System’s
budget, the Baltimore County Council believes it is now the appropriate time to advance more
transparency and accountability in the County Board of Education, now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF BALTIMORE COUNTY,
MARYLAND, that the Council encourages the Maryland General Assembly to pass legislation
during the 2026 Legislative Session providing that the Baltimore County Board of Education is
subject to the jurisdiction and oversight of the Baltimore County Office of the Inspector General;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies of this resolution shall be sent to the Governor
of Maryland; the Baltimore County delegation to the Maryland General Assembly; and the
Baltimore County Executive; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall take effect from the date of its

passage by the County Council.
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Executive Summary

This evaluation was conducted to examine two research questions regarding the Language!
program. Dr. Joe A. Hairston and Dr. Renee Foose requested that the following research
questions should be examined:

Question 1. What students have been and are being served by the Language! program?
Question 2. How has the program impacted student achievement?

With respect to the research questions that were examined, the results of this study indicate:
Question 1:

1. Enrollment in the program has increased and then decreased dramatically over a four year
period.

a. The district should investigate the reasons for such dramatic differences in
enrollment trends over time.

2. The program was brought to the school system to help high school students having
difficulty passing the high school English graduation assessment; but the data clearly
show:

a. Most students were enrolled in middle schools and not high schools;

b. Slightly over 37% of the students enrolled scored in the “Proficient” — over 34% -
- or “Advanced” — over 3%); these students clearly do not meet the original criteria
by MSA scores.

c. The district should determine how consistently the program is being implemented.
If students are being enrolled in the program without meeting the criteria, this is
problematic.

Question 2:

3. Eighty percent of the students who scored Basic on the MSA upon entry into Language!
were still basic upon exiting the program.

a. The district should verify that the program has been implemented as prescribed at
all schools at all levels.

4. The data used in this analysis was from the data warehouse. It is uncertain if the
enrollments included here are a true reflection of the full number of participants in
Language! For example, because the data points in this study are course enrolments, the

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 3 of 31



An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

numbers do not include students who participate in Language! as a part of a course that is
not listed as an official Language! course. In addition, since course enrollments in the
data warehouse only apply to secondary students, it is not certain exactly how many (if
any) elementary students are participating in the program.

a. The district should obtain an accurate count of students participating in the
program and their home schools.

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 4 of 31
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Detailed Summary

Background

This report was requested by Dr. Joe A. Hairston and Dr. Renee Foose. Dr. Hairston brought
Language! to the Baltimore County Public Schools to help those students in high school who
were having difficulty passing the High School English Graduation Examination. Dr. Hairston
envisioned the program as a supplement to regular instruction in language arts.

Research Questions
The superintendent requested that the following research questions should be examined:
Question 1. What students have been and are being served by the Language! program?

Question 2. How has the program impacted student achievement?

Methodology

The Research Office utilized existing information in the data warehouse and supporting
information from the Language Arts Office to compile the data presented in this report. In
particular the enrollment trends of secondary students who have received services from the
Language! program from SY2003 through SY2010. The report summarizes enrollment and
demographic trends for Language! students based upon the first time they participated in the
program through the time they exited the program. In addition, the study discusses connections
between enrollment in Language! and achievement as defined by proficiency levels on the MSA
and/or HSA.

It should be noted that due to data limitations, this report does not include elementary school
students who may be or have been enrolled in this program. The trends in this report are based
upon the first Language! course that students took.

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 5 of 31
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Findings

Findings for each research question will be reported with the supporting details and data
immediately following.

Question 1: What students have been and are being served by the Lanquage! program?

Overall analysis of the first research question yielded information that raised several critical
issues which should be addressed by the Department of Curriculum and Instruction as well as the
appropriate Assistant Superintendents:

1. Enrollment has increased and then decreased dramatically over a period of four years.

2. The program was brought to the school system to help high school students having
difficulty passing the high school English graduation assessment; but the data clearly
show:

a. Most students were enrolled in middle schools and not high schools;

b. Slightly over 37% of the students enrolled scored in the “Proficient” — over 34% -
- or “Advanced” — over 3%); these students clearly do not meet the original criteria
by MSA scores. A student being enrolled in the program having not met the
criteria is problematic.

Data and Analyses Supporting Findings for Research Question 1:

Overall Enrollments

Figure 1 depicts the number of students enrolled in Language ! by year. Specifically, the figure
shows that:

e Since 2003, 18,889 students have participated in Language!
e Since 2003, the number of secondary students receiving Language! services varied.

0 In 2003 (the first time this program appears in the database), there were 16
students enrolled. By 2007, there were 8,621 students enrolled.

0 The number of enrolled students has declined three successive years since 2007:
2,996 in 2008, 2,306 in 2009 and 2,084 in 2010.

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 7 of 31

13



An Examination of Language!
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e I
Figure 1
Number of Students Enrolled in
Language! by Year
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Subgroup Enrollments and Grade Level Enroliments

The following figures and analyses report the number of students in various subgroups enrolled
in Language ! by year. Specifically, Figure 2 shows gender:

¢ Looking at gender for all years combined: 56% of Language! enrollees were male and
44% were female. Across years, eliminating 2003 (with only 16 students), the gender
percentages vary: For example, the percentage of males was as high as 60% in 2005 and
as low as 51% in 2004.

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 8 of 31
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Figure 2
Language! Enrollment by Gender by Year
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Figures 3 and 4 depict enrollment by grade in secondary schools. Specifically:

e Overall 80% of the students served were in middle school. In 2010, 83% were in the
middle grades. The largest numbers of students tend to be in grade 6, and the number
served decrease with each successive grade level.

Because Language! was newly introduced in the high schools and the trends of enrollment in
high school seemed different than those within the middle schools, an analysis was completed
looking at trends in high school enrollment

e Prior to 2007, no high school students were enrolled in Language!

e Since 2007 and to date, 3,779 students took a Language! class for the first time while in
high school

e Of the high school students who since 2007 took a Language! class for the first time,
2,015 took that class in Grade 9

0 20% of the first time takers in Grade 9 were in special education

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 9 of 31
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

o0 Of the first time takers in Grade 9, 43% continued into a second year, but only 6%
stayed for more than 2 years. These percentages are the same for both Special

Education and Non Special Education students.

0 77% (1,554) of the 2,015 Grade 9 first-time takers took Language! for the first

time in 2006-2007 school year

e 15,110 students started in Language! before Grade 9. Of those, 3,535 (23%) continued

taking it after they entered high school.

e After school year 2006-2007, the number of students who continue in Language! from 8"

grade into 9" grade has continually and dramatically declined.
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Figure 3

Middle Grade Enrollments as a Percentage of Total
Secondary Language! Enroliment

Grade 7 Grade 8
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Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
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An Examination of Language!
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Figure 4
High School Enrollments as a Percentage of Total Secondary
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*Note: Prior to 2007, there were no students in high school enrolled in Language!

Figure 5 depicts enrollment by race. Specifically:

e Overall 33% of all enrolled students were White and 54% were African American. These
were followed by Hispanic (~7.5%) and Asian (5%), and American Indian (~0.6%). The
distribution by race has remained consistent since 2007.

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/31/2011 Page 11 of 31
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Figure 5
Enrollmentin Language! by Racial Groups as a Percentage
of Total Enroliment by Year
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The enrollment trends of other subgroups are depicted below.

e Overall 55% of the Language! secondary students were eligible for FARMS.

e On average, 29% of the students had IEPs

e 7% of the students were receiving ELL services

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B

5/31/2011
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Enrollment

Figure 6
Special Education Enrollment in Language! by
Year
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An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Length of Time in Language!

The following figures and analyses report the number of students and the length of time in the
program.

e Of the 18,889 students who ever enrolled in Language! between 2003 and 2010, 37%
were enrolled for one year, 36% were enrolled for two years, 23% were enrolled for 3
years, and 5% were enrolled for between four and six years.

0 These proportions were similar for all groups when broken down by gender,
FARMS, and race.

o0 Special Education students’ length of enrollment had a similar pattern with the
following exceptions: a smaller percentage were enrolled for just one year (25%)
and a higher percentage were enrolled for four (8%) or five (1.2%) years.

e Language! was disaggregated and analyzed by course title (see Appendix 1 & 2). This
analysis showed differences in enrollment by course.

0 Language! is taken predominantly as a middle school course as illustrated in
Appendix 1

0 Language! 6A was taken by 4,524 cohort students (24.6% of the total Language!
enrollment over its 8 years of existence), the most frequent course.

0 The next five most frequently taken courses were Language! 7C (2080, 11.3%),
Language! 6C (1,412, 7.7%), Language 8C (1,325, 7.2%), English 9C (1,294,
7.0%), Literacy/Language 10 (1,215, 6.6%).

o Appendix 2 shows the number of total enroliments in Language! over 5 years.
From 2005 to 2010, this number reflects 57,166 enrollments. The number of
enrollments does not drop as it does for the first-time takers. This shows that
students are not being placed into Language! at high rates within the last three
years. However, students seem to be continuing in the program if they are already
init.
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Figure 8
Lenth of Time Students Continued in Language!
3500 by Year Entered Program
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Figure 9
Length of Time Enrolled in Language! By Race
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Achievement of Students Prior to Being Enrolled in Language!

¢ MSA Reading performance levels of first-time participants in Language! were analyzed
for the time period between SY2003 through SY2009.

e More than half of all first-time Language! participants between SY2003 through SY2010
have scored Basic on the MSA Reading immediately prior to participating in Language!

0 62.7% of students scored Basic, 34.2% of students scored Proficient, and 3.1% of
students scored Advanced.

e Each year since SY2003, student achievement on the MSA Reading has fluctuated within
and across proficiency levels.

0 The percentage of first-time Language! students scoring Basic peaked at 87.1% in
SY2005 and dropped to an all-time low of 42.3% in SY2009. During the same
time period, the percentage of students scoring Proficient was at an all-time low
of 12.5% and nearly quadrupled to 50.9%.
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0 SY2003 is the year in which 14.5% of students scored Advanced, the largest
percentage over the seven-year time period.

e Aslightly greater percentage of male students than female students were Basic, whereas a
slightly greater percentage of female students than male students were Proficient and
Advanced.

0 64.4% of male students scored Basic, 32.6% scored Proficient, and 2.9% scored
Advanced.

o 60.3% of female students scored Basic, 36.3% scored Proficient, and 3.3% scored
Advanced.

e When split by race, the largest percentage of students in each race category were Basic,
ranging from 59.1% for White students to 65.5% percent for African American students

e When split by race and gender, both male and female students had the largest percentage
of students scoring Basic within race categories.

o African American males had the largest percentage of Basic students (67.5%) and
American Indian males had the lowest percentage of Basic students (53.5%).

0 American Indian students had the greatest percentage of Basic students (70.0%)
and White females had the lowest percentage of students scoring Basic (57.35).

e The number of years a student has participated in Language! ranged from one to six
years. Across all years, the greatest proportion of students scored Basic.

0 The greater the length of time in the program, the greater the percentage of
students who scored Basic, without exception.

o0 Among students who participated Language for one year, 50.2% scored Basic,
whereas among students who participated in Language! for six years, 90.0%
scored Basic.

e Among students designated as ELL, FARMS and SPED, the greatest percentage of
students within each designation scored Basic.

0 73.5% ELL students scored Basic; 66.9% of SPED students scored Basic; and
64.7% of FARMS students scored Basic.

0 When compared to ELL (1.6%) and FARMS (2.7%), SPED students had the
highest percentage of students who scored Advanced (4.3%) immediately prior to
participating in Language!
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0 A greater percentage of students designated as FARMS scored Proficient (32.6%),
compared to the percentages of students designated as ELL (24.9%) and SPED
(28.7%) who scored Proficient.

Figure 10
Percentage of Students Scoring Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced on the MSA Reading Prior to
Enrollmentin Language!
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Figure 11
Percentage of Language! Students Who Have Scored Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced prior to Enrollment in Language!

from SY2003 through SY2009
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Figure 12
MSA Reading Proficiency Levels of Students First
Enrolled In Language!
by Gender
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Figure 13
MSA Reading Proficiency Levels of Students First
Enrolled in Language!
by Race
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Figure 14
MSA Reading Proficiency Levels of Students First
Enrolled in Language!
by Race and by Gender
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Figure 15

MSA Reading Proficiency Levels of
Students First Enrolled by Number of Years

in Language!
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Figure 16
Percentage of ELL, SPED, and FARMS
by MSA Reading Proficiency Level
Prior to Enrollment In Language!
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Question 2: How has the program impacted student achievement?

Tables 1 through 4 indicate that the impact of Language! on secondary students as measured by
state-wide assessment data are mixed at best.

e Two-thirds of the students in the Total group had scored Basic on the MSA prior to
participating in Language! This also means that one-third of the students were either
Proficient or Advanced going into the program.

e Eighty percent of the students who scored Basic on state-wide assessments before
participating in Language! were still Basic after exiting the program.

e Of the students who scored Proficient or Advanced before participating in Language!,
half exited at a lower performance level (i.e., proficient to basic or advanced to
basic/proficient).

e When subdivided by the various student groups (e.g., race, gender, FARMS), the results
were similar to the total group.

Data and Analyses Supporting Findings for Research Question 2

Analyses conducted to determine the impact on student achievement:

The MSA proficiency levels for middle school students the school year prior to their
participation in Language! was compared with the students’ Reading MSA or English 10 HSA
proficiency level the school year after the they stopped participating. There were 3,673 students
for whom complete data were available (i.e., they had both a pre- and a post- MSA and or/HSA
score). Cross-tabulations were produced for the total group as well as for subgroups (race,
gender, FARMS, ELL, special education). Of the 3,673 students with both pre-test and post-test
scores, only 500 students (13%) had MSA reading scores as the post test measure, meaning that
the majority of students with both pre-test and post-test scores entered the program in middle
school and exited the program in high school.

Demographic composition of the Total group
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Table 1. Percent of Students in Total group by Race

Am Ind | Asian | Af Amer | White | Multi | Hisp

0.5 3.0 50.7 | 40.8 13] 37

9 out of 10 students were either African American or White.

Table 2. Percent of Students in Total group by Gender
Male | Female
55.6 44.4
Males outnumbered females.

Table 3. Percent of Students in Total group by FARMS Status

No FARMS | Yes FARMS

50.5 49.5

FARMS-eligible students constituted half of the total.

Table 4. Percent of Students in Total group by ELL Status

No ELL | Yes ELL

97.9 2.1

ELL students were a small fraction of the total.

Table 5. Percent of Students in Total group by Special Education Status
No Spec Ed | Yes Spec Ed

72.2 27.8
Special education students were overrepresented in the Total group.

Table 6. Percent of Students in Total group by Number of Years in Language!
1 year | 2 years | 3 years | 4 or more years

30.9 39.8 23.4 5.8
7 out of 10 students were in the program up to 2 years.

Table 7. Percent of Students in Total group by Beginning Grade Level in Language!

Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 | Other

20.3 385 31.8 94

9 out of 10 students in the data base started the program in middle school.
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Figure 1
Proficiency Levels of Students
Prior to Enrollmentin Language!
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2 out 3 students were basic on the state tests prior to participating in Language!

Figure 2
Post-Test (MSA/HSA) Performance of Students
Scoring Basic Prior to Enrollment in Language!
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Of the basic students, 8 out of 10 were still basic on state tests after exiting the program.

Department of Research, Accountability, and Assessment
File: Language!combined_06012011B
5/11/2011 Page 26 of 31



An Examination of Language!
Baltimore County Public Schools

Figure 3
Post-Test (MSA/HSA) Performance of Students
Scoring Proficient Prior to Enrollmentin Language!
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Figure 4
Post-Test (MSA/HSA) Performance of Students
Scoring Advanced Prior to Enrollmentin Language!
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Of the students who were proficient or advanced before Language!, half exited at a lower
performance level (i.e., proficient to basic or advanced to basic/proficient).
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Recommendations

1. Most students were enrolled in middle schools and not high schools. Yet, the original
intent of the program was to support students at the high school level. The district should
investigate the consistency of implementation and determine which level would
benefit best from the program.

2. The data that were analyzed for the current study indicate that one-third of the students
who selected for participation in Language! scored either Proficient or Advanced on the
MSA prior to entering the program. This finding suggests the need for the district’s
Curriculum and Instruction unit to review the criteria for participating Language!
particularly at the Middle School level.

3. Eighty percent of the students who scored Basic on the MSA upon entry into Language!
were still basic upon exiting the program. This finding suggests that the district should
verify that the program has been implemented as prescribed, consistently at all
schools at all levels.

4. The data used in this analysis was from the data warehouse. It is uncertain if the
enrollments included here are a true reflection of the full number of participants in
Language! For example, because the data points in this study course enrolments, the
numbers do not include students who participate in Language! as a part of a course that is
not listed as an official Language! course. In addition, since course enrollments in the
data warehouse only applies to secondary students, it is not certain exactly how many (if
any) elementary students are participating in the program. This suggests the need for the
district to obtain an accurate count of students participating in the program and
their home schools.
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Appendix 1
Enrollments in Language! Designated Courses

For First-time Secondary Course Takers
2003 to 2010

2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009- Total All

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Years
ENGLISH 11 A 3 3
ENGLISH 11 C 8 3 11
ENGLISH 11 E 7 15 22
ENGLISH9 A 465 23 488
ENGLISH9C 1,076 169 68 1,313
ENGLISH9 E 5 5
ESOL LIT/LANG! A 72 72
ESOL LIT/LANG! B 14 14
ESOL LIT/LANG! C 30 30
ESOL LIT/LANG! D 10 10
ESOL LIT/LANG! E 8 8
LANGUAGE! 6 A 1,727 1,527 968 411 4,633
LANGUAGE! 6 B 63 63
LANGUAGE! 6 C 44 82 561 736 1,423
LANGUAGE! 7 A 899 94 33 2 1,028
LANGUAGE! 7 B 5 5
LANGUAGE!7C 1,243 351 305 222 2,121
LANGUAGE! 7 D 14 13 42 69
LANGUAGE! 7 E 82 5 51 138
LANGUAGE! 7 F 10 10
LANGUAGE! 8 A 635 30 15 1 681
LANGUAGE! 8 C 1,100 167 56 29 1,352
LANGUAGE! 8 D 10 10
LANGUAGE! 8 E 85 148 173 406
LIT/LANGUAGE! A 4 4
LIT/LANGUAGE! C 8 8
LIT/LANGUAGE! D 2 2
LIT/LANGUAGE! E 39 39
LIT/LANGUAGE! F 162 162
LITERACY/LANGUAGE 10 1,222 1,222
LITERACY/LANGUAGE 9 114 41 64 219
LITERACY/LANGUAGE10A 5 5
LITERACY/LANGUAGE10C 77 18 95
LITERACY/LANGUAGE10D 5 1 6
LITERACY/LANGUAGE10E 13 17 30
LITERACY/LANGUAGE10F 5 6 11
MID SCH ENG ELEC 6 16 200 165 381
READING 6 1 & A 59 182 162 403
READING 71 & A 524 524
READING 8 | & A 505 505
READING7FASTTRACK MS 562 194 172 928
READING8FASTTRACK MS 317 101 11 429
Total All Courses 16 259 1,376 1,041 8820 298 2,306 2,084 18,888

Research ® Accountability ® Assessment
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Appendix 2
Enrollments in Language! Designated Courses
For All Secondary Course Takers
2006 to 2010* |

2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009-

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total all Years
ENGLISH 11 A 0 0 4 1 0 5
ENGLISH 11 C 0 0 293 11 0 304
ENGLISH 11 E 0 0 839 437 0 1,276
ESOL LIT/LANG! B 0 0 0 0 47 47
ESOL LIT/LANG! C 0 0 0 0 105 105
ESOL LIT/LANG! D 0 0 0 0 80 80
ESOL LIT/LANG! E 0 0 0 0 38 38
LANGUAGE! 6 A 0 1,930 3,454 3,191 1,119 9,694
LANGUAGE! 6 B 0 0 0 0 136 136
LANGUAGE! 6 C 0 53 173 1,907 1,879 4,012
LANGUAGE! 7 A 0 1,079 451 301 18 1,849
LANGUAGE! 7 B 0 0 0 0 47 47
LANGUAGE! 7 C 0 1,476 3,756 4,979 2,607 12,818
LANGUAGE! 7 D 0 0 27 33 94 154
LANGUAGE! 7E 0 0 250 156 1,008 1,414
LANGUAGE! 7 F 0 0 0 38 0 38
LANGUAGE! 8 A 0 1,038 185 194 10 1,427
LANGUAGE! 8 C 0 1,498 2,246 998 240 4,982
LANGUAGE! 8 D 0 0 581 17 0 598
LANGUAGE! 8 E 0 0 2,298 4,507 3,211 10,016
LIT/LANGUAGE! A 0 0 0 0 50 212
LIT/LANGUAGE! C 0 0 0 0 60 255
LIT/LANGUAGE! D 0 0 0 0 16 160
LIT/LANGUAGE! E 0 0 0 0 593 593
LIT/LANGUAGE! F 0 0 0 0 913 913
LITERACY/LANGUAGE 10 0 3,455 0 0 0 3,455
READING 61 & A 146 0 0 2 0 148
READING7FASTTRACK MS 665 485 385 0 0 1,535
READINGSFASTTRACK MS 472 307 76 0 0 855
Total all Courses 1,283 11,321 15,018 16,772 12,271 57,166

*Course data were not readily available for school years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005
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Exhibit 4

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Executive Summary

Report on Language!
January 24, 2012

Language! is an intensive language arts intervention program that is used with identified
secondary students who are struggling readers. The goal of the intervention is to provide
students with grade-level proficiency by using a sequential, cumulative, skill-based instructional
format that addresses all learning styles. This program targets a small number of students and is
intended to supplement the core instructional program.

BCPS has pre- and post-instruction information for 5,771 students in Grades 6 through 10 who
participated in the Languaggbrogram for two years. The data show that the majority of

enrolled students demonstrated growth on the internal measures within the program. The Office
of Research, Accountability and Assessment is gathering additional disaggregated data to be
shared with the Board of Education.

Next steps include continuing to collect and analyze data to determine the ongoing impact of the
program, recertifying of central office language arts personnel so they are available to provide
support to the program, and central office collaboration with middle and high school principals
on instructional decisions to support students with language arts learning needs.
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Background

This report was conducted to examine two research questions regarding the Language! program.
Dr. Joe A. Hairston and Dr. Renee Foose requested that the following research questions be
examined:

Question 1What students have been served by the Langupgatjram?
Question 2How has the program impacted student growth in reading based upon measures
within the Language! program?

Methodology

Student data entered into the Languagebgram database system were extracted and matched

with unique identification numbers within BCPS data systems. The resulting dataset contained
5,771 student records. Students’ demographic information and performance measures associated
with the Language! program were then analyzed for this report.

What students have been served by the Langupgajram

Between the fall of 2005 and spring of 2010, 5,771 students were served by the Language!
program. The majority of those students were African American (55%), with White (33%)
students comprising the second most-served student group. Minority students comprised 65% of
all students served by the Languagatogram. Figure 1 shows the Languagshrollment by race.

Figure 1
Language! Student Enroliments 2005-2010 by Race
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Figure 2 shows the percentage of Language! students eligible for special services. Of students
served by the Languagebrogram, 63% were eligible for FARMS services, 41% were eligible
for special education services, and a small percentage (7%) were eligible for ELL services.

Figure 2
Percent of Language! Students Eligible for FARMS,
Special Education of ELL Services 2005-2010
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H No 36.9 58.8 92.6
H Yes 63.1 41.2 7.4

How has the program impacted student growth in reading based upon measures within the
Language! program?

TheTest of Slent Word Reading Fluency (TOSWRF) measures a student's ability to recognize
printed words accurately and efficiently. The Degrees of Reading PoWBRP) is a criterion-
referenced reading comprehension tests for students in grades 1 through 12. Both the TOSWRF
and the DRP are internal measures used within the Langpeiggram. Students’ achievement
scores on these tests were converted to a grade equivalent score.

The grade equivalent score expresses the grade level of students who, on average, demonstrate a
particular achievement score when tested. Students demonstrating on-grade achievement
typically obtain grade equivalent scores which meet or exceed the grade and month of the school
year in which they are enrolled. That is, a grade 4 student who is on grade level at the beginning
of the school year may earn a grade equivalent score in readifigyedde, 0 months, which is

written as 4.0. Grade equivalents can be useful for measuring individual growth from one year to
the next and for estimating a student's developmental status in terms of grade level. By

comparing students’ starting reading grade equivalents to the grade equivalents on either the
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TOSWRF or DRP after two years of instruction, student growth within the program was
examined. Student growth is presented in Figures 3 and 4.

Figure 3 shows the percentage of students making various amounts of growth on the TOSWRF,
grouped by starting grade equivalent tiers. For the total group with all tiers combined, 89% of
students exhibited growth. Among starting grade equivalent tiers, the greatest student growth
was seen within the 1-3 grade level tier where 93% of students demonstrated an increase, with
33% demonstrating an increase of more than four grade equivalents.

Figure 3
TSWRF Reading Growth of Language! Studentsin Grade
Equivalents
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Figure 4 shows the percentage of students making various amounts of growth on the DRP,
grouped by starting grade equivalent tiers. While growth on this measure was not as strong as on
the TOSWREF, it was still positive. For the total group with all tiers combined, 74% of students
exhibited growth. Among the starting grade equivalent tiers, the greatest student growth was
again seen within the 1-3 grade level tier where 78% of students demonstrated growth as
measured by the DRP.

Figure 4
DRP Reading Growth of Language! Students in Grade
Equivalents
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Conclusions

With regard to the research questions, the following conclusions were drawn:
1. 5,771 students were enrolled in the Languagsbgram between 2005 and 2010. Sixty-
five percent (65%) of all enrolled students were minority students, 63% were eligible for
FARMS services, and 41% were eligible for special education services.
2. After two years of instruction, the vast majority of students enrolled in Language!
demonstrated growth on the internal measures within the program.
a. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of students demonstrated growth as measured by the
Test of Slent Word Fluency; and
b. Seventy-four percent (74%) of students demonstrated growth as measured by the
Degrees of Reading Power.
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Language! 2005-2006

» Dr. Hairston introduced a
reading/language arts
intervention for secondary
students to prepare for the
English HSA.




What is Language! ?

Language!is a comprehensive
reading and language arts
intervention/acceleration
program designed for older,
struggling readers.




Language! 2006-2007

~ The targeted audience was Grade
6-10 students.

» During the initial year, it was
offered in every high school and
middle school.




Language! 2006-2010

Student Enrollments by Race
1% 3%

B American Indian
B Asian

B African American
@ Hispanic

B Unknown

B White




Percent of Language!
Students Eligible for Special
Services
2006-2010

63.1% 41.2% /.4%
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Language!

» Progress in Language!is
monitored through the use of two
assessments:

» Test of Silent Word Reading
Fluency

_~ Degrees of Reading Power




Language! Conclusions

»>The results of 5,771 students’
Language!/ assessments were
reviewed.

»The following results are for
students who participated in two
~years of instruction.




Test of Silent Word Reading
Fluency

% Students

with 1to 77% 60% 69% 69% 69%
4+ Years

Growth




Degrees of Reading Power
(Comprehension)

% Students

with1to 39% 37% 43% 56% 45%
4+ Years
Growth
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Principal’s Comments

» Dr. Jane Barranger, principal of
Towson High School, has been
asked to provide testimony about
the use of Language!in her school
over the last seven years.
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Language! Next Steps

» Recertify members of the English
office as Language! trainers.

» ldentify schools offering
Language! to students in 2012-
2013.

> Provide professional development
and support to teachers.




Language! Next Steps

» ldentify instructional conditions
where more student success was
experienced.

» Confirm a consistent method for
recording Language! progress.

> Provide consistent evaluation of
_Interventions.
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Exhibit 5

Foreword to Failure Factory Book

In his book, Failure Factory, Chris Papst explores a topic vital to survival of a city and state,
both socially and economically - education. Specifically, Baltimore City Public Schools. In his
writing, Papst provides the public a lens by which to capture the internal functions of the district,
portraying both failures and successes. There are those who argue and try to dismiss the
reporting on realities in educational systems, such as that featured in this book, as incendiary and
exacerbating to the current issues without resolving them. Mr. Papst views positive and negative
aspects of the situation. Using personal anecdotes, he provides insight, which extends far beyond
what is often afforded to the public, into the mechanisms of education. Accordingly, the facts put
forth in this book consistently underlie the case for necessary reforms in education — for the
welfare of all students.

Mr. Papst provides a factual basis for the assertions expressed in the book. His documentation is
based on intense investigations over time. And, whether some critics would acknowledge it or
not, his descriptions reflect not just the current educational occurrences in one major city, but
what is happening across the nation. When considered proactively, rather than reactively, he
provides readers the opportunity to analyze negative circumstances impacting students in order
to collaborate and develop solutions — as an informed public. To that end, Mr. Papst’s text
furnishes what is often missing in communication between school districts and their vulnerable
clients, transparency.

All parents, whether classified majority or minority, bring their children to the schoolhouse door
and trust those in charge to educate them to help fulfill their futures, even in ways that parents
themselves cannot. Yet too often that promise is not kept, and trust with the system breaks down.
In his analysis, Papst makes clear that determining solutions can only be accomplished as a joint
effort, across constituencies and involving multiple segments of the community. Simply, he poses
that this is no time for those in authority to become defensive; rather, it is past time to come to
the defense of those who are most vulnerable and voiceless — the children. Along that vein, Mr.
Papst provides voice to parents who too frequently have been sidelined or totally marginalized.

Failure Factory does not call for the annihilation of education systems. It does demand
recognizing what is not working or simply wrong and then pursuing corrections. Educational
institutions have evolved into a new bureaucracy. We must sometimes wonder what happened
with the sacred mission — when was it sacrificed and to what purpose? The issues surrounding
minorities and the poor not being adequately educated have gone on for over a century. The
matters get more focus today basically due to mass media and the Web. And frankly some don’t
like what they see. Now, via this book, the public can observe closely the faulty practices,
ineffective work arounds and solutions that don’t work, but continuously get repackaged for
public consumption.

Throughout his writing, Mr. Papst goes beyond simply providing a single-blame narration for
decades of underachievement. He challenges parents and the public in general to act against the
laissez faire attitude toward the education of children which has increased particularly in recent
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years. Although he speaks to parental responsibility and engagement, Mr. Papst steadily rebuts
the allegation that parents should bear inordinate blame for academic failure. Is it fair to blame
parents for their children’s lack of educational success, when many parents themselves were
undereducated by the same school system their children now attend?

As a journalist, Mr. Papst demonstrates the courage to challenge powerful bureaucracies by
holding those at the top accountable. He also rejects the premise that the reason for a lack of
appropriate education rests on the parents and students themselves based on their living
conditions. For although those factors play a role, they are not insurmountable. After all, school
systems receive billions of tax dollars intended for the sole purpose of educating students — not
some students, but all students. And that mission should not be predicated on the environment
from which the students leave when they enter the schoolhouse.

In addition to intense scrutiny of achievement among students and academic challenges,
particularly minorities and poor, Mr. Papst also deeply explores topics such as grading,
promotions, discipline, school safety, and violence while providing cogent examples. Through
the book and its stories, Mr. Papst raises questions about whether or not the situation is truly the
failure of children or the failure of systems to address their needs. Is this phenomenon due to the
students failing academically or the way in which they are being educated? In other words, are
children failing school or are schools failing children?

Barbara Dezmon, Ph.D.
Education Committee Chair: Maryland State Conference NAACP (2010-2023)
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1220 C East Joppa Road Suite 514 ¢ Towson, MD 21286 ¢ 410-828-6403

Senator Shelly Hettleman, Chair

Baltimore County Senate Delegation

Kelly Olds, TABCO President, Educator
410-507-6195

Friday, February 13, 2026

I am in support of Senate Bill 15, Senator Jackson’s bill allowing the Baltimore County Council
to expand the authority of the Baltimore County Inspector General to include the Baltimore
County Public School system.

TABCO members have spoken through their legislative body- the Representative Assembly- to
support this bill, and I am honored to be here today to bring their voices forward.

Firstly, we applaud the structure of this bill: allowing the county council to make this decision is
the right move. We have an expanding council to be elected soon. Let these new leaders consider
this question, let them hold hearings, let the community be part of the discussion- all of that is
“small d” democratic, and the right kind of policy for our county and state.

Second, let me talk about trust. Over 100,000 families entrust their children to BCPS because
they trust the school leaders who care for those children. The possibility of increasing oversight
of BCPS would deepen the trust that the people of Baltimore County have in their school system.
The possibility of an additional set of eyes making sure everything is right puts people at ease, as
it should. This also provides a nonbiased avenue to address concerns that may arise.

We think the structure and aim of this bill makes sense for Baltimore County and we support SB
15s passage.

Thank you
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L LEAGUE oF WOMEN VOTERS®
: OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

Baltimore, MD 21212
410.377.8046
contact@lwvbaltimorecounty.org

February 16, 2026

From: League of Women Voters Baltimore County
To: Senator Feldman, Chair, and Members of the Senate EEE Committee

The League of Women Voters of Baltimore County appreciates the opportunity to provide written
testimony in strong support of Senate Bill 15, which grants the Baltimore County Inspector
General authority to include oversight of Baltimore County Public Schools (BCPS).

The League’s mission is to promote effective, transparent, and accountable government that serves
the public interest. Central to that mission is ensuring that taxpayer dollars are spent responsibly
and that public confidence in local government, particularly in education, remains strong.

BCPS now represents almost half of Baltimore County’s total budget, with appropriations
approaching $2.5 billion annually. Despite this major investment, many residents express concern
about whether these resources are allocated effectively and whether educational outcomes reflect
this level of spending. Budget requests for BCPS have steadily grown to exceed $2.5 billion, yet
far too many citizens still do not see meaningful improvements for their children, their schools, or
their communities.

The League supports independent oversight as an essential safeguard to ensure integrity,
transparency, and accountability in public administration. The Baltimore County Council has
already recognized this need by adopting a resolution to expand the Inspector General’s authority.
Senate Bill 15 builds on that local action by providing the clear legal framework necessary to
prevent waste, fraud, and abuse across all county operations, including the school system that
serves our children and families.

This bill reflects the principles of transparency, accountability, and good governance that the
League of Women Voters has long championed and that Baltimore County residents expect and
deserve.

We respectfully urge your favorable support of Senate Bill 15.
Sincerely,

%ﬁ/nf;m ﬂ‘%%m/



Ramona N. Johnson
President
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MARYLAND | DELAWARE | DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA e 2o
Maryland | Delaware | DC Press Association

M n nc PnEss P.O. Box 26214 | Baltimore, MD 21210
MDDCPRESS.COM 443-768-3281 | rsnyder@mddcpress.com
'3"{‘ ASSOCIATION www.mddcpress.com

To: Education, Energy, and the Environment Committee
From: Rebecca Snyder, Executive Director, MDDC Press Association
Date: February 16, 2026

Re: MDDC FAVORABLE SB 15

The Maryland-Delaware-DC Press Association (MDDC) represents a diverse membership of news media
organizations. Our membership includes large metro dailies such as The Washington Post and The
Baltimore Sun, hometown newspapers such as The Star Democrat and Dorchester Star, specialty
publications such as The Daily Record and Baltimore Jewish Times, and leading online news organizations
such as Baltimore Banner, Maryland Matters, and Baltimore Brew. Our membership spans both for-profit
and nonprofit models and reflects the full ecosystem of local journalism that Marylanders depend on
every day.

The Press Association supports SB 15, which would allow the Baltimore County council to grant to the
Inspector General the same authority over Baltimore County Public Schools that it has over a
department of county government.

We support the maximum flow of information within government and the transparency of the Inspector
General reporting. Inspector General reports often provide frequently useful information about
government operations and spending that would not be available otherwise, and the public is entitled to
know what is happening in the school system.

We respectfully urge a favorable report on SB 15.

0% e)zw‘f“l;
” We believe a strong news media is
central to a strong and open society.
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Testimony in Opposition to SB0015F - Accountability Concerns

Position: UNFAVORABLE

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, and Members of the Education, Energy, and the Environment
Committee,

My name is Tom Henry, and | am writing to formally express my opposition to SB0015
and its cross-file, HB0O089.

While these bills are presented as expanding oversight of Baltimore County Public
Schools (BCPS), they do not create meaningful accountability and instead establish a
delayed and optional framework that risks misleading the public into believing reform
has occurred when it has not.

First, the legislation delays and weakens oversight.

HB 89/SB0015F does not mandate oversight of BCPS by the Baltimore County Office
of the Inspector General (OIG). Instead, they provide that beginning in 2027, the
Baltimore County Council may enact a local law extending the OIG’s authority to the
school system. This language makes oversight discretionary rather than
guaranteed. If independent review of BCPS is necessary, postponing action and
leaving it to future political will undermines the urgency and seriousness of the issue.

Second, the structure of the OIG does not provide enforcement authority.

Even if the County Council later grants the OIG jurisdiction over BCPS, the Inspector
General’s role remains investigative and advisory. The OIG can review records, conduct
investigations, issue reports, and refer findings to appropriate authorities. However, the
office cannot prosecute, impose discipline, remove officials, or compel corrective
action on its own. Accountability therefore depends entirely on other bodies choosing
to act. Oversight that ends with a report and referral, without guaranteed enforcement
mechanisms, does not ensure consequences.

Third, Baltimore County’s history demonstrates the vulnerability of watchdog
oversight.

The experience surrounding the tenure and departure of former Inspector General Kelly
Madigan highlighted the political tensions that can arise when oversight functions
challenge established interests. That history raises concerns about whether expanded
authority, without additional structural protections and independence, will produce
effective reform or merely extend existing conflicts.



Finally, the bill risks creating the appearance of reform without delivering results.

Taxpayers and families expect transparency, integrity, and responsible stewardship of
public resources. Legislation that delays action, makes oversight optional, and does
not strengthen enforcement may provide a public relations talking point, but it does not
ensure accountability in practice.

If the General Assembly intends to strengthen oversight of BCPS, a more effective
approach would be to establish mandatory, immediate authority, coupled with clear
independence safeguards and mechanisms that ensure investigative findings lead to
meaningful action.

For these reasons, and until the Baltimore County OIGs role is strengthened, | urge the
committee to issue an unfavorable report on SBO015F.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards, R
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Tor{ Hepiry

7817 H oint Road
Parkville, MD 21234



