APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
2-1981 January 14, 1981

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County net in special session at
t he Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, on Wdnesday,
January 14, 1981, at 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Carol F. Wallace, President in the Chair
M. Joseph R Barse
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Marian L. Greenbl att
Ms. Suzanne K. Peyser
Ms. Elizabeth W Spencer
M's. El eanor D. Zappone

Absent: Mss Traci WIIlians

O hers Present: Dr. Edward Andrews, Superintendent
of School s
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Dr. Robert S. Shaffner, Executive Assistant

Re: Draft Policy, Background and I npl enentation
Qui del i nes- - Long-range Educati onal
Facilities Plan

M's. Wallace announced that the Board was neeting tonight to | ook at
the draft policy the staff was presenting to them She felt it was
important to do this prior to the public hearing on February 18.

The superintendent stated that his predecessors and nmenbers of the
Board had had nore experience in attenpting to work with the
declining enrollment problemin the county. He noted that there were
ot her school systens that operated 30 fewer buildings than Mntgomery
County al though they had the same enrollnent. He said that the

cl osures | ast year were done w thout benefit of a policy. Because
they had no framework that issue was raised in some of the appeals to
the state. He said that both the state and the county had said the
Board needed a | ong-range plan and some stability. They had received
a grant fromthe State of Maryland to develop this. They had deci ded
to separate this into two phases: the draft policy with final action
no |ater than March 10 and reconmendati ons within six weeks of
adopti on of the policy.

The superintendent hoped that the policy nmade it clear that every
school in the county was to be involved and the sane data are to be
prepared for every school. He said that the proposed policy stated
what criteria were to be used to | ook at schools nore closely. Then
the policy | ooked at what some mni numenroll nents ought to be and
what sol utions ought to be achi eved He said that by the tinme they
got to final action everyone would know what data were being used and
what the options were. The public would know how t he Board woul d work
t hrough this process and how the Board woul d handl e the conmunity

i nvol venent process. He explained that the proposed policy would be



sent out to the community for reaction and proposed alternative
solutions. He felt that there should be very few surprises in this
process.

The superintendent reported that he had fornmed a work group with
people like Ms. Zoe Lefkowitz and M. WIIiam Kaye who net eight
different nights to work through the process. He said that what they
had here was the next nove toward getting a |logical framework for a
| ong-range pl an

Dr. Lois Martin, associate superintendent for instruction and program
devel opnent, said that the paper contained some background

i nformati on because many groups had addressed the probl em of
declining enroll ment and had reached consensus on a nunber of
criteria. She reported that the school system had declined froma
hi gh of 126,000 to fewer than 100,000 and they expected the decline
to continue throughout the decade. Dr. Martin said they had revi ened
the efforts that had been made to address changi ng enrol I nent. She
indicated that they felt strongly about the purposes they had |i sted.
She reported that half the counties in Maryland had undertaken the
devel opnent of a 15-year plan. Their second goal was to set forth
gui del i nes for the devel opment of that master plan, criteria for

i dentifying the school s needing change, and criteria for devel opi ng
solutions to the problens. The third purpose was to establish a
continui ng process until the Board nade its final decision. The
fourth was to inprove public understandi ng of the process.

The superintendent indicated that they would ask the Board to agree
on what information they should consider about each school because
there m ght be sonme things the Board did not want to consider. Dr.
Martin commented that they would | ook at m ni mum enrol | nent which
referred to the total nunmber of students in the school regardl ess of
school size, building utilization, mnority enrollnent which referred
back to the policy on quality integrated education, the need for
noder ni zation or additions, and attendance patterns. She said that
those five criteria would be applied to every school in the county.
She said that then they would nove to the devel opnent of a naster
plan. The first guideline was to begin with senior high schools
nmoving to the lower |levels. The next was to apply criteria

consi stently and consi der each school separately along with each of
its adjacent planning area schools. The fourth was to prioritize the
needs to be addressed. The next was not to be constrai ned by
adherence to boundaries or feeder patterns. They woul d consider high
schools with Grades 9 to 12 and consider various organi zati ona
patterns for Grades Kto 8. Next they would determ ne housing for
speci al prograns. They woul d consider a variety of options in
response to conditions requiring change. They would attenpt to

provi de for |ong-range solutions and allow for Phased inplenentation

Dr. Martin explained that two of the criteria should be used to
identify a given school for closure. They would reassign, to the
extent possible, a significant portion of the student body to a given
school .



Dr. Martin stated that the paper went on to discuss the five criteria
to devel op a solution for each school identified as having conditions
that require a change. She said that they would try to have two or
three cl asses per grade in elenentary schools, an average of 250 to
300 students per grade in mddle/internediate schools, and an average
of 300 to 400 students per grade in high schools. Operating and
capital costs should be minimzed, and the greatest nunber of
students should be able to walk to a school. She said that the
capacity of a facility to accommmpbdate educati onal prograns should be
consi dered, and the potential of a facility for alternate use should
be consi dered.

Dr. Martin explained that they would present a prelimnary 15-year
facilities plan to the Board of Education where each probl em was
exam ned. The next section dealt with community invol venment. The
final step in the process was the devel opnment of a final plan and
subm ssion of that plan to the Board of Education. The paper then
descri bed the appeal and hearing process. The final sections dealt
wi t h deci si on maki ng, inplenmentation, and an annual review and

updating. In Cctober of each year the superintendent woul d be
required to prepare an annual report on the plan

M. Ewing called attention to the section in the draft policy which
called for the "goal of consistency-' He said they had used al

ki nds of words from"equity" to "consistency," and he wondered why
this was chosen. Dr. Martin replied that it was chosen because as
they deli berated "consistency” inplied having data and a | ogica

expl anati on which could be applied uniformy. Ms. Spencer suggested
that line 59 be rewitten so that it was clear that every schoo

woul d be incl uded.

M. Barse noted that they would be devel oping a data base but the
function of having a data base was to have information. However,
there m ght be information that did not qualify as data. He felt that
there was a gap between educational progranms and the eval uation of
the quality of that education. Dr. Martin replied that they had

di scussed this in depth. She said that while it was true that at any
one tine one could find sone differences their contention was that
they had a countyw de program which differed because of the
characteristics of the staff and the | eadership of the principal
however, those were noveable. M. Barse stated that he had seen
prelimnary results of a study regarding testing and one vari abl e was
the parental involvenment in a given school. He wondered whet her they
shoul d |1 ook at the extent of parental involvenent such as the
percentage of eligible parents belonging to the PTA and those

vol unteering for chores in a school. Dr. Martin replied that they had
| ooked at all of these kinds of things, but they were not persuaded
that those were decisive or desirable data to put in. M. Barse
suggested that they revisit this topic

M's. Spencer conmented that if they were tal king about a 15-year
facilities plan they were tal king about where the buil dings should be
pl aced for 15 years. She said they had the problemof |ocating the



school s but they also had a different problemregarding the

educati onal program She thought that they m ght want to do these in
parallel. M. Barse pointed out that on the other hand they were
bei ng asked to apply criteria which would have an i medi ate effect.
He felt that the quality of education was very relevant. Ms. Zoe
Lefkowitz reported that the groups that met through the MCCPTA forum
to study educational prograns did not rank it as a primary criteria
because prograns were noveable. Dr. George Fisher, director of the
Department of Educational Facilities Planning and Devel opnent, added
that in the data base there were a nunber of el enents speaking to
program prograns that were to be available in each school at each

| evel . They would also identify all of the continuum education
prograns. They woul d al so ook at the staffing of the school in order
to determ ne the capacity which was in a way a definition of program

M's. \Wallace renmarked that one of the problens was a people problem
because when they got into a school closure there was enotion
attached to it. She said there was no way they could | ook at a group
of parents who said they had high test scores and happy children and
wondered why they were trying to tanmper with this. She felt that
peopl e could be translated into program and she did not know how
they could ignore this. Dr. Martin replied that she did not think
they could either. She felt there was no reason the data base could
not include the elenents M. Barse had discussed. Ms. \Wallace said
they had to exam ne a school in relation to the other schools, and
this was where program becane a factor

M. Ew ng comented that research on organi zati onal effectiveness had
not gotten very far. He said that organizations with simlar
functions had varying degrees of effectiveness. He thought it was
true that prograns were portable, but he was not sure that

organi zati onal effectiveness was portable. He recalled that when the
Board tal ked about priorities they had decided to | ook at school s
that were achi eving success and attenpt to make those concepts
portable. He said that if one were able to identify the

organi zati onal variables that would make a difference in his votes on
whi ch schools to close, but he agreed that success was an el usive

el ement in educational and progranmatic terns. He remarked that if
they didn't say anything about it the conmunities would say the Board
had ignored the only thing that was inmportant which was the quality
of the program Dr. Martin reported that there were school

effecti veness studies now and all of them seenmed to have identified
the sane characteristics. They all pointed to the principal and the
principal's | eadership and capacity to set goals for the school. M.
Bar se asked that the Board be provided with copies of the key
research studi es on school effectiveness.

The superintendent indicated that the nunbers in the draft were
debat abl e. He thought that they were on the | ow side, but there were
ot hers who woul d take the opposite point of view M. Barse suggested
flagging the distinction between m ni num nunbers and desirable
enrol l ment. Ms. Zappone inquired about "200 at the el ementary schoo
regardl ess of nunmbers of grades served." The superintendent replied
that they could make that differentiation when they |ooked at it. He



agreed that a 200 student K-2 was different froma 200 student K-6.
He noted that there were sonme high schools that were built to be
small. He said that utilization was a difficult factor and called
attention to the gl ossary which had three different kinds of capacity
ratings.

In regard to mnority enrollment, M. Ew ng remarked that one thing
that wasn't here was the relationship of the draft policy to others
such as quality integrated education and the clusters. He wondered
whet her staff saw whether there would be changes in the way in which
t hose other policies operated or did this affirmexisting policies.

The superintendent replied that it was their intent to reaffirm

exi sting Board policy, but this was not to say that their initial

| ooking at the clusters did not suggest some changes. M. Barse

poi nted out that the initial QE policy was approved in 1975 and
subsequently nodi fied and the cluster action occurred at different
times. He thought that they could nodify the inplenenting resolutions
in an appropriate way w thout nodifying the policy. The
superintendent suspected they woul d be maki ng reconmendati ons for
change as they | ooked at the clusters.

M's. Spencer said that she did not understand the inplications for a
bui | di ng not nore than 25 years old but in mserable condition. Dr.
Fi sher replied that they m ght have a difference of opinion as to the
scope of the inprovenments needed. Ms. Wllace wondered where they
were going to a put a school renovated prior to the 25 years and
requiring major capital expenditures. Dr. Fisher replied that they
woul d make an adjustnment. He said that if there had been a mgjor
capital inprovenent since 1971 it had extended the life of the

buil ding. He noted that the bonded indebtedness was in another
section of the draft policy. Ms. Spencer suggested flagging this
secti on.

M. Ew ng suggested that the | anguage in the section on attendance
patterns and section 3-1 on closings needed to be a little clearer
M's. Spencer noted that they were now speaki ng of planning areas

whi ch was a maj or change whi ch shoul d be pointed out to the public.
M. Ewing felt that the |Ianguage in lines 92 and 93 shoul d be changed
because it could be read another way. M. Barse asked whet her they
did have any estinmate of how many schools they were tal king about in
the identified category. Dr. Fisher replied that they could get it by
exact nunber; however, it was a very |large nunber mainly because of
the utilization criteria. M. BEwing remarked that "apply criteria
consi stently" was a guideline to the superintendent, and he did not
see it as a guideline to the Board. He thought there needed to be
some kind of a piece of the reconmendation that cane to the Board
regarding the application of the criteria.

M. Barse asked why it was necessary to use the MNCPPC pl anni ng
areas, and Ms. Spencer replied that they had been told by the county
executive to use these. Dr. Martin explained that once a school was
identified it would be studied and the schools in the planning area
woul d be studied. M. Barse wondered what they would do where a



boundary of the park and planni ng area passed through a senior high
school boundary. Dr. Fisher replied that it would be a rare exception
where a hi gh school could be addressed in one planning area. M.
Barse pointed out that they would have the reverse probl em because
the park and planning area would be larger than an el ementary schoo
area. Dr. Fisher indicated that the planners were struggling with
this. If they had to look for a solution to a problem they would try
to look within a planning area; however, he agreed that it was not at
all a good match at the present. M. Ewing said it was inportant to
note that the park and planning areas were drawn so they were
consistent with the sub-tracts of the census which woul d make
forecasting informati on avail abl e.

M's. Spencer suggested that the section on |ow enrollnment and
underutilization mght have to be rewitten to make the distinction
clear. Ms. Zappone said that in the same section they did not
address the weighting factors. Dr. Martin replied that they woul d
have to consider certain things first. Ms. \Wallace recalled that

wei ghti ng was going to be used when they had two school s adjacent to
one another. She called attention to the section on organi zati on, and
M. Barse pointed out that it did not give much gui dance and
direction. Dr. Martin replied that in another section they had
information on a variety of organizational patterns. Ms. Wllace
said that if Board nenbers wi shed to give stronger direction they

m ght want to include this in the policy. The superintendent
expl ai ned that they were proposing that they maintain sone
flexibility in organization. Ms. Wllace thought that organization
could be phrased in ternms of future changes.

M's. Spencer thought that if they wanted the policy to be good for 15
years they mght want to | eave this nore general and change ot her
policies. The superintendent suggested that if the Board did want to
have a different pattern of organization they should include it in
the policy. Ms. Spencer thought that the section on busing should be
reworded to make the intent clearer. M. Barse said he was not clear
on the section mnmzing operating and capital costs. He wondered
about the standard agai nst which the concept of m nimzation was
measured. Dr. Martin said they would | ook at one sol ution versus
another. M. Barse said they really nmeant they were seeking an option
that had the |l owest total cost against a group of options. He asked
whet her they were attenpting to nerge operating and capital costs
together. Dr. Martin replied that they would conpute them separately
and deal with costs as a whole. M. Barse thought that in this
section they should spell out the fornula.

M. Ew ng pointed out that actions will be identified for the first
five years of the plan. He said that the Board would receive a
15-year plan and actions would be identified for the first five years
whi ch woul d say cl ose Schools A & B in the first year, close C&D in
the second year, etc. He said that granted there was provision for an
annual review but that kind of five-year decision making was not
necessarily what he would call a five-year plan. He said that it

rai sed some inportant questions about how Boards and the public would
be able to sustain this. The superintendent replied that this had



been a mmj or basic point of debate about "Iane ducking"” schools. Ms.
Wl | ace wondered what they would do if they said a school was going
to close in five years and children were entering kindergarten. M.
Barse said that on page 10 they had identified an inconsistent
process which was an annual review The superintendent expl ained that
t hey woul d check their commtnment each year. Dr. Pitt stated that one
of the things they debated was what indication they needed to give
the state and the county as to where they were going. Ms. Wllace
wonder ed whet her they had to give a school that kind of notice by
namng it. Ms. Lefkowitz replied that during their discussions when
there were changes to be nmade in the five-year plan they hoped that
changes could be nade in the first two years. Ms. Spencer pointed
out that for schools that were becom ng overcrowded they m ght well
be able to do this on a five-year basis.

In regard to an individual or conmmunity group wi shing to devel op an
alternative plan, M. Ew ng asked whether "individual" nodified
"group.” Dr. Martin replied that it did not. Ms. Spencer said that
she Iiked the idea of the hearing being limted to one hour, and M.
Ewi ng i ndi cated that he was opposed to the one hour Iimt. He said he
was wonderi ng about the wording of "appealing the recommended action”
because usual ly appeals followed a deci sion. He wondered whet her or
not the staff saw a relationship between the work to be done by the
staff and the reduction in the area office staff. Dr. Martin replied
that the major work would be done this fiscal year, and they were
optimstic that the 15-year plan would be near an action stage. She
said that the planning staff would remain the sane; however, one of
their biggest needs was for data processing because they really did
not have a facilities data base. They were concerned as they worked

t hrough the area reorgani zation regarding the tim ng, and for that
reason they were saying phase in the inple-nentation

Re:  Adj our nnent

The president adjourned the neeting at 10 p. m

Secretary

EA: ni



