APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
69- 1983 Novenber 28, 1983

The Board of Education of Montgonery County net in special session

at the Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, on Monday,

Novenmber 28, 1983, at 9 p.m
ROLL CALL Present: Blair G Ewi ng, President in the

Chai r

Janmes E. Cronin

Marian L. Greenbl att

Suzanne K. Peyser

Marilyn J. Praisner

Pet er Robertson

Robert E. Shoenberg

n n -

Absent : Odessa M Shannon

n

O hers Present: Wl nmer S. Cody, Superintendent of
School s

Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Robert S. Shaffner, Executive
Assi st ant

Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentari an

= 99 9 3 935299 3

Re:  Announcenent
M. Ew ng announced that Ms. Shannon was out of town on business.
Resol uti on No. 965-83 Re: Board Agenda - Novenber 28, 1983
On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by Ms. Peyser, the follow ng resol ution was

adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the Board of Educati on approve its agenda for
Novenber 28, 1983.

Re: FY 1984 Capital |nprovenents
Program (CIP) Priority Listing

M's. Praisner noved the foll ow ng which was seconded by Dr. Cronin:
WHEREAS, On Novenber 21 the Board of Education approved a FY 1985
Capi tal Budget totaling $25,313,00 of which $19, 624, 000 was
requested fromthe state and $5, 689,000 fromthe county; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Education is required to approve a priority
listing for state funds request; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve the priority list for
state eligibility projects.

Re: A Mtion by Dr. Geenblatt to



Amend the State Priority List
(FAI LED)

A nmotion by Dr. Greenblatt to anend the state priority list by

nmovi ng Bradley H Ils and Washington G ove to the second and third
place failed with Dr. Greenblatt and Ms. Peyser voting in the
affirmative; Dr. Cronin, M. Ewing, Ms. Praisner, and Dr. Shoenberg
voting in the negative (M. Robertson voting in the negative).

Resol uti on No. 966-83 Re: An Anendnent to the CIP State
Priority List

On notion of Dr. Cronin seconded by M. Robertson, the follow ng
resol ution was adopted with Dr. Cronin, M. BEwing, Ms. Peyser, Ms.
Prai sner, and Dr. Shoenberg voting in the affirmative; Dr.
Greenblatt voting in the negative (M. Robertson voting in the
affirmative):

Resol ved, That planning for the new Germant own Area el enentary
school be added as the fourth planning project.

Resol uti on No. 967-83 Re: FY 1985 Capital |nprovenents
Program (CIP) Priority Listing

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by Dr. Cronin, the follow ng resol ution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, On Novenber 21 the Board of Education approved a FY 1985
Capi tal Budget totaling $25,313,00 of which $19, 624, 000 was
requested fromthe state and $5, 689,000 fromthe county; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Education is required to approve a priority
listing for state funds request; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve the priority list for
state eligibility projects.

Re: Announcenent

M. Ew ng announced that the Board had net with the directors of the
Board of Realtors to discuss ways in which the Board of Education
could work nore cooperatively with realtors.

For the record, Ms. Peyser stated that it was wong for the Board
to schedule a neeting with a group of students on the first night of
Hanukkah. She felt that this was being extrenely insensitive to the
Jewi sh children who would want to observe this holiday. She asked
that the neeting be reschedul ed, and M. Ewi ng agreed to discuss the
i ssue when the Board's cal endar was set.

Re: Montgomery County Public School s
Di sci pline Survey and



Recomrendat i ons

Dr. Johnie Harris, chairperson of the Task Force on Student Behavi or
and Discipline, explained that his group tried to get a feel for the
status of discipline in the school system Wth the assistance of

t he Departnent of Educational Accountability, they were able to
survey 27 schools. 1In analyzing the data, the task force felt it

m ght serve themwell to go beyond the summary data and | ook at

i ndi vidual schools to see how the staff people perceived

di scipline. They had three recomendati ons they believed refl ected
t he needs of the schools.

Dr. Shoenberg thanked the conmttee for its approach to the
problem He asked whether the comittee had | ooked into the

di sproportionate rate of black suspensions. Dr. Earle Wst
expl ai ned that they had no specific discussion on this subject
because nothing in their charge suggested they should | ook at this.
M's. Peyser commented that she was not happy with the executive
summary of the survey because the summary stated "overall,
discipline is not seen as a significant problemin MCPS." 1t goes
on to state "although scattered reports of m sconduct exist, and
will continue to exist, the survey findings strongly suggest that
MCPS need not overly concern itself with discipline issues. Few, if
any, changes appear called for, and it appears that maintenance of
an al ready snoothly functioning system should be the systems

goal." "On a survey, 80 percent of teachers responded that
di sruptive students were cuasing significant problens in their
classes.” She did not believe that anyone coul d draw t hese

conclusions fromthe survey reports sent in by teachers. She cited
Tables 3 and 4 as exanples. She was concerned that adm nistrators
were spending so much of their tinme on discipline when they were

al so responsi bl e for evaluating and observing teachers. She called
attention to the chart on incidents and pointed out that 40 percent
of teachers reported students used profanity every day. Thirteen
percent reported vandalismonce a week. She said that 25 percent of
the teachers felt they did not have all the authority they needed to
mai ntain a well-disciplined classroom She cited the survey
conducted two years ago and thought the questions in that survey
were nore hel pful

M's. Peyser was concerned that if they did not take these things
seriously they were not going to solve the problem Parents had

i ndi cated that discipline headed their Iist of concerns. She felt
that they did have a serious problemand should address it.

Dr. Cronin noted that the report did go to a second level. The
report went to the gross figures and then to the individua
school - by-school level. That night give thema sonewhat fal se sense

of data because certain schools mght be experiencing difficulties
while others are not. Both issues got hidden in the data. He
suggested they ought to walk a fine |line between both sets of data.
He asked about the di screpancy between adm nistrators' perceptions
and those of classroomteachers. There was a statenent about

al cohol and drug abuse not being a major problem This could be a



reflection of a major problemin class as opposed to afterschool and
weekend use. He asked what the system planned to do now that it had
identified certain schools as "problent schools. M. Joseph

Hawki ns, quality assurance specialist, explained that where

adm nistrators did not agree with teachers it was probably a probl em
with the nunbers. He said they were conparing one or two

adm nistrators with the perceptions of the rest of the building.

Dr. West added that there was a limted range of possible
percepti ons of the respondent. For exanple, when a principal said
they had faculty neetings on discipline and half of the faculty said
they did not, they did not have an expl anation for this.

Dr. Steven Frankel, director of the Departnment of Educationa
Accountability, indicated that he had witten the executive summary
and would stand by it. He said that they had guarded the anonymty
of the 27 schools because it was a volunteer effort. Wen they

| ooked at the teacher respond fromthe 27 schools, four schools had
problenms. In the other schools two-thirds of the teachers did not
feel there was a significant problem He pointed out that when they
| ooked at the MCPS data in comparison to national data, it did not
appear that there were significant problens in MCPS. In response to
Dr. Cronin's question, he said one thing they could do was to ask
the schools with high ratings if they woul d be adverse to rel easing
this information to the area office.

Dr. Cody stated that he had received the report only today, and
while he had identified with the first and the third
reconmendati ons, he would have to talk further about the second
recommendati on. He agreed that a staff response should be prepared
and pl ans devel oped. He hoped that the confidentiality of the
survey woul d be honored. However, he thought it mght be useful to
collect this information annually to have a perception of discipline

problenms in the MCPS. In regard to the survey, Ms. Praisner said
she would find it useful in the future if the results and the
guestions were printed together. It would also be useful to have an

hi stori cal perspective of trends about the problem As a fornmer
MCCPTA area vi ce-president, she had seen reviews of discipline
policies and di scussi ons between principals and PTAs. She had seen
i ntensive work in schools to assess their problens and work on
these. She thought they needed to provide nore support so that this
process could go on across the board. Dr. Anmanda Wnters stated
that as an area office person she had served on teans going into
school s where there were problens.

Dr. Shoenberg remarked that they had all been in the schools and
knew there were a certain nunber of students engaging in |owlevel

di sruptive behavior, but it was a snmall nunber of students. He said
that the kinds of itenms recurring were itens which caused no

physi cal harm or danmage to property. He could not find any reason
to get hysterical about the data. If 25 percent of the teachers
said they did not have the authority they needed to maintain a

wel | -di sci plined classroom his question to themwould be "how nuch
aut hority do you want ?"



M. Robertson stated that discipline problenms had al ways been around
and woul d al ways be around. He thought it would be fruitless to
strive to elimnate discipline problens because di sruptive behavi or
woul d always exist in their society. He felt that the first and
third recommendati ons were excellent. He would agree that it was
not a crisis situation, but they should continue to work on this.

He did have questions about the second recomendation. While

he recogni zed the necessity of renoving disruptive students fromthe
cl assroom the recomendati on seened like labelling to him He knew
that some students needed to be | abelled and were, but he would have
a real concern about any quickening of the identification process.

Dr. Wnters explained that it took a long tine to nove a child
through the identification process, and if a child was havi ng
problenms they wanted that child in a proper placenent. They were
really tal ki ng about children who were enotionally inpaired. Dr.
Pitt thought that if there were concerns about the process used it
could be inproved upon. He pointed out that there were | ega
controls regarding labelling and identification. He said principals
had expressed concern about the ACES process and perhaps they shoul d
take a look at it. He noted that it was a very costly procedure to
gi ve peopl e support and pointed out that they had | ess students now
than they used to have and nore special education youngsters. He
was | ooking for a happy nedium He agreed that there were tines
when they needed to expedite |ooking at a youngster, but he was
concer ned about |abelling.

Dr. Greenblatt thought they were noving toward a whitewash of the
situation, and to deny they had problenms in many of the schools was
a whitewash. The Board knew there were probl ens because of what
they had heard in executive session and fromcalls. She said they
had to take action to inprove discipline where it was needed. The
critical question was whether the classroomwas a pl ace where

| earning could take place w thout disruption. If |earning could not
take place, they were depriving 28 other children of the opportunity
to learn. She suggested the Board had to approach this on a schoo
by school basis and then area by area to get to the problem One of
the issues was the different perceptions of teachers and

adm ni strators. The teacher mght ask if the adm ni strator was
going to provide support in discipline matters. |If teachers felt

t hey woul d not be backed up by the principal, they were inpotent in
di scipline matters. However, if a teacher had problens in all of
his or her classes, this mght be a weak teacher. She reported that
in sone schools students did review the discipline policy at the
begi nning of the year, but the question was whether the policy was
enforced. She pointed out that in the report it was stated their
obj ective was not to punish, it was to change behavior. However,
somet i nes puni shnment was a good thing because it showed students
what was not proper. She restated that they should not whitewash
the issue. Rather they should support teachers and principals who
want ed wel | -di sci plined school s.

M. Ewing stated that no one was saying there were no problenms. He



did not read that in the report or hear this fromthe di scussion

There were probl ens; however, the questions had to do with the

nature and extent of the problens. It seenmed to himthe survey was

t he begi nning of their understandi ng and not the conclusion of it.

He agreed that what constituted disruptive behavior was a matter of

perception. Obviously there were extrenes on which everyone could

agree, but these did shade off into things people would di sagree

over. For this reason, it was inportant to revisit the discipline

policy and get the views of individual parents so that the policy

refl ected a cormmon perception of what was disruptive and a

recognition that this would often vary from school to school

Finally they had to | ook at how rmuch di scipline problemwas too nmuch

di scipline problem He said that clearly the task force and Dr. Frankel had
concluded that the level and nature of the disruption was not a serious
pr obl em G ven the status of national data, it was not possible to themto
say they had too much, too little, or just right. They had to stop blam ng
one anot her and

recogni ze that everyone had a responsibility here - students, the

hone, teachers, the principals, the adm nistrators, and the Board of

Education. They had to focus on nutual responsibility. He agreed

t hat everyone wanted an orderly environment and puni shment coul d be

hel pful, but coul d not guarantee the environnent they wanted coul d

be present. They had to assure that the environment in the

cl assroom was sufficiently notivating, rewarding, and positive for

every student so that the tendency to nake trouble was reduced. He

t hought they were not in a node where they had to regard this as

some kind of terrible crisis. They needed to think carefully about

the issue, and he felt that the recommendati ons of the task force

wer e consi dered and sensi bl e.

M's. Peyser asked whether this topic would come back to the Board
for discussion and action, and M. Ewing agreed that it would. Dr.
Cody added that he could not specify a tine because he had to talk
with staff, but it would not be as late as the spring.

Ms. Peyser stated that Dr. Pitt had spoken about the costs of
working with these youngsters. Dr. Pitt explained that he was
tal ki ng about a student who was enotionally disturbed and needed a
speci al school. Dr. Wnters said they were tal king about students
who were not handi capped. Dr. West added that occasionally there
was a student whose behavi or was disruptive, and teachers were
saying that they could not get rid of the student. Ms. Peyser said
she was pleased to see the second recommendati on because there was a
limt to the tine and noney they spent on youngsters who chose to

m sbehave. If all of the adults in a school spent so nuch tine
focusing on these few youngsters, the others in the school did not
get the attention they deserved. She requested information on the
cost per pupil of the alternative schools.

Dr. Cronin pointed out that the Board had before it budget,
facilities, and mnority student concerns which would take them
through April. There were concerns in the report about class
cutting, tardiness, and truancy which seened to be nmmjor issues. He
t hought the next stage was for the areas with the principals and



teachers to get their houses straightened out. He did not want to

see this as a canpaign issue, and he did not see this report as a

crisis situation which required nore Board di scussion. He suggested

that the superintendent pick it up fromhere and provide the Board

with an item of information on steps he had taken. Dr. Shoenberg

agreed. |If the superintendent thought there were any policy changes

required, he could informthe Board. Ms. Praisner sawthis as a

need for the superintendent to respond and react, and then provide

an itemof information to the Board. |If there were recomendations for Board
action, these would cone fromthe superintendent.

Dr. Harris reported that the task force's purpose was to take a stab
at assessing the status of discipline and determne if policy
inplications existed. It was their conclusion that while there were
probl ens, there did not seemto exist a need for any mmjor policy
changes. M. Ew ng thanked the task force nenbers and staff for
t hei r hel p.

Re:  Adj our nnent
The president adjourned the neeting at 11 p.m

Pr esi dent

Secretary
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