APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
23-1985 March 25, 1985

The Board of Education of Montgonery County net in regul ar session at
the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Monday, March 25, 1985, at 8:25 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg, President in
the chair
Dr. Janmes E. Cronin
M's. Sharon Di Fonzo*
M ss Jacqui e Duby
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Jerem ah Fl oyd
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner
M's. Mary Margaret Slye

Absent: None

O hers Present: Dr. Wlnmer S Cody, Superintendent of
School s
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Dr. Robert S. Shaffner, Executive
Assi st ant
M. Thonas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

Resol uti on No. 182-85 Re: Board Agenda - March 25, 1985
On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by Dr. Cronin, the follow ng resol uti on was adopt ed

unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for March
25, 1985.

* Ms. D Fonzo joined the neeting at this point.

Resol uti on No. 183-85 Re: (Gak View El ementary School - Food Service
Equi prent (Area 1)

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Cronin
seconded by Ms. Praisner, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, Seal ed bids were received on March 7, for Cak View
El ementary School food service equi pnent as indicated bel ow

Bi dder Base Bi d
1. Regional Restaurant Equi prent Conpany, Inc. $31, 165*
2. Lebow 31, 800
3. GII Company, Inc. 33,194
4. Herb Littman Associates, Ltd. 35, 684
5. H A Wiss & Sons, Inc. 35, 769



* Submitted bid was for $32,525. Bid price included Maryl and sal es
tax, when deducted, bid was $31, 165.

WHEREAS, Sufficient funds reside in the subject project to award the
contract, and the recomended bi dder has satisfactorily perforned
simlar work; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That a contract for $31, 165 be awarded to Regi ona

Rest aur ant Equi prent Conpany, Inc., for furnishing materials, |abor
and equi pnent to install food service equipnent at Gak View

El ementary School consistent with the plans and specifications
prepared by Arley J. Koran, Inc., architect.

Resol uti on No. 184-85 Re: Formal Acceptance of Bradley Hills
El ementary School Moderni zation
Project (Area 2)

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Cronin
seconded by Ms. Praisner, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That having been duly inspected on March 22, 1985, the
Bradley Hills El ementary School nodernization project now be formally
accepted, and that the official date of conpletion be established as
t hat date upon which formal notice is received fromthe architect
that the buil ding has been conpleted in accordance with plans and
specifications, and all contract requirenents have been net.

Resol uti on No. 185-85 Re: Formal Acceptance of Washi ngton G ove
El ementary School Mderni zation Project
(Area 3)

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Cronin
seconded by Ms. Praisner, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That having been duly inspected on March 22, 1985, the
Washi ngton Grove El enentary School nodernization project now be
formal |y accepted, and that the official date of conpletion be
establ i shed as that date upon which formal notice is received from
the architect that the building has been conpleted in accordance with
pl ans and specifications, and all contract requirenments have been
nmet .

Resol uti on No. 186-85 Re: Change Order for the Construction
Contract - Montgonery Blair H gh School
(Area 1)

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Cronin
seconded by Ms. Praisner, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, It is desirable to have a security systemincorporated into
t he noderni zation project at the subject project; and



WHEREAS, The general contractor, Kimrel & Kimel, Inc., has provided
a proposal of $32,858 to furnish and install a security systemin
Buil dings "C' and "D'; and

WHEREAS, Sufficient funds reside in the project contingency to fund
this change order; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the superintendent be authorized to issue a change

order for $32,858 to Kinmmel & Kinmel, Inc., general contractor, to
furnish and install a security systemin Buildings "C' and "D' at

Mont gonmery Bl air Hi gh School .

Resol uti on No. 187-85 Re: Approval of Artists for Bradley Hills,
Washi ngt on Grove, and Wodlin
El ementary School s

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Cronin
seconded by Ms. Praisner, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, Authorization for the selection of artists to receive
conmi ssions to produce works of art is delineated in Article V,
Section 1, Chapter 8, "Buildings," of the Montgonery County Code; and

WHEREAS, Staff has enpl oyed sel ection procedures submitted by the
superintendent to the Board of Education on February 10, 1984; and
WHEREAS, Funds have been appropriated for this purpose in the FY 1985
Capital |nprovenents Program and

VWHEREAS, Comments on the sel ecti ons have been received fromthe
Mont gonmery County Arts Council as required by |aw, and

WHEREAS, The | aw al so requires County Council approval of selection
of the artists before the Board of Education can enter into contracts
wth said artists; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education enter into contractual
agreements with the following artists, as indicated, subject to
County Council approval :

Arti st Wor k School Conmi ssi on
Ms. Marcia Billig Scul pture Bradley Hills $3, 800
M. Jerry Carter Rel i ef Bradley Hills 8, 000
M. Terry Rodgers Mur al Bradley Hills 8, 600
Ms. Maureen Melville Stai ned 3 ass Washi ngton G ove 8,270

Panel
M. Joseph English Mur al Washi ngt on Grove 6, 000
M. Julio Teichberg Scul pture Washi ngt on Grove 3,000
M. Mark Anderson Stai ned gl ass Wodlin 4,382
panel
M. Julio Teichberg Crcular art Wbodl i n 7,000

w ndow



and be it further

Resol ved, That the County Council be requested to expeditiously
approve the above conmi ssions to the indicated artists.

Resol uti on No. 188-85 Re: FY 1985 Suppl enental Appropriation for an
I nvestigation of Factors Related to
Mat hemati cs Course Enrol | nent

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

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
establish a .8 teacher specialist (CGDten-nonth position); and be it
further

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized, subject
to County Council approval, to receive and expend a $125, 455 grant
award in the follow ng categories fromthe National Science
Foundation for the Investigation of the Factors Related to

Mat hemati cs Course Enroll ment for Senior H gh School Students:

Cat egory Suppl erment
01 Adnministration $102, 567
08 (Operation of Plant and Equi prent 400
10 Fi xed Charges 22,488
Tot al $125, 455

and be it further

Resol ved, That the county executive be requested to recomend
approval of this resolution to the County Council and a copy be sent
to the county executive and County Council.

Re: Board/Press/Visitor Conference
The foll ow ng individuals appeared before the Board of Education

1. Elizabeth Harp, Weaton H gh School PTSA
2. Carol Pathik, Northwood H gh School PTSA

Re: MCPS Initiatives for Students with
Speci al Needs

Dr. Cody stated that he would like to cormment on the process that had
been taking place. One, the absence of a docunent that would
constitute a plan that they were noving towards with the introduction
of this should not be interpreted as neaning that things were

waiting for that to be devel oped. Secondly, earlier this year a
group of staff nmenbers had worked out a fairly detailed plan for
review by a larger part of the school system At that point in tine



t hey concl uded they needed to invol ve representatives fromdifferent
parts of the school systemin a thorough exam nation of what it was
they were trying to acconplish. The docunment before the Board was a
product of the groups which was broadly representative of the schoo
system He explained that this was not a detailed action plan which
was not to say that a lot of detailed planning had not taken place.

Dr. Hi awat ha Fountai n, associ ate superintendent for special and
alternative education, reported that this was a continuation of a
direction they had been headed in for the past several years. It was
inline with Priorities 1 and 2 and built on a I ot of their past
experi ences. They knew that they had quite a nunber of successfu
progranms. They were interested in the transition of students both
fromthe segregated centers and from school to work. Both of these
were a part of the m ssions paper. The paper was divided into six
goals with initiatives with the direction of the paper going fromthe
background and purpose. They had 11 assunptions, and as they went
into the specifics there was an anal ysis under each goal. Dr. Thomas
O Tool e, director of the Departnment of Special Education and Rel ated
Services, added that they would be pleased to respond to Board

guesti ons.

M's. Praisner asked about the assunption that the |least restrictive
envi ronnent was not necessarily a building or a type of program which
was different fromwhat they had assuned in the past. Dr. O Toole
expl ained that the term"least restrictive environment"” was generic
and depended on the individual student. They thought that in sone
cases for a certain student, a nore restrictive setting m ght be the
appropriate environment for that student. They tried to ook at the
needs of individual youngsters and continue the thrust of educating
as many students in regular school sites as possible. They realized
that some students would require a highly specialized setting. Ms.
Prai sner assuned that when they tal ked about "least restrictive
environnent” they were not necessarily thinking about a regul ar

school placenment. She asked whether they were referring to the
delivery, the organization, and the content when they tal ked about no
one nodel being appropriate for all students, and Dr. O Toole replied
t hat they were.

M's. Di Fonzo said she had focused on the phrase "geared to pronoting
student successes" and wondered about the steps they were taking to
renove children out of private placenent and integrate them back into
the mai nstreamin home schools. She was troubled by students with
real special therapeutic needs and bringing them back. She asked
whet her they would still be able to address those needs adequately in
a program geared to pronoting student successes or were they really
not providing these students with the services. Dr. Fountain replied
that their approach to bringing students back from out-of-state

pl acenents coi ncided with the opening of RI CA and the opening of a
new program for autistic students. |Instead of sending |arge nunbers
of students out of the state they had been able to program for them
within the state. They had not brought any students back to place in
a less restrictive environment if they needed a nore restrictive
environnent or a nore therapeutic environnent. He felt they had been



fortunate with the opening of Rl CA because of the outstanding staff
and the mainstreaming. He reported that they were 87 percent
successful in mainstream ng at RICA; therefore, the students | eaving
created slots for other students to cone in. Mny of the students
brought fromout-of-state into the residential programat R CA were
in a day programwi thin a year

M's. D Fonzo asked whether they were able to provide the therapeutic
support when they brought students back. Dr. O Tool e expl ai ned that
they had to take this into consideration which tied into Assunption
3. He said that at a particular point in time it mght be

i nappropriate for a youngster to cone back, but six nonths later it
m ght be appropriate. Ms. Di Fonzo stated that she wanted to nake
sure that in the process of hel ping students they were not hurting
them She asked about the 87 percent success rate in mainstream ng
and Dr. Fountain replied that this was the rate for mainstream ng

RI CA students into a school in the county. If a student had

probl enms, the student was returned to RICA. They did have a solid
base of information on the student before it was determ ned the
student, w th assistance, was ready to go out.

Dr. Cronin stated that he had an overarching question related to the
reports they had received. He said that they had a |imted nunber of
staff and what appeared to be an anbitious program Throughout the
report there were coments such as "on-goi ng support mnust be
avai | abl e, "budgetary support,” etc. He asked whether staff could do
the job with present resources and, if not, how many people, how nmuch
nmoney, and how nmany years would this require. Dr. Fountain replied
that this was the plan that would conme out of the Board' s acceptance
of the direction in which they were heading. This could best be
answered when staff cane back to the Board for approval. He believed
t hey had enough to deal with the short termin the next year or so as
opposed to others that m ght take the next eight to ten years. As
they | ooked at transfers of students fromthe centers to educate them
with their peers, they should know it was not their decision that in
the foreseeable future they would be closing down a nunber of

schools. They were not recommendi ng cl osure of all of the nod
schools or the elenentary learning centers or Rock Terrace or RICA

They would like to give a continuumof options to both the
educational side of the house as well as the parents and students.
Dr. Cronin remarked that Dr. Fountain was inviting himout on a
rhetorical |linb and the next report would indicate how much the
rhetoric would cost and the expectations they would be setting up for
peopl e. He wondered what they cut out which unraveled the fabric of
all of this. He would [ike to see what the costs woul d be before he
got into a discussion of programs. Dr. O Toole replied that part of
the objectives had little or no cost inplications, and these could be
spel l ed out for the Board. They would like to see sone nodels de-
vel oped and return to the Board on the general direction with cost

inplications for the next five or ten years. They m ght propose
another direction with different options.



Dr. Shoenberg called attention to Goal 3 which stated, "although sone
handi capped students may al ways need a nore protected educationa

envi ronnent, nost can be successfully educated in the regular schools
if there is adequate staff support.” He thought this was precisely
what Dr. Cronin was tal king about. He did not know what "adequate
staff support” consisted of and whether it was nore than the staff
who m ght be noved out of the special needs and into the other
schools. He suspected it did anount to nore. He was al so concerned
about ot her kinds of adequacy. He asked whether they were providing
that support in the classroomwi th the teacher. He noted that there
were many parents who were afraid that a certain nunber of

handi capped students in a particular class would distract teacher
attention from nonhandi capped students in the class. He conmented
that it was not sinply dollars in terns of additional staff, it was
dollars in terns of space. He said they had good exanples of this

wi th a nunber of decisions tel egraphed by the facilities plan.

Dr. OToole felt the need to get sonme resolution of the direction in
whi ch they were going. He renmarked that they had a | ot of experience
in nmoving students into regular school buildings over the |ast eight
or nine years, and nost of those were noved with essentially the
existing staff. They had also had a | ot of success with a project
they were working on with the University of Maryland where they had
nmoved sonme severely and profoundly handi capped students out in
regul ar classes. This had involved nore staff, but they had al so
seen some real benefits to other students in the regular schoo
program He explained that this el enent represented one small part
of this thrust. He said that nmany of the youngsters in special
settings could be noved to regular settings with existing staff
support. There were dollar figures if they had two centers in an
area instead of one.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that he was perfectly prepared to support the
successes they had already had and to nove further in this direction
if he knew exactly what it was they were tal king about here. There
were a lot of things in the report that did not have a specific
reference. He was not prepared to go ahead with the plan

Dr. Cody expl ained that staff was asking whether they were in the
right ball park to develop the specifics they were tal king about.
M. Ewing said that he did not know, and the paper did not answer it
for him He was concerned that the paper was not posing the
guestions in a way that was helpful. He would |like the issues
sharpened. He wanted to know what the issues were and what the
options were in terms of how to approach those issues. He said he
was generally famliar with the reasons why they m ght consider

cl osi ng some schools and with the reasons why one should not. He
woul d I'i ke to know t he advant ages and the di sadvant ages of the
options that were available to the Board and why they should pursue
one option rather than another and in what tine frane and at what
cost. He was bothered by the very general statenent of assunptions
because they did not tell himabout how people were thinking.
Assunptions shoul d be statements about the nental set with which
peopl e approached problenms. The goal statenents pointed directions,



but they did not tell himwhy those goals were chosen. Therefore, he
was unconfortable with the paper before the Board.

Dr. Fountain explained that all six of the goals stenmed fromthe
several studies they had had over the last three years. Everything
in the paper had conme from sonme study or some direction fromone task
force or another in addition to discussions anong staff. They had
cone to look at the six goals as the way they ought to go and as the
t hi ngs nost of the people were concerned about. People were
concerned about the transition fromschool to work and nore students
in the regular program They were concerned about understandi ng
handi cappi ng conditions and beefing up the instructional program for
handi capped youngsters. He said that comunity people working with
them believed this was the direction in which they should be goi ng,
and he felt there was nothing new in these goals because all of these
were things they had heard over several years.

M. Ew ng said they were tal king about a planning process and the
devel opnent of sone action plans. It was his view that they ought to
have an assessnent of the major issues for the future before they had
action plans. He was unconfortable with a planning process that
reached concl usions before it did analysis. Dr. Cody stated that

part of what was not before the Board were the docunents that did
identify some of the issues. Mst of what was before the Board
originated from anal yses in other docunents.

M ss Duby understood that this was supposed to be a set of directions
and that action plans would follow. She was concerned that they were
acting on everything at once, and she was sure that the action plans
woul d show a span of years. She wondered whether the goals were in
order for a reason because they could not do everything at once. Her
second questi on was on page ni ne under CGoal 5, Cbjective A where

t hey tal ked about clustering special education classes in regular
schools. She assuned that since they were tal ki ng about directions
they were not tal king about all the specific issues they needed to
tal k about before they finished the facilities issues, and she
wonder ed whet her this was on anot her agenda.

Dr. Shoenberg expl ained that they would begin this discussion this
eveni ng, see what the questions were, and then schedule an entire
evening to talk about this matter

Ms. Slye was concerned about the issues that other Board menbers had
raised as well. She did not see clearly set forth a discussion of

t he overarchi ng phil osophy of special education that united these
goals. She was concerned that they did not have a di scussion of
runni ng speci al education prograns to neet needs as identified, of
trying to do some things with regard to early intervention, and of

br oadeni ng regul ar cl assroomteacher training. She conrented that

t he Board was saying they could not go ahead and approve a di scussion
such as this without nore underlying phil osophical bases, and staff
was saying they could not sharpen the focus without the initial
go-ahead. They needed to find a way to nove the discussion into a
framework they could all agree upon.



Dr. Fountain explained that the goals and phil osophy of speci al
education were the Goal s of Education for MCPS. Secondly, they had
P. L. 94-142 and Bylaw 13.04.01. Thirdly, they had a policy for

handi capped students in the county. Wen they conbined those three
things together, they had a pretty good idea of the direction in

whi ch they wanted to go. They could provide a specific philosophy if
the Board wanted it. He reported that at present they were educating
11, 000 students, and they were suggesting they take another | ook at
that and see if they could not do it in a nore effective and
efficient way. They had a community saying they had done a very good
job with some of their students but others graduated fromthe program
at the age of 21 and found thenselves in sheltered workshops. It was
suggested that, if they were to change the approach they were using,
by their fourteenth birthday they could start doi ng sone other things
using the total conmunity as the classroom He did not think a |ot
of these things were going to cost a | ot of noney.

Dr. Fountain called attention to the |ast page in the report listing
the participants in the devel opnent of the paper. He said that these
peopl e touched every aspect of the school system He also noted that
t he paper was for students with "special needs" not just "special
education.”™ They were tal king of students being served by speci al
educati on when there was no other programfor them and for this
reason they had Goal 1. He recalled that once upon a tine Goal 1 was
an assunption. They were suggesting they take another | ook at how
they utilized the resources, and he agreed that they mght need to
add additional resources but to discuss budget woul d be prenature.

He believed it would take themuntil |ate sunmer and early fall to
devel op si x stand-al one plans about carrying out these six goals.
Thi s needed to be considered when they were building their FY 1987
budget .

Ms. Praisner sawthis as a first step paper, and she did not see
that the Board could give any kind of approval until it knewa little
nore. She said that while Goal 1 sounded acceptabl e, she had

guesti ons about how they were going to place students in appropriate
services. She asked whether they were tal ki ng about individua
educational plans and how they were going to eval uate whether the
students were placed successfully. |If this was tied to the second
goal of seeing that mnority students were placed appropriately, she
wonder ed how they were going to insure that they were not creating
other prograns in which mnority students m ght be placed

i nappropriately. She asked how they were going to build into their
processes the assurances that they were building the success they
wanted in the |east restrictive environment definition under the
assunption. She asked about how nmuch clustering was too much
clustering and how much of a bal ance between clustering and regul ar
enrol | ment was a goal of the Montgonery County Public Schools. She
i nqui red about the inpact of clustering on the school that was not
clustered. She asked whether they were nmoving prograns to cluster
them or adding prograns to cluster them She asked whet her they
could only cluster in a stable conmmunity. For exanple, Areas 1 and 3
because of changing enroll nents would not be able to cluster. She



asked how they were going to tie |ong-range planning on facilities
with cluster goals and when did cluster goals becone not appropriate.

She felt that these were the questions the Board needed to di scuss
with the staff. She asked about how nmany new prograns were too many
new prograns for staff, the area office, and the center office. She
asked about additional support at the central and area office. Ms.
Prai sner inquired about stream ining ACES and whet her they were
proposi ng bringing the decision down to the [ocal school level or to
move it up fromthe area level. She would like to see them nove on
stream i ning procedures and on the question of the vocationa
program She recalled that here they had tal ked about the

i nvol venent of other agencies, but she was concerned that they have
conti nui ng support from external agencies so that MCPS was not |eft
after a year or two not being able to satisfy comunity needs. She
asked how this related to other prograns in the community and their

| ong-range goal s.

Dr. O Toole stated that a nunber of questions posed by Ms. Praisner
were questions they had posed as they worked through the paper. They
wanted to know whether the Board was interested in these sane
qguestions. They hoped to conme back to the Board with sone specific
pl ans.

Dr. Cronin commented that what staff was attenpting to do was to
structure one of the least structured parts of the systemin that in
dealing with 11,000 students they were dealing with a nultitude of
progranms with plans devised for each child and then a di sagreenent as
to what was the |least restrictive environment. He thought that this
subject mght lend itself to in-servicing for the Board in terns of
what prograns were offered and the nature of the variety of things
they had. He thought that first they needed a theoretical framework
fromwhi ch they could then see the goals. Dr. Fountain expl ained
that their reason for comng to the Board was to find out about Board
views in regard to the six goals. Dr. Conin replied that in theory
he liked them However, he needed to know whether they could deliver
to the specific child the best possible program

Dr. Fountain reported that staff would be working with Dr. Miir. He
t hought the Board's concerns were valid ones and had assisted themin
proceeding with the paper. He indicated that staff would begin to
flesh out a couple of the goals. Dr. Cronin comented that he was
worried about a nunmber of instances where in the outconme neasures
they stated that "students would do better...people will like the
programbetter.” He felt that there was a weakness in the specifics.
In response to Mss Duby's earlier question, Dr. O Tool e expl ai ned
that Goal 1 had become a focus of the steering commttee and was seen
as an inportant first goal. Before they talked about planning
speci al education prograns and better identification, they had to
tal k about youngsters needi ng special help and not qualifying for
speci al education. Wiile the six goals were not in any specific
order, Goal 1 they saw as inportant and a foundation for getting into
the rest of the goals.



Dr. Shoenberg remarked that Goal 1 illustrated the general problem he
had of not having the specific correlative to go along with the
general statement. He did not know all of the things they were

tal king about in the first goal. Dr. Fountain replied that when he
joined MCPS six and a half years ago they had a group of staff called
"alternative" staff. They were noved and nothing put in their place.
School s were saying they had to take care of some students who were
not special education but were being hel ped by special educators
because they had no one to turn to. Dr. Cody added that they had a
coupl e of sentences alluding to the problem and 47 percent of the
principals said they placed a child in a handi capped program because
they did not have any other resources to help that child.

Dr. Floyd remarked that he had |istened intently for the past 45
mnutes trying to grapple with the words. 1In his view |ong-range and
strategi c planning invol ved deci di ng where they were, where they were
trying to get, and what it took to get there. |If the Board were to
exercise its appropriate policy option, they had to give clear and
conci se directions as to what they wanted. He assuned that itens
about cost and risk were not requested in the staff paper. He
suggested that if the Board wanted a conprehensive, |ong-range, and
strategic plan they should request this fromthe staff and spend the
time necessary to delve into each part. He assuned that absent that
ki nd of directive soneone nmade the decision to |lay out sone goals,

obj ectives, and assunptions. Dr. Shoenberg commented that the Board
had not requested any particul ar approach. This cane to the Board as
a result of a nunmber of studies of special education and the work
that Dr. Fountain was doing. The Board planned an initial discussion
with a full evening devoted to the topic afterward.

M. Ewing did not think there was any great difference anong Board
menbers about what they would like to see, and he believed it was
along the lines described by Dr. Floyd. He thought they should have
a strategic plan | ooking at what the options were. He said that the
options were around the major issues which were inplicit in all the
adj ectives such as "sufficient” and "appropriate.” He did not think
that these issues were settled by Federal |law, state law, or the
Board's policy. He felt that these issues were raised by these | aws
and policies. He said that the Board needed to consider these issues
and needed a docunent to pernmit themto do that. He regarded the
docunent in front of the Board as prelimnary and suggested they
needed a docunent focusing on the issues.

Dr. Fountain agreed and said they recogni zed the conplexity of
speci al education in Montgonery County. He explained that many of
the statenents were "soft" because they wanted to find out Board
views. He did feel confident that the staff could return with a

| ong-range plan. Dr. O Toole hoped that staff would be able to
follow up with sonme in-service for Board nenbers.

Dr. Shoenberg asked whether there were specific questions from
i ndi vi dual Board menbers. Several Board nenbers indicated that they
woul d put their questions in witing. |In regard to Goal 2, Dr.
Shoenberg noted that there were three functional elenments: "pronpt,"



"appropriate,” and "mnority students.” He had trouble seeing the
rel ati onshi p anong those three unless there was a specific concern
they were addressing. Dr. Fountain replied that this goal had a very
i nteresting history, and he hoped to get together soon with the Board
to discuss this.

Dr. Cronin noted the DEA study on page 4 and asked for information
about that design. He asked whether staff could do sonethi ng about
ACES, CARD, etc., as far as streamining the process. He also asked
for information about how they were planning to have in-service
training for the principals and teachers. Ms. D Fonzo conmented
that the general paper would allow the Board an opportunity to define
their own questions.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that the superintendent and Board officers would
di scuss the format for "round two" of the discussion. However, he
did agree that this topic should be schedul ed before the end of

spring.

Re: MCPS Action Plan to | ncrease Fenal e
Participation in Nontraditional Jobs
and Advanced Math and Sci ence Courses

Dr. Shoenberg introduced Ms. Marion Bell, the newly appointed
director of the Departnent of Human Rel ations. Dr. Cody reported
that Ms. Judy Docca had been working for several nmonths with
different parts of MCPS to sharpen up specific objectives and the
| anguage they woul d apply to determ ne whether they were successfu
in meeting the objectives.

Ms. Docca explained that the grid before the Board was much larger in
Sept enber and Cctober, but they had cut it back to nmake it nuch nore
reasonabl e. They ended up working on math, science, and technol ogy

and enpl oyment areas. It was inpossible to neet their goals in one
year, but they would continue working on this as part of their
five-year plan. They were concerned that there were still barriers

to femal es entering certain professions and in entering higher math
and science courses. They wanted to concentrate on sone areas where
they could dissemnate information to staff about how to recruit
femal es into advanced math and science courses and to assist themin
| ooking at careers. They worked with several departnents in the
school systemand the Md-Atlantic Sex Equity Center to devel op which
was held last fall for about 60 schools. The second part of the
program woul d take place next fall. The 60 schools sent principals,
teachers, and nedia specialists. They had a panel of people who

t al ked about opportunities for females in math, science, and

technol ogy. Schools had the opportunity to work on a plan for the
school which was submitted in January. A nunber of schools had held
i nteresting prograns involving MCPS staff and graduates. The second
part of this programwoul d take place on April 25 when information on
t he "Expandi ng Horizons" program woul d be presented.

Ms. Docca reported that in the area of curriculumthere was an
on-going effort to choose curriculumthat did reflect the



contributions of wonen. They were also |ooking at the enrollnent in
the career centers. They were concerned that in the nontraditiona
fields there were very few fenal es al though Edi son had done a job of
outreach and had tried to encourage fenales into these prograns.
They had redone their brochures and had changed their tours to

encourage females to enroll in these prograns. She reported that
they had the goal of increasing enrollnment which mght nmean one or
two nore students in these progranms. 1In addition, they wanted to

| ook at the graduates fromthe centers and see if they could channe
some of those graduates into the school system They also wanted to
| ook at the applicant pool in the D.C. Metropolitan area.

Dr. Shoenberg understood that the Title I X Advisory Comittee had
wanted to make some comments. M. Docca commented that the comittee
had some comments relating to the report she had done, and the
students nenbers of the committee wanted to tal k about what was
happeni ng in the school s.

M's. Praisner thought that the plans were very clear. She said under
Goal 1 she would be interested in knowi ng what invol venent there had
been with the enpl oyee organi zations in regard to recruitnent,

especi ally MCCSSE. Under CGoal 2 she had a question about why

gui dance counselors were not involved in the process, especially
juni or high school counsel ors because they were involved with eighth
graders in devel oping a four-year plan. This seenmed to be the
initial place for females to think about goi ng beyond geonetry into
other courses. It seened to her it was inportant to involve
principals and teachers to encourage students to enroll in advanced
courses. She had a question about the YWCA's role and why they were
identified. She also had a question about outconme neasures, given
the fact that the strategy went into the fall of 1985. She was
concerned that enroll nment would not necessarily increase in the
1985- 86 school year if students were now registering for those
courses. She thought they m ght see the increase comng in the
1986- 87 school year because registration was taking place now It
seened to her that as they hei ghtened awareness about the need to be
consci ous of showi ng instructional materials and identifying the
contribution of females they m ght not necessarily see a decrease in
conplaints. They mght see an increase in conplaints because
peopl e' s awar eness was hei ghtened, and this should not be identified
as some- thing negative. She asked whether the costs identified in
the action plan were now i n the budget.

Ms. Docca replied that they did have a nodest ampunt of funds in the
budget. Ms. Praisner thought it mght be too optimstic to think
that the results would show in the next school year. Ms. Docca said
that female enrollnment in advanced math courses was increasing. In
terns of enrollnment in the career centers, if they had one student in
any of the areas that would be an increase. She explained that the
YWCA had vol unteered to handl e the program and was wor ki ng on the
program now. Ms. Praisner asked for sonme feedback as to what kinds
of prograns were presented and in what schools. M. Docca added that
they were also working with mnority science and math. In terns of
gui dance counselors, they were involved in 1983, but they would visit



t hem agai n. Enpl oyee organi zations were going to be working with
themon this project.

M. Ew ng thought the paper was a series of steps in the right
direction. He noted that earlier this evening they had agreed to
support a grant to explore sonme of the issues related to math

achi evenent and course enrollnment for both females and mnority
students. He asked what they could say about strategies they

enpl oyed that were useful in working with both mnorities and fenal es
and strategies which were of necessity different. He asked whet her
they had a set of strategies which were clearly defined enough for
themto say how they would apply them 1t seenmed inportant that they
have the right strategy for the right set of people. M. Docca
replied that sone of the strategies they were using would be
appropriate for Asians, Hispanics, and bl ack mal es.

In regard to Qutcone Measure 4 on page 3, Dr. Cronin renarked that
when they tal ked about parents having a nore open attitude they were
tal king of a major societal change. M. Docca replied that the
research did say that they had to do that, and they were naking sone
attenpt to bring these prograns to parents. She explained that the
father determ ned what the daughter would be interested in. They
knew that they had to do sonme outreach there to |let parents know what
the opportunities were. They knew they had females enrolled in

hi gher math and sci ence, but they needed to know whet her these
students studi ed engi neering and science in college.

Dr. Cronin asked what they were doing to encourage fermales to enrol
in the Blair magnet program Dr. Cody agreed to check into this.

Dr. Cronin noted that when they reported data they could say when
they had four students and had an increase of one student they had an
i ncrease of one or a 25 percent increase. He also asked about the
penalty for failure if five years fromnow they still had four people
enrolled. M. Docca stated that personally she would feel it was a
failure on her part. Staff was working very hard on this problem
and the superintendent had said they would hire wonen in certain
categories and they woul d have certain prograns. They had had a | ot
of cooperation anong school personnel because it was a serious
commitment. Dr. Cody felt that this had to do with conmtnent,
determ nation, and focus. He had nade the conmmitnent which was
shared by the Board and the staff; however, he did not know how fast
they woul d succeed. He agreed that they had to keep hameri ng away
at this problem and he had no doubt that they would be successful

Dr. Cronin thought they need sone nore concrete objectives.

Dr. Shoenberg asked about the nunber of schools involved in Goal 2
objective A, nunber 3. M. Docca replied that it would be 60 school s
fromall levels. The other 60 woul d be done next fall. Dr.
Shoenberg conmented that this addressed one concern he had which was
scale. He thought that the speakers fromthe YWA seened to be a
very tenuous kind of activity in order to produce results on the
scal e they were tal king about. They were tal king about changes in
attitudes of |arge nunbers of people both within the school system



and wi thin surrounding society. However, to |look at the dollars they
were tal king about spending to do this struck him M. Docca
reported that she had requested extra noney. Dr. Shoenberg thought

if they were going to have an inpact on the problens they were trying

to address they had to tal k about a substantially greater budget. If
they didn't have much noney, they could only do things that were
small in scope and were likely to have a fairly small effect. He

suggested that they needed to think through the strategy and | ook at
| arger scal e objectives. He thought they had to have sonme focus on
things that were likely to have significant effects.

Dr. Floyd said he would raise the rhetorical question of whether this

was a serious problemor wasn't. |If they wanted to get people's
attention and get sonething done, they had to be able to report the
facts and do it quantitatively. It was one thing to say they wanted

an increase in the nunber of wonmen in nontraditional jobs and then
say going fromfour to five was an inprovenent. However, if they
went fromfour out of a hundred to five out of a hundred this was
change rather than inprovenment. They had to differentiate between
change, whi ch was nmovenent, and what was progress, which was
proportional. The problemhe had with the paper was that he did not
see anything telling himhow bad the problemwas. M. Nadine

M | dice, chairperson of the Title I X Advisory Commttee, replied that
the conmttee had prepared a fact sheet.

Dr. Cronin commented that they had to consider whether there was any
possibility of success. For exanple, in some of the trade fields
there m ght not be any openings. They had to consider what the hires
were in these fields when they did have openings.

Ms. Mldice stated that there was a m sunderstandi ng about the
conmittee's participation in this nmeeting. They were prepared with a
full report to the Board with facts and figures and sonme strategies,
and they were now requesting an agenda ti ne when they could cone to
the Board and present their annual report. She explained that the
conmittee had thought through a phil osophy with sonme strategies on
how to get the school system focused on this particular problem For
this reason they had asked to be made a Board priority. They felt
that since 1977 they had been nmaki ng recommendati ons which were

pi eceneal . She explained that principals paid attenti on when the
Board requested sonething, and these principals would help themif
worren coul d be spelled out as a category. It was a goal of the Title

I X Conmittee that wonen not go out of MCPS at the end of 12 years
just able to eke out a living but to earn a living. They would talk
about about this in their full report. She introduced Mss Elisa
Wei ss, Rockville H gh School, and Mss Cathy Atwell, Churchill High
School

M ss Weiss reported that she had not w tnessed blatant discrimnation
agai nst femal e students whi ch woul d di scourage them from fol |l owi ng
less traditional patterns in schools and careers. |In fact, in many
school s there was active recruitnment for female enrollment in classes
such as architecture, woodworking, physics, and nechani cal draw ng.
However, the progress the progranms were nmaking to pronote sex equity



was bei ng hindered by continuous covert incidents of sex
discrimnation in the schools. There were sexist actions and
statenments nade primarily by male teachers. Many nal e teachers put
their arnms around femal e students and initiated other fornms of
physi cal contact. Mss Wiss said that femal es were addressed as

"honey" and "dear." They nmade statenments such as "wonen shoul d stay
hone with ki ds where they bel ong" and "wonen are like shirts, you
need to change them every day." She said that these various degrees

of sexual harassnment were patroni zing and conveyed t he nessage t hat
femal e student were to be taken | ess seriously than nmal e students.
These actions and sexist remarks were nmade by a minority of the
teachers, but the fact that the nunbers were small did not dilute the
i npact of the incidents. She felt that these teachers caused fenal e
students to have feelings of inferiority. She said that to take the
initiative to go into nontraditional fields and to take classes which
were predom nantly male, high school girls needed encouragenment not

di scouragenment provided by many teachers. She felt that just as im
portant was the effect these teachers were having on the nmale
students. They showed nmale students it was acceptable to nmake such
remarks and actions and were, therefore, perpetuating sexismin
future generations. She said that nmany nale students felt that they
were superior to girls and were expected to go to college and to
beconme professionals so that they would support a wife and famly

She felt that this was being encouraged by nany teachers who were
wor ki ng agai nst the prograns of sex equity. She said that these
actions and statenents, pervasive as they were in the larger society,
were particularly insidious in the context of education and had no

pl ace in the schools. She suggested that sex equity needed to be
made a priority of the Board of Education to conbat the problens that
exi st ed.

Mss Atwell said that every day in school students experienced
uncal I ed for huggi ng and touching by teachers to denmeani ng comments
by teachers and mal e students. For exanple, a history teacher would
hand out covered books to girls because girls could not handle the
responsibility of covering their own books. A physics teacher would
say that boys will do the wiring in circuits and girls will take the
notes. A student stated that there was no point in studying about
worren' s suffrage because wonmen shoul d remai n barefoot and pregnant,
and the teacher responded by laughing. She felt that the patronizing
attitudes of teachers affected her self inmage as a student. She
urged the Board to include sex equity as a priority in the schoo
system

Dr. Shoenberg said they had raised the issue of the Board' s pl acenent
of sex equity inits priorities. This was not an issue they could
face this evening, and perhaps they could |look at this in the context
of their review of Board priorities which they did annually. He said
that there was sone sense on the part of the Board that they needed
sonmething a little nore hard-edged in the way of outcomes. Ms.

Prai sner requested information on what woul d be necessary in order to
do nore and what would be the inplications on staff training.

Ms. Mldice stated that in ternms of the advisory comittee nore noney



was very inportant, but she thought what the two wonen addressed was
an attitude probl em where soneone needed to step in and speak to that
i ssue as a policy statenent.

M. Ewing recalled that for a nunber of years the Board paid no
attention to this issue and starved the program of resources that it
needed. The present Board had begun to nove in the other direction
but he did not think they knew what all the things were that they had
to do. For exanple, changing attitudes was a major thing to work on.
As they | ooked to change attitudes, they had to be careful to take
steps that did not create a backlash. They had to nove sensibly and
prudently. As they thought about what they wanted to do, they needed
to think with sone care about what they expected to acconplish. He
felt that changing nale views of female roles was a massive
undert aki ng.

Dr. Shaffner reported that the Title I X Advisory Committee was
schedul ed to discuss its annual report with the Board on the evening
of May 28. Dr. Cronin asked that the comrttee provide the Board
with copies of their report prior to that date

M ss Duby stated that the Board had di scussed task forces and the

| ack of student involvenent. She said that this evening's
presentati on showed what sonme committees were m ssing. She conmented
that tonight was a prine exanple of why they needed to beef up the

i nvol venent of students on conmittees.

Re: Board Menber Conmments

1. Ms. DiFonzo reported that while the Board had met with the B-CC
Cl uster she had been attending a neeting at Poolesville. She said
that pride and feeling good about thenselves were alive and well in
Pool esville. She had been invited there because of an effort to
formalize the positive inmage the community wanted Poolesville to
have. The junior high school portion of Poolesville had received a
charter for a national junior honor society. Over 20 youngsters were
i nducted into the chapter that evening, and a nunmber of honor- ary
adult menbers were initiated. She suggested that the conmmunity
shoul d be comrended for their efforts. Dr. Cronin reported that Ms.
Di Fonzo had been one of the adult nmenbers inducted into the honor
soci ety.

2. Mss Duby reported that the election process for the eighth
student Board nenber was underway. Dr. Cody and Ms. D Fonzo had
attended the first candi dates neeting, and the candi dates woul d be
busy visiting schools. She said that she was trying to stay one step
ahead of the candi dates by expl aining i ssues before they were

debat ed, and she asked Board nenbers for any issues they wanted

i ncl uded for student conment.

3. Ms. Praisner said that the MCPS citizen representative on the

I nt eragency Coordi nating Board, Ann Yeanmans, had recently been
recogni zed by the Greater A ney Cvic Association for her efforts on
behal f of the community and education. Dr. Shoenberg indicated that
he had conveyed his personal congratulations to Ms. Yeamans.



4. Ms. Praisner said that Delegate Lucille Maurer woul d be
conpl eting 25 years of public service. She hoped that staff could
draft a resolution honoring Del egate Maurer for Board adoption in

April.

5. Ms. Praisner asked when the Board woul d be discussing the MCCPTA
recomendati ons on the planning process as well as the Sherer
conmi ttee recomendati ons.

6. Ms. Praisner requested periodic reports on the hiring of new
teachers on the target dates nentioned in the nmeno received by the
Boar d.

7. Ms. Praisner recalled that she had raised a concern about the
Price Wt erhouse study on the conparative cost of R de-On and MCPS
buses. She had raised questions about how the cost woul d be neasured
since it had been deened inappropriate to anal yze cost per student or
cost per mle and about the fact that Price Waterhouse had indicated
before the study began that the program woul d produce cost savings.
She knew that Price Waterhouse had since nodified their letter to say
that the study would focus on avoi dable costs in order to reach an
accurate estimate of savings. She said that staff nenbers still had
sone concerns about the use of the word "avoidable"” in lieu of

"avail able,"” and "defensible" in lieu of "definable." She shared

t hese concerns, and she wondered where they were on how that cost

di fference was going to be calculated. In the county executive's
budget denials, the executive stated that MCPS had only piloted the
Blair activity bus program It seenmed to her to be an inpli- cation
that they were foot dragging, and they had to raise the question of
how costs were going to be eval uated and what the study was going to
define before they junped to say this was going to be a viable way to
proceed. Dr. Cody indicated that they would review the Price
WAt er house study. He said it was a reputable firmand he assuned
they would do a responsible job

Resol uti on No. 189-85 Re: Executive Session - April 9, 1985

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

WHEREAS, The Board of Education of Montgonmery County is authorized by
76A, Section 11(a) of the Annotated Code of Maryland to conduct certa
meetings in executive closed session; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education of Mntgonery County hereby con
meeting in executive closed session beginning on April 9, 1985, at 9
di scuss, consider, deliberate, and/or otherw se decide the enpl oynent
ment, appoi ntnent, pronotion, denotion, conpensation, discipline, rem
resi gnati on of enpl oyees, appointees, or officials over whomit has |
di ction, or any other personnel matter affecting one or nore particu



viduals and to conply with a specific constitutional, statutory or ju
i mposed requirenent protecting particular proceedings or matters from
di sclosure as permtted under Article 76A, Section 11(a) and that suc
shall continue in executive closed session until the conpletion of bu
and be it further

Resol ved, That such neeting continue in executive closed session at n
di scuss the matters |isted above as permtted under Article 76A, Sect
and that such neeting shall continue in executive closed session unti
conpl eti on of business.

Resol uti on No. 190-85 Re: M nutes of January 8 and 21, Februa
26, and 28, and March 4 and 5, 1985

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Cronin s
M ss Duby, the follow ng resol ution was adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the follow ng m nutes be approved:
January 8, 1985
January 21, 1985 (as corrected)
February 7, 1985
February 26, 1985
February 28, 1985 (as corrected)
March 4, 1985
March 5, 1985
Re: Itenms of Information
Board nmenbers received the following itenms of information
1. Report on the Warehousing and Distribution Functions of the Divis
Supply and Property Managenent
2. Monthly Financial Report
Re:  Adj our nnent
The president adjourned the neeting at 11 p.m
Pr esi dent

Secretary
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