APPROVED
38-1985

The Board of Education of Montgonery County mnet

Rockvill e, Maryl and
August 13, 1985

in regular session at

the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Tuesday, August 13, 1985 at 10 a.m
ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg, President
in the Chair
M's. Sharon Di Fonzo
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Jerem ah Fl oyd
M. John D. Foubert
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner
M's. Mary Margaret Slye
Absent: Dr. Janmes E. Cronin
O hers Present: Dr. Wlnmer S. Cody, Superintendent of Schools
Dr. Robert S. Shaffner, Executive Assistant
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian
Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

Dr. Shoenberg announced t hat

RESOLUTI ON NO. 368-85 Re:

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of M.
the followi ng resolution was adopted

seconded by Ms.
unani nousl y:

Di Fonzo,
Resol ved, That the Board of
13, 1985.

Re:

Dr. Cody expl ained that the
report and update.

Dr. Cronin was out of town.
BOARD AGENDA - AUGUST 13, 1985

Foubert

Educati on approve its agenda for August

OPERATI NG BUDGET FORMAT PLANS
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There was a task force on alternative budget
formats which nade its report.
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school profile data

Dr. Kenneth Miir, director
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process.
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of
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The third itemwas a change in the
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The Board had a policy, AEB, on

Board
They
One of the Board
i mproving and increasing citizen
He thought that MCCPTA was the
and they had already agreed to do their
in the school year.

He al so noted anot her



Dr. Cody pointed out that for two years now he had had to conplete
hi s budget reconmendations before he had the results of the PTA
budget surveys. Dr. Miir said this would be an inportant way to
increase their attention to issues that citizens thought were
inmportant. In addition, they planned to work very closely with PTAs
internms of reviewing the new citizen budget. They expected to

i nprove the docunment over a two- or three-year period so that it
woul d be a good prinmer for the average citizen

M's. Praisner assuned that the new books would still be updated each
time there was action by the Board and Council. Dr. Mir replied
that in terns of the Council's actions they probably would not change
t he managenent budget but woul d update the citizen budget to reflect
Counci| and Board final actions. He explained that updating the
managenent budget for staff was really not necessary because the
Accounting Division incorporated those figures into accounting runs.
Dr. Cody added that the managenent budget would have a linmted
distribution. Ms. Praisner thought it would be very inportant that
t he budgets include an explanatory narrative to tell people what it
was and what it was not. She remarked that they found thenselves in
troubl e because they did not give the kind of explanatory information
peopl e needed. She would like to err on behalf of spoon-feeding
peopl e information they already knew. She agreed that the input from
PTAs was inportant but suggested that they had to recognize that they
had citizens wi thout children in the public schools. She asked how
they were going to deal with hearing fromthe general citizenry. In
t he past the county executive had held public hearings and devel oped
a questionnaire. She wondered whether there was another way to
solicit comunity comrents on education. Dr. Miir replied that she
was getting at budget issues. He said that the public hearing held
by the Board and Council served that function. Ms. Praisner pointed
out that this was already too |ate as far as the superintendent's
recommendati ons. She noted that they heard fromvery few citizens
who did not have children in the public schools. She thought it
woul d be useful if they were going to prepare a citizen budget to

| ook at sone ways of soliciting input. Dr. Cody suggested they

consi der regional neetings, and Ms. Praisner suggested a press

rel ease or a formavailable in the libraries.

Dr. Shoenberg remarked that in the past they had handled facilities
matters through the PTAs, and it was becom ng nore and nore difficult
to hold that kind of process in those channels of the PTAs. GCvic
associations, in particular, wanted to have sone input.

Dr. Miir suggested that when the last citizen budget in the cycle was
printed they might include a page as a questionnaire where people
could corment both on the format of the budget as well as their views
on spending. This copy could be circulated widely. He pointed out
that if they did not know "what is", the input was not very hel pful

If they did a good job with the citizen budget, they would get good
comments. M. BEwi ng thought this was a good point. He was concerned
about the issue of the extent to which they got reliable information
He noted that nost people did not appear at public hearings and the



organi zations they represented varied in size. He liked Dr. Miir's
suggesti on, but he suggested they needed sonething a bit nore
scientific in the formof survey research. He thought that a

conbi nati on of these devices was probably what they needed. In
regard to the two budgets, he said that as soon as they began to
print fewer copies of the nmanagenment budget the suspicion would be
that they were hiding sonething. He said they ought to make sure

t hat peopl e understood that the full budget was available to themfor
i nspection. This should also be nade clear in the citizen budget.
Dr. Miuir pointed out that they had done a conmunity survey every
second year which would be the nost scientific way to get to the
broader conmunity. The survey could include sone budget rel ated
qguestions. The nunber of budgets printed would be dictated by demand
rather than a predeterm ned nunber.

M's. Di Fonzo inquired about the size of the citizen budget. Dr. Mir
replied that it would be 36 to 48 pages; however, it mght be smaller
to begin with and grow as they incorporated data. M. Ew ng asked if
staff had | ooked at the budget-in-brief devel oped by OMB for the
federal governnent. Dr. Miir indicated that he had not seen it but
woul d.

Dr. Shoenberg remarked that if they updated at each stage of the
budget process there woul d be several different versions in the
community at the sanme time. Ms. Praisner pointed out that there
were now. Dr. Shoenberg noted that people with the current budgets
were nore likely to be fully aware of the process. Dr. Mir thought
that this could be accommpdated by using different col ored covers or
by a description in the docunent.

In regard to the managenment budget, Dr. Miir explained there were
really no substantive changes except for two. They hoped to be able
to project revenues and costs one year beyond the year on which the
Board woul d be acting. Secondly, many people found the "current
services" page to be useless or confusing. It was their feeling if
they had a nore conprehensive "program m ssion"” page they could
provi de essential information which was better related to Board goal s
and priorities.

M. Ew ng thought that the entire set of recommendations were really
excellent. Dr. Miir commrented that they were finally working on
getting the operating budget process conmputerized. They hoped to
have this in tine for the 1988 budget. They had had a person working
during the summer to develop the process. This would put nore
wor kl oad on the Budget Ofice because they woul d be generating these
forns as opposed to each unit in MCPS. On the other hand, it would
save a trenendous anmount of clerical tinme in the different units, and
all of the pages would be able to be summarized by the computer. Dr.
Cody added that this would al so assist themin anal yzi ng the budget.
M's. Praisner shared M. Ewing's view that this was a useful process
and useful docunent. However, she had certain cautions and concerns.
Because the documents were evol utionary and they m ght not see the
same information from docunment to document, people would think that
because material was not presented fromyear to year in the sane



format that MCPS was trying to hide sonmething. She said it was

i nportant to make the comment that they were nodifyi ng and worki ng
t hrough the appropriate kind of budget process. She said that sone
of the material represented Board priorities, but it mght not be

i nportant for future Boards and m ght change as they noved through
their priorities.

M's. Praisner had sone specific concerns about the material. She
assuned that enroll ment data would be for the school systemor by

ki nds of schools. Dr. Miir replied that it would be countyw de and
by | evels of school. Ms. Praisner thought they should nodify the
bull et which stated "the kinds of things citizens consider when they
sel ect schools.” She pointed out that school attendance was

determ ned by residence. She did not know how they would tal k about
di scipline or quality of teachers in a budget docunment. She assumned
that the section on parent priorities would state that over the past
few years they had had an increase in parent desires for "X Y, and
Z." In talking about the allocation process and how resources got to
the school, she felt it was inportant to incorporate the tinme when
certain things were done. For exanple, they should tell people that
staff were allocated at a certain point and that an adjustnent was
made at a certain point. Dr. Cody comrented that they were al so
consi dering a stand-al one docunent which tal ked about resource

all ocations in nuch nore detail.

Ms. Praisner said that it was inmportant when they were tal king about
cl ass size by grade to say as of when and what kind of data they were
tal king about in what tine period. She had a real question about why
students in an honors programwere included in a statistical profile
and how it woul d be used as opposed to including students in speci al
education or students in vocational education. She also had a
guesti on about including students noving to and from private school s.
She wondered what i mage they were conveyi ng about that school which
was not necessarily appropriate. She said they could talk about the
mobility rate which did have an inpact on the school

Ms. Slye shared many of Ms. Praisner's concerns. She noted that
the old statistical profile contains special education information
but the new formdid not have this information in the sane section
She thought this mght be an attenpt to represent the variety of
prograns offered in the school insofar as that information had a
beari ng on budgetary issues. She agreed with Ms. Praisner about
private school attendance and agreed that nmobility rate had an i npact
on the school situation. She thought that the statistical profiles
wer e useful because they provided the type of information that people
wanted to have in the budget.

Dr. Shoenberg hoped that when they tal ked about test scores they were
very careful to explain what the factors were affecting those
standardi zed tests. One of the things they got in conmunity

di scussions had to do with an average test score as an effector of
parent choice versus what was likely to be the experience of any

i ndi vi dual student. He said the assunption that because the average
test scores at School A were |ower than those at School B that the



experience of all children at School A would be |ess satisfactory was
just not the case. |If they were trying to performan educating
function, this was just one nore place where they could performthat
educating function. Dr. Cody stated that they had to deal with the

i ssue of space limtations and think about the purpose and function
of what they were trying to inpart.

M's. Di Fonzo conmented that she agreed with nmany of the statenents

al ready made. She had a problemw th showi ng "professional” staff
versus "supporting services" staff. She knew they were tal king about
the acadenic staff and the pink- and bl ue-collar workers. For
exanpl e, she suggested taking a school bus driver transporting 40 or
fifty children down narrow streets and try to convince the driver he
or she was not a professional. She asked whether there was anot her
phrase that they could use just as "teaching" staff versus supporting
services staff. Dr. Floyd suggested using "certificated" and
"classified" because people wanted to know how many people in that
facility had a professional license to practice.

M. Ewing said that if they were concerned about obtai ning

i nformati on about not only parents' priorities but also other citizen
vi ews, they should say sonething about how those priorities were
dealt with by the budget docunent. Al nost everythi ng peopl e wanted
themto do was related to the budget because they had to pay soneone
to do these things or buy a service. He thought it would not be
difficult to speak to those issues briefly by tal ki ng about what the
budget did. The first question peopl e asked was "how nmuch does this
provide for what," and the next question was "what does it provide in
terns of quality.” He also thought they should explain the

di fferences between operating and capital budgets. He said they did
need sone kind of section on issues.

Dr. Floyd agreed that they should not focus on noverment in and out of
private schools, but he pointed out that this did have budgetary
inplications for the systemas a whole. He would opt for themto try
to find a way to do this for the entire school systemto get sone
trends.

Dr. Shoenberg thought that the plan was heading in the right
direction, and he was m ndful that to do sonething like this would
not be without costs. He was concerned that they not try and include
things that were tine-consum ng and m ght not have that nuch inpact.

Dr. Miir pointed out that getting the operating budget on the
conputer would be an inportant tine-saver. It would also enable them
to regenerate facts. However, the biggest devel opnent task woul d be
to design the systemin the first place. He hoped that the format
once people were pleased with it would stay the same. Dr. Frankel
added that school profiles would be on a managenent information
system The entire docunent woul d be produced on a p.c. including

t he graphics, and while the first year cost would be high, after that
t hey woul d see advantages in being able to provide different

conbi nati ons of data.

Re: BQOARD OF EDUCATI ON LONG RANGE BUDGET



I NI TI ATl VES

Dr. Cody stated that this was an inportant itemfor themto di scuss
in order to lay the groundwork for their fall budget review There
were a nunber of issues on which they had nade previous commtnents
and others where no clear direction had been given. 1In regard to

al | -day ki ndergarten, he personally believed that they should get to
a point in time when all-day kindergarten was available to every
famly wanting it for their child. They had goals for reducing class
size and for elenentary school guidance counsel ors. For kindergarten
| ast year they nade decisions to add teachers in the budget but never

really put that on a particular track or time frane. It was
extremely inportant to discuss this outside of the budget because it
had a major inpact on capital facilities. |In addition, there were a

nunber of itens identified by Board nenbers in nmenos.

Dr. Shoenberg noted that this topic had been brought to the Board on
the notion of two Board nenbers. Dr. Cody expl ained that they had
tried to provide sone financial information on the various itens.
Ms. Slye thanked the superintendent for all the work that had been
done. She wanted to respond to sone issues Dr. Cronin had raised in
a meno. She explained that she was not seeking a full and conplete
review of each itembut rather a way in which they could begin to

| ook at | ong-range inplications. She hoped that when they nade

| ong-range conmitnents they woul d keep an eye on cost and facilities
i mplications. She hoped that they might begin to develop a
standardi zed way to present this kind of information. |In addition to
descriptive information, they m ght have information relating to
positions, costs, and facilities issues if these were gernane. This
woul d gi ve Board nmenbers an idea what it mght take in actua
resources to reach that goal. She felt that the paper was an
excel | ent begi nning, and she hoped that devel oping that kind of

i nformati on woul d be an ongoi ng process.

M. Ew ng thought the menorandum was hel pful and responsive. He
hoped that as they gave sone thought to these itens they al so think
about how the itens related to Board priorities. Some of the itens
had intrinsic justifications of their own but, on the other hand,
they might contribute to that purpose or exist as strategies for that
purpose. For exanple, Head Start and Chapter 1 prograns had a fairly
direct connection to Priority 2 as well as Priority 1. He suggested
that staff develop a matrix which showed these direct rel ationshi ps.
It was al so useful for himto see the whole thing laid out in terns
of inpact not only on budget but also on facilities. He would have
some additional suggestions on the facilities inpact as they

di scussed these one by one. Dr. Cody explained that they could
calculate facilities inpact in ternms of gross inpact, but in sone

i nstances the only way to do this would be school by school

M's. Praisner thought it was appropriate to | ook at |ong-range fisca
and educational directions. She was pleased that they were talking
about the issue of having to look at tinme franmes and pl eased that
they did not see this as an all inclusive list. She agreed that out



of the budget process there was a tinme for themto take a step back
and | ook at all the issues they wanted to do and get sonme consensus
about the direction they were taking and the inplications of sonme of
these commtments. She pointed out that they had sone ot her
conmi t ments above and beyond what was on this list. She highlighted
the conputer literacy program because they had asked about a
sequenci ng of this programover a period of years. She recalled that
M's. Shannon had requested a grid on special programs. She thought

t hey needed sone sort of status report on issues they had started and
i nformati on on new i ssues. She said they had the special education
initiatives which would have inpact fromthe standpoint of staff
time. They had Title I X initiatives. They also had the whole issue
of counseling, and they had tal ked about the area office and studyi ng
it fromthe standpoint of delivery of services. They had a

Conmi ssion on Teacher Excellence which would have initiatives,
priorities, and goals. She interpreted this as a "wish list" but
there were other things that did need to be added to it if they were
going to look at the full range of issues in a |ong-range planning
process. She thought the Board had to keep in mnd fisca
responsibility, facility responsibility, and how nuch staff could
handl e over what period of time. Sone of these were continuations
and did not include work fromthe standpoint of creative thinking,
but they did have funding inplications. Here they saw the funding
inplications if they continued to do things the way they did now, but
she wondered if they could tal k about other alternatives or options
for doing some of these things.

Dr. Miir hoped that by next sumrer they would have brief descriptions
of various prograns, their goals and objectives, and what the costs
were. The Board would then be able to aggregate that for any year
and nake sonme early decisions on what was reasonable to do. Part of
the problem was that they had not been able to aggregate those ki nds
of things.

Dr. Shoenberg suggested that at the end of the discussion they talk
about where they wanted to go. For exanple, they should discuss if
they wanted to establish certain goals, in what form and what they
wanted to do with those goals as far as sharing themw th the public
and fundi ng agencies. He said that what they agreed to was

i nportant, but even nore inportant was what they decided to do with
what they agreed to. He hoped that they would be able to cone to an
under standi ng of what their priorities were anong these itens, and he
woul d add gifted and tal ented education to the |ist.

Dr. Shoenberg suggested they turn to elementary cl ass size. Ms.

Sl ye asked whet her the nunber of schools with no space had changed
over the sumer. M. Larry Bowers replied that it had not changed
that rmuch, but he noted that this assunmed that principals did not
make any accommodations for additional classroons. They assumned that
spaces for art and nusic would be used for those purposes and had not
gone back to the schools to see whether other uses were bei ng made of
that space. Principals did make these accommodati ons, and he thought
that the nunber 35 would be lower. |In addition, the reopening of
Coverly mght inpact some of these nunbers. Ms. Slye asked if they



did track this information on a regul ar basis, and M. Bowers replied
that this information was kept at the area level. Ms. Praisner
asked if these uses woul d change the capacity of the school, and Dr.
Cody expl ai ned that the capacity did not change based on the
principal's decision for classroom use.

Dr. Shoenberg noted that this discussion pointed out the nunber of
interrelated i ssues they had to deal with at this nmeeting such as the
APFO question and the way they determ ned capacity. He said the
Board was going to have to nmake some conprom ses between its desire
to make sone better sense of the relationship between the

determ nati on of capacity and programw th their ability to expand
program and make adjustnents. He suggested that whatever action they
took should reflect the fact that they were working with a nmoving
target.

Dr. Shoenberg said the second itemwas the reduction of oversized

cl asses and asked whether there was any change fromthe budget. M.
Bowers replied that this took into consideration three additional
teachers. Ms. Slye noted that Dr. Cody had tracked the class sizes
over the past 20 years, and they had had the | east success in
reduci ng seni or high class sizes. She asked whether this was rel ated
to space constraints. Ms. Praisner pointed out that in a couple of
years they had gone fromthe seven period day to the six period and
back to the seven period. They had some schools with ninth grades
moving in as well as the infusion of the honors program Dr. Mir
said there were two other factors. One was choice by students which
made the whole thing | ess controllable, and the second was the
Board's enphasis on elenentary class size. Dr. Shoenberg said he
would relate this to a pet theme of his which was the program
formatting in the high school and the node of instruction. Ms.

Di Fonzo said they had to keep in mind the reality that even if they
had a teacher to put in, in many schools they m ght not have the

cl assroom She thought they should keep in mnd that in sone areas
of the county this mght involve purchasing, renting, or |easing
addi ti onal portable classroons.

Dr. Shoenberg commented that the notion of oversize was very strange
They treated maxi mum cl ass sizes as though they had some reality.
These were figures they chose because they thought it was a goal that
they coul d achieve. He pointed out that oversize classes were
frequently over by one or two students. Dr. Cody added that acadenic
cl asses were supposed to be at a maxi mum of 32, and there were very
fewwith 33 or 34. He pointed out that in the next five or six years
the overall county enrollment in the high schools would go down.

In regard to all-day kindergarten, Dr. Shoenberg said he would Iike
to have an expression of opinion by Board nenbers as to the dil emma
posed by all-day kindergarten. The paper showed the real facilities
crunch they would have if they were going to inplenent a programthat
seened to be extrenely popular with parents. It seemed to himthe
best argument for all-day kindergarten had much nore to do with M.
Ewi ng's and Ms. Slye's concern about the education of children from
less rich situations as it did about responding to the needs of
children who were academ cally nore advanced. For a whole variety of



reasons it becane a very inportant program He asked how this
i nportance stood in terns of the considerable capital expenditure
that would have to be added.

M. Ew ng thought that the argunents for Head Start were different
fromthose for all-day kindergarten. He believed the argunent for

al | -day ki ndergarten was one that went to the need for the schoo
systemto recognize that with relatively small nunbers of exceptions
nmost children arrived at kindergarten ready for a good deal nore than
the present hal f-day programcould give them Beyond that the schoo
system had the opportunity to do sone things in all-day kindergarten
that they had difficulty in fitting into the half-day which had to do
wi th diagnostic testing. He said the real argunent for all-day

ki ndergarten was that it enabled the school systemto pick up on
where students were when they arrived in school. The worst argunent
for it was that it was babysitting. He believed that the argunent
for all-day kindergarten was so strong that they should nove ahead
with it to make it available to parents who wanted it, but in a way
that had the least inmpact on facilities. They could introduce it in
pl aces where they could afford to introduce it wthout expanding the
facilities. As they built facilities, renovated, and expanded, they
could make the program avail able. However, this did introduce the

i nequity of denying the advantages of all-day kindergarten to areas
where the nost rapid growth was occurring.

Dr. Shoenberg thought it had been their experience where they had
introduced it that they ended up with all the students in all-day

ki ndergarten. To tal k about the programfor those children whose
parents wanted it would nmean virtually all. He said that having nade
a conmtnment to nove in this direction in one place, it becanme the
expectati on of everyone else. Sone schools mght not be in a
position to have it for a very long tine.

M's. Praisner was afraid that the option of doing other than what M.
Ewi ng had suggested was not to do it at all. She said the |ong
period of tinme was unfortunately the reasonable strategy. To say
they were going full-blown into a capital construction program woul d
not generate the support or the funding that they needed. She

t hought that Board nenbers needed to be realists when it canme to
capi tal budget funding situations. She thought they had to talk
about the strategy and clearly articulate the strategy when all -day
ki ndergarten was introduced into a school or a cluster. Parents had
the perception that if a school had all-day kindergarten and two
students beyond the linmt wanted all-day kindergarten that they were
going to have to accommpdate them Parents in other schools were
upset because they could not transfer into the school or have access
to the program To the comunity, the placenent of the program was
arbitrary. She thought they had to tal k about this. She said that
the educational rationale was there and the conm tnent was there for
the long term They did have to develop strategies for dealing with
the I ong-termgoal and the short-terminpl enentati on and delivery to
address sonme of the comunity concerns.

Dr. Cody commented that in some situations where there was no choice



their strategy mght have to include a lottery. He said that if they
had sonmething like this as a goal, he wondered whether they should
not go ahead and devel op at | east sone version of a facility plan to
hel p t hem know what it was they needed. They could then acknow edge
how fast this could be provided. Dr. Shoenberg stated that again
this issue highlighted another factor inherent in this discussion
Any deci sion they made on any of these nade a kind of commitnent on
behal f of a school board whose nenbership was going to change and a
staff whose menbership was going to change. It would nmean that a | ot
of the roomfor inprovenments which was al ways a m ni mal percentage of
t he budget woul d be al nbst used up in advance. There would be
certain expectations created by setting these goals. M. Ew ng
commented that this was true, but the alternative was sinply to try
to make up their mnds every year

Dr. Shoenberg said it was obvious that the Board would not finish its

di scussion and asked that this item be reschedul ed for further

di scussion. Dr. Cody advocated scheduling one or two nore

di scussi ons between now and the time they went to work on the
superintendent's budget. Ms. Praisner cautioned that they m ght

have a Board action that seened to drive the budget, and they m ght

be accused of maki ng determni nations on the budget before citizens had

had an opportunity to comment. She said that the conmunity needed to

know t hese were things they were working on, but she was not clear

that they even wanted a formal process. M. Ew ng agreed that these

were correct cautions. It was his view that they would continue to

tal k about these to see the areas for sone degree of consensus and to

convey those to the superintendent. The superintendent was advi sed

but not conmanded by the Board to include these in his recomendati ons.

This woul d separate out for himthose things on which the Board seenmed to have
strong consensus and reduce the |ikelihood of surprise. Dr. Shoenberg thought
there should be sone way to solicit public opinion in a structured way. Ms.
Prai sner disagreed because it would formalize the process. She asked what
woul d be the end result of this process, and M. Ewing replied that

the end result would be the superintendent's proposed budget. Dr.

Cody said that the budget would reflect the discussions of the Board,

staff, and PTA. Ms. Praisner said that this exercise would be

useful in pulling together all of the things they had been

di scussi ng, but she again cautioned about formalizing the process.

Dr. Floyd comented that this was a function of |eadership, and

peopl e were elected or appointed to | ead. He thought they had to be

out front so that people would understand where it was that they were

trying to go. He said that it was their responsibility to | ook five

or ten years down the road.

Re: EXECUTI VE SESSI ON
The Board nmet in executive session fromnoon to 1:45 p.m to discuss
personnel and legal matters. Ms. Di Fonzo |left the neeting because
of illness.

Re: BQARD/ PRESS/ VI SI TOR CONFERENCE

The foll owi ng individuals appeared before the Board:



1. Carole Celfeld, Luxmanor PTA
2. Jim Moore, Mntgomery JOURNAL
3. Carol Fanconi, Gaithersburg H gh School PTSA

RESOLUTI ON NO. 369-85 Re: SHERWDOOD H GH SCHOOL Al R CONDI TI ONI NG
On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Floyd
seconded by Ms. Praisner, the follow ng resolution was adopted

unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, Seal ed bids were received on August 6, 1985, for air
condi ti oni ng Sherwood Hi gh School as foll ows:

Bl DDER LUVMP SUM
1. Harry E Densel, Inc. $254, 760
2. C. W Mechanical Contractors, Inc. 261,000
3. Charles W Lonas, Inc. 262, 500
4. Tyler Mechanical, Inc. 264, 737
5. Darwin Construction, Inc. 295, 000
6. Anerican Conmbustion, Inc. 334, 489
and

WHEREAS, The | ow bi dder, Harry E. Densel, Inc., has perforned
satisfactorily on other MCPS projects; and

VWHEREAS, Low bid is within staff estimate and sufficient funds are
avail able in Account 999-63 to effect award; and

WHEREAS, G W Mechanical Contractors, Inc., protests award to Densel
as Densel clarified its bid by stating that PEPCO fees were not
included in the bid price; and

WHEREAS, Staff has determined that none of the four |owest bidders,
including G W Mechanical Contractors, Inc., incorporated PEPCO fees
in their proposals as PEPCO was unable to provide their fee costs;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That a contract for $254, 760 be awarded to Harry E. Densel
Inc., to acconplish air conditioning at Sherwood H gh School, in
accordance with plans and specifications covering this work dated
July 19, 1985, as prepared by J. B. Wble & Associ at es.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 370-85 Re: CARDEROCK SPRI NGS ELEMENTARY SCHOCL
ROOF REPAI RS

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

WHEREAS, Seal ed bids were received on August 7, 1985, for roof
repairs at Carderock Springs El ementary School as foll ows:

Bl DDER LUVP SUM



1. J. E. Wod & Sons Co. $45, 291

2. Darwin Construction Co. 59, 959
3. Ondorff & Spaid 71,726
and

WHEREAS, The | ow bidder, J. E. Wod & Sons Co., has perforned
sati sfactorily on other MCPS projects; and

VWHEREAS, Low bid is within staff estimate and sufficient funds are
avail able in Account 999-42 to effect award; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That a contract for $45,291 be awarded to J. E. Wod & Sons
Co., to acconplish a reroofing project at Carderock Springs

El ementary School, in accordance with plans and specifications
covering this work dated July 24, 1985, as prepared by the D vision
of Construction and Capital Projects.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 371-85 Re: AWARD OF CONTRACT - FURNI SH AND | NSTALL
| NDUSTRI AL ARTS MCDI FI CATI ONS - VARI QUS
SCHOALS

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

WHEREAS, Funds were approved in the FY 1986 Capital Budget for
industrial arts ventilation at various schools; and

WHEREAS, Seal ed bids were received on August 7 to furnish and install
industrial arts nodifications at Kennedy and Springbrook Hi gh

School s, Parkland and White OGak Junior H gh Schools, and Mark Twain
School as indicated bel ow

1. W B. Maske Sheet Metal Works - Proposal A (Kennedy) $6, 329;
Proposal B (Mark Twain) $9, 063; Proposal C (Parkland) $9,478;

Proposal D (Springbrook) $10,505; Proposal E (Wite Cak) $11, 836;
Total $47,211

2. Darwin Construction - Proposal A (Kennedy) $25,000; Proposal B
(Mark Twai n) $20, 000; Proposal C (Parkland) $20,000; Proposal D
(Springbrook) $25,000; Proposal E (Wite QGak) $20,000; Total $110, 000

and

WHEREAS, The | ow bi dder, W B. Mske Sheet Metal Wrks, has perforned
satisfactorily simlar projects for MCPS; and

VWHEREAS, The bid results are within staff estinate and sufficient
funds exist for contract award; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That a contract be awarded to W B. Maske Sheet Metal Wrks
in the anount of $47,211 to furnish and install industrial arts
nodi fications at Kennedy and Springbrook H gh School s; Parkl and and
VWi te QGak Junior H gh Schools, and Mark Twai n School in accordance



wi th plans and specifications dated July 24, 1985, prepared by the
Di vi sion of Construction and Capital Projects and Mrton Wod, Jr.
Engi neer.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 373-85 Re: TW NBROOK ELEMENTARY SCHOCOL,
RENOVATI ON AND ADDI TI ONS (Area 2)

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

WHEREAS, Seal ed bids were received on July 30 for the Tw nbrook
El ementary School Renovation and Additions as indicated bel ow

DEDUCT DEDUCT

Bl DDER BASE BID ALT. 1 ALT. 2 TOTAL*
1. Hess Construction $2, 737,000 $ 80, 855 $36, 000 $2, 701, 000
Conpany, Inc. and Hess
Mechani cal Corp., A
Joint Venture
2. N S. Stavrou 2,830, 000 84,000 37,500 2,792,500
Construction, Inc.
3. Henley Construction 2,827,995 112,000 30,000 2,797,995
Co., Inc.

4. The MAlister- 2,889, 610 95, 000 22,000 2,867,619
Schwartz Co.

5. KKmel & Kinmmel, 2,984,000 110,000 22,000 2,962, 000
I nc.

6. Merando. Inc. 3,171, 500 82,000 20, 000 3, 151, 500

*] ndi cat es acceptance of base bid and Deduct Alternate 2
Description of alternatives:

Deduct Alternate 1: Air-conditioning

Deduct Alternate 2: Kitchen Equi prent

and

VWHEREAS, The | ow bi dder, Hess Construction Co., Inc., and Hess
Mechani cal Corporation, A Joint Venture, has successfully perforned
simlar projects; and

VWHEREAS, Sufficient funds are avail able to effect award; now
therefore be it

Resol ved, That a contract for $2,701, 000 be awarded to Hess
Construction Co., Inc. and Hess Mechanical Corporation, A Joint
Venture, which includes acceptance of the base bid and Alternate 2,
to accomplish the requirements of the plans and specifications
entitled, Tw nbrook El enentary School, Renovations and Additi ons,
dated May 1, 1985, prepared by Arley J. Koran, Inc., architect.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 373-85 Re: REDUCTI ON OF RETAI NAGE - MONTGOMERY
BLAI R H GH SCHOOL ADDI TI ON AND
MODERNI ZATI ON (Area 1)



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

WHEREAS, Kimmel & Kimel, Inc., general contractor for Mntgomery
Blair H gh School Addition and Mderni zati on, has conpl eted 96
percent of the specified requirenments and has requested that the 10
percent retai nage anmount, which is based on the conpleted work to
date, be reduced to 5 percent retainage; and

WHEREAS, The project bondi ng conpany, Aetna Casualty & Surety
Company, by letter dated July 24, 1985, consented to this reduction
and

WHEREAS, The project architect, Eugene Del mar & Associ ates, has
recomended that this request for reduction in retai nage be approved
by letter dated July 25, 1985; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the contract's specified 10 percent retainage wthheld
from periodic construction paynments to Kimmel & Kimmel, Inc., genera
contractor for the Montgonery Blair Hi gh School Addition and
Moder ni zation, currently anounting to 10 percent of the contractor's
request for paynent to date, now be reduced to 5 percent with

remai ning 5 percent to becone due and payable after formal acceptance
of the conpleted project and total conpletion of all remaining
contract requirenents.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 373-85 Re: ARCH TECTURAL APPO NTMENT - ROSEMARY
HI LLS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - ADDI TI ON
AND ALTERATI ONS (Area 2)

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

WHEREAS, It is necessary to appoint an architect to provide required
design services and adm nistration of the construction contract for
the Rosemary Hills El enentary School addition and alterations
project; and

WHEREAS, Staff has enpl oyed the Architect/Engi neer Sel ection
Procedures approved by the Board of Education in Novenber, 1975; now
therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education enter into a contractua
agreement with the firmof Garrison-Babarsky Associates to provide
requi red design services and admi nistration of the construction
contract for the |unp sumof $128,710 for the Rosemary Hills

El ementary School project; and be it further

Resol ved, That the State Interagency Conmttee for Public Schoo
Construction be informed of this appointnent.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 375-85 Re: ARCH TECTURAL APPO NTMENT - CEDAR GROVE



ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - ADDI TI ON AND
ALTERATI ONS (Area 3)

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

WHEREAS, It is necessary to appoint an architect to provide required
design services and adm nistration of the construction contract for
the Cedar Grove El enentary School addition and alterations project;
and

WHEREAS, Staff has enpl oyed the Architect/Engi neer Sel ection
Procedures approved by the Board of Education in Novenber, 1975; now
therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education enter into a contractua
agreement with the firmof Victor Snolen and Associates to provide
requi red design services and admi nistration of the construction
contract for the lunp sum of $133,000 for the Cedar G ove Elenmentary
School project; and be it further

Resol ved, That the State Interagency Conmttee for Public Schoo
Construction be informed of this appointnent.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 376-85 Re: ARCH TECTURAL APPO NTMENT - EAST
GERVANTOWN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL (Area 3)

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

WHEREAS, It is necessary to appoint an architect to provide required
design services and adm nistration of the construction contract for
t he East Germantown El enentary School project; and

WHEREAS, Staff has enpl oyed the Architect/Engi neer Sel ection
Procedures as nodified to include a design conpetition; now therefore
be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education enter into a contractua
agreement with the firmof Thomas O ark Associates to provide

requi red design services and admi nistration of the construction
contract for the lunp sumtotal of $249,500 for the East Gernant own
El ementary School project.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 377-85 Re: WORKS OF ART FOR QAK VI EW ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

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

VWHEREAS, 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 subnmitted by the
superintendent to the Board of Education on February 10, 1984; and

WHEREAS, The Montgonmery County Arts Council has participated in the
sel ection process as required by I aw, and

WHEREAS, Funds have been appropriated for this purpose in the FY 1985
Capital |nprovenents Program and

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education enter into contractua
agreements, as indicated, subject to County Council approval:

ARTI ST WORK COW SSI ON
Robert Sanabri a Rel i ef $5, 000
Frank Smith Mur al 7,000
St even Wit zman Bas Reli ef 7,000

and be it further

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

RESOLUTI ON NO. 378-85 Re: BETHESDA- CHEVY CHASE H GH SCHOCL
CONSTRUCTI ON PRQJECT SETTLEMENT

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

WHEREAS, On Septenber 14, 1976, the Board of Educati on awarded a
contract to Stauffer Construction Conpany, Inc., to acconplish a
noder ni zati on project at Bethesda- Chevy Chase Hi gh School; and

WHEREAS, On Novenber 13, 1979, the Board of Education term nated the
contract, and requested the project bonding conpany, Fidelity and
Deposit Conpany of Maryland, to conplete the work; and

WHEREAS, Fidelity and Deposit Conpany of Maryland conpleted the
project; and

WHEREAS, The conduct and activities of the contract parties and the
term nati on have been the subject of arbitration and litigation; and

WHEREAS, The invol ved parties have now reached settlement; now
therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Educati on approves the proposed
settlenent with Stauffer Construction Co., Inc. and Fidelity and



Deposit Conpany of Maryl and concerni ng the Bethesda- Chevy Chase Hi gh
School project, which shall include the paynent of $100,000 by the
Board to Fidelity and Deposit Conmpany of Maryland, the furnishing of
appropriate releases to Stauffer and Fidelity, and the receipt by the
Board of appropriate releases from Stauffer and Fidelity; provided,
however, that this approval is conditioned upon appropriation of
funds by the County Council and county executive; and be it further

Resol ved, That as the project account bal ance is $68,893.79, a
transfer of $31,106.21 is required fromthe |ocal unliquidated
surpl us account (bal ance before transfer $47,428.42); and be it
further

Resol ved, That the county executive be requested to recomend
approval of the transfer to the County Council .

RESOLUTI ON NO. 379-85 Re: FY 1986 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRI ATI ON FOR
THE MOBI LE EDUCATI ON TEAMS ( METS)

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by Ms. Slye, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
establish the following ten-nonth positions: 1.0 teacher speciali st
(A-D), .5 counselor (A-D), .5 parent liaison specialist (A-D), and
2.0 instructional assistants (Gade 10); and be it further

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized, subject
to County Council approval, to receive and expend fromthe U S.
Department of Education under ESEA Title VIl to provide an FY 1986
Mobi | e Educati on Teans (METs) project: An Intensive Catch-up Program
for LEP Students, Grades 6-9 in the follow ng categories:

CATEGORI ES SUPPLEMENTAL
02 Instructional Salaries $120, 600
03 Instructional O her 17, 280
07 Student Transportation 1, 000
10 Fi xed Charges 32, 566
TOTAL $171, 446

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.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 380-85 Re: PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS OVER $25, 000

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of M. Foubert
seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resolution was adopt ed



unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, Funds have been budgeted for the purchase of equipnent,
supplies, and contractual services; and

WHEREAS, All bids received in response to Bid 74-85, Refuse

Col l ection, should be rejected due to feasibility problens at this
time with using trash dunpsters at schools, and staff has deci ded not
to use vendors for trash renoval at six pilot-test |ocations; and

WHEREAS, The bid received in response to Bid 194-85, Donuts, should
be rejected and the itens rebid since the only bid received did not
meet specifications regarding delivery to each school by 7:30 a.m;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That Bids 74-85 and 194-85 be rejected; and be it further

Resol ved, That having been duly advertised, the contracts be awarded
to the | ow bidders neeting specifications as shown for the bids as
fol | ows:

5-0780-21-00 COG | FB, Heating G|

NAMVE OF VENDOR

St euart Petrol eum Co. $3, 236, 608
130- 85 Copiers (Goup Il Miintenance of Currently

Owned Machi nes)

NAMVE OF VENDOR

Hi - Tech Industries,Inc. (10 nont hs) $ 281, 250
152-85 Buil ding Materials

NAVE OF VENDOR( S)

All'ied Pl ywod $ 20,230
Boyer and Craner's, Inc. 4,170
Lel and L. Fisher, Inc. 2,562
Hudson Supply & Equi prent 10, 395
Thomas W Perry, Inc. 21,936
TOTAL $ 59,293

160- 85 Frozen Juice Bars

NAME OF VENDOR

Snel ki nson Bros. Corp. $ 36,038
166- 85 St eel Lockers

NAMVE OF VENDOR( S)

Steel Products, Inc. $ 126,904
VWol esal e Repl acenent Har dware Co. 9, 500
TOTAL $ 136, 404

183-85 Di pl onas
NAME OF VENDOR
Josten's, Inc. $ 73,051
196- 85 Suppl emental Music | nstrunents
NAMVE OF VENDOR( S)
Druns Unlimited, Inc. $ 3,662
I deal Music Co. 1, 648
Music and Arts Center, Inc. 310



Washi ngt on Music Center, Inc. 43, 787

Zavarella's Misic 5, 260

TOTAL $ 54,667
200- 85 Driver Education Behi nd-the-VWeel Training

NAVE OF VENDOR( S)

Easy Method, Inc. $ 117,162
Poly Method Driving School 6,120
Pot omac Drivi ng School 6,120
TOTAL $ 129,402

201- 85 Optical Mark Reader Equi pnent
NAME OF VENDCR
Nat i onal Conputer Systens $ 81,040
202- 85 Optical Scanners
NAME OF VENDCR
Chat sworth Data Corporation $ 47,800
GRAND TOTAL $4, 135, 553

RESOLUTI ON NO. 381-85 Re: MONTHLY PERSONNEL REPORT

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

Prai sner seconded by M. Ewi ng, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the follow ng appoi ntnents, resignations, and | eaves
of absence for professional and supporting services personnel be
approved: (TO BE APPENDED TO THESE M NUTES) .

RESOLUTI ON NO. 382-85 Re: EXTENSI ON OF Sl CK LEAVE

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

Prai sner seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resolution was adopt ed
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The enpl oyee listed bel ow has suffered serious illness; and

WHEREAS, Due to the prolonged illness, the enployee's accunul at ed
sick |l eave has expired; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education grant an extension of sick
| eave with three-fourths pay covering the nunber of days indicated.

NANMVE PCSI TI ON AND LOCATI ON NO. OF DAYS
Bar nes, Elizabeth Career Information Asst. 30
Conmput er Related Instruction
RESOLUTI ON NO.  383- 85 Re: PERSONNEL REASSI GNMVENTS
On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by M. Ewi ng, the follow ng resolution was adopt ed

unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the follow ng personnel reassignnents be approved:



NANMVE FROM TO

Max Cof f Cl assroom Teacher Assignnent to be determ ned
Ef fecti ve August 29, 1985
WIIl maintain salary status
and retire July 1, 1987

Ver na Qoer broeckl i ng C assroom Teacher Instructional Assistant
Bells MIIl El enmentary
Ef fecti ve August 29, 1985
WIIl maintain salary status
and retire Septenmber 1, 1987

RESOLUTI ON NO. 384-85 Re: DEATH OF MRS. SARA A, ELLER, CLASSROOM
TEACHER AT ROCK VI EW ELEMENTARY SCHOCL

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by M. Ewi ng, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The death on July 29, 1985, of Ms. Sara A Eller, a
cl assroomteacher at Rock View El enmentary School, has deeply saddened
the staff and nenbers of the Board of Education; and

WHEREAS, M's. Eller had been enpl oyed with Montgomery County Public
School s for one year; and

WHEREAS, M's. Eller was an outstanding teacher and an asset to the
Rock View staff, and her |evel of professionalismbenefited not only
her class but the entire school program now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the menbers of the Board of Education express their
sorrow at the death of Ms. Sara A. Eller and extend deepest synpathy
to her famly; and be it further

Resol ved, That this resolution be made part of the minutes of this
nmeeting and a copy be forwarded to Ms. Eller's famly.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 385-85 Re: DEATH OF MR JAY U. LEE, BU LD NG SER-
VI CES WORKER LEADER | AT DUFI EF
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The death on July 16, 1985, of M. Jay U Lee, a Building
Services Wrk Leader at DuFi ef Elenmentary School, has deeply saddened
the staff and nenbers of the Board of Education; and

WHEREAS, M. Lee was a conscientious enpl oyee of Montgonery County
Public Schools for over seven years; and

WHEREAS, M. Lee denpnstrated conpetency in his role as building



services work | eader, and he also participated in the Qutdoor
Educati on program and was highly effective in working with staff and
students; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the nmenbers of the Board of Education express their
sorrow at the death of M. Jay U Lee and extend deepest synpathy to
his famly; and be it further

Resol ved, That this resolution be made part of the mnutes of this
nmeeting and a copy be forwarded to M. Lee's famly.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 386-85 Re: DEATH OF MRS. ARLENE F. MOWEN, OFFI CE
ASSI STANT I N THE DI VI SI ON OF ACCOUNTI NG

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

Prai sner seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resolution was adopt ed

unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The death on July 30, 1985, of Ms. Arlene F. Mowen, an
O fice Assistant in the Division of Accounting, has deeply saddened
the staff and nenbers of the Board of Education; and

WHEREAS, M's. Mowen had been a dedi cated enpl oyee of Mont gonery
County Public Schools for over sixteen years; and

WHEREAS, M's. Mowen perforned her duties with the utnost accuracy and
al ways strived for perfection; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the nmenbers of the Board of Education express their
sorrow at the death of Ms. Arlene F. Mowen and extend deepest
synmpathy to her famly; and be it further

Resol ved, That this resolution be made part of the mnutes of this
nmeeting and a copy be forwarded to Ms. Mwen's famly.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 387-85 Re: DEATH OF MR RI CHARD LLOYD ROBERTS,
PLANT EQUI PMENT OPERATCR || AT
TI LDEN | NTERMEDI ATE SCHOOL

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Prai sner seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resolution was adopt ed
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The death on July 20, 1985, of M. Richard Ll oyd Roberts, a
Pl ant Equi prrent Qperator at Tilden Internedi ate School, has deeply
saddened the staff and nmenbers of the Board of Education; and

WHEREAS, M. Roberts was a | oyal enployee of Montgonmery County Public
School s for over twenty-seven years; and

WHEREAS, M. Roberts was a cooperative staff nenber giving of hinself
intime, energy, and services to students and staff; now therefore be
it



Resol ved, That the nmenbers of the Board of Education express their
sorrow at the death of M. Richard Ll oyd Roberts and extend deepest

synpathy to his famly;

and be it further

Resol ved, That this resolution be made part of the mnutes of this
meeting and a copy be forwarded to M. Roberts’

RESOLUTI ON NO. 388-85

famly.

Re: PERSONNEL APPO NTMENTS AND TRANSFERS

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

Prai sner seconded by Ms.

unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the follow ng personnel

appr oved:

APPO NTMENT
Jerome E. Lynch

Marilyn E. Nel son

TRANSFER

John D Tomasso

Jack Ramsey

James Heins

APPO NTMENT
Sandra L. Killen

Ann R Mathi as

Kennon Evans

Dar | ene Si mmons

TRANSFER
Joseph Reiff

Sl ye,

PRESENT PGCsI TI ON
Assi stant Princi pal
valt Whitman H. S.

Legal Services Pl anner
O fice of the Supt.

FROM
Pri nci pal
Pi ne Crest ES

Pri nci pal
Assigned to Area Of.

A&S Counsel or
Spri ngbr ook HS

PRESENT PGCsI TI ON
Teacher Spec., Math
Dept. of Acad. Skills

Assi stant Princi pal

Assi gned to Dept.
School Facilities,
Pl anni ng & Devel opnent

El ementary Princi pal
Tr ai nee

Crest haven ES

Teacher Speci ali st

Dept. of Special Ed.
& Rel ated Services

FROM

Assi stant Princi pal

Ei nstein HS

the followi ng resolution was adopted

appoi ntnments and transfers be

AS

Super vi sor of
Secondary I nstruc.

Area Admin. Ofice

G ade O

Effective 8-14-85

Super vi sor of
Secondary I nstruc.

Area Admin. Ofice

G ade O

Effective 8-14-85

TO

Pri nci pal

Gal way ES

Effective 8-14-85

Pri nci pal

Robert Frost IS

Effective 8-14-85

Assi stant Princi pal

Thomas Pyle IS

Effective 8-14-85

AS

Pri nci pal

Pine Crest ES

Effective 8-14-85

Pri nci pal

Mont gonery Knol | s ES

Effective 8-14-85

Pri nci pal
Crest haven ES
Ef fecti ve 8-14-85

Director, Bridge S
G ade N

Effective 8-14-85
TO

Assi stant Princi pal
Sherwood HS



Ceor ge Coki nos

Fel ecia Wiite

Amanda Wnters

Jack Schoendorfer

APPO NTMENT
Carlos R Hamin

Nick M Urick

Lois H Loew

Paul a Rehr

Roberta Hai nes

Assi stant Princi pal
John F. Kennedy HS

Assi stant Princi pal
John F. Kennedy HS

Asst. Supervisor for
Speci al Services

Area Admin. Ofice

Hurman Rel ati ons
Speci al i st

PRESENT POSI TI ON

Assi stant Princi pal
Pot omac Seni or HS
Dunfries, Virginia
Assi stant Princi pal
W Wnchester ES
Carroll Co. BCE
Westmi nster, M

Per Di em Psychol ogi st
MCPS & Concurrent
Psychot her api st

Child Center
Rockville, M
Teacher Speci ali st
Dept. of Acad. Skills

Teacher Speci ali st
Dept. of Inst. Res.

Effective 8-14-85
Assi stant Princi pal
Ei nstein HS
Effective 8-14-85
Assi stant Princi pal
Ei nstein HS
Effective 8-14-85
Acting Asst. Princ.
John F. Kennedy HS
Effective 8-14-85
Acting Asst. Princ.
John F. Kennedy HS
Effective 8-14-85
AS

Assi stant Princi pal
Wodwar d HS
Effective 8-14-85
Assi stant Princi pal
Redl and M5
Effective 8-14-85

Psychol ogi st (.tinme)
Area Admn. Ofice
G ade G

Ef fective 8-14-85

TV I nstruc. Spec.

Dept. of Instruct.
Resour ces

Grade F

Ef fective 8-14-85

TV I nstruc. Spec.
Dept. of Inst. Res.
G ade F

Effective 8-14-85

Re: FACI LI TI ES PLANNI NG CAPI TAL BUDGET

CALENDAR PROPCSALS

Dr. Cody stated that as long as their capital

went to the state,
were not mnor, and the state no | onger

requests were mnor and
no attention was paid to time schedul es. Now they
had capital funds. They

realized they had to cone up with new tinme schedul es regardi ng county
government. This led to a |lot of proposals and neetings with PTA

staff, and county governnent staff.

I n addition,

| egal requirenents

had to be taken into account to conme up with a tine schedule for
facilities planning and the capital budget.
provided with a sunmary of that process, the identification of a

series of issues,

recomrendati on for

Dr. Miir thought they had cone up with a proposal

everyone could work. He said they had a requirenent in the

The Board had been

a docunment with sonme different cal endars, and a
di scussi on.

wi t hi n which



Mont gonmery County Charter for a consolidated CIP to be presented to
the County Council by January 1. They needed the Septenber 30
enrol I ment data in order to make good deci sions and prepare the

capi tal budget; however, there was not much tine before the receipt

of that data and the January 1 date. They had come up with two
alternatives. They were suggesting that the capital budget be
published in the first week in Novenber and that there be joint
hearings with the Council and executive. There would be Board of
Education action the | ast week in Novenber to get the state-eligible
projects to the state by Decenber 7. The county governnent coul d
consol idate the MCPS capital budget into the county executive's
budget and meke the January 1 deadline. He explained that the
alternatives cane in ternms of the facility plan. They were trying to
get action on the facilities plan in "synch"” with action on the
capital budget. The two proposals were simlar, but the difference
cane in how nmuch tine citizens needed to react to the
superintendent's prelimnary recommendations. Plan 1 would propose

t he superintendent's prelimnary recomendations the first week in
June simlar to the timng for the Area 2 options. Those prelimnary
recomendati ons woul d have to be based on the prior year's enroll nent
updated in May. Citizen comments would be due toward the end of

July, and the superintendent's final recomrendati ons woul d be out the
third week in Cctober in order for the superintendent to have the

| atest projections. Both of the plans did not wait for the thirtieth
day enrollment. They were trying to experinent with maki ng
projections fromthe tenth day enrol |l ment because the difference
between the tenth day and the thirtieth day was slight. They hoped
to be able to conputerize this projection process. He explained that
the difference in the second plan was that the superintendent's
prelimnary recomrendati ons woul d be out at the end of August which
cut down on the time for citizen conment. They would have only four
weeks after the superintendent's prelimnary recomendations were
publ i shed. However, they were trying to come up with recommendati ons
for the plan as well as sonme considerations for the follow ng year
whi ch woul d minimze surprises. This would get conmunities working
with the area offices and the facilities planning staff to work

t hrough concerns about projected actions.

Dr. Shoenberg noted that on page 3 some assunptions were |isted and
facilities and the capital budget were supposed to be congruent;
however, both cal endars had facilities decisions after the capita
budget. Dr. Miir replied that while these were in foll ow ng weeks
they did not necessarily have to be in follow ng weeks. They were
trying to give as nmuch time to the Board as possible. He said that

t he Board needed to make capital budget decisions by the last week in
Novenmber so that the county executive's staff could incorporate these
actions into the county budget and neet the January 1 Counci

deadl i ne. He thought that by that tinme the Board would be famliar
with the facility plan final recommendati ons and know t he capital
budget inplications. They assuned that the Board woul d be able to
deal with the necessary capital budget actions before confirmng
those actions in the facilities plan. |If not, they could back up the
deci sion point by a week, but this would put the Board in a tine

bi nd.



Dr. Shoenberg cited the Northwood cl osure which had consi derabl e
capital budget inplications for the following year. For the Board to
have taken a capital budget action before taking action on a schoo

cl osure woul d have rai sed havoc with the community. He pointed out
that they had a proposal fromthe PTA and asked about problens with
this proposal. Dr. Miir replied that the PTA proposal called for the
superintendent's final reconmendations to be published on Septenber
15 which woul d not give the superintendent know edge of the current
year enrollment. Dr. Shoenberg asked about a plan which would split
the difference and perhaps schedule all the facilities and capita
budget action in one week. Dr. Cody replied that he and the staff
woul d work on this. He said that the facility update contai ned

mul tiyear capital budget needs. As the Board nade capital budget
deci si ons each year they were really making capital decisions for the
followi ng years. It would cover boundary changes, new school s,
additions, and portables. The facility update process did not cover
renovati ons; however, that could be included in a separate docunent.
They really went through a facilities update which had a three-,

five- or six-year capital plan in it with dollars and cents on it.

Dr. Shoenberg pointed out that there was another itemin there that
needed sonme kind of reconciliation. They had capital budget hearings
in conjunction with the County Council and county executive, and they
ran the risk of those hearings becoming facilities hearings.

M's. Praisner conmented that as she |ooked at all these charts, she
did not believe that every county in the state had these kinds of
probl enms. She thought there must be sone way of getting a handle on
this even if it neant changing the docunments used to drive this
process. For exanple, they m ght have started fromthe other end by
saying they had to build schools and what was the best way of

pl anning a process to do that. Dr. Mir did not think anyone el se
had a facilities planning process |ike Mntgonmery County and many
jurisdictions did not have to submt capital budgets to their
Councils on January 1. Ms. Praisner pointed out that all of them
had to submit capital budget requests to the state in Decenber. It
seenmed to her that nost counties had decided in Decenber what their
capital budgets were going to be. She would like themto |ook at the
facility plan process as they had created it with prelimnary
reconmendati ons, final recommendations, Board alternatives and the
time table. She felt that this was the problem and this nmay have
been generated for a tine period they did not have anynore.

M. Ew ng thought that Ms. Praisner's point was a good one. The
facilities planning process was a process ained primarily at schoo
closings. The idea was to make sure they did that in a way that
granted due process to affected communities. It mght well be in an
era when they were closing few schools that they did not need to hold
to such long time frames. They m ght have a single process for both
capital budget and facilities plan building in the due process only
when they were proposing to close schools. This mght nake it
possible for themto handle this in a less extended tine franme. It
did not nmean they should not adopt sone of the reconmendations the
PTA made for early June prelimnary recommendati ons, but it should



make it possible for themto put those two processes together
certainly in Septenber after the tenth day enroll ment was avail abl e.
Dr. Cody remarked that the principle interest of the citizens was
when they were going to build a school and whether it was going to be
bi g enough. He wi shed they could do five-year facility plans with
budget s and update everyone of themevery year. Dr. Miir conmmrented
that this was what the facilities planning policy called for, but the
trouble was there were al ways reasons to change the decisions. Dr.
Cody agreed but pointed out that they were in a period of reversal of
trends. Dr. Shoenberg said that the growth problemwas not going to
i nvol ve closing facilities but would involve a ot of tinkering with
boundaries. M. Ew ng added that boundary decisions did not
necessarily have to be nade in the context of capital budget
deci si ons.

Dr. Miir noted that they had tried to be sensitive to Board and staff
wor kl oad. This process ended the first week in Decenber, and in the
years when the Board was engaged in collective bargaining with

enpl oyee organi zati ons usually in Decenber they spent a lot of tinme
on this issue. It was the time when the superintendent had to spend
some time on maki ng operating budget decisions, and in January and
early February the Board was involved with the operating budget. One
of the advantages of the fall was that it was a period of tinme not
already committed to sonme other things. They did not see this as two
separate processes. He envisioned a facilities plan as being a
series of data and decisions out of which canme sone | ogi cal decisions
for the capital budget.

Ms. Vicki Rafel commented that the problemfor everyone involved
with this, not just staff and Board but conmunity, was the one of
wor kl oad. Decenber was a terrible tinme for PTA presidents to have to
deal with this, and June was not wonderful to deal with prelimnary
pl ans. She thought the nost inportant objective was to try to even
that load out. Ms. Slye preferred the MCCPTA tinme |ine because it
got around the known scheduling difficulties. Ms. Rafel pointed out
that their plan did put a trenendous burden on staff in May. Ms.
Slye inquired about the difference automati on of the process made.

Dr. Miir replied that the raw data fromwhich to nake the projections
for the facilities plan and capital budget were not avail able until

m d- Septenber at the earliest if they took the tenth day enroll nment
or Septenber 30. He would envision a ten-day tine frame as opposed
to athirty-day tine frane. Wth a Septenber 15 publication date for
the superintendent's final facilities recomendati ons, he woul d never
see the Septenber enrollnent of any kind.

Dr. Fisher reported that now this was done in about a three-week
period of tinme. They usually received the Septenber 30 enroll nent on
Cctober 4 or 5 and nmet with the superintendent in late Cctober. They
projected the enrollnents for every school and assessed those agai nst
capacity and | ooked at alternate solutions. As long as they were
projecting 150 school s per grade for six years, they were not going
to do this quickly.

M's. Praisner said that the concern she had with facility plan



recomendati on one was with the superintendent's prelimnary
recomendati ons due out the first week in June. |If they did not neet
the deadline, they might as well wait until Septenber. At the end of
t he school year people would be anxious about what was going to cone
out, whether it was a closure or a boundary change. She agreed that
t he superintendent's final recommendati ons had to conme out |ater than
Septenmber 15 or even | ate Septenber which m ght cause sone condensi ng
of time between the Board's work session and the Board's action and
alternatives. She had a concern with Board action based on MCCPTA' s
calendar at a tinme period in Novenber when in sone years they were
tal ki ng about elections. It seened to her they should have Board
action prior to the elections or a week or two after the el ection.

Her preference would be prior to the election. Her other questions
dealt with follow ng year considerations they alluded to. |If they
were tal king about a general sentence that if enroll nent projections
i ncreased they woul d anticipate additions or boundary changes, she

t hought that was reasonable. |If they were tal ki ng about novi ng
X-devel opnent out of this school into Y-school in two years, she

t hought they woul d cause thenselves grief. She said that when MCCPTA
canme forward as a conmittee they tal ked about not only the Board and
t he cal endar and the process. She thought MCCPTA did a great service
inits discussion with nenbers of the County Council and
representatives from Park and Pl anni ng about their involvenent and
place in the process. She noted that sonme of the recommendations of
MCCPTA rel ated to other governnment agencies, and she wondered about

t he response received fromthose agencies. Ms. Cordie Goldstein

t hought that sending the prelimnary recommendations to Park and
Planning in plenty of time for themto respond was sonet hing she
bel i eved Park and Pl anning would agree to. Their conmittee thought
that communities might automatically send their views to the Board,
superintendent, and Park and Pl anni ng.

M's. Praisner recalled that MCCPTA was concerned about the confusion
as far as the role and responsibility of the Planning Board and how
they solicited conmmunity input. Ms. Rafel said the question was
whet her the communities discussed the same thing with the Pl anning
Board and whet her communities were adequately informed on how the
process was working. Ms. Mary Ann Bowen said their initiative would
be that the tinme line would have enough flexibility to allow for

i nput to Park and Pl anni ng and neasure out sone of the need for the
public forumthat they seened to require.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that one aspect of the proposal they had not
commented on was the tinme of the superintendent's prelimnary
recomendations in relation to opportunity for input fromthe
affected communities. He asked if Board nenbers had preference for
the earlier prelimnary recommendations vis-a-vis the |ater ones.

M. Ewing replied that he preferred the earlier. It seenmed to Dr.
Shoenberg that the general feeling was June or earlier. He asked if
staff had enough sense of things to go on with this. Dr. Cody

t hought the di scussion had been hel pful including weighing the timng
of some of these things. The prelimnary reconmendations woul d cone
out in late spring and sit over the sunmer for comment. The
suggesti on was al so made that staff break out the pieces of this and



rate all of the steps and raise the question of why they were there.
He wanted to pursue a clearer picture of how they were |inking
facility update and the capital budget.

M. Ew ng suggested that before they cane to a final resolution they
check with other county agencies so that they would have an
opportunity to conment. Dr. Miir replied that in the process of
devel opi ng the paper they did talk with Council and OVB staff;
however, they had not consulted with Park and Pl anni ng but had heard
Park and Pl anni ng wanted si x weeks between the superintendent's
prelimnary and final reconmendations. Ms. Praisner saw a valid
reason for Park and Planning to make conments on the prelimnary

recomendations. 1In the final recomendati ons the Board and
superintendent woul d be naking nodifications, but the reality was
that they were still dealing with the sane school s and the sane

general concerns. Park and Pl anni ng recomrendati ons shoul d be
general and not school specific comments when it got to the fina
reconmendati ons.

Dr. Miir called attention to an itemon a three-year cycle for
facility plan revisions. Dr. Shoenberg said that he had a rea
qgquestion about that. Wile in theory it was a good idea, in practice
t he deci sions invol ving one school cluster frequently involved

adj acent ones. It seened to himthat if it were set up this way,

t hey woul d be pronmising the public that they were solve the cluster
problenms within the high school cluster. He pointed out that they
were running a countywi de school system and the area divisions were
entirely arbitrary. Dr. Miir said that part of the concern was that
they seened to be falling into some sort of an area exam nation. Dr.
Shoenberg stated that he was unconfortable with that part.

M. Ew ng thought there m ght be sonmething of an alternative which

m ght be to think about the way they schedul ed without saying they
were going to do a certain nunber of clusters a year. Dr. Cody
comment ed t hat consideration was given to doing el enentary one year
and secondary the next. He noted that it was the solution-generating
that took the tinme because the enrollnent forecast had to be done
every year anyway. Dr. Miir agreed that he would go back to the
drawi ng boards and return with another paper for Board consideration

Re: Tl MELI NE FOR CAPI TAL PROIECTS DECI SI ONS FOR
THE BLAI R CLUSTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Dr. Shoenberg expl ained that the Board had before it a tinetable for
Blair area decisions. Dr. Cody said that on August 16 they would
distribute information to the comunity whi ch woul d consi st of the
superintendent's final reconmendations including the two
alternatives. He would supply the Board with the cost inplications
of the proposals. The conmunity woul d be asked to supply witten
comments to the superintendent by Septenber 13. Board nenbers asked
that a public hearing be scheduled, and it was agreed that this would
be held on Tuesday, Septenber 17.

Re: NEW FORMJLA FOR SCHOOL CAPACI TY -
SECONDARY



Dr. Shoenberg said that the superintendent was recomendi ng no change
in this capacity fornula. Dr. Cody expl ained the background of the
concern about the elenmentary school capacity fornmula and the probl ens
that were created when the average cl ass size was reduced. He said
that the guidelines fromthe state for secondary schools were
different. They were not 30 to 1; they were 25 to 1. This neant

that in the 70 to 90 percent range it would be about 22.5 which was
about the average class size in secondary schools. They concl uded
that the state formula for secondary schools as applied to Mntgonery
County, which neant factoring out the special education classes,

wor ked pretty well.

Dr. Fisher explained that at secondary schools where they had a | arge
speci al needs program such as a | arge ESOL center or a | arge

vocati onal wi ng, these posed special progranms. They had to nake sone
adjustnment in the forrmula or make some kind of facility

nodi fications. Ms. Slye asked how the special educationa
initiatives plan worked into this. She asked if they were noving
nmore in the direction of nore special prograns in the school s rather
than fewer and, if so, would they make a formula adjustnment. Dr.
Cody replied that in the special education initiatives they expected
some shifting of progranms, but they did not anticipate much grow h.
However, this would not change the fornula. It seened to Ms. Slye

t hey woul d have an annual update based on programmatic use. She
asked what they did at the secondary level with the special use roons
such as a shop room Dr. Fisher replied that this was a teaching
station. The formula was based on a 25 to 1 average, but an

el ectroni cs shop m ght be used by 15 or 20 students, but offsetting
that would be a nusic roomw th space for 60 students.

Ms. Slye stated that numerically she understood it, but
programmatically she had problens with the fact that the spaces were
not interchangeable. Dr. Fisher said that Paint Branch had a w ng
whi ch provided for nore space for that part of the programthan the
enrol |l ment of the school called for. Therefore, the school was not

i n bal ance programmatically, but in the specifications they had
witten for Paint Branch they had brought the other classroons into
bal ance. He said that when they put the whol e programtogether it
woul d aver age out.

It seemed to M. Ewing that unless they built in some kind of

mechani sminto the forrmula for special needs progranms, they would end
up with a result like that they faced at Ei nstein when the speci al
program was pushed asi de when enrollnent in the regular programrose.
He thought they should try to avoid that and pointed out that when
they had | arge nmasses of spaces assigned to sonmething |ike vocationa
education they would be less likely to convert these spaces. If they
knew t hey had a continuing proportion of their student body in
speci al education, he wondered why they couldn't build facilities at
the secondary level to arrange for special spaces as they did for art
and nusic at the elenentary level. Dr. Cody did not know whet her
this was part of the plans for the two new high schools. One way
woul d be to handle it with sone kind of programrelated formula for



each high school, and the other way was to come up with guidelines
for the prograns they were going to put in each high school. If the
school becane overcrowded, they should not nove special needs
students out. He agreed that staff would | ook at that part of the
fornmul a again.

Ms. Praisner said it al nost seenmed they were asking how nuch of the
capacity of a building should be set aside for special prograns at

the secondary | evel. She had asked about their goal for clustering
speci al education prograns and what was the bal ance of regul ar and
special enrollnent. It seened to her that if they had a goal or an

objective they could build it into the planning for the buildings.
She appreciated the information staff had obtained from ot her
counti es which indicated Montgomery County was not unique in | ooking
for a fornula. COher counties had identified that 30 to 1 was not an
appropriate kind of planning process. One paper indicated that Anne
Arundel and Howard were trying to get the state to change its
formula, and she asked if staff would check into this.

Dr. Shoenberg thought that the decision on the high school was right
and that special education prograns could be done outside the
formula. For that reason, he |liked the new suggestions for the

el ementary fornula because it did not involve themin two separate
ways of setting capacity. He was still concerned about the timng of
the phase in of a different facilities calculation. There was a
guesti on of whether to use the new cal culation in considering the
Area 2 situation

Dr. Cody drew attention to the proposed use of the same nunbers for

el ementary as for the high schools which was intended to get to dea
wi th reduced class size that they were aimng for four and five years
fromnow. Use of a new fornula did not nean that schools were going
to be overcrowded next fall. The fornula itself really did not
address ki ndergarten and that would have sone inpact. He hoped that

| ater they would have a nore precise notion of the inpact of going to
al | -day ki ndergarten.

M's. Praisner assuned the chair.

Re: A MOTION BY DR SHOENBERG TO TABLE THE
PROPOSED RESOLUTI ON ON SUBDI VI SI ON
REVI EW METHODOLOGY ( APFO REVI EW
( FAI LED)

A nmotion by Dr. Shoenberg to table the proposed resol ution on
subdi vi si on revi ew net hodol ogy failed with Ms. Praisner, Dr.
Shoenberg, Ms. Slye, and (M. Foubert) voting in the affirmative;
M. Ewing and Dr. Floyd voting in the negative

Dr. Shoenberg assuned the chair.

Re: SUBDI VI SI ON REVI EW METHODOLOGY

M. Ew ng noved and Dr. Floyd seconded the foll ow ng:



WHEREAS, The Board of Education has worked with the Montgonery County
Pl anni ng Board and speci al |nteragency Task Force on the Adequate
Public Facilities Odinance to devel op a nethod of assessing schoo
space in the review of subdivisions; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Education has reached agreenent on certain
aspects of this nmethodol ogy that put it in conformance with

obj ectives of the MCPS Long-range Educational Facilities Planning
Pol i cy, adopted by the Board of Education on Cctober 11, 1983; and

WHEREAS, Comments of the county executive have been received and
consi dered by the Board; and

WHEREAS, MCPS pl anning staff is instructed to work out the
expedi tious inplenentati on of the nethodol ogy with MCPS and M NCPPC
staff; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the mnet hodol ogy sunmari zed on the attachment be
applied to the review and conment on subdivi sion applications before
t he Montgonmery County Pl anning Board; and be it further

Resol ved, That the County Council, county executive, and
Maryl and- Nati onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng Conm ssion be nmade aware
of this action.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 389-85 Re: PCOSTPONEMENT OF PROPOSED RESOLUTI ON ON
SUBDI VI SI ON REVI EW METHODOLOGY

On notion of M. Ew ng seconded by Dr. Floyd, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the proposed resol ution on subdivision review
met hodol ogy be postponed until the evening nmeeting in August with the
proviso that the Board informthe Planning Board of this action

Re: TITLE I X I NI TI ATI VES

Dr. Shoenberg reported that they had a set of recommendations from
t he superintendent and staff on response to concerns that had been
rai sed over a considerable period of tinme by the Title | X advisory
comm ttee.

Dr. Cody said that this represented a desire on their part to el evate
a formal statenent of objectives they had concerning sex equity which
was broader than the definition of Title I X issues. The docunent
represented a series of devel opnents involving different nenbers of
the staff throughout the school system After review by the senior
staff, Dr. Miir had put the docunent together. They recognized there
were many probl ens concerning sex equity in the society at |arge and
in the school system It was for a set of objectives to have the
nost general inpact on the school system He was convinced that to
try to take on everything everyone could think of would lead to a

di ssipation of effort. They believed that career options for



students were key to problens in society. They believed students
shoul d be enrolled in certain math and sci ence courses and vocati ona
courses. The perception of career roles could also be attended to by
t he enpl oynent of certain people in the school system

Dr. Cody that the school system had been attending to many concerns
and recogni zed that a |l ot of progress had been nmade. He called
attention to the appoi ntment of women to key positions in

adm ni stration and as supervisors in transportation. In ternms of
enroll ment of girls in certain math and sci ence courses, the
enrol | ment was the same but there was sone inequity in the very
advanced courses. It was their belief that these areas needed to be
targeted on and elevated to the | evel of specific objectives. He
hoped that the Board woul d adopt these as their objectives at a
future neeting.

Dr. Shoenberg suggested that they begin wth science/ math/conputer
first and then turn to vocational education and enpl oynment. Ms.
Slye noted that the discrepancy in the SAT score differential

remai ned great. She inquired about national trends about the
differential, and Dr. Miir replied that the pattern nationally was
the sane as it was here. Ms. Slye said a relatively high nunber of
femal e students tended to take SATs and conbined with the | ow
enrol l ment in higher |level math courses this mght produce this
result artificially. She again requested information on the nationa
trend. She noted that on attachnment 1 the renmark was nade that
femal es whether enrolled in | ower or higher percentages than males in
advanced courses received proportionally nore A's in all courses but
one. Yet female students had the differentiated test scores. She
asked about testing anxiety. She said they did not do a very good
job for providing an environnent that encouraged fenmal e students to
take risks in the same proportion that nmale students did. Mle
students were willing to take a "C', but fenmal e students entered the
course only when they could cone out with a high mark. She knew t hat
these were attitudinal issues and difficult to solve. She
appreciated the effort that had gone into this because it pointed up
areas where they had roomfor inprovenents. She thought the two
targeted areas were good places to begin. She recalled that when

t hey di scussed the honors program she had requested that those
statistics be broken out by nmale and femal e participation

M. Ew ng thought that the two objectives were well stated and well
defined. Carrying through on these as planned shoul d give them good
i ndicators as to how well they were doing. He said they had sone

out come neasures which were quantitative, and he woul d hope that when
t hey had gone far enough into this process to have sone data that
they also begin to inquire as to why if there still remained sone

di screpancies. They al so needed to know why they were maki ng
progress so that they could build on any successes. Dr. Mir
explained that it was their intention to get at that concern. They
needed to get into the data and find out a lot of specifics. M.

Ewi ng commented that they could be doing all those activities and not
be fully aware of why they were succeeding or why they were failing.
Dr. Cody stated that they had set as one of their objectives the



femal e scores on the math portion of the SAT rising to the point
where there were no statistical differences between the sexes. M.
WIlliamdark said that about 54 percent of girls took the SAT and 46
percent of the boys. Dr. Cody said they did not know the answer as
to how much of that accounted for the difference in the nean score.

Dr. Shoenberg remarked that the understanding of these differences
was at such a primtive state that one hesitated to ask for answers.
One article mght suggest that there were biol ogical differences

bet ween nen and wonen that accounted for sone of these differences in
performance, and there were articles refuting that. He said that
ever since the SAT had been given, wonen had scored on the average 50
poi nts bel ow nmen on the math portion. Over the years attitudes about
what was appropriate for mal es and what was appropriate for fenales
had changed, but the 50 percent difference was still there. He
comented that that was no reason to back off the effort.

M's. Praisner said she had highlighted many of the itens raised by
Ms. Slye. She granted that there was |imted know edge of the
factors at play here. She thought it would be useful to know what
had been witten and what other school systens had determ ned were
successful factors or not successful factors. She was struck by al
of the activities dealing with staff menbers, but little discussion
with the students thenselves as to why they chose not to enroll or
why they chose not to take the SAT or math courses. It seened to her
that students were a resource that they had not used, and they m ght
be able to get at sone understandi ng of the dynam cs invol ved when a
student decided not to go to Edison. She noted that nost of this was
directed at the high school Ievel, and she thought sone of these
activities had to be focused at the sixth, seventh, and eighth
graders. For exanple, she did not know how many JI M school s had
career days, and there mght be activities at the |evels where they
could build the strategy to address the kind of successes that they
wanted. |If students did not have an opportunity to go to the Edi son
Center and see the prograns or to take the prelimnary courses, they
woul d not be able to enroll when the tinme cane, |et alone be
interested in and willing to enroll. She thought they were on target
in identifying these few goals and working on them but she was
concer ned about nore student involvenent in the whol e process.

Ms. Slye recalled that Dr. Carricato had given themthe results of a
very interesting study done with eighth and tenth graders. There was
a wi de range of student preferences expressed by both boys and girls,
and she wondered what they could do to help a few nore of those
students exercise those choices. The interest was there, but
somewhere they had a chink in the process between what the students
saw t hensel ves as wishing to do and what either they had tinme for or
what the school systemcould facilitate effectively. This was

somet hing she would like to know nore about. She said they had to
deal with the reality that they m ght be tal king about SAT scores,
but two-thirds of the women woul d have to support thenselves and a
famly at some point in their lives. The SAT scores were a wonman's
ticket into a self-sustaining life. |If a wonmen had i nadequate
preparation for the marketplace, her children would be at risk.

Dr. Shoenberg said he would like to talk about attitudinal problens



on the part of staff that students encountered. There were probl ens
of patronization and suggestions that wonmen were not clearly up to
the men. He thought that this conscious-raising was in the TESA
problem \ile they had thought of TESA as addressing mnority
concerns, it just as forcefully addressed concerns of wonen about

t eacher responses to them

Dr. Floyd said that part of the information in the paper showed that
they had been tracking this over a six or seven year period of tine
and that they were still experiencing some differences in SAT and
other test data. He hoped that they would not go off on sone
tangents of sone presuned causal relationships to explain this

di fference. He thought they had to use sonme commopn sense approaches
to a lot of this. Men had been taking the SATs for 75 years and
there was an institutional nenory. He thought they really needed to
take a | ook at what they needed to be doing in order to set the
priority and make sure they had the enphasis on encouragi ng people to
get involved and | ook at what had happened in the last ten or fifteen
years where that had occurred. He was not tal king about SAT scores
per se but the greater society. He said they could not wait until
they had confirmed statistical evidence that told themthey were
absolutely certain that certain things caused certain things.

Dr. Shoenberg suggested they nove to the role nodel. He noted that
this was a discussion item but they expected to take sone formal
action in Septenber to endorse these initiatives. He said they would
be happy to hear from nenbers of the conmunity in the interim He
suggested that the Title I X conmttee be asked to comment before the
Board took acti on.

Dr. Cody said that this section had several parts to it including
appoi nt nrent of wonen in adm nistration and in maintenance. They had
procedural requirenents for appointnments which was really a seniority
system but in addition they recognized the guidelines of their
agreement with MCCSSE al |l owed themto take training as well as
experience into account. They wanted to plug in training roles. One
of their attorneys had advised themthey would be guilty of reverse
discrimnation if they went ahead with their original plan of
reserving positions for wonen only. Now these training positions
woul d be open to all enployees, but through a recruiting effort they
woul d expect a nunber of the training positions would be occupi ed by
worren who woul d then go into permanent positions in these areas. In
subsequent years they hoped to have nore such positions. In

addi tion, they woul d have increasingly aggressive recruiting

techni ques for all positions.

Dr. Shoenberg understood MCCSSE s expressed concerns about certain
principles that were established in the Agreement. On the other
hand, they needed MCCSSE s cooperation in order to attack this whole
problem \ere there were ways of dealing with this probl emthat
were not in violation of the agreenent, MCCSSE needed to be creative
in helping MCPS to deal with those problens. M. Ewing recalled that
in the past MCCSSE had given strong support to Title I X initiatives.
As he understood it, the concern was with the training program and
the permanent status granted after the program He suggested they



m ght want to nodify the |anguage to state the trai nees would be
eligible for permanent status. He realized this weakened the
commitment, but it mght encourage MCCSSE to understand MCPS was not
taking an action to underm ne the contract. He thought the notion of
setting aside sone training positions into which they woul d nmake
efforts to recruit fermal es was a very good i dea.

Dr. Shoenberg thanked staff and indicated that the Board woul d take
formal action in Septenber. M. Ew ng asked that the paper be sent
tothe Title I X conmttee for their conment and reaction

Re: BQARD POLI CY ON PUBLI C HEARI NGS

M. Ew ng pointed out that the Board had a different process for the
facilities plan; however, this was not referenced in this docunent.
Concern was rai sed over many people signing up and stating the sanme
thing. M. Fess suggested that the purpose of the hearings be

rei nforced and the public be encouraged to consolidate testinony.

Re: BQOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

1. M. BEwing noted that the July 30 report on progress bei ng nade by
mnority students showed that, while progress was not uniform on the
objectives set for Priority 2 a substantial anmount of progress had
occurred. He thought that staff and students should be comended for
t hat progress.

2. M. Ewing called attention to the report on suspension data, and
noted there had been a nunber of stories in the nedia about that
data. For several years running they had had newspaper coment that
sai d school officials were unable to explain why the high rate of
suspensi on of black students continued. This nmade it appear they
were totally baffled by the whole affair which was not true. He was
concerned that they had not attenpted to begin any fundanenta
inquiry into why it was they continued to get this disproportionate
rate of suspension. He hoped that they would start sone kind of
inquiry into "why" which meant the exam nation of cases in a
systematic way. He urged the superintendent to start a research
inquiry. Dr. Cody agreed and indicated that they had done sone
exam nation |ast year. Four or five years ago there was an
exam nation, case by case. This showed the the suspensions were
justified under policy, but it did not ask why the incident happened
inthe first place. He intended to ask DEA to analyze the literature
in this whole area which would probably |lead to basic research in
this area. Ms. Praisner thought that the research should include
guestions about the climate of the school. She appreciated receiving
progress reports on the priorities as well as the TESA i nformati on
They had received sonme material on student participation in
non-at hl etic extracurricular activities. She inquired about the
extent to which students who were suspended were al so the students
who were not participating in activities afterschool

3. M. Ewing recalled that sone years ago he had introduced a
resol ution on a policy regardi ng purchasing frommnority vendors,
and he was requesting a copy of that resolution. The Board had



committed itself to progress in that area. He inquired about
progress in inplenmenting the policy and information about where they
were now and any need to revise the policy. M. Richard Fazakerl ey
gave a brief overview of the status of the policy and indicated that
he woul d supply this information to the Board in witing.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 390- 85 Re: EXECUTI VE SESSI ON - AUGUST 26, 1985

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

WHEREAS, The Board of Education of Montgonmery County is authorized by
Article 76A, Section 11(A) of the ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND to
conduct certain of its nmeetings in executive closed session; now
therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education of Mntgonery County hereby
conduct its neeting in executive closed session begi nning on August
26, 1985, at 7:30 p.m to discuss, consider, deliberate, and/or

ot herwi se deci de the enpl oynent, assignment, appointnment, pronotion
denoti on, conpensation, discipline, renoval, or resignation of

enpl oyees, appointees, or officials over whomit has jurisdiction, or
any other personnel matter affecting one or nore particul ar

i ndividuals and to conmply with a specific constitutional, statutory
or judicially inposed requirenment protecting particul ar proceedi ngs
or matters form public disclosure as permtted under Article 76A,
Section 11(a) and that such neeting shall continue in executive

cl osed session until the conpletion of business.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 391-85 Re: RESOLUTI ON OF COMVENDATI ON FOR SCHOCLS
HONORED BY U. S. DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATI ON I N THE SECONDARY SCHOOL
RECOGNI TI ON PROGRAM - REDLAND M DDLE
PARKLAND JUNI OR AND WOOTTON HI GH SCHOOL

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr. Floyd
seconded by M. Foubert, the follow ng resoluti on was adopt ed
unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The United States Departnment of Education recognizes
out st andi ng secondary school s throughout the nation; and

WHEREAS, This year for the first time the State of Maryl and
participated in the program and

WHEREAS, Six Maryl and schools were recogni zed for their "steadfast
dedi cation to achieving excell ence and surnounting obstacles"; and

WHEREAS, Three Montgonery County secondary schools were so honored;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That the nenbers of the Board of Education extend



congratul ations to the staff and students of Redl and M ddl e School,
Par kl and Juni or Hi gh School, and Thomas S. Wotton Hi gh School for
their recognition by the United States Departnent of Education as

out st andi ng secondary school s; and be it further

Resol ved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the principals of
Redl and M ddl e, Parkl and Juni or, and Wotton H gh School s.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 392-85 Re: ETH CS PANEL MEMBERSHI P

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Ms. Slye, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

WHEREAS, The Board of Education adopted Resol ution NO 162-84 which
appoi nted three nmenbers to the Ethics Panel; and

WHEREAS, M's. Elizabeth Spencer has resigned fromthe Ethics Panel;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That Dr. Adele H. Liskov be appointed to conplete the
remai ni ng one year termfrom August 13, 1985, to Septenber 1, 1986.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 393-85 Re: M NUTES OF MAY 23 and MAY 28, 1985

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

Prai sner seconded by Ms. Slye, the follow ng resolution was adopted
unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the m nutes of May 23 and May 28, 1985, be approved.
RESOLUTI ON NO. 394-85 Re: BCE APPEAL NO. 85-9 (STUDENT TRANSFER)

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education dism ss BOE Appeal No. 85-9.
RESOLUTI ON NO. 395-85 RE: BCE APPEAL NO. 85-12 (STUDENT TRANSFER)

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education affirmthe decision of the
superintendent in BOE Appeal No. 85-12.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 396- 85 RE: BCE APPEAL NO 85-13 ( STUDENT TRANSFER)

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education dism ss BOE Appeal No. 85-13.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 397-85 Re: BCE APPEAL NO 85-14 ( STUDENT TRANSFER)



On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education dism ss BOE Appeal No. 85-14.
RESOLUTI ON NO. 398-85 Re: BCE APPEAL NO. 85-15 (STUDENT TRANSFER)

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education remand BOE Appeal No. 85-15 to
t he superi nt endent.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 399-85 Re: BCE APPEAL NO 85-18 (PROFESSI ONAL)

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That BOE Appeal No. 85-18 be referred to a hearing
exam ner.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 400- 85 Re: SEH 1-85

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board affirmthe decision of the superintendent in
SEH 1- 85.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 401-85 Re: SEH 2-85

On notion of Ms. Praisner seconded by Dr. Floyd, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board affirmthe decision of the superintendent in
SEH 2- 85.

Re:  NEW BUSI NESS
M's. Praisner noved and M. Ew ng seconded a notion that the Board of
Educati on consi der requesting of the County Council and county
executive, given their interest in increased access to day care, that
t hey provide funding for day care space in school construction
proj ects.

Re: | TEM5S OF | NFORMATI ON

Board nmenbers received the following itens of information:

[

Items in Process

Construction Progress Report

3. Volunteer Services for the Elderly: A Project of the Departnent
of Career and Vocational Education in Cooperation with the
Housi ng Qpportunities Conmm ssion

N



4. Educational Specifications for the New East Germant own
El ementary Schoo

5. Educational Specifications for the New Darnest own/ Travil ah
El ementary Schoo

6. Report on the Managenment and Control of the Furniture and
Equi pnent I nventory System

7. Suspension Data for 1984-85

Re: RECESS
The Board adjourned for dinner from5:40 to 8 p. m
Re: REPORT OF THE AREA 2 TASK FORCE

Dr. Shoenberg thanked the nenbers of the task force for their effort
in preparing their report. The Board would give the report serious
consi deration, and he thanked G nny MIller for chairing the

comm ttee.

Ms. MIller thanked the Area 2 staff and, in particular, cited Pat
Dowl i ng who had typed the report. She said that the task force saw
Area 2 problens as |ong standi ng and conpounded by school closures
five or six years ago. They felt that there were soneti nes known as
the "easy" area because they had a majority of academ c students, but
they did not think this was true. She thanked Dr. Shekl etski for
better comunication and for providing sone stability in the past
couple of years. She said that they were asking for resources, and
they were | ooking forward to the Area 2 facility review. There were
many wonderful opportunities in Area 2 schools, and they appreciated
all the teachers, all the adm nistrators, and all the support staff.
They offered the task force report along with praise for the good

t hi ngs that were happening in Area 2 schools. However, they would
like to inprove on the good systemthey thought they already had.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that there were a nunber of recommendati ons

whi ch m ght have energed froma task force in the other

adm ni strative areas. He asked if they m ght begin the discussion by
poi nting out those reconmendations that intuitively seemed to themto
be problens special to Area 2. Ms. Mller felt that the average
student in Area 2 schools needed a nore conprehensive program They
t hought they had many average students who needed to be nore

stinmul ated and needed to have a stronger program There were sone
very bright students who were lunped into a curriculumthat did not
al ways neet their needs. They had honors courses, prograns for the
gifted and tal ented, and special education, but they did have a very
large group in the mddle that seenmed to be sitting there and not
getting as much stinmulation as they coul d.

Ms. Vicki Bowers stated that Area 2 was a pilot area for the

| earning disabilities project, and in that effort a ot of children
who used to be coded "Il earning disabled" were not now coded alt hough
they did have bonafi de educati onal needs. That neant that the
resources from speci al education for these students dropped off, but
these children still had needs. They were concerned that in the
effort to nore closely identify |learning disabled students, which



t hey appl auded, that all students with extraordi nary educationa
needs received the help and resources they needed whether they had a
| abel or not.

M. Armand Checker remarked that there was a pervasive fear that
schools were going to close once again as well as a fear of
overcrowded schools. Both of these got in the way of parents' views
that this was a good educational system Parents felt there was
goi ng to be change and upheaval in the educational process.

In regard to the average student, Dr. Shoenberg said they had heard
the sane issue raised in other areas. He asked about the evidence on
whi ch they had based their conclusion: parent opinion, objective

i ndicators, or student opinion. Ms. Mller replied that it was
parent and student opinion. She asked about choices for a student
when that student was not selected for the honors courses. There was
nothing in the mddle which was as stinmulating as it could be. They
had a system where the tail wagged the dog because they had so many
needs and so many special progranms they had to have. Ms. Bowers
stated that the programcomittee had | ooked at the report of the
readi ng study. The K to 8 popul ati on gave them cause for concern for
the students in the | ow readi ng groups who were not getting the

MCPS- Boar d approved curriculum These students were receiving the
ol d basal approach and were not receiving the enriched instruction in
the instructional prograns in reading and | anguage arts. The
children knew that they were not expected to do as nuch, and it was a
sel f-perpetuating cycle. Teachers did not expect the students to
conprehend; therefore, the students were not taught conprehension. A
| ot of parents were concerned about this. Dr. Shoenberg asked if
this seenmed to be across the board or in some schools and not in
others. Ms. Bowers replied that they did not nmake an effort to
separate schools and eval uate programin an individual school
Therefore, they kept a lot of their sources confidenti al

In regard to the honors program Ms. Praisner asked to go back to
the perception that if one were not in the honors courses you were in
a lesser level class. There was the suggestion that one could beef
up that programif the program needed beefing up. Where there was
sel f-sel ection or a narrowi ng because of course requirenents, they
woul d not have the whol e pool of students available in this class.
The assunption was that the way to resolve this was to beef up the
average program and she wondered if they had expl ored any other
alternatives. She asked if they had some reconmendati ons as far as
the honors program Ms. MIller replied that they had addressed the
honors programin their report. Some schools felt that students
shoul d be dropped froman honors course if they got a C. Ms.

Prai sner expl ai ned that she was tal king about the content. Ms.

Mari an Long stated that one of the major concerns about the average
cl asses seened to be the size of the classes. This contributed to
the perception that there were too many students with too nmany
varying abilities to be served adequately in the m ddl e cl asses.

Most of the criticismcentered on English and social studies which
were areas that were not necessarily self-selected. One of the
teachers nentioned that one school had different levels in the mddle
groupi ng whi ch other schools did not have. Dr. Shoenberg asked



whet her they had a sense of how many school s had additional |evels of
groups. Dr. Shekletski replied that basically they had the honors
section, the average section, and the section for students with
speci al needs. On the problemof the 6-7-8 stanine students, the
perception he got from parents was that the honors program dictated
what happened to the rest of the students. Parents felt that the
above- aver age student was capabl e of doi ng nmany of the program
activities which were earmarked for the honors students, but their
children did not receive this because they were not in the honors
cour ses.

Ms. Bowers said that a | ot of concern about honors did not
necessarily relate to the curriculum It related to strategies for
teaching. For instance, students in honors courses did sem nar work
whi ch was nmuch nore interesting than doing a book report. She said
that there were a | ot of good teachers in Area 2, but a lot of this
was parent perception. She felt there was a need to get good

i nformati on about schools out to the parents.

M's. Praisner asked if any attenpt was nade to verify the validity of
the conments. Ms. Mller replied that this was about as hard to
pi npoi nt as the old discussion about class size. They were asking
the teacher with the mddle |Ievel group to teach many | evels, and the
honors teacher had a honbgeneous class. They were saying they had
this average class with students at different |evels which was a nmuch

nmore challenging class to the teacher. It was their perception that
the teacher taught to the mddle level in this average class. Ms.
Prai sner agreed that this was hard to verify. 1In regard to Dr.

Shekl et ski's comment on 6-8 stani ne grouping, she said that this was
not a wi de range and seened to be a reasonable kind of grouping to
talk about. There m ght be a perception that the range was wi der
than that, and they needed to address the accuracy of this. Dr.
Shekl et ski commented that in many schools in Area 2 the average

cl asses consisted of 6-7-8 stanine students. A student with speci al
needs woul d be a stanine 5 student, and schools used alternative
staffing to provide special support for those kinds of students.

M's. Pam Roddy remarked that if they | ooked at class sizes, the
honors cl asses were often the | argest classes which was a Catch 22
because many students wanted to be in honors, and they had the debate
about limting those classes. Ms. Praisner noted that this was true
count ywi de.

In regard to class size, Ms. Slye asked whether class size itself
was a problemor was it class size surrounded by the activity of
trying to get into the upper |level classes, or both. Ms. Long
replied that it was probably both. Dr. Shekletski remarked that when
t hey tal ked about cl ass sizes and students in need, Area 2 probably
got fewer teachers for the di sadvantaged because of the criteria by
which they were allocated. Yet in many schools, they tended to keep
those cl ass sizes snaller which created | arger classes for the higher
ability student.

M's. Bowers had problens in dealing with students in ternms of
st ani nes because students tested differently in different areas.



They were tal king | abels, and these were not nunbers that fit into a
box. They were tal king about children with a wide variety of needs
and abilities.

Ms. Slye asked whether it was their inplication that there was no
conpensatory help for students because of the state | earning
disabilities project. Ms. Bowers replied that it was. She said
that fromthe beginning of this project that had been a concern anong
schools. Wile it was good to have a feel for the needs of the
child, it did not do any good to know that the child needed X-nunber
of hours of service and that the service was not provided. This
meant that the principals had to do sonme juggling to provide
resources to neet the needs of those students. Ms. MIler added
that |abels were put on by the school system They were addressing a
group of students with high ability who had not made the honors
program but were still very capable. Ms. Bowers commented that the
danger of |abels was that expectations went with them

Ms. Slye asked if they had found schools that did deal effectively
with those students. Ms. MIler replied that Churchill did have a
program where the school worked with students of high ability who
were not performing to the level of that ability.

Ms. Praisner recalled that in tal king about the special education
initiatives she had asked sone questions about the LD program and the
Board had rai sed that concern about inplications of the programthat
had not really been identified.

M. Ew ng thought the report was excellent and very hel pful. He
remarked that it was overwhelmng in ternms of the nunbers of
recomendati ons and asked that the committee help the Board sort out
the critical first steps the Board should focus on. It occurred to
himthat there were two kinds of issues at least in terns of
instruction. One of those was to provide the resources to reduce
bot h average cl ass size and oversized classes. The second was to
deal with the issue of differentiated instruction/resources for al
students. Those seenmed to himto be critical steps in the
instructional area for the Board to address. He noted that one of
the items on the Board' s earlier agenda focused on what the Board and
school system nmight be doing as a long-termstrategy for reducing

cl ass si ze.

Ms. MIller remarked that class size was an issue. They had used a
maxi mum cl ass size of 28; however, by the end of the school year that
figure was usually larger. Then they had an honors class of 35 or a
conbination third-fourth grade with 30 students. She said that
averagi ng the classes was crucial to every level, but they had |arge
classes in some grades and small classes in others. They should | ook
not at the average but at the individual class size.

Ms. Bowers stated that there were other priorities. These were
staff training, students |eaving ESOL before they were ready to
function in the regul ar classroom and the use of criterion
referenced tests. These tests were designed to be used as an



instrument for planning instruction and were now given at the end of
the year for accountability. They felt very strongly that these
tests should be returned to their original purpose and not used for
accountability. In addition, a lot of people thought that too much
time was spent on testing and that the results fromtests were not

al ways useful in planning instruction. Dr. Shoenberg renarked that
one of the things that was demanded of them were the average test
scores for the school, and those peopl e conparing schools seened to
put a lot of faith in those scores. The Board did not put nuch faith
inthemat all as a determ nant of school quality. |If people were
sayi ng what Ms. Bowers had suggested, it mght enable themto stop
doi ng sonme things with these test scores. Ms. Bowers explai ned that
she was not tal ki ng about the nationally nornmed tests because these
were nmandated by the state. However, she felt that the m suse of

t hose far outwei ghed the usefulness of them Ms. MIler explained
that Area 2 parents did want to see results and were concerned about
havi ng sonme gui del i nes.

Ms. Slye said it was her interpretation that they tested to eval uate
the child' s needs and should not test in a vacuumat the end of the
year. Ms. Bowers conmented that this was especially true with the
CRTs whi ch had been devel oped wi thin Montgonery County for the

Mont gonmery County curriculum The national tests measured things
that mght or mght not be highlighted in the MCPS curriculum She
said they had to give careful consideration to the use of the CRTs,
and teachers needed to know how to read these results and how to use
them Dr. Cody asked if they woul d consider sone variation in which
the CRT itens were used during the year for diagnostic and

i nstructional purposes and then some version used at the end of the
year for a systemw de or school wi de assessnment. He pointed out that
what they had was the California Achi evenment Test which did not
necessarily address the curriculum He felt that they needed a

conbi nati on of both. Ms. Bowers reported that sonme years ago there
was sonme talk that the State of Maryland woul d | ook at the Montgonery
County CRTs and use them as a neasure; however, this never
materialized. She said that the public at large had a | ot of nunbers
as far as tests were concerned, but they did not have a | ot of
sophi sti cati on about what the nunbers nmeant. Ms. Praisner did not
think that anyone at the table would disagree with Ms. Bowers.

M. Stephen Loeb stated that what they were saying about testing

varied fromschool to school. Sone principals handled it very well,
but some did encourage their folks to teach to the test as a way of
showi ng how wel |l the school was doing. It all tied back to a key

feature of the programconmittee report which was the area of
variability. Ms. Bowers said that the variation fromschool to
school in all areas was remarkable, and there were striking

di fferences between nei ghboring schools. They were concerned about
this although they did not want carbon copies in every school. They
t hought there should be some recogni zabl e pi eces and that they should
be able to wal k into any Montgonery County school and know t hat
students in that classroomwere getting the curriculum that the
teacher had been trained, and that the necessary resources were
there. They thought there should be sonme things recognizable from
school to school such as the information provided parents.



M. Ewing felt that this concern did cone across very clearly in the
report, and it was sonething they had heard about other schools. He
asked what the task force suggested as a renedy for that. M. Loeb
replied that they were struck by the span of control with the
associ at e superintendent as a general nmanager being responsible for
46 principals. Any mgjor corporation doing that would go bankrupt.
He suggested that they did have to reduce the span of control, and
one way m ght be to consider having five assistant superintendents
who would report to the associate and have a nore direct control over
the principals. It was the feeling of the task force that a | ot of
the variability was due to the individuality of the principals. Dr.
Shoenberg reported that this fall they would be discussing the role
of the area office. He pointed out that in recent years they had
gone fromsix areas, to five, and to three, which was partially in
response to the concerns of the public and the County Council about
"too much administration.” It had proven very hard for the public to
understand the rel ati onshi p between havi ng appropri ate supervision
and the quality of instruction.

M. Ew ng asked if the task force discussed the delicacy of the

bal ance between assuring that there was a conmon core on the one hand
and on the other hand assuring that principals had enough flexibility
both in staffing and in decision-making authority to deal with the
real variations in student ability. He felt that this bal ance had to

be achieved. |If they placed on the principal such tight restraints,
the result m ght be that the kind of people they all wanted to see as
principals -- creative, decision-naking people -- would be hobbl ed.

M's. Long replied that none of themwanted a cookie cutter schoo
system However, they did feel a better span of control would help,
not in forcing a principal to do sonething, but to provide nore

gui dance. For example, they found gross inequities in the

i npl enentation of gifted and talented prograns. In sone schools
there was not a fully inplenented program although parents had been
trying to have the school address this for years. She said that just
havi ng nore people to provide gui dance and havi ng soneone with nore
aut hority m ght encourage the weaker principals to get their act

t oget her.

M's. Bowers commented that one of the things that fed into this was
staff training. |If teachers got their training at 3 p.m after a
long day, it was not the sane as having the teachers receive training
in a well-thought-out day-long program She said that teachers
shoul d have the opportunity to be observed in their own classroons as
wel | as observe other teachers in their classroons. She comented
that there was another elenment to the whole equation which was the
parents. Each comunity needed to include in its equation of what
happened at the school not only the students, teachers, and

adm ni strative staff but also the parents who had, for instance, a
lot to say as to whether their children were coll ege bound. The Head
Start study said that children | ost the advantages of Head Start as

t hey progressed through school. That said to her the school system
needed to work with parents and there needed to be that partnership
with the school



Dr. Floyd comented that he was very interested in the discussion
about managenent variations and wanted to reread the report. He said
t hat when they consider the span of control that they ought not to
junp to conclusions too quickly that the way in which they fixed this
was to have nore assistant superintendents reporting to the

associ ate. They had one set of policies which the Board had adopted
and one set of adm nistrative guidelines which everyone was supposed
to follow. It mght be that they needed to take a conprehensive | ook
at what all these people were doing and find out how the policies
were being carried out and how the regul ati ons were bei ng nonitored.
Ms. MIler explained that they thought the other two areas should
have the same structure. They also realized there were area office
personnel who could be given newtitles and new qualifications, and
they were not suggesting hiring 20 nore people and putting themin
area offices.

Dr. Cody was glad that they brought the span of control issue forward
because there were alternate ways of dealing with this. Severa

weeks ago they had issued a request for proposals to go into this in
alittle nore depth, not only about the issue of span of control but
al so about the rel ationship between the central and area offices.
They had not issued a contract but hoped to have a report in tine to
consi der for next year's budget. The recommendations m ght not have
budget inplications, but they often used the budget to nmake

organi zati onal changes.

Dr. Floyd noted that this was the second of two significant reports
that had cone out about Area 2 in the past several weeks. He asked
whet her they saw any comon points between the task force report and
the staff report. Dr. Shoenberg said he was going to raise a sinilar
gquestion. In the task force report they saw a paradox of people
seeing too nmany students in sonme schools and too few in others.
Peopl e saw a need for change as long as they thensel ves did not

experi ence the change. He wondered if they had general guidance to
give to the Board w thout reference to specific schools. Ms. Mller
said the task force wanted | ong-range planning, and they wanted to be
kept inforned. The task force was not quite sure they could say
anything nore than that. The underenrolled schools wanted boundary
changes to get nore students, and the overenrolled schools wanted the
status quo because they m ght need those students in five years. It
was a parochial view They did not say anything as a task force
because they were trying to be careful with each other. Dr. Cody
expl ai ned that the docunment that went out early in the sumrer was a
product of discussions in the clusters in which a |lot of ideas were
raised. It was not a series of reconmendations. 1In a couple of
weeks he would be distributing his prelimnary recomrendati ons.

Ms. Mller said they had read about thousands of transfers under the
transfer policy. She was curious as to whether Areas 1 and 3 had the
same anount of transfers. They had some difficulty with the nunber
of transfers, but not those for legitinmate educational reasons and in
the best interest of the student. They were tal king about a transfer
request when a parent wanted to push a child into a school no matter
what. It seened to themthere were hours and hours of wasted tine



for the area staff in review ng these transfers.

M's. Praisner was not clear about the recommendati ons. The task
force seened to be saying that the area office was spending all this
time only to have the higher authority reverse it. She was not sure
about the statistics regarding reversals at the higher |evel and

t hought the Board should see these figures. She did know about the
nunbers getting to the Board. The Board had di scussed the transfer
policy, and one bone of contention was the lack of information for
parents going into the process. They were finally devel opi ng

i nformati on sheets to go along with the transfer request so that
parents woul d understand the process. She requested staff to supply
i nformati on about decisions being overturned. Dr. Cody replied that
| ast year it was about half. Ms. MIler explained that they were
tal ki ng about the hard core people who knew how to get around the
school system The task force had been told these requests were

al ways approved because staff did not want themto get to the Board.
M's. Praisner explained that the Board had tightened up on the
transfer process, and the policy now clearly stated that at each

| evel there would have to be an additional request for transfer. In
additi on over the years they had nore and nore schools closed to
transfer, and an appeal went into effect when a school was closed to
transfer. Dr. Cody said that an alternative was to |let the appea
stop at the area office, but Ms. Praisner pointed out that there had
to be an appeal to the Board. Ms. MIller said that often the area
office did not receive information when an appeal was granted, and
the rules changed. Dr. Cody agreed that there were some real and
percei ved problenms. They now had one person handling the appeal s at
the central office, and all the decisions were conmunicated to the
area office.

Ms. Bowers stated that one of the frustrations with the transfer
policy was the perception that there were Cadillac high schools and
Chevy high schools, and no one wanted their child to go to a nediocre
school. This was a problemthat had to do with educating the public.

M. Ewing recalled that one of the things that the Board considered
was a proposal to change the transfer policy in ternms of its basic
presunption. At present the presunption was that everyone may
transfer unless, and the unless categories were several in nunber.
Anot her way to deal with the transfer policy was to state a different
presunption. That presunption would be that everyone goes to his or
her home school and there nust be a finding of a legitimte reason to
transfer. This would create a very different set of expectations,

but the Board had not done anything with that yet. He thought it
woul d need to be acconpanied by efforts to deal with the perceptions
that there were widely varying levels or qualities of schools and
variations in program The variation in programwas real. For
exanpl e, for eleven years one high school principal firmy and
successfully resisted the inplenentati on of a program mandated by the
state Board of Education and by this school board. He thought the
variability issue did contribute to the perceptions on the part of
the public as to differing quality.



Dr. Shoenberg stated that one of the advantages of having a

mul ti-school systemwas to have sone variability anmong schools so

t hat peopl e had sonme choice. He said they ought to begin with the
presunption that people could, within reasonable limts, nake a
choice within those different styles of school. The degree to which
that was true was anot her question. What they had been di scussing
was a question of considerable debate about centralized control and

| ocal autonony and why they had a county school system at all

M's. Bowers noted that all people did not have access to transfers
because there were schools that were closed. She suggested that
perhaps the policy itself needed to be exam ned. People w thout

| awyers and without expertise about the school systemdid not have
the sane access to the transfer nechani smas everyone el se.

M. Checker said that he wanted to get back to the question of what
was uni que about Area 2. He knew that the majority of the PTAs did
not represent all the people, but people kept saying that if it took
nmore noney to fix it they were willing to spend nore noney to bring
the schools up to the standards they wanted. Dr. Shoenberg said that
within reasonable limts they had had good cooperation fromthe
county executive and the County Council. They had had about a 10
percent increase in the budget |ast year, but a lot of that had to do
with increases in size and increases in salaries. He thought there
were limts beyond which those providing the funding were not willing
to go without an awful |ot of encouragenent and support. For
exanple, if the Board proposed an increase in the budget of $60
mllion which would fix sonme of the things they were concerned about,
that figure itself would have a psychol ogi cal effect. For hinself,
he said there were certain kinds of intuitive limts on budget

i ncreases. This norning they had tal ked about sone of the things
they would like to do programmatically. There were some things that
the space in the physical plant would not allow themto do except
over a very long period of time because the resources of the county
for funding capital inprovenents were really pushed very hard. For
exanpl e, they did not have space in which to put extra teachers for
such things as all-day kindergarten. He rem nded themthat only
about 30 percent of the famlies in the county had children in the
public school s.

M. Ewing did not disagree with that, but he thought that while they
did well with the county executive and the County Council they al so
were required to go through a certain kind of msery in order to
arrive at that good result. The Council did hear froma |lot a people
the Board of Education did not hear as much from such as the
Taxpayers League and people on fixed incomes. He thought the Board
did hear from people all over the county who wanted to i nprove the
quality of the public schools, and the Board had been able to push
pretty hard. He recalled that they had gone through a period during
whi ch the Board was faced with declining enrollnent and with
pressures fromthe Council and the executive to close schools and
reduce ot her expenditures. The Board at that juncture over a good
many obj ections, including his, made a ot of cuts including the

cut back on the area offices. He said that they were just now

begi nning to recover from sone of those reductions. They had not
built enough upcounty and had cl osed too nmany school s whi ch neant



they had a lot of catch-up to do on capital projects. They were
trying to do that and were bunping up against the ceiling on bondi ng
capacity. Last year's 10 percent increase in the budget was double
the rate of inflation and the biggest percent increase of any unit of
the county government. This was true for the capital budget as well
whil e the county cut back on a |lot of other capital inprovenents.
Ms. Mller said that they had tried to address capital issues but
coul d not because the | ast update of the ratings of buildings was
1979. There was a great concern in the Area 2 schools about the
condition and upkeep of schools as well as equi pnment probl ens and
del ayed renpdeling. She did not think that anyone was addressing the
wear and tear on these buil di ngs which were used by the conmunity.
Not hi ng was bei ng put back into the buildings with heavy community
use. Ms. Praisner reported that through the ICB there were sone
funds com ng back to specific schools, but there had been a conti nu-
i ng expression by Board menbers to Council menbers regardi ng commun-
ity use of public buildings which had gone no further than comunity
use of public schools. The Board raised the issue of budget and

mai nt enance fromthe standpoint of the operating and capital budget
when they had di scussed renovation i ssues with the county executive
and the Council. The problemwas that the state, which had funding
responsibilities, had not spent any noney within the |last five years
except on new school construction and naj or renovati ons.

In response to a question about the acadeny, Dr. Shoenberg expl ai ned
that this was not funded. He said the superintendent would be
considering this and maki ng recomendati ons to the Board.

Ms. Lois WIlliams reported that the transportati on subconmttee had
surveyed parents and had heard al nost exclusively fromthe parents of
el ementary school students. She said that the first five recom
mendat i ons were an easy and inexpensive way of reducing a |lot of the
perceptions of Area 2 transportation probl ens.

Dr. Shoenberg thanked the task force for their efforts. He said that
the Board woul d continue to review the recommendati ons and woul d
conmuni cate with the task force as they did so. Ms. Bowers added
that there was sone dissatisfacti on about access to vocationa
prograns for Area 2 students and a | ack of know edge about what the
prograns were and how students could get into them There was also a
| ot of concern about students in alternative progranms and the fact
that there were nore students out there than there were problens.
They had seen a survey report of the 1983 graduating seniors, and it
occurred to themthat no one had done a survey of the students who
had dropped out.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 10 p. m
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