APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
46- 1989 Novenber 30, 1989

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Thur sday, Novenber 30, 1989, at 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Janes E. Cronin, President
in the Chair
Ms. Sharon Di Fonzo
M. Blair G BEw ng
M. Bruce A ol densohn
Ms. Catherine E. Hobbs
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner
Ms. Alison Serino
Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg

Absent: None

O hers Present: Dr. Harry Pitt, Superintendent of School s
Dr. Paul L. Vance, Deputy Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

#i ndi cat es student vote does not count and four votes are needed for
adopt i on.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 733-89 Re: BQOARD AGENDA - NOVEMBER 30, 1989

On notion of M. BEw ng seconded by Ms. Serino, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for Novenber
30, 1989, with the addition of an itemon a public hearing to discuss
a fourth adm nistrative area and adm ni strative reorgani zati on.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 734-89 Re: PUBLI C HEARI NG - ADM NI STRATI VE
REORGANI ZATI ON

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education establish a public hearing to
di scuss area and central office organization; and be it further

RESOLVED, That this public hearing will be limted to two hours of
testi nmony.

Re: M NORI TY STUDENT EDUCATI ON

Dr. Pitt stated that staff reactions to the committee report were
offered in a spirit of dialogue and did not represent fixed positions
on nost issues. Mny of the reconmendations of the conmttee
deserved continuing attention, further discussion, and future
actions.

Dr. Janmes Moone, chair of the advisory conmttee on minority student
education, thanked the Board for the second opportunity to di scuss



their annual report. He said that the 21 people on the conmttee had
put a lot of hours into the production of that particul ar docunent.
He praised Dr. Paul Scott and his staff who assisted in the
preparation of the report. There had been a trenmendous anount of
interest in the report including calls fromBaltinore County; Fairfax
County; Frederick County; Dallas, Texas; and St. Louis, Mssouri
People were interested in how the conmttee functioned to address the
needs of minority students. Tonight they would hear fromKeith
Prouty on student achi evenent and participation and Edgar CGonzal ez on
successful practices.

M. Prouty stated that they planned to review their recomendati ons
as set forth in the superintendent's response and ask each nenber of
the Board to respond with respect to his or her views on the issue,
the rel evance of the issue, and how the Board proposed to nove with
respect to that subject matter. The first issue dealt with early
chi l dhood training and education. It was crucial to themthat MCPS
begin to pioneer in that area. They were aware of a nunber of
prograns al ready underway in early chil dhood education. The question
to the Board was whether they believed that the paranmeters and the

| evel of confidence the student brought to the educational process
was devel oped in grades K through 3, and what was the Board willing
to do to provide that focus. He stated that it was in the early
years that the student's attitude toward educati on was shaped.

M. Prouty said that the second i ssue was the need to build a student
data base that nonitored students not only as statistics but as

i ndividuals. He asked the Board nenbers if they believed that
students be treated not as nunbers but as individuals whose
aspirations, needs, and concerns nust be treated on an individua
basis. The third recommendation dealt with ability grouping and
their findings that too often mnority students tend to be
stereotyped in terns of ability grouping and treated as a mnority
group rather than as individual students. He asked the Board if they
agreed that the nmessage nmust come fromthe Board to the staff that
teachers nust adjust their processes so that each student was treated
as an individual achiever.

The next issue was the need to strengthen and inprove the student
mentori ng program They knew there were nentoring prograns underway
in a nunber of schools and under a nunber of difference offices. He
asked the Board if they agreed that a nentoring programwas an
effective adjunct to help the younger student and the nentor as well.
The first issue was the need to devel op | eadi ng educati on indicators
to replace an overblown reliance on test scores. He asked the Board
to address the issue of criteria they thought were inportant in terns
of measuring progress on the part of individual students.

M. Prouty said the sixth issue was the question of retaining an
out si de expert to assess both nmanagenment and structure of MCPS with
respect to the mnority student education program He asked the
Board if they agreed that the advisory commttee ought to have an
active role in selecting and nonitoring the progress of this study.
He al so asked what neasures the Board was prepared to take now to



assure inplenentati on of the reconmendati ons of the study.

Ms. Phyllis Feldman stated that the next issue was testing, and
since they had started work on this two publications had conme out.
One was VISIONS OF A BETTER WAY, put out by the Center for Joint
Political Studies, and the other was the report of the Sondhei m
Conmi ssion. Both recommended criterion-referenced tests of sone kind
of curriculumlinked testing rather than the normreferenced tests
presently used for accountability. The subcommittee wanted to go
beyond standardi zed testing and | ook to rank in class, grade point
average, and grades. After reviewi ng the staff response, they had
guestions about the feasibility of using percentile ranks for
accountability and for using CRTs in the curriculum especially math
in grades 1 and 2. They would like to hear fromthe Board on the
whol e i ssue of testing.

In regard to issues 8, 9, and 10, Dr. Barbara WIlians stated that

of ten achi evenment and participation were linked. Very often mnority
students, especially black students, were not recognized with

school -based awards. It was not just those students who were
under achi evers, but those students who did well. Recognizing
students for their achievenments was inportant for the students and
for the coormunity. Schools made their own deci sions about who woul d
get awards, and very often the mnority community did not even know
about the awards program She had attended these cerenpnies and very
often the only awards received by mnority children were from
mnority organi zations. She noted that her son had just graduated
and al t hough he had the highest grade point average for any bl ack
mal e, he did not receive any award from Rockville H gh School. He
did receive a scholarship fromthe Carl Rowan program G ving awards
to mnority students provided a positive nmessage to other mnority

st udents.

In regard to the quality integrated education program Dr. WIIians
poi nted out that schools nmade a decision as to whether or not they
woul d have this program She felt that it was inportant that the
system say to principals that they woul d have this program She
asked how the Board felt about requiring certain prograns. The |ast
i ssue was greater participation of mnority students in non-athletic
extracurricular activities. Some principals made it clear they did
not steer mnority students to athletic activities, but athletic
coaches were trained to recogni ze athletic ability. She asked why
sponsors of non-athletic activities were not trained to recognize
academic and other abilities as well.

Dr. Cronin stated that he found nothing in the reports that he

di sagreed with in any way. For exanple, early chil dhood education
was critical to the way in which students |earned. He asked that the
Board di scuss early chil dhood educati on and what they were prepared
to do, how the programs would be put in place, and what successes
they would be [ooking for. He thought that in a nunmber of instances
they did not have a choice. They had to do these. He noted that

part of the superintendent's proposal in terns of adnministrative
reorgani zati on was an early chil dhood coordi nated unit.



Dr. Pitt agreed that there needed to be a greater enphasis on the K-3
program and they had appointed an early chil dhood coordi nator. He
was concerned about preschool. They needed to nmaintain their
two-year conmtnment to expand Head Start. They were al so focusing on
parenting and trying to get parents involved with the school system
so that the systemcould work with parents to prepare the child for
school and develop a relationship with the teachers. He was
recomendi ng that they put Chapter | and Head Start in O PD al ong
with the early childhood programto have better coordination.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that the superintendent had nade it quite clear
that the early childhood initiative was an inportant part of his

t hi nki ng about the future of the school system and he had support
from Board nenbers. He comented that one of the nmajor functions of
the Board in the next year was to look at its six-year old
priorities. He was sure the first two priorities would remain, but
he thought they should | ook to the curriculumand inprovenent in
academ c performance. The early childhood initiative and parenta

i nvol venent were key, and he felt that Board menbers would agree with
the first reconmendati on of the conmttee.

M. Ew ng pointed out that the Board still |lacked a policy on early
chi | dhood education after many attenpts in the |ast decade to have
such a policy. He thought they needed a policy and that the
conmittee's remarks were useful guides to such a policy statenent.

He said that the key was action by the Board to nmake possible the

ki nds of recommendati ons made by the conmittee. This neant
substantial integration of curriculumand prograns for early
chi | dhood education. This neant nore all-day kindergartens so that
staff could do nore di agnoses of educational needs. They m ght want
to consider an individual education plan for these children, not just
mnority children. He felt that class size and additional staffing
were inportant and that ratios should be reduced. He noted that by
the third grade, students were already failing because they did not
have confidence to be effective | earners and could not acconplish
what they should. It was inportant to recognize that what they had
done to date had not worked in the way they wanted it to. They
shoul d be prepared for fresh starts and new i deas. He al so thought
it was inmportant for themto sinply admt they did not know how to do
this effectively yet and to gain in an orderly way solid know edge
that would help themin the future

M. Prouty said that many of them were concerned with the |ack of

ef fecti veness on the part of the school systemreflected in the rate
of suspensions and a variety of renmedial prograns. He felt that many
of these issues could be nost effectively dealt with by a
conprehensive programin the area of early chil dhood education. Dr.
Cronin remarked that the literature showed themthat early investnent
in a child was perhaps one of the best ways to start themoff with a
positive self attitude and attitude toward education. They needed to
| ook at counseling and a variety of additional supports including
early chil dhood education for teachers.

Dr. Pitt indicated that he wanted to put budget enphasis on early



chi | dhood education. He agreed they did need to | ook at new ways of
approaching this, and for that reason he had noved toward an early
chi | dhood coordinator to cone up with new i deas and new approaches.

Dr. Moone was disturbed by M. BEwing' s statenent that they did not
know how to approach educational issues. He asked whether M. Ewi ng
was saying that all the experts in the school systemdid not know how
to address these prograns. Was the literature saying they didn't
know enough about early chil dhood educati on or how children | earn?

He felt that they needed to know exactly what M. Ew ng nmeant when he
made these remarks.

M. Ewing replied that the evidence was that what they did was not
being effective with mnority students because the gap between
mnority and non-mnority student achi evenent as neasured on
standardi zed tests was not closing. It was growi ng. He said that
was evi dence that they did not know how to educate all mnority
students. He did not know whet her they | acked expertise. He | ooked
for results, and he was delighted that they had hired a highly
conpetent and creative coordinator of early chil dhood education. He
t hought the school system should say that it did not have the results
it ought to have and, therefore, nust not be doing the kinds of
things it ought to be doing. The people working for the systemwere
smart, dedi cated, and hard working, but sonetinmes people had to admt
they did not know how to do sonething. Therefore, they had to | ook
for alternative ways of doing the job and nmeasuring whether or not
what they were doing was working. |If they didn't neasure what they
were doing in a systematic way, they could not |learn fromwhat they
wer e doi ng.

Dr. Pitt believed they had expertise and were doi ng sone things.
Some of the ways they neasured made it difficult to judge just how
wel | they were doing. He would be the first to say they had not
succeeded totally, but nor had anyone else for all children. There
was evi dence that certain prograns worked, but they had to try new
approaches. This sunmer they had a creative approach to working with
a group of students, and prelimnary tests showed very good results.
He thought they had to put nore enphasis on K-3 and preschool. They
needed to train people to use the best kinds of teaching approaches
that they had. Last year they let principals nmake deci sions about
prograns, but this year they were directing schools to pick up sone
of the progranms. He said they had a |ot of places to inprove in,
they did not have all the answers, and they did need different ways
of teaching very young children. He believed that they had to put
nore enphasis on working with parents to get themto understand what
the systemwas trying to do and to get themin partnership with the
school systemin those efforts.

Dr. Shoenberg remarked that 100 years ago they did not know nuch
about how the brain worked or anything about heavier than air flight.
He was m xing those things deliberately to get a sense of how human
bei ngs worked. As people went on they |earned nore, and they | earned
how to do things they didn't know how to do before. Wen sonething
wasn't right, they | ooked for a solution. He did not think anyone



could say that as a society they were successful in helping mnority
students achieve in school in order to learn things that would enabl e
themto earn a living. They needed to say they didn't know how to do
it and to learn sone things. They were operating in a changing
soci al environnent, and sonething that worked 50 years ago woul d not
wor k today. What worked now might not work 50 years fromnow. They
now agreed that in teacher education that teachers could be taught
certain things. Cearly this was an area in which they had to learn
a great deal nore than they now knew as a teachi ng profession

Dr. Vance stated that given their conmtnment and their high energy

| evel they were frustrated by the I ack of success of their
initiatives as they | ooked at the data on mnority youngsters,
specifically African-Anericans and Hi spanics. In the room now were
parents of children who have been very successful in MCPS. As he
did, these parents taught their children to overcone the Eurocentric
nature of American institutions. Their youngsters received an
overdose of Western |inguistic synbolization and Western | ogica

mat hemati cs because those were keys on short answer tests to being
successful. They al so knew that African-American students excelled
in such things as interpersonal relationships, but there were no
tests to | abel them genius or superior in this area. The frustration
for himwas how did they take what they had done individually with
their children and what their parents did with themand transfer this
to the school systemto help the | arger nunbers of Hi spanic or
African Anmerican children

Dr. Cronin asked if Board nenbers would care to comrent on the ways
in which they could nove fromthe CAT type of indicator to other

i ndi cators of success which m ght accommbdate what Dr. Vance was

t al ki ng about .

Dr. Shoenberg reported that |ast week the Board had adopted a notion
whi ch he had introduced. Ms. Feldman was correct when she tal ked
about the fact that this topic was now fashi onable. The Sondhei m
Conmi ssion was only the |latest of groups tal king about non-test
measures of success. He asked about the committee's fifth and
sevent h recommendat i ons.

M's. Fel dman expl ained that there was a reluctance on the part of
nost conmittee nenbers to et go of sone kind of reliable indicator
al t hough they were not very happy with the CAT. The comittee

remai ned concerned about cultural bias on tests, but they were not
calling for the abandonment of standardized testing. They did think
that tests should becone nore sophisticated and sensitive tools for
measurenent. Ms. |Ingram added that the CAT gave them information
about children in conparison to children all over the country.
However, they needed a fuller picture of the child. |In addition
they did not think the school should be held accountable for the CAT
when the children m ght have had a bad day when they took the test.
They thought that criterion-referenced tests could be adapted to show
where the children were. They did want to individualize the picture
of the child, but they did not believe that the CAT did this al one.
Ms. Feldman felt that tests should be diagnostic and indicators of



what the child had | earned and how well the teacher had taught. They
shoul d not |abel the child and follow himthrough his school life.

Dr. Pitt thought it was difficult to equate their two
recomendati ons. He said that nornmed tests gave them very m ni mal

i nformati on about a student, and he thought they had m sused them A
criterion-referenced test nmeasured what they were trying to teach
children. He did worry about |abelling children. The Board was
unaninous in its view that they ought to nove toward ot her nethods of
measuring, and the Sondhei m Comni ssi on recomended doi ng away with
the normed reference test because of its msuse. Norned tests gave
theminformation about a whole group of children, but it was not an

i ndi vi dual di agnostic neasure. However, the public and press
expected themto provide easily understandabl e i nformati on about
students, and the CAT did this.

Dr. Cronin pointed out that the Board had adopted a resol ution
chargi ng the superintendent to | ook for other neasures of success.

He hoped that the commttee would conmuni cate with the superintendent
on neasures that should be used in assessing student success. M.
Serino reported that one of her teachers was newto this country and
did neasure student progress, but she did not use tests. The teacher
was sensitive to the abilities of her students and their progress.
Ms. Serino thought that testing progress was just as inportant as
testing ideas.

In regard to early chil dhood, M. Goldensohn was willing to put the
extra resources into that program because it was an investnent for
the future. |If they were successful with children in the early
grades, they would have fewer problens with children in the upper
grades. He thought that the staff had a | ot of expertise, and having
an early childhood coordi nator would pull this all together. He
agreed that nentoring was a fantastic way to educate. It hel ped the
child who was nentored and hel ped the child who was doing the
mentoring. Mentoring prograns were very easily inplenmented and were
very successful on the average. |In regard to the conmttee's having
arole in the selection of the consultant, he believed this was the
Board's activity. However, the committee should work with the
consul tant because the conmttee was the primary resource in the
community on this situation.

It seemed to M. Ewing that the eclectic approach taken by the
conmittee was right because testing served a wi de range of functions.
He felt they needed to be clearer about what those functions were.

Di agnostic tests should determ ne what children needed in the way of
educati onal assistance and shoul d gauge progress. Tests were al so
used for the purposes of accountability. Because MCPS was a public

institution, the public had a right to know how well it was doing.
One way, although not the only way, was through the reporting of test
results. It was also inportant for the public to know how MCPS

students conpared with students el sewhere. Different kinds of
testing were appropriate for those different functions, and they
ought to have a wi de range of testing devices and a mechani smt hat
woul d permit themto | ook at the whole range of a student's



capabilities. As Dr. Vance had said, students came with different
capabilities, and they were neasuring only one or two. He was a
great believer of student witing as a neasure which was far better
than multiple choice or true/fal se exam nations. He believed there
ought to be a test of student conprehension of the world around them

Ki ndergarten teachers tended to do this, but after kindergarten this
was not done. It wasn't that they ought to abandon the CAT; it was
that they ought to use other devices in ways that were creative.

Dr. Moone was pleased to hear the discussion on testing. He was an
advocate for testing, but what had happened was that testing had
beconme devastating for the African-Anerican student, and whet her they

liked it or not they were still labelling students in this schoo
system Unless the Board noved toward some non-testing procedures,
they would continue to label. For exanple, ability grouping was a

| abel i ng progress for nost Afro-Anerican and Hi spanic students. This
summer he had tal ked to a nunber of people in Canada, and their
procedures for neasuring students were very different. He believed
that teachers in MCPS had to | ook at the environnment of students and
realize that a student from Tobytown did not have the sanme supports
at home as the student from Fox Hall Lane. He stressed that they had
to nove away fromlabelling and ability grouping which | ocked in a
student and hanpered the student's ability to even think about
col | ege

Dr. Pitt stated that npst teachers recogni zed that students did not
cone to school at the same level, and for this reason he had stressed
t he i nportance of hel ping parents devel op sone skills. Labelling was
a real problem because test data did follow that student, not just in
MCPS, but in every school system He agreed with M. Ewing that they
had to give sone information to the public and to the parent, but he
was concerned about data follow ng the student and influencing people
who worked with that child. He did believe that teachers recogni zed
i ndi vidual differences. 1In regard to the consultant, he had asked
the Board to neet with nore than one candi date and to provide input
on the selection. The Board would discuss their goals as well as
staff goals with the candidates. He wanted the consultant to use

di verse expertise of nore than one person, and the person sel ected
woul d use experts fromdifferent backgrounds and different
experiences in working with mnority youngsters.

M. CGonzal ez reported that in the successful practices report severa
of the issues coincided with issues discussed by other subcommittees.
They believed that one of the key issues to the success of a schoo
was to have strong enthusiastic and experienced principals who had a
vi sion of what they wanted to achieve. They were suggesting there
ought to be a different selection process for the principals of
target schools. 1In the report they had a very specific definition of
target schools, and they were concerned that staff had a different
definition. M. Conzalez felt there had to be incentives for a
principal to | eave an established conmunity to go into a conmmunity
with a transient population with |lots of Hi spanics, Asians, and



bl acks. Principals were paid the sane, and for the target schools
there had to be incentives which could range fromlower class sizes,
additional staff, nore conputers, and even nore nobney.

Dr. Pitt indicated that they did not pay people extra for being in a
particul ar school. Dr. Vance commented that identifying a school as
a target school had very little to do with what the principal was
pai d because they had a single salary scale for principals at

el ementary, internediate, and senior high levels. A target schoo
was one which had been identified because of the school's profile.
The area superintendent would put in initiatives to correct the
deficiencies in the program This was done in different ways. There
m ght be changes in the staff, additional resources, and changes in
progranms whi ch m ght include putting in practices that had been
successful in other schools. They would do closer nonitoring of the
programin that school, and it might be that just one portion of the

popul ati on needed that special assistance rather than the entire
school. However, they did not publicly | abel schools as target
school s.

M. Gonzal ez was sure that they rated staff. They were suggesting
that there had to be a way of attracting those super stars to these
schools. It did not have to be noney; it could be stipends. Dr.
Shoenberg coul d think of a nunber of exanples where this had been
done. The original principal of Rosemary Hills was one of the very
best principals in the school system Her successor had gone froma
very hi gh achieving el enmentary school to take over the program at
Rosemary Hills, and she had been asked to do this.

Dr. Cronin knew of individuals who saw t hese schools as a chal | enge
and opportunity. Their commtnent was to see that students of a
different m x did succeed. He would want to avoid | abelling a schoo
as a target school because it was the sanme as |abelling an individua
student. They did recogni ze needs and did put in resources such as
QE, Chapter I, Head Start, and all-day kindergarten. Ms. Praisner
poi nted out that the selection process for principals included
community input, and if the Board nmandated that a principal be
assigned to a particular school this would violate comunity

i nvol venent .

Dr. WIllians stated that in her years of |ooking at this situation
she strongly believed that there was not a system of rewards and
puni shrents. She had worked with an excellent principal around this
i ssue and one who was not. However, both received the sane sal ary.
She asked why a person would put forth the intellectual and creative
energy to make sonet hing happen in a school when he or she would be
paid for just doing a nmediocre job.

In regard to comunity involvenment, Ms. Ingramnoted that Rosenmary
Hlls had a very active conmunity. She wondered what happened in a
conmuni ty where parents were not as active and vocal. Dr. Cronin
poi nted out that one of the initiatives this year was to bring
parents into the schools and foster parental involvenent especially



in conmunities with mnority and non-English speaking famlies.

M. Gonzal ez stated that he had been involved with the HR 17 courses
this year, and he had been telling teachers to realize that the

H spani ¢ popul ati on coming into the country right now was not goi ng
to be comng to PTA neetings. They also thought that there should be
some incentives for teachers in these schools, perhaps an extended
contract for 11 nonths with additional multicultural training and
some | anguage trai ning.

In regard to nonitoring student progress, Ms. Ingramsaid they had
to use their conputer technol ogy and data base systens and adapt them
to their use. They were not tal king about just entering this

i nformation; they were tal king about really using it. She cited the
exanpl e of Kathy Genberling and Kennedy H gh School and what she and
her staff had done with this information. The conmmittee felt there
could be sonmeone in the school responsible for directing this data to
the appropriate places. For exanple, the school mght need to work
on attendance or the placenment of students in honors cl asses.

Dr. Cronin noted that Ms. CGenberling had just been appointed

associ ate superintendent for instruction and program devel opnent.
M's. Genberling explained that the Kennedy system all owed the staff
to look at the total picture in the school and also | ook at students
as individuals. Therefore, they could provide early intervention
whi ch prevented them from having nore students at risk. They could
al so 1 ook at the efforts they had made for the individual student.
For the entire school, they could | ook at patterns and ask questions
about the school program She had talked to principals and had a
proposal to phase in this kind of network in all three |evels of
school s over a three year period. They were planning for 16
secondary and 16 elementary schools in the first phase. They would
have a teamcone in and train staff in the schools that had been
identified for the pilot. One requirenment was that the principal had
to be trained as the | ead person and had to sel ect a gui dance
representative, the honors coordi nator, and other key personnel as
part of that team

Dr. Shoenberg commented that there had been a nunber of techniques
tried in schools that had been successful because of the person

| eading that effort. He said they had to be alert to the possibility
that a programwas not going to take every place they tried it
because there were not people who worked well within that environnent
that particular strategy created or because of the |eadership. His
second point had to do with coordination. They had coordi nators for
a whol e variety of things, and each of these people wanted the
attention of the teachers. Teachers could not pay attention to al

t hose agendas at the sanme tinme. It seenmed to M. Ewing that this

rai sed the i ssue of a |large organization concluding that what it
wanted to be acconplished coul d be done by all ow ng maxi mum
flexibility in inplementation. This neant that in many places
not hi ng happened or sonet hi ng bad happened. Another way was to
change the people adnministering the strategy in a particul ar schoo
and get people to make it work. Large organi zations sonetines had a
need to enforce their regul ati ons, and when an issue was i nmportant,



they ought to. He suggested that the reason for having a successfu
practices programwas to learn fromit what could be made to work so
that it could be dissen nated and made to work el sewhere. |In sone
cases, it mght be necessary to change the people invol ved.

Dr. Pitt reported that |ast year he had given staff the opportunity
to try sone things. This year where they were not having success,
there was no choice. The deputy superintendent and the area
superintendent would nove strategies into those schools. He believed
t hey woul d see sone successes and sonme failures. In sonme cases they
woul d have to change the personalities involved.

M's. Di Fonzo thought that a successful strategy m ght not work in
anot her school, not necessarily because of the principal and staff,
but because of sone vagaries within that comunity. One strategy was
not necessarily going to work everywhere and for all people at al
times. She asked Ms. CGenberling to share the downside risks and
upsi de benefits of the program at Kennedy. Ms. Genberling replied
that they hadn't done this before in other schools because of costs.
In addition, she did not think that staff nmenbers were well trained
in using data and information. The proposed training program woul d
teach people how to gather information, |ook at data, and use that
data. At Kennedy they had done a |l ot of sharing of data with staff
whi ch hel ped them | ook at what students were at risk. Ms.
CGenberling said that a downsi de was peopl e not being confortable with
using the information or using it inproperly. The programwas goi ng
to require a lot of training, but they did have nore and nore nenbers
of the total school conmmunity beginning to take an interest in this.
She had tal ked with Joy Frechtling about alternative types of
assessnment and woul d continue to do so as new projects came on line.
She comented that there had to be a certain elenent of trust anong
faculty nmenbers when they first | ooked at the data and asked hard
guestions anong thenselves. Staff had to know that the data was
confidential and that they were gathering it for the purpose of
better working relationships and better instruction for students.

Self accountability cane first, and external accountability foll owed.

M's. Di Fonzo said she would be interested in know ng the schoo
system s responsibility if sonmeone cane into a school and requested
information fromthe data bank

Dr. Paul Scott remarked that the concept of nonitoring made the
difference in the achi evenent of students. Good principals had been
nmoni toring students for years long before the technol ogy found them
in the school building. The data used by these principals canme from
team neeti ngs and | ooki ng at students over and over again. He hoped
that when they got into the whol e business of technol ogy that they
did not |ose sight of the fact that it was the concept of nonitoring
that was critical and needed to be a regular part of the routine of
every school

Dr. Cronin knew sone adm nistrators who were extrenely capabl e and
who knew what they were | ooking for when they visited a school. Dr.
Pitt said that the bottomIline was what they did with the information



after they got it. Ms. Genberling had done some things with the
i nformation.

M. Gonzalez said that it was his view that the school system was
failing H spanics as a group. The ESOL response in the report was
very well. They were not concerned about students going through the
ESOL program They were concerned once these students exited ESOL.
He had heard fromteachers that students were bei ng mainstreaned too
early. These students needed additional hel ped and were not being
tracked once they left ESOL. Another recomendation dealt with

i ncreased participation by parents. M. Gonzalez said that it was a
devastating blow to new inmgrants when they tried to register for
adult ESCL and were turned away because of |ack of space. This had
happened to 400 peopl e at Gaithersburg H gh School. He noted that
this year the systemgrew by 1,740 students, and 991 were Hi spanic
and 605 were Asian. They had to address the needs of these students
because this was a growi ng population in the county. Their parents
did not communicate in English and mght be illiterate in their own
| anguage. Yet they were expected to help their children with
schooling. He believed they had to change what they had been doing
in the past if they wanted to help these students and their parents.

Dr. Cronin thought that a | ot of these concerns woul d be addressed

t hrough the operating budget this year. Dr. Pitt reported that they
woul d have a budget increase in "same services" because of popul ation
grom h. While he agreed they needed to work with parents, he thought
they had to go beyond the school systemin educating adults. They
were not the agency that ought to be the major educational agency for
adults. They had an adult education program but the funding for
that kind of training had to conme fromoutside of the school system
fromthe federal and state governments. He was not sure the schoo
system ought to take on this task by itself. The school system
needed to concentrate its resources on its student popul ation, and
fundi ng for adult education ought not to cone fromthose resources.
Dr. Cronin agreed and suggested that they take a | eadership role and
present a plan to the county government, the Literacy Council, and
Mont gonrery Col | ege

M. Ew ng remarked that the argument being nmade by the conmittee was
a powerful one and could be made with regard to a good many of the
probl enms the school systemfaced with minority students. There were
responsi bilities which presunably could be assigned to a wi de variety
of agencies, but the school systemcould only oblige the schoo
systemto deal with those issues. |If the issues were not dealt wth,
students would not |learn. Therefore, the school system had to decide
whet her it was going to be the agent dealing with a good nmany of
those issues or not. He thought the school system should be the
agent making sure that students received services and parents

recei ved services. This did not nean that the system would have to
pay for all of it out of its budget, but they did need to be the |ead
agent. Dr. Pitt replied that they were the I ead agent in terns of
teaching, but the funding for teaching adults had to cone from
agenci es other than the school system M. BEw ng explained that he
was tal king nore broadly. He was tal king about nutrition, health,



soci al services, psychiatric services, etc. He was not tal king about
coordi nati on of services but rather MCPS as the provider being
rei mbursed by other agencies.

Dr. Cronin asked that the conmttee nenbers nake cl osing remarKks.
M's. Ingramthought that the outside consultant would help them
broaden their base of information. She w shed that they coul d have
nore of a dialogue with other school systems with successfu
practices. She would like the conmttee to have access to areas of
achi evenent and successful practices in the literature. Dr. Cronin
t hought there was a consi derabl e amount of infornmation avail abl e and
suggested that Dr. Scott work with Dr. Frechtling on this.

M. Gonzal ez reported that the conmttee would |ike sone funding to
be able to bring in people fromother places to discuss issues with
the conmttee. Dr. Cronin asked that the commttee be kept infornmed
and invited when the school system had presentations by consultants
and others. For exanple, there had been two presentations on the
Escal ante programin California.

Dr. Moone thanked the Board for the fruitful dialogue and di scussion
during the two sessions. The comittee had put forth its best
efforts for two years and now | ooked to the Board to offer sone
positive directions in which the report should go. He pointed out
that this was his twentieth year of com ng before Boards of Education
to talk about the issues of mnority students, and he was a little
tired. |If the Board had solved this problem 15 years ago, they woul d
be just | ooking now at the problens of Asians and Hi spanics. The
system was not going to change by adding a few dollars or a few
progranms. It was going to take Board nenbers and educators to make
it change. He said the ball was in their court and asked themnot to
fumble it.

Dr. Moone thanked Dr. Pitt for nmaking the conmttee's report
available to principals. He had been flooded with calls from
principals, and many principals were hol ding special nmeetings with
their staffs to inplenent sections of the report. He thanked the
Board and the superintendent and said he hoped they woul d nove
forward. Dr. Cronin recognized the efforts of Dr. Mone and invited
conmittee nmenbers to seek reappointnent to the conmttee because the
Board needed their expertise. Dr. Pitt thanked the comrttee for
their help and input.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the nmeeting at 10:50 p.m
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