ORI G NAL Rockvill e, Maryl and

36- 1981 July 21, 1981

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
t he Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, on Tuesday,
July 21, 1981, at 8 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Carol F. Wallace, President in the
Chai r
M. Joseph R Barse
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Marian L. Geenblatt
M. Jonat han Li pson
Ms. Suzanne K Peyser
M's. El eanor D. Zappone
Absent: Ms. Elizabeth W Spencer
O hers Present: Dr. Edward Andrews, Superintendent of Schools
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Dr. Robert S. Shaffner, Executive Assistant
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian
Re: Announcenent and Sel ecti on of Tenporary

Vi ce President

M's. \Wallace announced that Ms. Spencer was out of town and had
conveyed this to the co-chairs of the Mnority Relations Mnitoring
Conmittee. She asked that Board nenbers select a vice president pro
tem Ms. Zappone was sel ect ed.

Re: Staff Reactions to the Annual Report of the
Mnority Relations Mnitoring Comrittee
( MRVO)

Ms. Wallace stated that at the tine the neeting was adjourned on
April 2 they were mdway through the superintendent’'s response.

M. John Smith, co-chair of the MRMC, indicated that he was to
establish their understanding of the purpose of this neeting. He
rem nded the Board of a tradition that exists within the black
community, and at this nmonent he was speaking as a nenber of the

bl ack community. The tradition would help to establish an
under st andi ng of why the black community felt as it did about the
things that were taking place. He rem nded themthat the public
school system as founded in the South was devel oped by blacks. He
had read a book published in 1935 and witten by WE. B. DuBoi s which
was entitled Bl ack Reconstruction in America 1860 to 1880. He
quoted: "The first great nass novenment for public education at the
expense of the state in the South came from Negroes. Many | eaders
bef ore the War had advocated general education, but few had been
listened to. Some states had el aborate plans, but they were not
carried out. Public education for all at public expense was in the
South a Negro idea. It was only the other part of the |aboring

cl ass--the bl ack fol k--who connected know edge with power, who
bel i eved that education was the stepping stone to wealth and respect,
and that wealth w thout education was crippled. Perhaps the very
fact that so many of them had seen the wealthy slave hol ders at close
range and knew of ignorance and inefficiency anong themled to that



extraordi nary mass demand on the part of the black | aboring class for
education, and it was this demand that was the effective force for

t he establishment of public schools in the South on a permanent basis
for all people and all classes.”

M. Smth said the book al so made sone nention of the border states.
He explained that it was not until 1880 that the border states

i ncluding Maryl and put colored children on a legal footing with the
other children in education. He said he would Iike to talk about the
principles of action in ternms of MRMC, what MRMC had acconpli shed,
and the purpose for this neeting. In terns of the principles of
action, he thought that a major principle of action said to the
conmittee and to comunity that they were pursuing the concept of
broadly expanding the | earning opportunities for mnority children in
the school system Secondly, they were pursuing equal educationa
opportunity for mnority children. Thirdly, they were seeking a
commitment to excellence in education for mnority children by maki ng
sure that mnority children received their fair share of all schoo
resources. Fourthly, they were consistently advocating an acti vi st
position for the vigorous nonitoring by MRMC of its nission.

In terms of their acconplishnments, M. Snmith indicated they had
targetted and reported areas of academ c disabilities of mnority
children. Second, they targeted and reported specific areas where
school resources and services were inadequate to neet the needs of
mnority children. Third, they kept the Board of Education and the
school administration and the community infornmed about MRMC
activities, concerns, and intentions. Fourth, they focused

conmuni tywi de attention on the need for greater community know edge
about and participation in Board neetings. Fifth, they focused
attention on the need for wider community know edge and under st andi ng
about Board practices and policies. Sixth, they had rai sed questions
about Board and administrative responsibility and accountability on
matters pertaining to i nadequate delivery of school services and
resources to mnority children. Last, they devel oped healthy
conmmuni t ywi de respect for MRMC s expertise, integrity, and advocacy
posi tion.

M. Smith said the purpose of the neeting was to continue and
conclude the April 2 dialogue on their annual report and the Board's
response in a public neeting. The second was to place on the public
record the position of the Board on school matters pertaining to the
academ c status and the quality of the academ c progress of mnority
children in MCPS. The third was to determ ne whet her the Board pl ans
to address the question of the devel opnment of a conprehensive
educational plan to attack the reading problenms of mnority students.
Ms. \Vallace assuned that all of the things he had |isted under the
pur poses of the meeting would come out in discussion of the renaining
topics. M. James Robinson commented that it had been three and a
hal f nonths since they nade their first effort to begin this

di scussion. He wondered whet her or not there had been change or
additional information on sone of the recommendati ons they covered on
April 2. He inquired about the test called the System of

Mul ticultural and Pluralistic Assessnent, or SOMPA. He felt that
some of the responses in the superintendent's paper were what he



considered to be fairly weak.

The superintendent reported that the Board minutes did show they did
address the suspension and student discipline item He said that M.
Robi nson was correct because there had been sone things happeni ng
since their earlier discussion. He asked Dr. Johnie Harris,

coordi nator of reading, to speak to the issue of test taking. Dr.
Harris indicated that currently they had seven people participating
in a three-week workshop to devel op a handbook that teachers would
use to help students regarding test taking. Secondly, they would be
identifying coormercial materials. They were al so devel opi ng
activities that teachers could use in an instructional setting as
opposed to a testing setting. M. Robinson asked whether this was a
denonstrati on approach or sonething that had been tested and
validated. Dr. Harris replied that the product itself had not been
validated but it was based on research that had been. Ms. WIlnma
Fairley, director of the Departnent of Human Rel ations, said they
were sending to nost organizations a testing schedule so that parents
can be infornmed about times of the year when students will be tested
wi th recommendations to parents about things they can do regarding
test taking. Dr. Donald Buckner inquired about which teachers would
get the training for tenth, eleventh, and twel fth grades and whet her
adm nistrators would get that training. Dr. Harris replied that the
project dealt primarily with G ades 8 and 11. Dr. Buckner asked
whet her this would address the problemof principals interpreting the
test to the conmunity, and Dr. Harris replied that it would not. Dr.
Lois Martin added that the sumrer workshop was to devel op the
handbook. She said that Dr. Buckner was tal king about in-service
training and an in-service cal endar had been worki ng out involving
resource teachers, reading teachers, and principals. She said that
Accountability did prepare slide tapes and had conducted neetings in
all of the areas with principals on the interpretation of test data.
Dr. Buckner asked whet her anything was being done to assess those
youngsters who did not test very well. Dr. Steven Frankel, director
of the Department of Educational Accountability, replied that under
the state regulations there was a procedure being established for
youngsters who were unable to take a paper and pencil test. Dr.
Buckner said they were told sonetine ago there would be an
alternative package developed. Dr. Martin replied that Dr. Harris
had devel oped the package, and Dr. Buckner commented that this woul d
be an interesting thing for the community to know.

M. Robi nson asked whether they would have a fairly conprehensive
approach to this problemspelled out. He was bothered because he
still did not conceptualize howthis effort was going to generate
itself out to all parts of the system Dr. Martin replied that this
was spelled out in the handbook and in in-service training. At
secondary schools all departnments were involved in the departnenta
final exanms which would increase their conpetencies in assessing
students in different ways. She indicated that she woul d be pl eased
to share this information with the comm ttee.

M. Smith said that the |ast paragraph under testing stated
"recogni zing that there are di screpancies between test results of the



raci al groups, this would seemto indicate that the school system has
an obligation to adjust the reading programin order to better
prepare mnority students to denonstrate a hi gher reading
conpetency." In another section of the MRMC report it stated
"resources dedi cated to addressing the di screpancy between races are
nonexi stent or unidentifiable. Central office staff has the
affective interest, but resources to address the problem are not
there. The school systemhas little or no denonstrated conmmtment to
i nprove the reading skills of mnority students.” He comented that
if they got to a point where students really knew how to take a test
what woul d be taking place to increase their reading capabilities.

Dr. Buckner remarked that if they went into the top classes there was
very little color in these classes. At the other end of the spectrum
as they went up in grades the classes got darker and darker. He felt
that generally the best prograns and the best teachers were directed
toward the classes at the top end of the spectrum

M. Smith said he would |like to discuss the rel ati onship between the
test taking and the reading. The superintendent said that
Recomendati on No. 2 dealt with a budget set aside. He said they had
a program goi ng on now which was in its second summer. They had a
programdealing with MRMC s Recommendation No. 3. There was staff
training for teachers and principals in the schools with |arge
nunbers of mnority children. He thought that the basic approach was
the new el enentary K-8 reading and | anguage arts curricul umwhich
woul d enable themto get a better reading on each individual student.
He felt that while they had nade progress they had a | ot of progress
to make. M. Smth asked whether these students would be nonitored
to find out what was inproving. Dr. Pitt commented that the
committee had made a nunber of recommendations and they had initiated
a nunber of these: the early identification program involvenent of
area offices in program planning, identification of instructiona
staff, and included programplanning time for the staff. They

i nvol ved 444 juni or high school and m ddl e school youngsters. They
had had an increase in parent involvenment on absenteeism In
addition, Dr. Frankel's departnent was involved in planning an

eval uation program Dr. Frankel reported that on the sunmer program
they were doing a very intensive nmonitoring and a case study

eval uation of that program The other thing they were doing was a

t hree-year study of effective reading practices. They planned to get
the practices that were producing better results into the cl assroons.
Dr. Frankel said they were studying all the youngsters in the sumer
school program and were doi ng a conpari son of youngsters who opted
not to go into that program

M. Robi nson asked whet her anyone was going to talk to them about
SOWPA. Dr. Frankel replied that there were probably 30 or 40 people
trained in the use of SOWA. He said it was inportant to remenber
that the SOVPA was an individual 1.Q test for use with mnority
students. M. Robinson asked whether it was being used in the
system and Dr. Hi awat ha Fountai n, associate superintendent, replied
that it was not to his know edge. The superintendent said the staff
had spent a whol e week | ooking at the SOWA material and had deci ded
they woul d not authorize this for use with MCPS students.



M. Braxton Boyd stated that his granddaughters had told hi mthat
schools were teaching to the test, and he wondered how they coul d get
a real evaluation. Ms. \Wallace asked whether in test-taking skills
the questions were simlar to those in the tests the students were
going to be receiving. Dr. Harris replied that the itenms were
simlar only in format and were not the specific questions.

M. Smith asked the superintendent to describe the programrelative
to attacking the problens some students had relative to reading. The
superintendent explained that it would be the early identification
conponent based on the newly adopted instructional objectives in
readi ng/ | anguage arts K to 8. For those youngsters identified as having
problenms there was renedial help built into the system both in the regul ar
pr ogr am and

in the sumer basic skills program Parents would be invol ved so
that they were aware of the progress of their youngsters. He
reported that there was one other piece that they were working on

and that was the Board's interest in having a Kto 8 policy conpani on
to the senior high policy. He said they would have a nore systematic
| ook at | ooking at student achi evenent and grade | evel standards.

Al'l youngsters would have additional instruction in test taking
skills. He remarked that he did not think this was fail safe but it
woul d enable themto continue the reduction of the gap in student

achi evenent .

M's. Vallace thought that at sone tine they had to discuss the
aptitude/ achi everent gap. The Board had quite a di scussion about
aptitude testing because the present aptitude tests they had
avai | abl e were considered to be nothing nore than another form of an
I.Q test. She said that staff was trying to find another neans of
comng up with sone sort of aptitude testing so that they woul d know
the potential of an individual child.

M's. Zappone asked whether if one approach to readi ng was not working
with a particular child was there automatically a second approach or
a third approach. Dr. Martin replied that each school had the
services of a reading specialist, and all of the specialists were
trained in various approaches. Therefore, they did use multiple
approaches. One strength of the new K-8 objectives was that they
were very conprehensive

The superintendent stated that last tinme they were di scussing the OCR
anal ysis, the commttee had said they were going to wait for the

out side | ook from OCR on the analysis of student suspension data.

The report had not conme in; therefore, they had started a review
process. Dr. Pitt reported that he had nmet with M. Robinson on
various strategies they mght use. They listed all schools with high
di screpanci es and schools with no discrepancies. He had witten a
meno to each area superintendent and asked themto sit down with the
principals in these specific schools and anal yze the data. On August
1 they would get the feedback data, and he woul d schedul e anot her
meeting with M. Robinson to tal k about some further strategies. He
added that the evaluation that had been done on the in-schoo
suspensi on project |ooked very good. It was his intention to pursue



the possibility of increasing the project in the FY 1983 budget.

M's. \Vallace conmented that at present there were a good nunber of
jurisdictions trying this out. She said that she had visited the
hi gh school center, and they had been awaiting the results before
expandi ng the program She said there was a trenendous cross section
anong the youngsters in the center, and under no circunstances did
the youngsters want to return to the detention center. M. Barse
asked when the report would be conmng to the Board, and Dr. Frankel
replied that the evaluati on would be conpleted toward the end of the
sumer. Dr. Buckner asked whet her they had a denographi c breakdown
by race and sex, and Dr. Frankel replied that they did. It seenmed to
Dr. Buckner that youngsters who were quite often suspended m ght have
a pattern of academic difficulties. Yet they were taking these
youngsters out of the classes where the skills were taught. Dr.
Frankel replied that there were few youngsters who were suspended
many tines. The superintendent explained that the intent was not to
have a babysitting in-school suspension but to have an instructiona
one where work woul d be done. Dr. Frankel added that the aide made
sure they were doing the seat work assigned by the classroomteacher
M. Ewing said the conmttee tal ked about the need to know whet her
there was anything wong in the way the system worked and what m ght
be needed in order to take some corrective action. It seenmed to him
the corrective action mght be in the formof puni shnment nodes which
they have not tried before. He said that experinenting with

al ternative punishment nodes was perhaps worthwhile, but was hardly a
positive approach to this problem He wondered what they had done to
exam ne the characteristics of the events surroundi ng the suspension
and what had they done to | ook at the characteristics of the academc
performance of those suspended. He asked whether they had | ooked at

t he personal history characteristics of those who were suspended. He
wonder ed how t hese things would conpare with a control group of
students. He felt that this mght give themenough information to do
somet hing positive. He commented that negative reinforcement was the
| east effective kind of reinforcenent. He felt that they had
concentrated exclusively on the negative. The superintendent said
they were | ooking at having conferences with principals of the
school s where there was the high disparity to find out factors about

t he students who were suspended. This information would be conpared
with information provided by the schools where they did not have this
disparity to then see if they could have sone things in a positive
sense that they could suggest systemwmi de. M. Ew ng remarked that
this sounded |i ke anecdotal stuff which was not reliable and not
likely to produce nuch in the way of information

M. Boyd felt that they were playing a gane here. |If a classroom
teacher who was highly skilled could not assist a child in staying in
a classroom why shift the child to a less qualified person. He said
that no parent would want a child to remain in such a situation

Ms. Vallace replied that they were trying to say this was one
alternative to suspension. She said that she woul d not want her
child suspended back to the hone because it gave themincentive to
continue the sanme behavior pattern to be able to get out of school
She agreed that it was not the answer for everyone. It was her
understandi ng that there was a conference with parents when a student



was suspended. Dr. Frankel remarked that the study had shown that
the thing students feared nost about suspension was the notification
to parents. He said they had | ooked at whet her MCPS procedures were
being followed, and in 90 to 95 percent of the cases all procedures
i ncluding parental notification were being foll owed. He expl ained
that nost of the suspensions were one day.

M. Smith said he would like to go to the report of the task force.
The task force had stated that the Departnment of Educationa
Accountability supported the findings of the MRMC because suspensi on
rates differed widely school to school with significant disparities
i n suspension rates between bl ack and white students. He was
interested in their second comment which said that reasons for
suspension differed for black and white students. He wanted to join
this with the recormendati on made by the task force that a joint
staff and citizen commttee should review the statistics and nake
recommendations. He said that Ms. Fairley had made nention of a
student teacher resource program which was no | onger in place. He
said he would like to discuss the reasons that black students got
suspended. The superintendent indicated that it was their intent to
focus on these concerns. He said that the data were not new, and
they thought in working with the principals they would be able to
follow this through. He said that he did not have any budgetary
plans to reinstitute the SRT program

M. Smith asked whether the Departnent of Hunman Rel ati ons was

i nvol ved in school suspensions. Ms. Fairley replied that they did
get involved in many suspensi ons because they were reported as a
result of a serious incident. They also got involved because

princi pals had some concerns about repeated suspensions. One of the
concerns that they had was that youngsters were suspended because of
the sanme circunstances or simlar ones. She had a concern about
taki ng a student and suspendi ng himand then putting himback in the
same situation and not addressing that. M. Smth wondered whet her
there was a m sunderstandi ng of the behavi or of black youngsters.
Ms. Fairley replied that the cultural inpact could be the case in
some situations. However, the ironic thing about it was that both
bl ack and white parents had raised the question about suspension

M. Smith asked how they handl ed the situation when they got into a
school where they suspected a | ack of understanding of cultura
sensitivities. Ms. Fairley replied that there were many different
ways of handling this. The teacher specialist would identify the
probl em and work with the teacher. They would recomend t hat
teachers avail thenselves of certain kinds of reading material or
take courses. M. Smith asked whether her staff worked in the
schools with a high incidence of suspension of black students. Ms.
Fairl ey explained that the teacher specialists worked with al
schools. There were three specialists and one was assi gned per area.

M. Robi nson asked whet her the teacher specialists were responsible
for record keeping, and Ms. Fairley explained that the schools were
responsi ble. Ms. Willace inquired about the fourth teacher
specialist, and Ms. Fairley replied that this specialist worked with
the alternative centers and did the in-service activities.



It seemed to Dr. Buckner that there was a retrenchment of
sensitivities across racial lines in schools anbng students. Last
year they had bl ack students offer testinony about their problens.
He wondered what was being done to address the problem of teachers
who did not know how to deal with incidents in class between
students. Ms. Fairley replied that teacher specialists did a fine
job of hel ping teachers understand the differences in culture;
however, the department was not al ways aware of everything that
happened. She explained that they were trying to deal with this
whol e concept in HR 17 and 18. She said that one area probably was
the use of bad | anguage which triggered situations.

Ms. \Wallace conmented that the data on suspensions appeared to be
1979-80. She wondered what they had fromthe previous years and when
could they expect the results of the 1980-81 school year to see if

t he problem was being inproved or getting worse. Dr. Frankel
remarked that the 1980-81 data should be available by the end of the
sumer. Dr. Pitt added that in previous years the conputer program
was poorly done; therefore, this would be the second year of solid
dat a.

M. Boyd asked what they had done as a Board to help bring about
changes in this particular area. He said he had been on the
conmittee for six years, and they had cited incidents to the Board
and not hi ng was done. The superintendent explained that the staff
was meki ng proposal s and the Board was endorsing these. The Board
itself was responsible for know ng what the adm ni stration was

pl anning to do. Ms. Wllace added that Ms. Fairley did prepare a
monthly report to the Board on the work of her departnent. One of
the portions of that report dealt with serious incidents in the
school s, but the Board did ask for followup on these.

Ms. Fairley reported that recently they had had a workshop with Dr.
Charles King fromAtlanta. These were adm nistrators, and the
primary reason for their participation was the hope that they would
have an inpact on | arger groups of staff.

Dr. Greenblatt stated that Exhibit 1, page 5, indicated an anal ysis
done of blacks and whites. She wondered whet her another analysis had
been done which included other mnority groups. Dr. Pitt replied
that it did. Dr. Geenblatt asked whether there was a way of

pl uggi ng i n soci oeconomn ¢ background. The superintendent replied
that youngsters in Head Start or receiving free or reduced price

| unches could not be identified for other purposes. They did not
have the incone | evels of the parents of students in the schoo
system

Dr. Greenblatt indicated that she was troubled by the discussion
regarding different cultures and different standards for respect in
the classroom Ms. Fairley replied that in her experience of

wor king with both black and white parents she found that bl ack
parents were harder on their children about being disrespectful. Yet
there were ways in which black people expressed thensel ves that nany
peopl e did not understand. Dr. Geenblatt asked whether the children
understood that this was not acceptable in school. Ms. Fairley said



that this was the issue in ternms of what young people had to learn in
terns of what was acceptable behavior in the school. She felt that
teachers had to understand until they could get a handle on that to
nodi fy those behaviors that suspension was not the only way to dea
with that. She said that nost of the disrespect was bad | anguage.
Ms. VWallace felt that they had to get this at the primary level, but

nmost of the figures they had were secondary level. Ms. Fairley felt
that society was freer in allowing children to say things at hone and
then in the school. Dr. Geenblatt pointed out that the distinction

i n | anguage was cl early made when youngsters went to church. She
felt that somewhere along the |ine students had to | earn what was
proper behavior. She noted that they were preparing children not
only for school but for the job market, and those kinds of behaviors
were unacceptable in the job market. M. Robinson commented that he
hoped the tinme would never conme in the school system when they dealt
wi th youngsters on the basis of their econom c environnment or

soci oeconom ¢ background.

M. Smith said that he wanted to get into the section on gifted and
talented and the | ack of understanding of another culture. He felt
t hat peopl e needed to be sensitized to the fact that cultura

di fferences could nmean that people acted differently. This may be
taken as bad behavi or because it was not understood. He said there
was an inability of many of the teachers and adm nistrators to
identify mnority students who were gifted. He felt that there was
connection somewhere. He commented that if there was a problemin
the school systemw th being sensitive to the cultures out of which
many of the youngsters cane, not only were they going to have

di sci pline problens but also they were going to have probl ens
identifying the gifted and talented out of those minority cultures.
He felt that soneone was keeping these children out of the program
He said that culture operates and was invol ved, and he thought there
was a gl ossing over of that factor that was going to continually get
theminto trouble.

M. Barse remarked that while he appreciated and endorsed with M.
Smith the value in Anerican society of cultural pluralismhe also
endorsed the value of common standards to which all the cultures
woul d | ook as the standards for achievenent. He said that they could
define these in many ways. There were standards in law. \Wen they
got to the academic level there were certain standards for neasuring
academni ¢ achi evement which had no relation whatever to the cultura
origin of the students who were involved in the educational process.
Simlarly there were standards of behavior to which they held al
youngsters no matter what their cultural origin.

The superintendent stated that the comrttee was accurate in its
recomendat i ons because minority student participation in the gifted
and tal ented programwas not at the level that one woul d expect. He
reported that they had done a nunmber of things including changing the
screening criteria. They were getting a state grant which was geared
toward the devel opnent of criteria that would be totally fair. Dr.
Wavel i ne Starnes, educational planner for gifted and talented, said
that they had gathered very specific data and made school s aware of



t he problem and adjusted the identification procedures. She said
that their |ong-range plans were in the Title IV-C grant. In
addition, they had gathered data this spring to conpare with | ast
year's data

M. Robinson stated that the basic question was whether or not there
had been inprovenment. Dr. Starnes replied that there was

i nprovenent, but mnority participation was still low M. Robinson
asked how the 80-81 data conpared. Dr. Starnes said that this data
was now bei ng exam ned and keyed into the conputer. They hoped the
data would reflect the changes they attenpted to nmake in January.
She thought the data would be available md fall. She said that it
was inportant to realize they were not dealing with a small problem
and she did not think they were going to see phenonenal changes at
this point.

M. Ew ng asked about the plan for continuing to nonitor the inpact
of the changes and how | ong they thought it was likely to take for
themto make a determ nati on about whet her the changes were effective
or not. Dr. Starnes replied that they planned to gather data yearly.
Their goal was to |look at the data each year and nmake nodifications
as needed. She reported that they were seeing a difference in those
school s where they had been able to work for three years. The
superintendent indicated that when they had the updated data they
shoul d share that as an information itemto the Board. M. Ew ng
commented that there was a problemin the whol e busi ness of making
change because at what point did they decide because the change had
not been very significant that the changes they instituted were not
very effective. Dr. Starnes replied that their project was nuch nore
significant than the adjustnent in the changes in the identification
process. The project was ained at mninmzing the barriers, both
cultural and soci oeconomc, to students getting into gifted and
talented progranms. M. Robinson stated that rather than m nim zing
the barriers he would Iike to see the goal of getting nore children
into the program Dr. Starnes said that one of the neasures for the
project would be the nunber of students in the program

Dr. Geenblatt remarked that there seened to be two issues here. One
was the screening device and the fact that there were children who
had been identified by the test who never wound up in the gifted and
talented program Dr. Starnes replied that they had nultiple
criteria, and if the students net the list of criteria they would be
in a program Dr. Geenblatt asked whether every child who qualified
was currently in a gifted and talented program Dr. Starnes replied
that there were schools that did not yet have prograns. Dr.

G eenbl att asked whet her they had students who had been identified
who were currently not being served because they were | ocated
somewhere else. Dr. Starnes did not know of anyone who was not being
served. She felt that in their identification procedures they were
m ssing many gifted students. Dr. Geenblatt asked whether all the
mnority children who had passed the screening process were in a
gifted and talented program Dr. Starnes replied that they were.

Dr. Greenblatt pointed out that the paper before the Board stated
that these children were not being served. M. Robinson remarked



that that was the basis of the problem There were children who had
earned test scores but were not participating. It happened to a far
greater degree to black children. He felt that there was sonething
filtering these children out. Dr. Starnes replied that this was the
study that was done two years ago which | ooked at whether or not a
youngster having a nine on a CAT was in a gifted and tal ented
program She expl ained that that kind of finding did not occur in
their latest data. The superintendent said the first year the nunber
of minority youngsters in the programwas not the same percentage as
t he nunber of students by their CAT scores and that the second year
the situation reversed itself. Dr. Geenblatt asked whether there
was any reason why a student should not be in a gifted and tal ented
programif he had all nines, and Dr. Starnes said she did not think
so.

Ms. Wallace renmarked that since there was sonme bias in sonme of the
tests the nom nations were being made of different youngsters even if
they had not scored eights and nines on the CAT. These youngsters
were getting into the prograns via other avenues. M. Robinson asked
that the conmttee be provided with information with the test scores
not filtered out. Dr. Starnes said the March 1980 data showed that 8
percent of the students got into the programw t hout the test scores.
M. Ew ng asked whether there were data that every child with these
scores was being served. Dr. Starnes explained that she was tal king
about the data fromthe 40 schools where there were prograns. M.

Ewi ng commented that, therefore, there were a lot of black and white
children not being served al though their scores mght entitle themto
be served

M's. Young asked about the nunmber of schools which did not have
gifted and talented progranms. Dr. Starnes replied that the 1981 data
indicated that all but a handful of schools had gifted and tal ented
programs. Ms. Young requested the identity of these schools by
name.

M. Smith said he was going to ask about the |level of the globa
screeni ng and what was the second | evel of specific screening. He
did want to know about the statement that it appeared that schools
were not using the professional decision-making process as pl anned.
He asked who in the schools were not using the professiona

deci si on- maki ng process because someone was seeing to it that
mnority children did not participate. The superintendent expl ai ned
that this really got to the training of staff to use the procedures
that they had put in place and then changed. M. Snmith did not agree
and said there were people in the schools not using that

deci si on- naki ng process. Dr. Martin explained that part of the
screening criteria was professional judgnent. She thought they were
maki ng progress because they had a nunmber of youngsters in gifted and
tal ented progranms who did not have the test scores. They had an
in-service type activity to give teachers confidence in their own
judgnment and not to rely too much on test scores. This anmpbunted to

| ooking at multiple criteria and saying even though the test scores
were not at eight or nine, the child should be nom nated.



M. Barse comented that he had heard sone evidence that in a prior
year there may have been a filter nechanismwhich filtered out sone
mnority students fromthe gifted and tal ented prograns. However, he
had heard that this had been substantially corrected. M. Robinson
remarked that they had not seen any evidence of this, and M. Barse

i ndi cated that he had not seen any evidence that there was a filter
M. Robi nson pointed out that the school admnistration's data was
the evidence. M. Barse said that that was his interpretation. Ms.
Wl | ace said that the assessnment of where they were today woul d be
before the Board during the fall. The superintendent felt that they
shoul d anplify those points in witing that M. Smth was tal king to.
The superintendent remarked that there had been a | ot of comments
about the dissatisfaction of gui dance and counseling services as they
related to minority students. The basic recommendati on was that they
survey students after graduation, and it was his understandi ng that
this would be done this fall. Dr. Pitt said there were funds in the
budget for a general survey of all student graduates and a part of
that survey would include the recommendation in the report. Staff
was in the process of developing this survey, and it was his
understanding that for the first year it probably would not get out
until January. Ms. Zappone asked whether this would be restricted
to mnority students. Dr. Pitt replied that it would not; however,

it would not cover every student who graduated fromthe schoo

system

Dr. Frankel indicated that for this survey they would put together a
special commttee. He explained that the plan called for surveying
youngsters one, three, and five years out of school. He said that
they woul d be over-representing for mnority students. M. Robinson
asked whether they would do a sanple fromall of the schools. Dr.
Frankel indicated that it would be a countyw de sanple, and they
woul d follow up on those students for five years. M. Robinson

t hought it was good to get that kind of |ongitudinal |ook at those
youngsters. Ms. Zappone asked whether the people participating in
the survey be identified by the individual high schools. Dr. Frankel
replied that they would have confidential records in order to track
these students. He did not know whether they would rel ease this

i nformati on by high school. Ms. Zappone thought that the conparison
i nformation would be valuable. Ms. Wallace renarked that unless
they could have a study that could show them areas where they needed
i nprovenent she thought they were going to have to have schools. She
t hought they were going to have to | ook at progranms and prograns
meant schools. Dr. Frankel indicated that he would try to do it the
way they were reconmendi ng, but he would have to rem nd them at

budget ti ne.

In regard to curricul um devel opnent, the superintendent explai ned
that the devel opnent and revision of curriculumwas not done sinply
by the staff in Dr. Martin's departnment because many teachers were
enpl oyed during the summer. He said that the staffing table in the
department itself was another issue that was raised. He indicated
that they were not adding positions and had not nade najor

i nprovenents in the balanced staffing. Dr. Martin stated that they
would Iike to see a better balance of mnority representation in the



departnment staff. She pointed out that curricul um devel opment was
done in the sumrer workshops where they had a far stronger minority
representation. The superintendent noted that one of the two
supervisors in social studies was black. They felt that they had
made m ni mal but rather substantial progress here; however, they were
not having a lot of turnover and were not adding positions. He said
that as they got openings they would attenpt to nake inroads into the
bal anced staffing there.

M. Robi nson inquired about the rotating positions. The
superintendent replied that there were a nunber of teacher |evel

posi tions budgeted for the central office and they were assigned
based on cyclical priorities. These positions rotated every two to
three years. M. Robinson asked whether the individuals were
selected to getting a diverse range of people and a broad range of
background. Dr. Martin indicated that they were very conscious of
the need to have a better balance. M. Robinson asked whet her they
were getting the better balance, and Dr. Martin replied that they had
not so far but they did have one vacancy.

In regard to extracurricular activities, the superintendent said that
wi th the possible exception of student government participation he
woul d agree with the point of view of the MRMC. He said that the
conmittee had suggested the establishment of a group to offer

speci fic recomendati ons, and a comittee had been set up by Dr.
Pitt. He explained that part of this had to do with activity buses
and part of it had to do with affirmative outreach in sone high
schools. He hoped that the committee would be able to suggest
additional things that they could do to get a better balance. Dr.
Pitt said the committee would report to him and he had asked Dari us
Brown to chair the committee

M's. \allace suggested that they nove to the general reconmendations.
The superintendent said that the commttee had cone to the concl usion
that the nmultiethnic convention was an i nadequate instrunment for
providing staff with the indepth cross-cultural experiences. He said
that he did not share all the points of view about the convention
because there were many good things that canme fromthe convention
However, he thought it was sonething they ought not to continue;
therefore, they were not going to continue it this year. Each schoo
was going to analyze its own needs based on its own student situation
and develop a local programto address this. These prograns will
require the approval of the area superintendent so the schools woul d
not be totally on their own. The progranms would be tailored much
nmore to the needs of the youngsters in a given school. VWhile they
did not get a grant, they did have some consultant noney avail abl e.
M. Robi nson asked whet her somet hing el se woul d happen in addition to
each school's devel oping its own approach. The superintendent
replied that each school would have a day to do this, and there would
be one half day during the school year for followup. It was their
thinking that they could get better mileage by having each schoo

anal yze its own special needs.

Ms. Fairley explained that schools had been provided sone resource



materials for inplenmenting the one-day program They had gi ven
packets of materials to all principals, directors of alternative
centers, and all central and area offices. She said that many
school s had requested sone information on the profile data about
their school. M. Robinson remarked that he could see sone value in
havi ng each school do its own thing, but he felt very uneasy about
this direction. He said that he did not know about a system of
oversi ght and evaluation. Ms. Fairley said that she coul d not
answer his question about evaluation. Each school would be
submitting its plan to the area associ ate superintendent to nmake sure
they were in keeping with the Board's resolution. She said that the
human rel ati ons specialists would be coordinating and nmaki ng sure
that materials were avail abl e.

M. Ew ng remarked that the | anguage of the response suggested to him
that there was sone fairly fundanental change in purpose between this
pl an and what may have been the purpose in the past. He said that
some of the purposes of previous activities were to inprove
under st andi ng and appreciation of cultural differences. He did not
see that here. Hi s other question was what happened to a school that
did not prepare a plan or prepared an unacceptable plan. Ms.
Fairley replied that the objectives that had been designed were
directly lifted fromthe Board resolution 60-79. She said that the
pl ans woul d be subnmitted to the area associ ate superintendent who
woul d make a determ nation as to whether the plans were appropriate
or not. If they were not appropriate, the area associate
superintendent woul d ask the human rel ati ons specialist and ot her
people on the area staff to work with the school

M. Ew ng remarked that they had situations in the past where

i ndi vidual principals had not done what was intended to be done. Dr.
Pitt said there were three area associ ate superintendents and they
woul d be reviewing the plans for each of these schools. It seened to

M. Robinson that there was an awful | ot of dependence on soneone in
each school setting to bring this thing off. He asked whether people
i n each one of the schools had the capacity to do this. Dr. Pitt
replied that they felt sone schools were and sone schools were not.
They woul d be putting nonetary supports there, and the area associate
superintendent was al so going to make this effort. Ms. Fairley's
staff was committed to putting the resources where she thought they
wer e needed nost.

M's. \Vallace conented that M. Ew ng had nmentioned that the thrust
was di fferent, but she thought that there was one reason why the
thrust needed to be a little different. She said that nost of the
teachers had gone through the nmultiethnic convention. On the other
hand, new teachers comng into the systemhad to have proof of sone
sort of human relations course or take one of the three-credit human
rel ati ons courses prior to tenure being granted. She said that a
nunber of people were bei ng uneasy about the thrust, but this was
staff's best thinking. She pointed out that this was not in concrete
and was a one year thing which would have to be evaluated at the end
of the one year.



M. Robi nson asked whether the design for the eval uati on had been
wor ked out. The superintendent said they had tal ked briefly about
it, but it had not been devel oped.

M's. \Wallace asked that they turn to the second genera

recommendati on on funding. The superintendent explained that | ast
February the Board approved a budget for Head Start and Title I
However, to date they did not know how much noney they were going to
be getting this year. Last year they had put in $2.6 mllion for
Title | and received $2.3 nmillion. This year they put $2.3 nillion
in the budget which was the sane dollar |evel as the previous year

In regard to Head Start in the 1981 budget they had $2.4 nmillion and
received $2.4 nmillion. This year they had $2.5 nillion budgeted, and
they did not know what they woul d receive.

Ms. \Vallace conmented that they had raised this issue in front of
the County Council of what would happen if the federal dollars do not
conme through. She said they would have to go back to the funding
authority. She said they had put the Council on notice that should
the federal dollars not be forthcom ng, the Board m ght be com ng
back to them for a supplenental appropriation. The superintendent
reported that they had tried to get the Council to fund this in their
appropriation resolution so that they would fund it locally if there
were a failure of federal resources; however, they had received a
negative response. They did say to the Council that if they did not
get these levels of appropriation they would consider the possibility
of com ng back to the Council for the supplenmental for these
progranms. He thought the Council was supportive of this. Ms.
Wl | ace recalled that the Council had told themthat noney was short.
The superintendent stated that if they were going to continue to
mount these services they would have to find local funding to

suppl enent these prograns. He pointed out that they had al ways

suppl enented Head Start and said that there was nore | ocal noney in
Head Start than there was federal nobney. Ms. \Wallace conmented that
not only the block grants were of concern but they had to consider
the results of the Sonerset case and its effect on Montgonmery County.
M. Ewing stated that it was inportant that the committee know that
the Board of Education itself last winter did cut the budget for Head
Start below the level of the previous year. He said that was a fact.
Therefore in the sense of the reconmendati on the committee nmade, the
Board did not follow that recomendation. Simlarly they had before
them t he reducti on by about 50 percent of the ESAA noney, and so far
he had not heard from any Board nmenber about a proposal to go to the
County Council for that noney. Ms. Wllace pointed out that the
Board did not count on getting the ESAA noney. She said that for
Head Start in FY 1981 there was $2.4 nillion, and in FY 1981 the
actual anount they received was $2,445,365. In FY 1982 it was

$2, 503, 033.

M. Ewing stated that the Board voted last winter to cut the

Mont gomery County contribution.. He said that he did not vote to cut
t he budget, but the Board majority did. Ms. \Wallace pointed out
that there were nore dollars budgeted in this particular area in FY



1982 than there was in FY 1981. M. Ewing said that the comittee
had to know that its recomendati on was not foll owed by the Board.
He said that the superintendent and staff people were deeply
concerned about the issues that the conmttee had brought before the
Board, but they had a Board that really was not.

The superintendent noted that in ternms of educational prograns for
students there was no question that this was going to be a difficult
area in the future. He said that the total federal noney was going
to drop and the part that they got through the state was going to be
cut again. He said that if they were going to serve students it
woul d require a higher percentage of local noney in Head Start and it
was going to cost local noney in Title I. M. Smth thought that the
fact that they got nore federal dollars had to do with the
superintendent and staff. He did think there was a point here that
they had to be aware of which was that Head Start was just what it
said and was especially inmportant in the mnority comunity. If
there were going to be a 25 percent cut in federal funds, they would
have to be concerned about the position the Board took on prograns
that were inportant to mnority youngsters. Ms. Wallace stated that
she was being | abeled as part of the Board majority and she was part
of the Board majority, but she did not support the cut in |oca

funds. Secondly, the cuts that did occur were general cuts in
federal dollars.

Ms. \Vallace asked that they turn to the third recomendati on. The
superintendent said that when they wote the paper they had not had
final action on the budget. The MRMC had recommended that funds for
the training of staff who work closely with mnority students not be

reduced. The budget was approved w thout reduction in those areas. M.
Robi nson asked whether the dollar |evel was the same, and the superintendent
replied

that it was up slightly.

The superintendent comented that one of the over-arching i ssues the
committee referred to was the whol e busi ness of expectations of
youngsters. If they had | ow expectations for youngsters this was
conmuni cated at an early age. He said they had a staff group working
on specific things they could recoormend to all teachers so that |ow
expectations are not conveyed to any youngsters. He felt that this
was nore inportant than any other issue because so many of them had
prejudged feelings about what others could do and could not do. He
reported that they would be working on this in their A&S annua

nmeeti ng.

Dr. Buckner said there was nmention of the Board's | ooking at aptitude
tests, and he had yet to see aptitude tests which were highly
correlated with intelligence tests. He felt that this was

i nfluencing on the attitudes and expectations that teachers set for
youngsters. If this was sonething that they were | ooking at, he
would I'i ke themto put those resources into Title I. Ms. Wllace
said they had di scussed the feasibility of individual 1.Q tests.

She said that this was a topic that the Board woul d get back to. She
bel i eved that there had to be sonmething better than a group test.



She agreed that aptitude testing was not the answer. They needed
some nmeans of determ ning what the capability of that youngster was.
M's. Wallace indicated that when the Board had this discussion the
conmm ttee would be invited.

M. Smith thanked the Board for the opportunity to cone forward and
express the conmttee's concerns. On July 23 they would be all off
the conmttee because of the action taken by the Board. He would
continue his conmtnment to do the best for mnority students in the
county. Ms. Young stated that all of themwould continue to work
together and informthe comunity to see that these needs are nmnet.
M's. \all ace thanked the nenbers of the committee for neeting with
the Board. She said that the Board did create another conmittee, and
she hoped that the comrttee would pick up with what the MRMC had
done in the past. She also hoped there would be sone continuity of
menbers. She stated that there did need to be open comruni cation
bet ween the Board and staff and nmenbers of the mnority comunity.

Re:  Adj our nnent
The president adjourned the nmeeting at 11:45 p. m
Pr esi dent
Secretary
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