APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
29-1984 May 21, 1984

The Board of Education of Montgonery County net in regul ar session at
t he Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, on Mnday, My
21, 1984, at 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Mrilyn J. Praisner, President in the Chair
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Marian L. Geenblatt*
Ms. Suzanne K Peyser*
M. Peter Robertson
Ms. Odessa M Shannon
Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg

Absent: Dr. James E. Cronin

O hers Present: Dr. Wlnmer S. Cody, Superintendent of Schools
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

Re: Announcenents

M's. Praisner announced that the Board had been neeting in executive
session on personnel matters. She reported that Dr. Cronin was out of
town because his nother was having surgery.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 292- 84 Re: Board Agenda - May 21, 1984

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

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education adopt its agenda for My 21,
1984, with the addition of an itemon a mai ntenance nanagenent system
and the change in the itemon publications guidelines to discussion
from acti on.

* Dr. Greenblatt and Ms. Peyser joined the neeting at this point.

Re: An Evaluation of Public and Nonpublic
Speci al Educati on Prograns

Dr. Philip Jones, project director fromVirginia Pol ytechnic
Institute, introduced Dr. Richard Sal non, associate professor. Dr.
Jones reported that three years ago they were asked to come to

Mont gonmery County about the possibility of doing this research and
wer e subsequently awarded the contract. He noted that the study was
of school -aged children only, and he acknow edged the fine
cooperation he had received from MCPS staff. He expl ained that the
study asked five questions:

VWhat are the characteristics of school -aged students being
served in Levels V and VI public and nonpublic prograns?



VWhat public and nonpublic progranms currently exist for

serving school -aged Level s V and VI handi capped students?

VWhat are the characteristics of these prograns, and how do
public and nonpublic services addressing simlarly handi capped
condi tions compare?

VWhat are the characteristics of services actually being provided
to school -aged students in the Levels V and VI public and
nonpubl i ¢ prograns?

VWhat are the costs of Levels V and VI public and nonpublic
progranms and how do they conpare?

VWhat were the overall findings and recomendati ons of the study?

Dr. Jones stated that they used the conti nuum education data system
for Level V and VI students and program descriptions from MCPS Level
V and nonpublic Levels V and VI. However, the only residential
programthat MCPS had was RICA Il1. They used the federal statute and
the Maryl and statutes and regul ati ons. They used a variety of MCPS
central office records and on-site visits. \Were possible, they

| ooked at fiscal records, devel oped interview and cl assroom
observations gui des, and exam ned | EPs and records. Finally, they did
a random sanpl e of parent interviews by tel ephone. He expl ained that
they had visited 25 nonpublic prograns, three of those outside the
300 mle radius from Montgonery County. They had al so visited the
speci al schools in Mntgomery County.

Dr. Jones explained that they had to point out sone findings which
l[imted themin the conduct of their study. They had many probl ens
with the data because the records were not as accurate as they had
hoped. In sone cases, fiscal records were not attainable and they
changed their goal of reporting costs on a classroombasis to
reporting on a program basis. Because the data was not readily
avai |l abl e, the study tinme was | engthened. As he had stated
pre-viously, he explained they did not deal with preschool or

post school students. In sone instances prograns served very few
students and in sonme cases prograns served only one sex.

Dr. Jones noted that they did create a matched sanpl e on handi cappi ng
conditions, age, sex, and race. He said that the definition of autism
changed fromenotionally inpaired: to health inpaired during the
course of the study. He felt they were linmted by outdated program
descriptions of MCPS prograns and private sector progranms. They had
gathered the data for the 1981-82 school year, and for that year
there were 11 students in RICA and 199 in placenents outside the
school district for Level VI conparisons.

In terms of findings, Dr. Jones explained that in Level V they did
find a disproportionate nunmber of black students. These students were
found primarily in prograns for the enotionally disturbed and
mul ti ply handi capped. In Level VI there was a disproportionate nunber
of males in external placenments for enotionally disturbed, and in the
RI CA programthere was a disproportionate nunber of fenmales. As far
as age differences, he reported that the ol der youngsters tended to
be in the external placenments. They had found an illusive reason for
this known as the "grandfather clause."” He said that about 1976 the



Board had said youngsters if already placed could remain in outside
pl acenents for one year. Staff had interpreted this as permanent;
however, Dr. Jones had been unable to obtain a copy of this ruling
There was anot her speculation in that ol der youngsters presented nore
physi cal problens if they were acting out.

Dr. Jones called attention to a chart detailing the
over-representation of black youngsters in Level V internal prograns
and their under-representation in Level VI progranms. They did run

i nto sone di screpancy problens in the nunber of youngsters according
to various docunents and could not account for 30 students. He said
they did a thorough analysis on review of cases which was a federa
and state requirenent and were di sturbed by the | ack of docunentation
in MCPS and in the nonpublic schools. They also had a problemwi th
the I ack of docunentation on eligibility for less restrictive
progranms and on educational and sociol ogical histories. Dr. Jones
expl ai ned that they had ex-pressed nany concerns about docunentation
and sonme changes had been nmade. He said that to do an adequate job of
review, both the school and central office records should be

consi stent and yet they found docunments existing in one file and not
t he ot her.

In regard to programmatic i ssues, they found a full range of good to
poor Level V and VI progranms, both internally and externally. They
found good teachers in both |ocations; however, the facilities in
MCPS were superior to those in nonpublic schools. For exanple, while
physi cal education is required, they found little or no opportunity
for physical education in non-public schools during inclenment

weat her. They did find life safety problens in some nonpublic
schools. He said that nonpublic salaries were | ower and MCPS teachers
were superior in certification. He reported that in nonpublic schools
they often saw a single approach to educati on which was not al ways
appropriate for that particular youngster. Wile he felt it was a
judgrment call, he thought that over half of the youngsters in
nonpubl i c pl acenents could be served in the Montgonmery County Public
School s. He said they had found nore severely handi capped bei ng
served in MCPS than in nonpublic, and in sone cases the nonpublic
school s had expell ed the youngster, and MCPS was required to educate
t hat youngster.

Dr. Sal non explained that they had used 80-81 as a base for fisca
data. Once the systemwas established, they were able to nove
backwards and forward in tinme. For exanple, they had actual 1982 data
for Level Vinternal prograns. In general, he said the fiscal data
for the external progranms were difficult to obtain because the
nonpublic schools were reluctant to share revenue and expenditure
information. Dr. Salnon stated that they had devel oped cost
differentials by programthat could be updated annually. He displ ayed
cost figures for per pupil costs. Mdel A was the per pupil cost for
Level V internal prograns, and Mbdel B was the per pupil cost for
Level V external pro-granms, except in this case they had to deterni ne
costs in a sonmewhat round-about fashion. Mdel C excluded
transportati on costs. He explained that one table got into actua



costs and for FY 1981 four of the prograns exceeded the 10 percent
criterion with higher costs in the external placenents. The
ex-ception was Learning Di sabled which was a relative close match. He
poi nted out that on the Level V they would save approxi mately

$250, 000 per annumif the youngsters were served in MCPS. He
expl ai ned that they did not have a match between external and

i nternal Level VI; however, they thought the total saving for Level

VI if services were provided internally would be $900, 000 per annum

Dr. Jones urged that MCPS undertake a thorough revi ew of special
educati on based on the inconsistencies they had noted. He recomended
there should be a continuing review of the racial conposition of the
students served to make sure decisions were based on the needs of
students and not other factors. They recommended that speci al
education staff review Level V and VI placenents regardi ng the nunber
of mal es placed. They strongly reconended that Level V and Vi

pl acenents be reviewed on an annual basis to determ ne whether a | ess
restrictive environment was appropriate. He expressed a concern about
out - dat ed program descriptions for both MCPS and nonpublic schools.
He urged that an effort be nmade to nmake sure internal and externa
records were consistent. They also felt that the | EP process nust
reflect criteria to determ ne the need for changes in the program He
recommended that MCPS inmediately review all Level V and VI nonpublic
pl acenents to determ ne which students, if any, should be returned to
the public schools. They felt that well over half of these students
could be returned. He reported that they found only a couple of

i nstances where Level VI prograns were equal in quality with MCPS
prograns, and only one case where the program exceeded.

Dr. Jones recommended expansi on of MCPS prograns and pointed out the
possibility of sharing these progranms with other school systens. He
suggested that a school systemthe size of MCPS could and shoul d
serve the vast mgjority of its youngsters |ocally.

M's. Praisner noted that the Board woul d be receiving the staff
response to the study in the near future. M. Ew ng hoped that when
the staff response was prepared that they would have nore tine to
spend on this topic. He hoped that, in particular, they coul d address
the cost figures because he was not confortable with the conparisons
provided and would |ike to see the background data. He said that his
second questions was whether or not there was in the background

i nformati on sufficient data on special nonpublic prograns of high
quality and reasonabl e costs such that it would be not necessary for
MCPS to offer prograns on its own. It seened to himthat they had to
| ook at this very carefully before launching into a residenti al
services program He was surprised to see in the summary the
presunption that the best way for a school systemof this size to go
was to have all internal progranms. He was unconfortable with the
sweepi ng generalizations in the report.

M's. Shannon inquired about the time frame for the staff response.
She woul d like to see the nonconpliance i ssue addressed. She was
concer ned about the disproportionate nunber of black students being



classified as enotionally disturbed, and she asked the staff to
address this question. Dr. Cody assured the Board staff would have a
full report as early as the end of June and no later than the mddle
of July.

Dr. Shoenberg regretted that this report was scheduled at a tine when
an i nredi ate response was not possible. He hoped that people would
realize that the report was not the last word, and that sone of the
probl enms m ght have been dealt with. He hoped there would not be
sensat i onal headlines before they had an opportunity for a ful

di scussion. He questioned the conparison of Level VI external and

i nternal placenents because the internal placenent was based on a
sanple of only 11 students in a facility that was at the tine
under goi ng devel opnent and expansi on. He inquired about the validity
of the sanple, and Dr. Jones replied that as a professional with 30
years of experience in this field he woul d say the conpari sons were
pretty accurate. He urged the Board to read all the docunents

provi ded and not just the executive summary. Dr. Shoenberg questioned
the statistical reliability of conmparing 11 cases to al nost 200. Dr.
Jones replied that they were conparing RICA Il with only the
enotional |l y di sturbed nonpublic placenents and not the entire group
Dr. Shoenberg noted that this was not clear in the statenents nade

M's. Peyser indicated that she had a nunber of questions she would
submt in witing. She said the Board had received a letter fromthe
Maryl and Associ ati on of Nonpublic Schools, and she hoped that
guestions on costs raised in that letter woul d be addressed by staff.
Dr. Greenblatt stated that she was surprised by Board coments which
seened to be taking a defensive posture. She said that the purpose of
havi ng an external evaluation was that criticisnms would not be

wei ght ed one way or the other. She thought they should reviewthe
docunents very carefully, and she pointed out that the study was
dated and on a process that was in a constant state of change. She
said that the issues had been raised and it was now up to the Board
to look at the situation and see what changes should be nade. Ms.
Prai sner agreed; however, she did not see anything defensive in the
comments but rather a desire to have staff review and comment. She
noted that this was the first step and, as such, should not generate
conclusions or headlines. In regard to the letter received by the

Board, she requested that staff obtain copies of the 1981 Baltinore
study for Board nenbers.

It seemed to M. Ewing that given the intense interest in this issue
t hat peopl e be given the opportunity to review the docunentation and
provi de conment. Ms. Praisner thanked Dr. Jones and Dr. Sal non for
their presentation.

Re: Board/press/visitor Conference

The foll ow ng individuals appeared before the Board of Education

1. M. WII Adans
2. Ms. Jane Stern, MEA



3. Ms. Nancy Dacek, MCCPTA
4. Ms. Joan Karasik
5. Ms. Pat Lawson

RESOLUTI ON NO. 293-84 Re: Approval of Revised Curriculum- English
Language Arts K-8 - Witing and Speaking

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M. Robertson, the follow ng resol ution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The school |aws of Maryland specify that the county
superintendent shall prepare courses of study and recomrend them for
adoption by the county Board (The Annotated Code of the Public
Ceneral Laws of Maryland Education, Section 4-205); and

WHEREAS, The school |aws of Maryland al so state that the county
Board, on the witten recommendati on of the county superintendent,
shal | establish courses of study for the schools under its
jurisdiction (The Annotated Code of the Public General Laws of
Maryl and Education, Section 4-110); and

WHEREAS, Board of Education policy has resolved "that newl y devel oped
curricul umdocunents will be presented to the Board of Education for
consi derati on approxi mately one nmonth prior to the date on which
approval will be sought and the superintendent of schools may extend
this period to allow further time for citizen reaction to curriculum
docunents dealing with sensitive topics...- (from Board RESOLUTI ON
NO. 400-73, June 18, 1987); and

WHEREAS, The Program of Studies is the docunment which contains the
prescribed curriculumelenents, including instructional objectives,

of all MCPS curricul um prograns and courses (MCPS Regul ati on | FB-RA
Devel opnent and Approval of Curriculum and Supporting Materials); and

WHEREAS, Excellence in curriculumcan be maintained only by
continuing attention to the need for curricul umchange; and

WHEREAS, The Council on Instruction, charged by the superintendent
wi th considering reconmendations for curricul umchange, has
recommended approval of the revised K-8 witing and speaking
curriculum and

WHEREAS, The superintendent recommrends that the Board approve the
revised K-8 witing and speaking curriculum presented to the Boa-d on
April 24, 1984; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education approve the revisions of the
K-8 witing and speaking curriculumfor publication in the Program of
St udi es.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 294-84 Re: Approval of Revised Curriculum- Physical
Educati on G ades K-12



On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M. Robertson, the follow ng resol ution was
adopted with M. BEwming, Dr. Geenblatt, Ms. Praisner, Ms. Shannon,
and Dr. Shoenberg voting in the affirmative; Ms. Peyser voting in
the negative (M. Robertson voting in the affirmative):

WHEREAS, The school |aws of Maryland specify that the county
superintendent shall prepare courses of study and recomrend them for
adopti on by the county Board (The Annotated Code of the Public
Ceneral Laws of Maryland Education, Section 4-205); and

WHEREAS, The school |aws of Maryland al so state that the county
Board, on the witten recommendati on of the county superintendent,
shal | establish courses of study for the schools under its
jurisdiction (The Annotated Code of the Public General Laws of
Maryl and Education, Section 4-110); and

WHEREAS, Board of Education policy has resolved "that newly devel oped
curricul umdocunents will be presented to the Board of Education for
consi derati on approxi mately one nmonth prior to the date on which
approval will be sought and the superintendent of schools may extend
this period to allow further time for citizen reaction to curriculum
docunents dealing with sensitive topics...." (from Board RESOLUTI ON
NO. 400-73, June 18, 1987); and

WHEREAS, The Program of Studies is the docunment which contains the
prescribed curriculumelenents, including instructional objectives,

of all MCPS curricul um prograns and courses (MCPS Regul ati on | FB-RA
Devel opnent and Approval of Curriculum and Supporting Materials); and

WHEREAS, Excellence in curriculumcan be maintained only by
continuing attention to the need for curricul umchange; and WHEREAS,
The Council on Instruction, charged by the superintendent wth

consi deri ng recommendati ons for curricul umchange, has reconmended
approval of revised curriculumfor Physical Education, Gades K-12;
and

WHEREAS, The superintendent recommends that the Board approve the
revised curriculumfor Physical Education, Gades K-12, presented to
the Board on April 24, 1984; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education approve the revised curriculum
for Physical Education, Gades K-12, for publication in the Program
of Studies as part of the MCPS curriculumw th the programfor grades
K-8 effective with the school year 1984-85, and the program for
grades 9-12 being placed in effect with the school year 1985-86.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 295-84 Re: Request for Supplenental Appropriation
Under Request for Proposals 84-24,
Mai nt enance Managenent System

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of M. Ew ng
seconded by Ms. Shannon, the follow ng resol ution was adopted
unani nousl y:



WHEREAS, The County Council has placed $35, 000 i n desi gnated surplus
in the Fiscal Year 1984 Budget for purchase of applications software
for MCPS mai nt enance nmanagenent; and

WHEREAS, The superintendent of schools will submt a recomendation
to the Board of Education at a later neeting for award of a contract
for the Miintenance Managenment System software under Request for
Proposal s (RFP) 84-24 to the bidder best neeting the technical and
busi ness requirements of the Request for Proposals for no nore than
$35,000 in State Category 1, Admi nistration; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the county executive be requested to recomend
approval of this resolution to the County Council and a copy be sent
to the county executive and the County Counci l

RESOLUTI ON NO. 296-84 Re: FEdward U. Taylor Center - Roof
Modi fication and Partial Reroof (Area 3)

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

WHEREAS, Seal ed bids were received on May 10 for roof nodification
and partial reroofing of Edward U. Taylor Center as indicated bel ow

Bi dder Base Bid
1. Ondorff & Spaid, Inc. $47, 978
2. R D. Bean, Inc. 48, 830
3. J. EE Wod & Sons Co., Inc. 54, 706
4. Col bert Roofing Corporation 69, 869
5. Ham Iton & Spiegel, Inc. 76, 905 and,

WHEREAS, The | ow bi dder, Ondorff & Spaid, Inc., has perfornmed
simlar projects satisfactorily; and

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

RESOLVED, That a contract for $47,978 be awarded to O ndorff & Spaid,
Inc., to acconplish roof nodification and partial reroof at the
Edward U. Taylor Center, in accordance with plans and specifications
dated April 24, 1984, prepared by the Department of Schoo

Facilities.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 297-84 Re: Architectural Appointnent - Gaithersburg
H gh School Addition (Area 3)

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

WHEREAS, It is necessary to appoint an architect to provide required



design services and adm nistration of the construction contract for
an addition at Gaithersburg H gh School; and

WHEREAS, A conmittee representing school staff and conmunity, area
of fice, school facilities and educational facilities planning staffs
recomends the firmof Thomas O ark Associates (TCA); now therefore
be it

RESCOLVED, That the Board of Education enter into a contractua
agreement with the firmof Thomas O ark Associates (TCA) to provide
requi red design services and admi nistration of the construction
contract for the lunmp sumtotal of $132,000 for an addition at

Gai t her sburg Hi gh School

RESOLUTI ON NO. 298-84 Re: FY 1984 Suppl enmental Appropriation
Requests and Anmendnents to the FY 1984
Capital |nprovenents Program

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

WHEREAS, The County Council deleted two projects requested by the
Board of Education in its FY 1985 Capital Budget to allow the county
executive's staff additional time for analysis, with express

under standi ng that the projects would be considered as FY 1984

suppl enental appropriations and amendnents to the FY 1984 Capita

| mprovenents Program now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education requests FY 1984 Capital Budget
suppl emrental appropriations of $133,000 to plan a 12-cl assroom
addition and other nodifications to Seneca Valley H gh School and
$65, 000 to plan expanded or new administrative offices in Area 3, and
that the FY 1984 Capital |nprovenents Program be anended accordingly;
and be it further

RESOLVED, That the county executive be requested to recomend
approval of these actions to the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 299-84 Re: Purchase of Rel ocatable Mdul ar C assroom
Bui | di ngs

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

WHEREAS, A sealed bid was received on May 10, 1984, to purchase
twel ve 24" x 36' relocatable nodul ar cl assroons as indicated bel ow

Bi dder Base Bid
Commerci al Modul ar Systens, |nc. $429, 113. 00



WHEREAS, Several prospective bidders were solicited; however, only
one bid was received; and

WHEREAS, Staff has reviewed the bid and has determined it to be
reasonabl e, within the budget, and in strict accordance with the
specifications; and

VWHEREAS, Sufficient funds are available to award this contract; now
therefore be it

RESOLVED, That a contract for $429, 113.00 be awarded to Conmerci al
Modul ar Systenms Inc., to furnish twelve relocatable classroons in
accordance with the plans and specifications entitled, "Relocatable
Modul ar Cl assroom Bui | di ngs, " dated April 26, 1984, prepared by the
Departnment of School Facilities.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 300-84 Re: Reduction of Retainage - Wodlin
El ementary School Addition and Mderni zati on
(Area 1)

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

WHEREAS, Baron Builders, Inc., general contractor for Wodlin

El ementary School Addition and Mderni zati on, has conpl eted 80
percent of the specified requirenments and has requested that the 10
percent retai nage anmount, which is based on the conpleted work to
date, be reduced to 5 percent retainage; and

WHEREAS, The project bondi ng conpany, Lunbernen's Miutual Casualty
Conmpany, Long Gove, Illinois, by letter dated May 14, 1984,
consented to this reduction; and

WHEREAS, The project architect, Victor Snmolen & Associ ates, has
recomended that this request for reduction in retai nage be approved
by letter dated May 14, 1984; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the contract's specified 10 percent retainage wthheld
from periodic construction contract paynents to Baron Builders, Inc.
general contractor for the Wodlin El enentary School Addition and
Moder ni zation, currently anounting to 10 percent of the contractor's
request for paynent to date, now be reduced to 5 percent with

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

RESOLUTI ON NO. 301-84 Re: FY 1984 Categorical Transfer within the
Fam |y Systens Counsel i ng Wor kshop
Pr oj ect

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M's. Shannon, the follow ng resol ution was



adopt ed unani nousl y:

RESOLVED, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to effect
the following transfer within the FY 1984 Famly Systens Counseling
Wor kshop project funded by the Maryl and State Departnent of Education
under the Education Con-solidation and |Inprovenent Act, Chapter 2 in
accordance with the FY 1984 Provision for Transfer as adopted by
Counci| Resolution 10-470 of Novenber 15, 1983:

Cat egory From To
02 Instructional Salaries $370
03 Instructional O her $420
10 Fixed Charges 50
Tot al $420 $420

and be it further

RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be transmtted to the county
executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 302-84 Re: FY 1984 Supplenental Appropriation for a
RICA Il Sunmer Wbrk Experience

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M's. Shannon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

RESOLVED, That the superintendent of schools be authorized, subject
to County Council approval, to receive and expend an FY 1984

suppl emental appropriation of $20,761 fromthe Departnent of
Facilities and Services of the Montgomery County Government for a
RICA Il and Bridge Sunmer Wbrk Experience in the follow ng

cat egori es:

Cat egory Suppl enent al
04 Special Education $18, 945
10 Fixed Charges 1, 816
Tot al $20, 761

RESOLUTI ON NO. 303-84 Re: FY 1984 Categorical Transfer within the
State Categorical Funding for Vocational
Educati on

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M's. Shannon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

RESOLVED, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to effect
within the FY 1984 State Categorical Funds for Gccupational Prograns



the followi ng categorical transfer in accordance with the FY 1984
Provision for Transfer as adopted by Council Resolution 10-470 of
Novenber 15, 1983:

Cat egory From To
03 Instructional O her $1, 695
10 Fixed Charges $1, 695

and be it further

RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be transmtted to the county
executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 304-84 Re: FY 1984 Categorical Transfer within the
Vocat i onal Education Prograns

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M's. Shannon, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

RESOLVED, That the superintendent of schools be authorized, subject
to County Council approval, to effect the following transfer within
the FY 1984 Vocati onal Education prograns for hone econonics and

pr of essi onal devel opnent under P. L. 94-482 fromthe Maryland State
Department of Education:

Cat egory From To
02 Instructional Salaries $15, 698
03 Instructional O her $15, 218
08 Operation of Plant & Equip. 555
10 Fixed Charges 1, 035
Tot al $16, 253 $16, 253

and be it further

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

RESOLUTI ON NO. 305-84 Re: Personnel Appointnments and Assignnents

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Shoenberg seconded by M's. Shannon, the follow ng resol ution was
adopted with M. Ewming, Dr. Geenblatt, Ms. Peyser, Ms. Shannon,
and Dr. Shoenberg voting in the affirmative; Ms. Praisner abstaining
(M. Robertson voting in the affirmative):

RESOLVED, That the follow ng personnel appointnments and assi gnnents
be approved:

Appoi nt ment Present Position As



Joseph S. Villani

Janet L. Bergman

Reassi gnnment

Bever |y Hopki ns

Luci nda Sul livan

Cifton Crockett

Pri nci pal Area Director for Educa-
Mont gonmery Blair H.S. tional Services
Area Admin. Ofice
Gade Q
Effective July 1, 1984
Acting Supervisor of Super vi sor of
El ementary I nstruction El . Instruction
Area Admin. Ofice Area Admin. Ofice
Gade Q
Effective May 22, 1984
From To
Academ c Leave Super vi sor of

El ement ary

I nstruction
Area Admn. Ofice
Grade 0

Effective July 1, 1984

Psychol ogi cal Intern Assi stant Princi pal
(50 percent) Spri ngbrook Hi gh
Di agnostic Professional Effective 7-1-84
and Support Team

Pri nci pal El ement ary
Sunmmit Hall ES Assi st ant
Pri nci pal

Location to be

det er m ned
Effective July 1, 1984
Retirement July 1, 1986

Tenporary Reassignment for the 1984-1985 School Year

Nane and Present
Posi tion

John F. \Wal ker

Per sonnel Speci al i st
Di vision of Salary
Adm n. and Records

James Heins
A&S Teacher
Spri ngbrook Hi gh

(Requesti ng ext ensi on)

Position Effective Position Effective
July 1, 1984 July 1, 1985

Teacher Placenment Asst. Retirement

(A&S Teacher)
Di vision of Staffing

A&S Teacher Consi deration for

princi pal ship or
anot her A&S position
for which qualified

Re: Student Publication Guidelines

M's. Praisner noted that this itemwas for discussion only, and Dr.
Pitt explained that after Board review the itemwould be sent out to



various groups for witten conments. He said that they had a smal
group working on this and asked Dr. Edward Shirley, admnistrative
assistant, to explain the process.

Dr. Shirley reported that after the Walter Johnson case, the
conmittee had | ooked at existing guidelines and tried to elimnate

t he concerns that had been expressed. They had expanded their area of
concern from yearbook advertising to publication guidelines.

Ms. Judy Bresler, Board attorney, stated that the Board's directive
was to review the overall content of student publications including,
but not Iimted to, yearbooks and advertising. The commttee revi ened
possi bl e gui delines as being applicable to all student publications.

The conmittee decided to elimnate the distinction between
school - sponsored publications and publications without
school - sponsorshi p. For exanple, the definition of |ibelous and
obscene material was applicable to both publications. M. Bresler
said that the guidelines were a conbination of existing guidelines
regardi ng non-school sponsored publications, previous guidelines for
advertising, the Board' s decision, and the |atest fromlegal cases.
She had assisted the committee in drafting specific |anguage. She
expl ai ned that students did have First Amendment rights, but these
rights were not consistent with those of adults. They coul d have
prior restraints on these rights, but they had to have precise
criteria. She said that each of the proposed guidelines did have sone
basis in whole or part with existing |aw, and she had attenpted to
use the | anguage of the courts. The comrittee would continue to | ook
at the guidelines and review them It was the consensus of the
conmittee that these guidelines were workable and nore specific than
t he previ ous ones.

M's. Peyser inquired about the statenent "unless such use is

aut hori zed" and asked who woul d grant the authorization. Ms. Bresler
replied that the person who was the subject of the ad would give the
aut hori zation, and Ms. Peyser suggested that this be indicated. Ms.
Peyser questioned the footnote on a "significant nunber of students”
being affected by a disruption. She suggested ending the footnote
with "m sbehavior or turnmoil." Ms. Bresler explained that they were
defining a "substantial"™ disruption either in ternms of the nunber of
students involved or the inportance of the act being disruptive. Ms.
Peyser noted that the second bullet was the only one using "and" and
suggested using "or." Ms. Bresler explained that this |anguage was
fromcourt cases and the Board would be the ultinmate decider of the
reasons for rejection.

Dr. Greenblatt indicated that she was having problens with "taking
material as a whole.” In addition, she did not see the words "vul gar™
and "in bad taste" in the new | anguage. Ms. Praisner did not
interpret the regulation as not allowing themto deal with one piece
of an article. Ms. Bresler explained that "as a whole" was the court
| anguage, and she woul d not recommend onitting this |anguage.

M. Ew ng thought that the proposal in front of the Board was very
reasonabl e. He said that the Board needed to be careful about



adopti ng gui delines which mght be too absolute and end up with

endl ess appeals and law suits. It was his view that while there m ght
be sone itenms to be clarified this was basically a good approach and
a wor kabl e one.

M's. Shannon suggested that in the first statenent they indicate the
person responsible for the first level of rejection. Dr. Shirley
expl ai ned that they did not get into any of the appeals process. Ms.
Shannon noted that in the previous policy the principal could halt
the action, and Ms. Bresler said they had included halting of the
publication in here because of the previous policy. Ms. Praisner
suggested adding "by an appropriate staff nmenber.” Dr. Pitt agreed
that they needed to rework some of the |anguage.

M. Robertson said he had sone concerns about putting together
school - sponsored and non-school sponsored publications. He asked how
prior restraint would apply, and Ms. Bresler replied that it would
not. All the guidelines would apply to both kinds of publications.
M. Robertson was concerned about the individuals who woul d be

i npl enenting the policy, and he suggested maki ng cl ear which part
applied to which publication. Ms. Bresler said that they coul d add
something to the effect that school -sponsored publications mght be
rej ected or non-school sponsored publications m ght be halted. M.
Robertson said that the biggest problemwas elimnating the section
where students had sone editorial control over their own
publications as in C. 1. b. He suggested that the statement in C. 1.
b be retained.

M ss Jacqui e Duby was concerned about the use of the word
"gui del i nes" and suggested that if they were setting regulations, the
paper should be referred to as a "regulation.” She thought they would
be | ess vague if they retained the subsection dealing with the three
criteria fromthe original guidelines. She al so thought that students
did see a value in having nore definitive guidelines; however, she

was concerned about how far they could go and still be in conpliance
with the Constitution. She hoped that student publications would
still reflect the views of students, and she noted that there was a

val ue in students exercising editorial coment.

M. Kevin Keegan, Rockville H gh School newspaper advisor, cited an

| owa gui deline which suggested that one of the nost inportant things
they could do for students was to explain what the | aws were and then
expl ai n what good judgnent, tact, and integrity were all about. One
of their responsibilities should be to encourage students to use good
judgrment. It was his opinion that the new guidelines were not too
restrictive and in nost cases the guidelines had been upheld by the

| aw. He thought that while the students at Walter Johnson used bad

j udgnment, he was not convinced their judgnent was ill egal

Ms. Sally Wal sh, coordi nator of secondary English, stated that it was
possi ble to "guideline" or regul ate student publications out of

exi stence. She woul d endorse the guidelines before the Board, and she
t hought the guidelines presented a very sensible framework for
advisors. Ms. Praisner raised the question of when students woul d



recei ve informati on about the guidelines, and she asked for sone
assurance that the staff was also reviewing the timng and se-quence
of that material. Dr. Pitt assured her that this portion of the
Board's request was undergoi ng study. Ms. Praisner also asked about
the signed formfor the ad and the Board's disclainer, and she al so

i nqui red about students who were involved in these activities and not
participating in journalismclasses. She asked that she be provided
with answers or that the matter be discussed at a future neeting.

M. Ewing comented that it was an illusion to think they could
escape the exercise of judgnent. For exanple, if they prohibited
everything, they would violate the First Armendnent. He thought there
woul d al ways be di sagreenent, but they did have to set a reasonable
course of action. He said they did want to encourage student
publications and yet encourage students to be responsible.

M. Robertson asked that the Board be provided with a rewite of the
proposed gui delines. He was particularly concerned about IV.C 1.b. of
the Student Rights docunment. He al so asked that the guidelines be
schedul ed for action while he was still a Board nenber.

Dr. Geenblatt remarked that the nore the Board di scussed the

gui del i nes, the nore concerned she becanme about the guidelines. She
said that the whol e question played around with legalities, and she
was concerned that they were working thenselves into a | ega

framework rather than thinking of thenselves in an educati onal
situation over which they should have sone control. She said that the
student editors should be responsible to a publisher, which was the
school system |If they all owed objectionable nmaterial to be
publ i shed, they were reneging on their responsibilities as adults.
She asked that they be nore specific and not give up their
responsibilities. Ms. Bresler did not think the school system was
abrogating its responsibilities, but rather it was guid-ing students
to exerci se good judgnent. She said they got into the legalities when
it cane to the ultimate decision of forbidding publication

Dr. Shoenberg pointed out that the Board got to this point because
they had a set of guidelines that were not legally defensible. He
hoped that the Board woul d have an opportunity to discuss this again.
M's. Praisner asked that the docunment be sent out for reaction and

t hen brought to the Board for adoption

Re: Recommendations on the Fiscal 1985
Oper ati ng Budget Fol I owi ng County Counci
Action

Dr. Greenblatt noved and M. BEw ng seconded the follow ng:

WHEREAS, The Board of Education's Fiscal 1985 Operating Budget of
$399, 358, 339 was adopted February 29, 1984; and

WHEREAS, I n appropriating $398, 631,875 for the Board of Education
Qperating Budget, the County Council made changes resulting in
$726, 464) of reductions fromvarious state budget categories as shown



in the schedul e bel ow

Counci

Cat egory BCE Changes Tot al
1 Administration $ 25,066,787 $ 1,150, 000 $ 26, 216, 787
2 Instruc. Salaries 203, 301, 812 (309, 453) 202,992, 359
3 Oher Instruc. Costs 10, 238, 294 38, 000 10, 276, 294
4 Speci al Education 41, 388, 588 - 41, 388, 588
5 Student Pers. Svs. 1, 261, 270 - 1, 261, 270
6 Heal th Services 31, 975 - 31, 975
7 Transportation 20, 719, 480 (1, 437,500) 19, 281, 980
8 Plant Operations 33,572, 110 (5, 169) 33, 566, 941
9 Mai nt enance 11, 746, 973 (120, 000) 11, 626, 973
10 Fi xed Charges 38, 547, 787 (42, 342) 38, 505, 445
11 Food Services 614, 893 - 614, 893
61 School Lunch Fund 12, 868, 370 - 12, 868, 370

Tot al $399, 358,339 $ (726, 464) $398, 631, 875
and

WHEREAS, The County Council provided $1.5 million in the

Admi ni strative State Category for the express purpose of cable
research and devel opnent as provided for in Council Resolution
10-608; and

WHEREAS, This $1.5 million represents an increase in the
adm ni strative category not requested by the Board; and

WHEREAS, The Council added $988,036 for a countyw de arts center not
previously requested by the Board; and

WHEREAS, Both of these itens will require extensive review by the
Board because of their effect on educational policy in the public
school s; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education hereby adopts its origina

Fi scal 1985 (perating Budget as reduced by Council according to the
details shown in Schedule A in the anmount of $396, 143, 839; and be it
further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education will continue to consider the
Counci| additions of $1,500,000 for cable related research and
$988,036 for a county-wi de arts center to determ ne the nost
appropriate course of action; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the county executive and County Council be informed of
this action.

Re: A Mtion by Dr. Geenblatt to Anend the
Proposed Budget Resol ution (FAI LED)

A nmotion by Dr. Greenblatt to anend the proposed budget resol ution by
addi ng a cl ause, "WHEREAS, The Board views the Council action to add
to the education budget as unprecedented and illegal and as usurping



t he Board of Education's educational policy-making role; now
therefore be it" failed with Dr. G eenblatt, Ms. Peyser, and Ms.
Prai sner voting in the affirmative; M. Ewi ng and Dr. Shoenberg
voting in the negative; Ms. Shannon abstaining (M. Robertson
abst ai ni ng) .

RESOLUTI ON NO. 306-84 Re: An Anmendnent to the Proposed Resol ution
on the QOperating Budget

On notion of Dr. Geenblatt seconded by Ms. Peyser, the foll ow ng
resol ution was adopted with Dr. Geenblatt, Ms. Peyser, Ms.

Prai sner, Ms. Shannon, and Dr. Shoenberg voting in the affirmative
M. Ewing voting in the negative (M. Robertson voting in the
affirmative):

RESOLVED, That the proposed resolution on the operating budget be
anended by the addition of a WHEREAS cl ause:

"WHEREAS, The Board views the Council action to add to the education
budget as unprecedented and as usurping the Board of Education's
educational policy-making role; now therefore be it."

RESOLUTI ON NO. 307-84 Re: Recommendations on the Fiscal 1985
Oper ati ng Budget Fol | owi ng County
Counci | Action

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Greenbl att seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resol ution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, The Board of Education's Fiscal 1985 Operating Budget of
$399, 358, 339 was adopted February 29, 1984; and

VWHEREAS, | n appropriating $398, 631,875 for the Board of Education
Qperating Budget, the County Council made changes resulting in

$726, 464) of reductions fromvarious state budget categories as shown
in the schedul e bel ow

Counci

Cat egory BCE Changes Tot al
1 Administration $ 25,066,787 $ 1,150,000 $ 26, 216, 787
2 Instruc. Salaries 203, 301, 812 (309, 453) 202,992, 359
3 Oher Instruc. Costs 10, 238, 294 38, 000 10, 276, 294
4 Speci al Education 41, 388, 588 - 41, 388, 588
5 Student Pers. Svs. 1, 261, 270 - 1, 261, 270
6 Heal th Services 31, 975 - 31, 975
7 Transportation 20, 719, 480 (1, 437,500) 19, 281, 980
8 Plant Operations 33,572, 110 (5, 169) 33, 566, 941
9 Mai nt enance 11, 746, 973 (120, 000) 11, 626, 973
10 Fi xed Charges 38, 547, 787 (42, 342) 38, 505, 445
11 Food Services 614, 893 - 614, 893
61 School Lunch Fund 12, 868, 370 - 12, 868, 370

Tot al $399, 358,339 $ (726, 464) $398, 631, 875

Tot al $399, 358, 339 $ (726, 464) $398, 631, 875



and

WHEREAS, The County Council provided $1.5 million in the
Admi ni strative State Category for the express purpose of cable
research and devel opnent as provided for in Council Resolution
10-608; and

VWHEREAS, This $1.5 million represents an increase in the
adm ni strative category not requested by the Board; and

WHEREAS, The Council added $988,036 for a countyw de arts center not
previously requested by the Board; and

WHEREAS, Both of these itens will require extensive review by the
Board because of their effect on educational policy in the public
school s; and

WHEREAS, The Board views the Council action to add to the education
budget as unprecedented and as usurping the Board of Education's
educational policy-making role; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education hereby adopts its origina

Fi scal 1985 (Operating Budget as reduced by Council according to the
details shown in Schedule A in the anmount of $396, 143, 839; and be it
further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education will continue to consider the
Counci| additions of $1,500,000 for cable related research and
$988,036 for a county-wi de arts center to determ ne the nost
appropriate course of action; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the county executive and County Council be informed of
this action.

Dr. Greenblatt left the neeting at this point.

Re: Superintendent's Task Force on Budget
For mat

M. Ew ng thought that the approach suggested by the superintendent
was a good one. He said that when the task force | ooked at purpose it
al so needed to | ook at who were the users and for what purpose they
used the budget. He felt that nmenbership on the task force ought to

i ncl ude sone representatives of users. For exanple, they m ght
consult with the staffs of the County Council and county executive,
but not necessarily as nenbers of the task force. They shoul d have
citizen participation as well.

M. Robertson noted that he had sent the superintendent a nmeno on
this subject. He pointed out that students were citizens as well and,
if not nenbers, should have an opportunity to comment. Ms. Praisner
said that the tinmefrane woul d indicate the need for a small task
force with a rapid turnaround tine.



Re: Board Menber Conments

1. Ms. Peyser reported that recently the Board had received an

i nformation item on snoking areas and according to the report none of
t he high schools had chosen to be a nonsnoki ng school. She said that
nmore and nore schools in Fairfax County were becom ng nonsnoki ng
school s, and she hoped the superintendent would do sonet hi ng about
this. She remarked that she did not understand why students needed
to smoke in order to |learn. She pointed out that they spent tine
teachi ng students not to snoke and then rewarded them by all ow ng
themto snoke when they got to high school

2. Dr. Shoenberg reported that he had been neeting with a small group
of people at the state level to develop a plan whereby school systens
m ght comply with the accountability section of the Civiletti funding
| egislation. The effort was to try to anticipate the formation of a
task force required by the Cviletti legislation to oversee the

di stribution of these funds. He indicated that he was very inpressed
by the spirit of cooperation by all of the school systens in the
state and would report to the Board that the task was well in hand.

3. M. BEwing stated that they had heard earlier about the County
Council's interest in the Northwood group which was trying to keep
t he school open. He understood the Board was going to receive a
request for data, and he hoped that the Board woul d cooperate in
providing the data but at the same time nmake it clear that this was
an area where the Board had exclusive authority.

4. Ms. Praisner indicated that she and Dr. Cody had attended a
nmeeti ng of the Montgomery Connection which was soon to becone their

| atest foundation. Sally Keeler would be serving as the staff nenber,
and the focus of the foundation would be on science and math support
for the schools and on devel oping a data base for use in the

conmuni ty.

5. Ms. Praisner reported that the Board Ofice now had a packet of
materials on the recent state conference on Brown vs. the Board of
Educati on.

6. Ms. Praisner noted that the state superintendent of schools would
be visiting Montgonery County on May 29. He would attend a forum
sponsored by MCCPTA on that evening.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 308-84 Re: Executive Session - June 12, 1984

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of M. Ew ng
seconded by M. Robertson, the follow ng resolution was adopted with
M. Ewi ng, Ms. Praisner, Ms. Shannon, and Dr. Shoenberg voting in
the affirmative; Ms. Peyser voting in the negative (M. Robertson
voting in the affirmative):

WHEREAS, The Board of Education of Montgonery County is authorized by
Article 76A, Section 11(a) of the Annotated Code of Maryland to



conduct certain of its nmeetings in executive closed session; now
therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education of Mntgonery County hereby
conduct its neeting in executive closed session beginning on June 12,
1984, at 10:30 a.m to discuss, consider, deliberate, and/or

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

enpl oyees, appointees, or officials over whomit has jurisdiction, or
any other personnel matter affecting one or nore particul ar
individuals and to conmply with a specific constitutional, statutory
or judicially inposed requirenment protecting particul ar proceedi ngs
or matters from public disclosure as permtted under Article 76A,
Section 11(a) and that such neeting shall continue in executive

cl osed session until the conpletion of business.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 309-84 Re: Executive Session - June 14, 1984

On recommendati on of the superintendent and on notion of M. Ew ng
seconded by M. Robertson, the follow ng resolution was adopted with
M. Ewi ng, Ms. Praisner, Ms. Shannon, and Dr. Shoenberg voting in
the affirmative; Ms. Peyser voting in the negative (M. Robertson
voting in the affirmative):

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

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education of Mntgonery County hereby
conduct its neeting in executive closed session beginning on June 14,
1984, at 8 p.m to discuss, consider, deliberate, and/or otherw se
deci de the enpl oynent, assignment, appointment, pronotion, denotion
conpensation, discipline, renoval, or resignation of enployees,

appoi ntees, or officials over whomit has jurisdiction, or any other
personnel nmatter affecting one or nore particular individuals and to
comply with a specific constitutional, statutory or judicially

i mposed requirenent protecting particular proceedings or matters from
public disclosure as permtted under Article 76A, Section 11(a) and
that such neeting shall continue in executive closed session unti

t he conpl eti on of busi ness.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 310- 84 Re: M nutes of March 26, 1984

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

RESOLVED, That the m nutes of March 26, 1984, be approved.
RESOLUTI ON NO. 311-84 Re: M nutes of March 28, 1984

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



RESOLVED, That the m nutes of March 28, 1984, be approved.
RESOLUTI ON NO. 312-84 Re: Montgomery County Preschool

On notion of M. Ew ng seconded by Dr. Cronin (on May 1), the

foll owi ng resolution was adopted with M. Ew ng, Ms. Praisner, Ms.
Shannon, and Dr. Shoenberg voting in the affirmative;, Ms. Peyser
abstaining (M. Robertson voting in the affirmative):

RESCOLVED, That the Board of Education schedul e a discussion on the
i ssue of the Montgonery Preschool Achi evenent Center.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 313-84 Re: Pool esville

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

RESCLVED, That the Board of Education schedule tinme to hear from
staff regarding staffing, honors prograns, and other plans for the
next school year at Pool esville Junior-senior H gh School.

Re: New Busi ness
M's. Shannon noved and M. Ew ng seconded the follow ng:
RESOLVED, That the Board of Education schedule a discussion in the
very near future on the area of equity in application of the
di sci pline policy.

Re: Items of Information

Board nmenbers received the following itens of information:

1. Monthly Financial Report

2. Adult and Student Perceptions of ESOL Program

3. Quide to Evaluating Prograns for Handi capped Preschool ers
4. Board of Education Ofice Annual Report

RESOLUTI ON NO. 314-84 Re:  Adj our nnent

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

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education adjourn its nmeeting at 11:35
p. m
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