APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
20- 1988 March 30, 1988

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Wednesday, March 30, 1988, at 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Sharon D Fonzo, President
in the Chair
Dr. Janmes E. Cronin
M. Blair G BEw ng
M. Bruce A ol densohn
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner
Ms. Vicki Rafe
Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg

Absent : Andrew Herscowi tz

O hers Present: Harry Pitt, Superintendent of Schools
Paul L. Vance, Deputy Superi ntendent
Thomas S. Fess, Parlianmentarian

Re: PREKI NDERGARTEN - GRADE 12 POLI Cl ES

M's. Di Fonzo thanked the commttee for their patience and wllingness
to reschedul e this topic which had been on a previ ous agenda very
late in the evening.

Dr. Carl W Snmith, executive assistant to the superintendent,
reported that |ast week the Board had received a revised draft of the
PreK-12 policies which addressed i ssues raised at the previ ous Board
di scussion and also in conments fromthe comunity. He expl ai ned
that the conmttee spent a great deal of tine in deciding how it
woul d attack the charge to the cormittee and in using the Board's
policy on policy-setting as a guideline in devel opi ng these poli cies.
He stated that the purpose of the neeting was to have a dial ogue with
the nmenbers of the Board.

Dr. Shoenberg asked what he would find in the policies that he woul d
not expect to find somepl ace el se or what would give himspecific

gui dance if he were an experienced adm ni strator com ng to Mntgomnery
County. Dr. Smith replied they had identified the el enents essenti al
in an effective school. The policies focused on the organi zati on of
school s and the operation of those schools. They tried to identify
conmponents that would help schools to | ook at their organization and
the kinds of things they were doing. For exanple, the principa
coul d take the statenment on school climate and use it in sone
practical ways to see what they were doing or needed to do. They
were | ooking for a policy that would provide direction in the context
of the next five to ten years.

Dr. Shoenberg inquired about discussions the conmittee m ght have had
about principle. Dr. Peg Egan replied that one area was the mddle
school. The existing policy called for 7-8 internedi ate schools, but



the conmttee did not feel it was the appropriate grade organization
Dr. Pat Newby added that initially this was a controversial topic
because the el enentary schools were not sure they wanted to give up
the sixth grade.

Dr. Smith comented that the issues of full-day/half-day kindergarten
and the conprehensive high school were mgjor topics of discussion as
well. Dr. Liz dowa renmarked that |ong-range planni ng and
accountability were other issues because it wasn't clearly stated
anywhere that schools needed to do | ong-range planning. Dr. Newby
expl ai ned that they weren't sure how to include these topics in the
docunent when they hadn't been included previously.

Dr. Cronin asked how they were to ascertain that the policies would
have any effect on the systemat all. He wanted to know how t hey
woul d deal with the accountability issue.

M's. Praisner recalled that the Board had a collection of policies
whi ch were devel oped at different tine periods. The charge to the
conmittee was to streanline those policies, reviewthe

i nconsi stenci es, and di scuss those inconsistencies. She asked how
t hey knew what they were doing under those policies was right or
wrong or that they had accountability. She asked if they had | ost
anything in the new policies that they were concerned about and

whet her they had a framework for regul ati ons which woul d be the next
st ep.

Dr. Steve Sel eznow commented that the policies gave hima framework
in ternms of what should be happening in the elementary school. The
policies told others in the school system what they needed to be
accountabl e for and what supports they needed. The policies also
recogni zed that there were differences throughout schools and
communities in Mntgonmery County which the previous policies did not.
VWhen they were working on drafting these policies, they were al so
review ng the reconmendati ons of the Board's Conm ssion on

Excel  ence. Discussions took place regarding flexibility, autonony,
and the ability of schools to nake decisions to neet the needs of
their students within a franework. They had tried to devel op that
framework to give schools the opportunity to plan and to devel op
prograns that nmet the needs of their students.

M's. Praisner asked if they had | ost anything by trying to streamine
the policies. Dr. Smith replied that nost of what was covered in the
exi sting policies had been incorporated in these drafts in one way or
another. There were sone isol ated cases where this was not the case;
however, some of these issues were in other policy statenments. At
some point they would have to make deci sions about including sone

i ssues in other policies or not continuing the policy.

Dr. Pitt pointed out that the Board' s present policy was a K-6
school, a 7-8 school, and a 9-12 school with an option under
structured circunstances where the comunity requested a 6-7-8
school. He asked if the new policy nmeant that all schools would be
required to go to a 6-8 structure and assune the genera



characteristics of a mddle school. Dr. Egan replied that the
proposed policy stated that m dl evel schools would nove toward the
goal of 6-8 organization with the community and staff deciding on the
organi zati onal pattern appropriate to the individual school. Dr.

Pitt asked whether this would push the interdisciplinary teans
approach, and Dr. Egan explained that it would not preclude schools
selecting that nodel. It would be the goal that schools would be
6-7- 8.

Dr. Cronin asked about the Villani committee which was working on the
same issue. Dr. dowa replied that the commttee was | ooki ng at
6-7-8 including curriculum suggestions, instructional issues,
articulation, and conmunity issues. There mght be an interimreport
fromthe committee in the next few weeks.

Dr. Seleznow reported that the comrittee felt a strong sense of
responsibility to recormend what they felt was in the best interests
of their students. One of the npbst conpelling argunents was the fact
that internmedi ate schools had only two years to work with students
whi ch wasn't enough time to make a difference.

Dr. Newby indicated that they had naned this policy the mddle |eve
because they didn't want to dictate what the school should | ook like.
If they called it a middle school policy, that had certain

organi zati onal and programinplications. Ms. D Fonzo added that in
three or four places in the policy it stated that the organi zation
was not prescriptive. She saw 6 to 8 as being a goal, but no one was
being forced into going that way.

M's. Rafel explained that before her appointnent to the Board she had
been a nenber of this committee. She had watched the process evol ve,
and it was her sense that the draft policies were nore student
oriented than sonme of the earlier policies. She still had sone
problenms with some of the wording. For exanple, she would like to
see parent involvenent given nore enphasis.

M. Ewing felt that the conmttee's approach on the organizationa
structure of schools was a good one. He was al so pleased to see the
section on accountability. However, he was not sure that the
statenment of purpose was sufficiently expansive to convey what was

i ntended here. They should state that they were establishing a
structure for the school system and some principles under which
educati on should proceed. They mght want to add somet hi ng about a

process of accountability as well. It seenmed to himthat they could
have said nore about instructional practices, and they did not speak
to the issue of "to what end and why." He had | ooked at curricul um

statenments, and it was his view that this issue was not sufficiently
well dealt with there. For exanple, the curricul umenphasis was on
strategies and did not include what m ght be worth | earning.

M. Ew ng was al so concerned about accountability. Wile there was a
section on accountability, it was not clear to whomthe result of
accountability assessnment would go. This brought himto the issue of
review and reporting. Sone tinme ago Board policies included a



section on feedback indicators, and now nost policies said that the
policy would be reviewed. They did not say they were going to review
the results the policy had had as it was inplenmented. The Board had
to know at some juncture whether or not what it had approved was
havi ng any i npact.

M. Ewi ng noted that there might be a contradiction in the policy.

On one hand, the policy tal ked about encouragi ng students to be
risk-takers, and at the sane tine it spoke to teaching students to be
adaptable to the needs of society which mght be legitimte or
illegitimate. He did not want to convey the idea that they were
nmeeting society's demands exclusively. They did need to produce
educat ed peopl e who were independent thinkers and good citizens. He
was al so concerned that sone of the objectives mght be in conflict.
He al so found a conflict between the saneness of the policies for the
different | evels because there were different devel opnental |evels at
stages in the lives of students. For exanple, there were specific
characteristics of the way children | earned at an early age.

It seemed to M. Ewing that a statement of purpose could spell out
what the policy was and was not. He did not expect that they should
have a policy covering every aspect of every part of education, but

t hey should be clear about what it didn't include.

Dr. Pitt stated that the critical point here was that they had ot her
policies and needed to exanm ne those. They had the issue of what

t hey ought to teach children, how limting this ought to be, how
expansi ve it ought to be, and what the general framework of the
curricul umought to be. However, he did not think they could cover
this in what was a kind of enconpassing structure. The Board was

| ooki ng at curricul um now and maybe those issues should be raised in
the context of that discussion. |In addition, he didn't know how far
they should go in terms of structuring what a school should |ook Iike
and how rmuch flexibility should be given to schools. Children

| earned not in segregated parts but together, and for that reason the
i nterdi sciplinary team pl an nade sense to himand he would like to
encourage that. They did say that schools should have flexibility
and sonme options as to how t hey worked.

Ms. Joy Odom renarked that she was pleased that the policy referred
to the PROGRAM OF STUDI ES and the instructional guides that made up
the curriculum She reported on the intensive involvenment of staff
before curricul umwas approved, and she was pl eased that they would
not have to reopen this policy every tinme new curricul umwas

appr oved.

It seenmed to Dr. Shoenberg that the accountability section did not
tal k about how they were going to be accountable for acconplishing

t he basic goals of schooling--how were they going to hold thensel ves
accountabl e for students' |earning, maturing, attending school in a
safe and supportive environnent, etc. He suggested they had to go
beyond what they had in the policy. Dr. Smith agreed that they would
have to spell out how accountability fed back to the whol e schoo
system They had not attenpted to take accountability and define
that as a termthat would be operational for the entire school system



and every unit. They said schools ought to have managenent pl ans
that identified the objectives for which they were responsible.
School s shoul d report on what progress they had or had not nade, and
this was in the context of the central, area, and |ocal schoo
process. There was accountability through the PROGRAM OF STUDI ES as
wel | .

Dr. Shoenberg thought the section on accountability was too linmted
because there were other ways in which a school could adopt an
accountability strategy of some kind or another. To specify that the
annual management plan technique was a policy seenmed to himto be
rather nore limting than the rest of the policy. He thought they
needed sone kinds of statenments that defined accountability nore
broadly than the annual managenent plan

It was Ms. Praisner's view that they were tal ki ng here about

pl anni ng and not accountability. They planned by taking into

consi derati on the denographi cs and the social changes, and they

i npl enent ed pl anni ng by devel oping a five-year plan with annua

goals. The only el enent of accountability was the assessnent and
reporting on this. Dr. Smith agreed that the comm ttee would go back
and | ook at that entire section.

Dr. Pitt commented that the real problemwas devel oping a system of
accountability that focused on what they were really hol ding people
accountable for. Wen they had problens they could get at that, and
when everything was going well they could get at that. However, they
had t he whol e m ddle group of how well they were doing and whet her

t he objectives were reasonable. Dr. Seleznow said he considered the
policies as an accountability docunent. Hi s associate superintendent
could conme to his school and use the docunment as a check list. The
docunent identified a framework for how schools ought to be operating
and what they ought to be doing. He thought that statenment No. 5 had
been witten this way because they were all concerned about the

devel opnent of objectives and goals in their managenent plans. Dr.
Pitt said they could use test results and m ni num conpet ency tests,
but they didn't really get at how well students did in relation to
what they could do or how well they net the goals of |earning the
curriculum These were still judgnents.

Dr. Egan wondered if they could include sonething here about the
Goal s of Education and the Board's priorities and initiatives. She

t hought this mght neet Dr. Shoenberg's concern and yet focus on the
fact that this was a docunment for schools. Dr. Shoenberg observed
that as Dr. Sel eznow suggested it could be that the whole docunent
was a statenment of that for which they wished to be held accountable.
Per haps they needed to say sonethi ng about the way in which they
needed to be held accountable. He asked whether the docunent

i ncl uded assessnent of student progress through the use of a variety
of means. Dr. Smith replied that they had a policy on eval uating and
reporting and had wal ked around this issue by saying there needed to
be periodic reports of progress in accordance with the regul ation

It appeared to Dr. Cronin that there was no bridgi ng between the



three policies. Dr. Smith replied that they did tal k about
articulation and programcontinuity. Dr. Cronin suggested that the
statenment could be clearer. Ms. Praisner suggested | anguage such as
"fromgrade to grade and from school |evel to school |evel."

Dr. Seleznow noted that M. Ewi ng had rai sed a question about
respondi ng to soci etal needs and rapidly changi ng technol ogy. Over
the past few years they had seen and would see in the next few years
rapi d changes in the conmunity, society, and technol ogy. The problem
was how specific to get with this issue when they m ght see dramatic
changes in the next few years. The question was how they built a
policy that would give themthe flexibility to respond to these
changes and yet at the sane tine give them gui dance on how to dea

wi t h change.

M. Ewing said that if they were going to say they would adapt to the
changi ng needs of society, they had to | ook at any eternal verities
to which they subscribed and which they woul d pursue whet her
technol ogy changed or not. He had tried to read the docunents as a
parent, and it seened to himthey had to say there were some things
that did not change, but there were many things that did. Therefore,
they needed to build a curricul umwhich responded to continui ng what
was best and educating children well for the future. Dr. Smith
explained that it was not their intention to ignore things that were
permanent and true. They had used "adapting to society's needs" in
terns of anticipating what students would face when they |eft high
school so that they would be equipped to function as adults,
citizens, and learners. In their thinking, THE PROGRAM OF STUDI ES
did spell out rather concretely the things that were pernanent.

Dr. Egan saw the policy as an enabling policy because a |lot of the
ot her policies spoke to the I evel of specificity the Board was
concerned about. The PROGRAM OF STUDI ES was specific, and the Board
did look at curriculumon a regular, periodic basis. Dr. Pitt

advi sed that the problemwas they did not say this clearly enough
Soneone could read the docunents wi thout knowi ng all the other
policies that were out there. He agreed that they should say what

t he docunment was and what it was not.

M's. Di Fonzo saw the policies as a constitution for where they were
going in the county in education. The civil |aw conponents would be
spel l ed out specifically in inplementation regulations or in other
policies. They could not possibly cover everything here, but they
had to nmake sure the initial framework was specific enough so that

t hey woul d know what they were | ooking at. The question was how
specific they wanted to be in the policy or whether they should | eave
that specificity to subsections dealing with discipline, homework,
accountability, etc.

Dr. Cronin called attention to a sentence in the draft policy that
stated course revision should include the consideration of

repl acenent and elimnation of content. Comrittee nenbers agreed to
revi se the sentence.



In regard to generality versus specificity, M. Ew ng was content

with the policies being general. However, he wanted to know what the
l[imts were and what they were dealing with. He also wanted to know
what they were not dealing with. |If the policy were to last, it was

i nperative that it communicate clearly to the Board and to others.
He had a | ot of questions about neaning which he would wite down for
the conm ttee.

Dr. Shoenberg asked if there were anything com ng out of the
conmittee on flexibility that m ght cause themto want to change the
policies. Dr. Seleznow replied that it would alter what sone

t hi nki ng was about specificity versus generality. That conmttee was
dealing with Reconmendation 22 of the Comni ssion on Excell ence report
that teachers and principals be given increased responsibility,

aut hority, and accountability for determning the structure of their
school and how they woul d achi eve the goals for |earning established
by the Board. The committee on flexibility | ooked at how to change
the way things were done so that schools would be enpowered to nake
deci sions that best neet the needs of their populations. There m ght
be sone policies, regulations, and contracts needi ng wai vers because
a school had to determne that there was a better way to neet the
needs of the students in that school and comunity. |If policies were
very specific they would have to continue with all the things the
Conmi ssion said they must change.

M's. Di Fonzo asked if the PreK-12 policies were so general that they
could not be used froman accountability point of view Dr. Seleznow
did not think the policies were so general, but he didn't know

whet her they had conme to a definition of accountability that woul d
really permit themto answer that question. He saw the possibility
that with some flexibility they woul d have nore accountability
because if they felt a sense of responsibility they would be willing
to be held nore accountable for what they were doing.

Dr. Shoenberg remarked that the policies were so flexible that they
never said who was in charge, and Ms. D Fonzo asked who was
responsi bl e for establishing standards for each of these genera
statenments. Dr. Smith replied that he would go back to Dr.
Seleznow s illustration of the associate superintendent coming to
visit. He could hold the principal accountable for statenents in the
policy such as attendance. They had tried to establish a framework
to give the principal the responsibility and accountability for the

i npl enentati on of the policy and any regul ati ons acconpanying it.

M's. D Fonzo asked what woul d happen if the associ ate superintendent
canme into a school and it |ooked Iike "Canp Runanuck,” but the
principal said they were devel opi ng study and organi zati onal skills.
Dr. Seleznow replied that he would have to show t he associ ate
superintendent why they had an excell ent organization. |If he was
unabl e to convince the associ ate superintendent with data, the

associ ate woul d have himdevel op a better plan. If he as the
principal was still unresponsive, he would find out when it cane tine
for his evaluation.

M. ol densohn indicated that he would |i ke to know where indivi dua



items were backed up by other policies. It would be hel pful to show
t hat the paragraph on honework, for exanple, was backed up by a
policy on honmework. 1In regard to accountability, he said that after
an initial acceptance of the statement, he was coning around to the
poi nt where he didn't like the paragraph. It did not tell him what
they were accountable for. It did not tell himthat they had a
program for teaching children study skills. It sinply referred to

t he paragraph on planning, and it did not tell himwhat the school's
problenms were at the nonent. He felt that the accountability | abe
was not appropriate for the paragraph as constituted. |If they

el imnated the paragraph on accountability, the document had no ot her
references to accountability, only inplications.

M. Ew ng remarked that the document was not inconsistent with the
Conmi ssion on Excel l ence’'s recommendati ons. When the Board had

di scussed the Commission's report, they had stated that the price of
flexibility was nore accountability and nore responsibility. It
seened to himthe Board was saying that they wanted to know nore than
just reports on progress. They wanted to know to whom for what,
when, and whether it was progress or results. He thought that the
section on accountability had to be pretty tough and it was not at

t he nmonent .

Ms. Rafel commented that if they tried to incorporate all the

el ements of to whom for what, etc. in the policy they m ght end up
wi th something overly specific. They need to say they expected to be
able to hold people accountable for their actions and be sure that
they were all doing the best job they could. M. Ew ng thought they
could do that by naking the assessment part of this nore specific.
Anot her way was to say that reports of progress went fromthe schoo
to the area to the superintendent and to the Board. They could say
they were | ooking for an assessment not just of progress but al so of
results achieved. There were ways of naking the | anguage nore
specific so that it would answer people who had questions about for
what, to whom and when. M. ol densohn suggested incl udi ng
somet hi ng about progress toward achieving the Goals of Education and
Board priorities and initiatives.

Dr. Cronin inquired about policies that woul d be resci nded when these
policies were adopted, and Dr. Smith agreed to provide a |ist show ng
what woul d be retained in other policies and what woul d be | ost when

the present policies were rescinded.

M. Ew ng suggested that the Board be given anot her opportunity to
conmuni cate what el se they m ght want the committee to consider

M's. Di Fonzo agreed that they would allow until April 12 for witten
Board comments. Then they would schedule this for another Board

di scussion at the evening Board nmeeting in April with adoption at a
later tinme when the committee had had tine to react to Board
commrent s.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 10 p. m
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