APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
36- 1992 July 20, 1992

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in regular
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Mnday, July 20, 1992, at 8:30 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Catherine Hobbs, President
in the Chair
Ms. Frances Brenneman*
M's. Sharon D Fonzo*

M. Blair G Ew ng
Ms. Carol Fanconi
Ms. Ana Sol Cutierrez
M. Jonat han Si ns
Absent: Dr. Al an Cheung

O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy
Dr. H Philip Rohr, Deputy
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

#i ndi cat es student vote does not count. Four votes are needed
for adoption.

Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

M's. Hobbs announced that the Board had been neeting in cl osed
session and had voted on July 8 to hold that neeting. Dr. Cheung
was out of town.

Re: BOARD AGENDA - JULY 20, 1992

M's. Fanconi noved and M. Ew ng seconded a proposed resol ution
to approve the Board agenda for July 20, 1992.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 567-92 Re: AN AMENDMVENT TO THE BOARD AGENDA
FOR JULY 20, 1992

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education anend its agenda to add an
itemon Major Renfrew and the appointnment of nenbers to the
Educati onal Foundati on.

*Ms. Brenneman and Ms. D Fonzo joined the neeting at a | ater
tine.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 568-92 Re: BOARD AGENDA - JULY 20, 1992

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for
July 20, 1992, as anended.

*Ms. Brenneman and Ms. D Fonzo jointed the neeting at this
poi nt .

Re: PUBLI C COMVENTS
The follow ng individuals appeared before the Board of Educati on:

VWalter Gold, Bells MII Comunity G oup
Nancy Bowen, Bells MII Comunity G oup
Brooks J. Bowen, Jr. and Christopher Bowen
A. Hewitt Rose, POSE

Geral d Rosenberg, POSE

Debbi e Canp, CASE

Candi ce King, PISCES

Susan Murphi e

ONoGhRwNE

RESOLUTI ON NO. 569-92 Re: COVMENDATI ON OF MAJOR ROBERT B
RENFREW

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gutierrez, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, Maj or Robert B. Renfrew has served the Mntgonery County
Department of Police and the citizens of Montgonery County with
honor and distinction for 32 years; and

WHEREAS, Maj or Renfrew has worked wth school administrators to
i nprove and strengthen cl ose cooperation between the Montgonery
County Public Schools and the Montgonery County Departnent of
Pol i ce; and

VWHEREAS, Maj or Renfrew has contributed to a school safety program
that is a vital part of the MCPS educational progrant now
therefore be it

Resol ved, That on behalf of the students and staff of the

Mont gonery County Public Schools, the nenbers of the Board of
Educati on and superintendent of schools comend Maj or Robert B.
Renfrew for his outstanding contributions to the county and to
the safety and security of the public schools; and be it further
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Resol ved, That the nmenbers of the Board of Education convey their

best wi shes to Mj or

retirenent.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 570-92 Re:

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
the foll ow ng resol ution was

Fanconi

seconded by M.

$25, 000

Ewi ng,

adopt ed unani nousl y#:

Renfrew for a happy and productive

PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS MORE THAN

VWHEREAS, Funds have been budgeted for the purchase of equi pnent,

suppl i es,

WHEREAS,

it

Resol ved,

Resol ved,
contracts
shown for

116-92

117-92

and contractual services; and

It is recoomended that RFP No. 92-13, Custodi al
(direct shipnent to school s),
in higher costs than delivery to the warehouse;

That RFP No. 92-13 be rejected; and be it further

That havi ng been duly adverti sed,

the foll ow ng

Suppl i es
be rejected because it would result
now t herefore be

$ 86, 417
1, 290
2,930

$ 90, 637

be awarded to the | ow bidders neeting specifications as
the bids as foll ows:

Pol yl i ner Bags

Awar dees

Calico Industries, Inc.

DC Pl astics, Inc.

Lani ado Whol esal e Corporation

Tot al

Cust odi al Supplies (warehouse delivery)

Acnme Paper and Supply Conpany, |nc.
Anti et am Paper Conpany, Inc.
Chasel l e, Inc.

Consol i dat ed Mai nt enance Supply,
Crystal Lake Manufacturing, Inc.
Dal | as Supply Conpany

Daycon Products Conpany, |nc.
General Wping doth Conpany,
Institutional Buyers Mart
Lynn Ladder and Scaffold Conpany (WACO

| nc.

| nc.

Mar | and Enterprises, Inc.
Mar st an | ndustries, Inc.
Monunment al Paper Conpany

Nol and Conpany

Porter's Supply Conpany,
Protective d ove Conpany
Pyram d School Products

Sky Resour ces

The Mat Wor ks

| nc.

$ 8,843
5, 542
4,291

16, 636*
17, 213

457*

66, 463*
9, 649
6, 828*
4,928

11, 222

10, 817

287, 946
5, 788
17, 249

850

1, 794
23, 244*
13, 665
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Versatile Enterprises, Inc. 994~

VWharton Supply Inc. of Virginia 3,441

Frank W Wnne and Son, |nc. 1, 800

Tot al $519, 660
125-92 St udent Acci dent | nsurance

Awar dees

Mass Benefits Consultants, I|nc. $ 71,716

Mayberry Benefit Services 25, 200

Tot al $ 96, 916
137-92 External CD Rom SCSI Drives

Awar dees

Connecti ng Poi nt Conputer Center $ 3,914

Landon Systens Corporation 16, 505

Onl i ne Conmputer Products, Inc. 3, 950

Sands and Associ ates, |nc. 2,850

Tot al $ 27,219
142-92 Power Mowers, Lawn and Garden Tractors

Awar dees

d adhill Brothers $ 72,605

Kohl er Equi prment, Inc. 6, 944

Tot al $ 79, 549
TOTAL MORE THAN $25, 000 $813, 981

*Denot es MFD vendors

RESOLUTI ON NO. 571-92 Re: AWARD OF CONTRACT - PLUMBI NG
FI XTURES AT LONGVI EW SCHOCL

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y#:

VWHEREAS, The follow ng sealed bids to replace plunbing fixtures
at Longvi ew School, funded from Pl anned Life-cycle Asset

Repl acenment (PLAR) capital funds, were received on July 1, 1992,

i n accordance with MCPS Procurenent Practices, with work to begin
i mredi ately and be conpl eted by August 31, 1992:

Bi dder Anount
1. Vernon F. Gaegler, Inc. $22, 043. 08
2. Thomas E. Cark, Inc. 22, 290. 00
3. Delmar Plunbing & Heating, Inc. 23,192.92
4. K&B Plunmbing & Heating, Inc. 35, 352. 00

and
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WHEREAS, The |low bid is bel ow t he budget estimte of $23, 000, and
sufficient funds are available to award the contract; and

VWHEREAS, Vernon F. Gaegler, Inc., has conpleted simlar projects
successfully in the Washi ngton netropolitan area; now therefore
be it

Resol ved, That a $22,043.08 contract be awarded to Vernon F
Gaegler, Inc., to replace plunbing fixtures at Longvi ew School

RESOLUTI ON NO. 572-92 Re: AWARD OF CONTRACT - CLARKSBURG
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y#:

WHEREAS, The followi ng bids were received on July 7, 1992, for
t he noderni zation of C arksburg El enmentary School, wth work to
begin i medi ately and be conpl eted by August 1, 1993:

Bi dder Anount
1. Henley Construction Co., Inc. $3, 355, 300
2. Caldwell & Santnyer, Inc. 3, 378, 500
3. Northwood Contractors, Inc. 3,452, 000
4. Bildon, Inc. 3,497, 533
5. Hess Construction Conpany 3,513,990
6. Kimel & Kimmel, Inc. 3,517, 300
7. Dustin Construction, Inc. 3, 554, 500
8. Waynesboro Construction Co., Inc. 3,567, 200
9. Triangle General Contractors, Inc. 3,581, 200
10. J. A Scheibel, Inc. 3,594, 200
11. CKS, Inc. 3, 603, 556
and

VHEREAS, The low bid is below the architect's esti mate of
$3, 400, 000, and sufficient funds are available to award the
contract; and

WHEREAS, Henl ey Construction Co., Inc., has conpl eted nunerous
projects successfully, including Sequoyah El enentary and Capt.
Janes E. Daly Elenentary School; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That a $3, 355,300 contract be awarded to Henl ey
Construction Co., Inc., for the nodernization of C arksburg

El enentary School, in accordance with plans and specifications
prepared by Bowie Gidley Architects.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 573-92 Re: SITE SELECTI ON OF GAlI THERSBURG
M DDLE SCHOOL #2 - 1995

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y#:

WHEREAS, The approved FY93 Capital |nprovenents Program i ndicates
the need for a new m ddl e school to serve the Gaithersburg
cluster by Septenber, 1995; and

VWHEREAS, The Board of Education, after considering ten
alternative locations for the future schools, prefers a site
within its inventory | ocated on the south side of Md-county

H ghway, west of Taunton Drive, and known as the Miuncaster M ddl e
School site; and

VWHEREAS, The Muncaster M ddl e School site is recomended by the
Site Sel ection Advisory Cormittee to provide an efficient and
effective short-termsolution for mddle school needs in the
Gai thersburg cluster and a potential |ong-termsolution for

m ddl e school needs in the Magruder cluster; and

VWHEREAS, This school site, having been acquired by the Board of
Education in 1978, is imedi ately avail abl e and has been

physi cal |y eval uated as satisfactory to neet program

requi renents; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board select the 20.51 acre school site

| ocated at Taunton Drive and M d-county H ghway for the Septenber
1995 occupancy of Gaithersburg M ddle School #2; and be it
further

Resol ved, That staff continue to work with the Gty of
Gaithersburg to acquire a portion of the Casey/ Goshen Tract to
provide for a long-termsolution to mddle school needs in the
Gai t hersburg cl uster.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 574-92 Re: ENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
| NSTALLATI ONS AT VARI QUS SCHOOLS

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y#:

VWHEREAS, Bids were received on June 25, 1992, for energy
managenent system (EMS) installations at Ashburton, Burtonsville,
and Quince O chard #7 el enentary schools, and on July 20, 1992,
for an energy managenent system (EMS) installation at Forest
Knol | s El enmentary School ; and
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coordi nate and supervise the EMS installations; and

VWHEREAS, The | ow bids are below staff estinmates, and the
recomended contractors have conpleted nore than 15 simlar

projects satisfactorily for

therefore be it

Mont gonery County Public School s;

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve the foll ow ng
contracts for energy managenent systeminstallations and assign

themto the project genera

supervi si on

Proj ect

Ashburton
El enentary School

Burtonsville
El enentary School

Forest Knolls
El enentary School

Quince Orchard #7

RESOLUTI ON NO. 575-92 Re:

Contractor:
Subcontractor:

Contract Anount:

Contractor:
Subcontractor:

Contract Anount:

Contractor:
Subcontractor:

Contract Anount:

Contractor:
Subcontractor:

Contract Anount:

contractors for

Bi | don, Inc.
Systens 4, Inc.
$61, 880. 00

Smth & Hai nes,
Systens 4, Inc.
$64, 180. 00

Bi | don, Inc.
Systens 4, Inc.
$82, 400. 00

1992

now

i npl enent ati on and

| nc.

Hess Construction

Bar ber - Col nan
Pritchett, Inc.
$57, 956. 00

UTI LI ZATI ON OF FY 1992 FUTURE

SUPPORTED PRQJIECT FUNDS FOR PRQIECT

VEET

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Gutierrez seconded by Ms. Fanconi,
adopt ed unani nousl y#:

the foll ow ng resol ution was

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
recei ve and expend within the FY 1992 Provision for Future
Supported Projects a grant award of $10,000 fromthe Maryl and
State Departnent of Education, under the federal Stewart B.
McKi nney Honel ess Assi stance Act, for Project MEET (Mentoring,
Educati ng, and Enployability Training) for honeless adults, in
the foll owi ng categories:
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Cat egory Amount
2 Instructional Salaries $ 8,085
2 Oher Instructional Costs 1, 308
10 Fi xed Charges 607
Tot al $10, 000

and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the county
executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 576-92 Re: UTI LI ZATI ON OF FY 1993 FUTURE
SUPPORTED PRQJIECT FUNDS FOR PRQIECT
| NDEPENDENCE - ESOL

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
GQutierrez seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nousl y#:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
recei ve and expend within the FY 1993 Provision for Future
Supported Projects, a grant award of $7,901 from Mont gonery
Enpl oyment & Training (MET), adm nistrative entity for the
Mont gomery County Private Industry Council (PIC), under the
federal Fam |y Support Act of 1988, P. L. 100-485, for Project
| ndependence - ESOL, in the foll ow ng categories:

Cat egory Anmpount
2 Instructional Salaries $6, 950
3 Oher Instructional Costs 395
10 Fi xed Charges 556
Tot al $7, 901

and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the county
executive and the County Council.

RESCLUTI ON NO. 577-92 Re: PERSONNEL APPO NTMENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gutierrez, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the follow ng personnel appointnent be approved:
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Appoi nt ment Present Position As
Elfreda W Massie Director Assoc. Supt.
Dept. of Personnel Ofice of Personnel
Servi ce Servi ces

Effective: 8-5-92
RESOLUTI ON NO. 578-92 Re: PERSONNEL APPO NTMENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopted wit Ms. Brenneman, Ms. D Fonzo, M. Ew ng, Ms.
Fanconi, Ms. Hobbs, and M. Sins voting in the affirmative; M.
Qutierrez abstaining:

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

Appoi nt ment Present Position As
WIlliamB. Wstall Labor Rel ations/ Asst. for Labor Rel ations
Human Resour ces Dept. of Assoc. Rel ations
Consul t ant G ade P
Sel f - enpl oyed Ef fective: 8-3-92

RESOLUTI ON NO. 579-92 Re: PERSONNEL APPO NTMENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

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

Appoi nt ment Present Position As
Julia E. Toxie Princi pal Pri nci pal
A ney ES Far quhar M5

Effective: 7-21-92
RESOLUTI ON NO. 580-92 Re: PERSONNEL TRANSFER

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopted with Ms. D Fonzo, M. Ew ng, Ms. Fanconi, M.
GQutierrez, Ms. Hobbs, and M. Sins voting in the affirmative;
M's. Brenneman abstai ni ng:

Resol ved, That the follow ng personnel transfer be approved:
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Tr ansf er From To

George Crochicchia Supervisor of Pri nci pal
El em Instruc. Burnt MIIs ES
Area 2 Ef fective: 7-21-92

RESCLUTI ON NO. 581-92 Re: PERSONNEL TRANSFER

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

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

Tr ansf er From To
Kat hl een Lasi nski Acting Principal Pri nci pal
Monocacy ES Carderock Springs ES

Effective: 7-21-92
RESCLUTI ON NO. 582-92 Re: PERSONNEL TRANSFER
On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

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

Tr ansf er From To
Jay Dingle Asst. Principal Asst. Princi pal
Rl CA Mar k Twai n School

Effective: 7-21-92
RESOLUTI ON NO. 583-92 Re: PERSONNEL APPO NTMENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.

D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopted with Ms. Brenneman, Ms. D Fonzo, M. Ew ng, Ms.
Fanconi, Ms. Hobbs, and M. Sins voting in the affirmative; M.
Qutierrez abstaining:

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

Appoi nt ment Present Position As
Nancy Fow er Techni cal Anal yst Supervi sor of School
Div. of Systens Li ai son Servi ces
Devel opnent Div. of Systens
User Liaison Unit Devel opnent
Grade N

Effective: 7-21-92
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 584-92 Re: TEMPORARY REASS|I GNVENTS FOR THE
1992- 93 SCHOOL YEAR

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
D Fonzo seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the follow ng tenporary reassignnents be approved
for the 1992-93 school year:

Nanme and Position Effective Positive Effective
Present Assignnent July 21, 1992 July 1, 1993
Beverly Harnon A&S Teacher Ret i r ement

Pri nci pal Tayl or Lear ni ng
Tayl or Lear ni ng Cent er

Cent er

David Litsey A&S Teacher To Be Determ ned
Director
Secondary Learni ng

Centers

Re: HOVE SCHOCOL EFFI Cl ENCI ES REPORT

Dr. Vance stated that on March 25, 1991, the Board of Education
adopted a plan for a conprehensive analysis of 27 initiatives to
reduce costs and i nprove the efficiency of the school system

One of the concepts was to determne the feasibility of educating
nmost speci al education students in their hone schools rather than
transporting themto another school. He introduced Dr. H awat ha
Fount ai n, associ ate superintendent for special and alternative
educati on.

Dr. Fountain introduced Ms. Lisa Baach, parent; Ms. Carole
Newman, parent; Ms. Sandra Lebowitz, acting director of the
Departnent of Special Education and Rel ated Services; M. Diane
Tessier-Switlick, acting supervisor, Special Education
Instructional Unit; Ms. Carolyn Reed, transportation specialist;
Ms. Robin King, facilities data anal yst; Ms. Jane Butler,

princi pal, Bannockburn ES; and Dr. Edward Shirl ey, principal of
Pai nt Branch Hi gh School .

Dr. Fountain reported that the 35-nmenber task force had started
its work over a year ago, and they were charged with | ooking at
putting students in their home school rather than where they were
presently assigned. They had organi zed thenselves into three
work groups. The first was to study the research and literature
regarding the efficiency and service of serving nost speci al
education students in their home schools. The second group

| ooked at cost effectiveness of alternative nodels in other

school districts conparable to MCPS. The third group | ooked at
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the cost differential between current MCPS nodel s of speci al
education and the delivery of special education services in honme
schools for students with learning disabilities, nental
retardation, physical disabilities, and serious enotional

di sturbance. As the group began its work, it becane evident that
separati ng phil osophical and programmatic issues from cost

ef fecti veness was i npossi bl e.

Dr. Fountain said that in the spring the Board itself requested
that the group include philosophy inits final report.

Hi storically, concerns with individual student needs began at the
turn of the century first with placement in institutions that
focused on nedi cal needs and |later with special schools based on
a nedical nodel. The first prograns served those who were
crippled, blind, or deaf. Students with nore severe disabilities
were often kept at home because the sentinment was that students
not capable of handling a programdid not need an educati on.

Many churches and societies took on the burden of providing
progranms for these students. Montgonery County had a | ong

hi story of serving students with disabilities, and in 1968 a
conti nuum of prograns permitting nost children to be served in
regul ar classes with additional resources was started. |In 1976,
the O fice of Continuum Education was established to coordinate
the adm ni stration of prograns for children with special needs.
Mont gonmery County was second to none in providing special
education services even prior to P.L. 94-142 which was adopted in

1975. In fact, Mark Twai n was established five years prior to
the law, and at the sane tinme they had Longvi ew, Stephen Knolls,
Concord, and Rock Terrace. |In addition, they had a nunber of

private providers offering services to children, even preschoo
children, before P.L. 94-142.

Dr. Fountain stated that the | aw nandated equal educationa
opportunities for all wth a guarantee of a free and appropriate
public education for children wwth disabilities. Prograns and
fundi ng were based on categorical |abeling and | evel s of service,
and up until the md 1980's prograns and staff training were
based on disability categories. During this tine, they also

| ooked at the individual handi caps such as learning disabilities,
dysl exia, mniml brain dysfunction, and speech and | anguage
disabilities. Mny national and | ocal organizations for specific
disabilities were forned during this tine. 1In the late 1970's
and early 1980's MCPS added additional separate schools because
the drop in popul ati on nade space available. As the student

popul ation increased, the Board decided to establish prograns

wi thin the public schools thenselves. New schools were built

w th special education in mnd, and the need for separate centers
in certain parts of the county | essened.

Dr. Fountain conmmented that in the late 1980's they began to be
aware of sone difficulties that graduates were having. Many
graduates could not get jobs because they did not have the social
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skills; therefore, MCPS devel oped prograns with outcones which
led to the transitional support group. Because students with
disabilities often | acked social and work skills, MCPS had to
provi de nore opportunities for these students in the |east
restrictive environnent. At the sanme tine, the Maryland State
Departnent of Education published guidelines for placing students
in the |east restrictive environment. As they |ooked at where

t hey had been, where they were now, and where they were headed,
they saw a need to maintain a continuum of services, but at the
sane tinme they had to consider the honme school as point zero and
nmove out fromthere as student needs dict at ed.

Ms. Baach reported that Dr. Fountain's office had put together an
inpressive library of materials on educating students with
disabilities in the regul ar education environnent. They had
provi ded the Board with a bibliography which represented only a
fraction of what had been witten in this field. They had read
material fromuniversity professors, informal accounts fromthe
field, and positions papers from professional organizations and
advocacy groups. They had al so obtained position statenents from
the state and federal levels including Arerica 2000: An
Qpportunity for School Restructuring and Inclusion, fromthe U S.
Departnent of Education and the Strategic Plan for Least
Restrictive Environnent, fromthe Maryl and State Departnent of
Educat i on.

Ms. Baach commented that there were several pieces still m ssing.
The literature did not cover work being done on educating
students in their home school. Only Professor L. Brown fromthe

University of Wsconsin had witten about this. Secondly, cost
conpari sons had rarely been exam ned, and the only data was

avail able from California and conpared cost benefits for students
recei ving education in separate centers with those receiving
education in regular schools. The study actually attenpted to

| ook at post-school econom c factors such as hours of public
support received, supplenental incone provided, the cost for
adult vocation prograns, hours worked per week and per year,
hourly wages, and taxes paid. She noted that nost literature
exam ned students with nental retardation, multiple handi caps, or
| earning disabilities. SED students were excluded fromthese
general studies. Mich of the literature seened to assune that
the regul ar students in the classroom were breezing through
school. It was unfortunate that nore research did not address
the inpact on the delivery of services to the regul ar education
popul ati on.

Ms. Baach remarked that while the paper before the Board put the
i ssue of inclusion as a dichotony of views, nost people in the
field subscribed to the sane set of principles. However,
everyone agreed students with disabilities nust receive the
supports they needed to achi eve the goals and objectives of their
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| EPs and that these supports could not be relinquished to
generate savi ngs.

Ms. Newman reported that they had gathered information froma
vari ety of school districts throughout the country. They wanted
to exam ne five school districts larger in size than MCPS and
five smaller. They did not consider Vernont, New Hanpshire, and
Col orado because they had smaller school districts. Districts
were contacted and asked the sanme set of questions. They found
that inclusion was not a bl anket sol ution because school
districts inplenmenting inclusion had not inplied this nodel to
all students wth disabilities. Students wth |earning
disabilities were nost likely to be included in regul ar
education, and SED students were the least likely to be included
in the honme school nodel. Medically fragile students and those
Wi th severe disabilities in home schools cost nore than
conparabl e prograns in special or separate schools. Al systens
felt that nedically fragile students were the nost expensive to
educate, and a nunber of systens were | ooking into Medicaid and
third party billing. ©One school system Ol eans Parish, had
established a systemto bill for health services, but 85 percent
of that school systemwas eligible for Medicaid.

Ms. Newman observed that in many school systens, inclusive was a
col | aborative effort between the school system and the university
whi ch provided technical support, staff training, and

supervi sion. Mst systens operated both inclusive and separate
prograns, but none of the school systens had hard cost data. A
nunber of school systens felt that cluster schools or separate
schools for MR or SED were necessary because there was such a
smal | incidence in the population to make it financially
unfeasible to have a class in every school. A nunber of school
systens had started their hone school policy as a result of
federal desegregation rulings in the 1970's whi ch happened at the
same time P.L. 94-142 was enacted. The systens having LD
students in every school felt that the resource teacher had to be
the nost qualified special education teacher in the system
because that teacher was dealing with such a w de range of

| earning disabilities. Most systens did inclusion because of

phi | osophy and desegregation rather than cost efficiencies.

Ms. Lebowitz reported that MCPS was currently providing a

conti nuum of services for students in a variety of settings from
nei ghbor hood schools, to special classes, to special day school s,
and to residential settings. As of Cctober, 1991, approximately
88 percent of students with disabilities were being served in
regul ar education settings, and 57 percent were in their

nei ghbor hood schools. Approximately 12 percent or 1,200 were
receiving their education in special schools or centers. MPS
was providing a full range of supports in all settings.

Intensity 1 to 3 was available in every school. Special classes
providing nore than three hours a day of support were grouped by
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disability. For students with nore severe disabilities, there
were special classes as well as special schools with fewer
students per each teacher. These prograns were al so in non-
public schools. Exanples of Intensity 5 in regular school
settings included the secondary |earning centers, the
school / communi t y- based cl asses, school -based | earning centers,
and cl asses for students with autism There were eight Intensity
5 schools in the county: Twain, Rl CA Sandburg, Taylor, MKenney
Hills, Rock Terrace, Stephen Knolls, and Longview.

Ms. Lebowitz stated that over the past five years they had been
i npl enmenting inclusion in several ways. |n sone settings,
students in special classes had been fully included in regular

cl assroom settings. Exanples of these were MNair, Wetstone,

Bet hesda, Forest Knolls, and Resni k elementary schools. At the
secondary | evel, these were Cabin John MS and Pool esville Jr./Sr.
HS. Participation by these schools had been voluntary. They had
al so been expandi ng the concept of mainstream ng to provide

i ncreased opportunities for students in special classes to
integrate themin regular classes by using a teamteachi ng nodel.
Thi s had been successfully done in Goshen, Poolesville,

McAuliffe, Sunmt Hall, and Clearspring. Mre recently a limted
nunmber of students with significant needs had been included in

t hei r nei ghbor hood school s.

Ms. Lebowtz had found that careful planning had contributed to
the success of these efforts. The planning had included training
and preparation of staff and students. The nobst positive results
had been when training and col |l aboration efforts cane before the
actual inplenentation of the prograns and when the program

i nvol ved groups of students in a particular setting rather than
for individual students in isolated settings.

In regard to the cost efficiency analysis, Ms. Lebowtz said
they | ooked at staffing, transportation, and facilities.

Students receiving Levels 1 through 3 service were primarily
already in their honme schools; therefore, they were not included
in the cost analysis. Oher students excluded fromthe analysis
were those students at RICA, pre-schoolers, and those in non-
public prograns. Cost data was cal cul ated for three options.
Option A projected the return of all Intensity 4 and 5 except

t hose excluded. However, because public |aw requires a conti nuum
of services, they had to | ook at two other options. Option B
included all Intensity 4 and 5 students but expanded the
exclusions to all students who were SED, autistic, and with
auditory and vision disabilities. Option Clooked at the cost of
returning all Intensity 4 students to hone schools except for SED
and did not include any Intensity 5 students.

Ms. Lebowi tz explained that the cost analysis assuned that a
full continuum of services would need to be available in each
home school to fulfill the IEPs of students. The analysis was
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based on a sanpling of MCPS schools. Eight high school clusters
were randomy selected and SEDS data was reviewed for al

students in those schools receiving special education support.
This represented 38 percent of MCPS schools. She reported that
the anal ysis data was soft because projecting costs was very
difficult especially in a systemas |arge as MCPS. The docunents
prepared by the conmttee showed the range of costs across the
three options, but the final cost savings were estinmates only.

Ms. Tessier-Switlick stated that she would tal k about the

redi stribution of staff. Their first assunption was that there
woul d be no decrease in the anmobunt of special education services.
The second was that there would be a continuum of speci al
education services in every school. There was no assunption that
students returning to their honme schools would be fully included
in regular classes, but rather that service delivery nodels would
be devel oped in each honme school that m ght include a range from
full inclusion to various pull-out services and special classes.
There was al so an assunption that all current resources could be
totally redistributed or reconstituted into school -based services
where necessary. Finally, an assunption was nade that individual
needs of students as identified in |IEPs would determ ne how

servi ces and resources woul d be devel oped, not program design or

| ocati on.

Ms. Tessier-Switlick called attention to the SEDS data on which
the cost analysis was based. |In order to determ ne the
percentage of students within the eight sanple clusters that were
going to be returning to hone schools, they had used this data.
They next anal yzed the nunmber of staff in various prograns based
on the percentage of students. She called attention to the
staffing rati os which were average ratios spanning across al
Levels 4 and 5 students in Option A. It conpared with the
current ratio of 10.4:1 for regul ar school - based speci al
education prograns. In Option B, this ratio was 9:1. Option C
came out to ratio of 12.6 students per teacher which was close to
the average ratio provided in Level 4 progranms currently. She
poi nted out Appendi x D which was a listing of staff not actually
tied to student/teacher allocations. In Option A these staff
woul d be nade avail abl e countywide to be reconstituted into
school - based positions.

Ms. Tessier-Switlick reported that the group had di scussed
speci al cases where a | ower student/teacher ratio m ght be needed
in a particular school. They had | ooked at additional related
services staff and staff to coordi nate school - based prograns or
to provide additional needs for transition services. She
believed that Option A provided the nost flexibility in

redepl oying staff. Option B provided | ess countyw de positions
to be depl oyed because one of the special centers would not

close. Option C had no countyw de positions to be nmade avail abl e
to provide any supplenent in particular schools. There would be
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sone instances where the logistics of redistributing staff would
mean that a .2 teacher would need to be assigned to a school
whi ch would make it difficult to staff.

In terns of dealing with regular education staff, the group
proposed that a fornula be used to facilitate school - based
delivery of services especially where an increased nunber of
students woul d be participating in mainstreaned classes. This
was not a new concept because it had been di scussed a nunber of
times in the past, nor was it related per se to hone/school
service delivery, but it would ease the burden of class size.

They had outlined a budget for staff training which was based on
information from ot her school systenms. The training would need
to be philosophical, technical, and strategic in nature. It
woul d invol ve an anal ysis of the student popul ation, community

i nvol venent, and assessing needs. The training itself would

i nvol ve techni cal know edge regarding specific disabilities,

anal ysis of service delivery nodels, and topics related to
speci al education instruction.

There were two other areas of staff. One was the Departnent of
School Services. In Option Aif special centers were closed,
there woul d be 23 building service workers and 4.5 food service
wor kers who woul d not be needed whi ch woul d save $837,877. This
anount decreased in Option B because one of the centers woul d
remai n open, and the savings disappeared in Option C.  The

Mont gonery County Heal th Departnment woul d i ncur expenses in
Option A because they would need to provide health technicians to
26 school s which would be a m ni num cost of $520,000. It was
anticipated that there would be an additional need for school

nur ses.

Ms. Reed stated that special education transportation served al

of the many progranms for students with special needs except for
Levels 1 through 3. In addition, they served ESO., GI, IB, and
d obal Ecol ogy. Last year they transported 7,280 students on
speci al buses, and over 4,900 of those were in special education
progranms. She showed an exanple of one el enentary school where
38 students left the school to go to 16 different schools, and in
addi tion sone students were transported to that school from other
school s.

Ms. Reed commented that bringing the data together was
conplicated and difficult. They had to | ook at door-to-door
transportation, special lifts, wheelchairs, oxygen, suction,
tinted w ndows, and attendants. Sone students who had door-to-
door transportation now would ride on regular buses or woul d be
in the wal king area. This m ght nmean sone | oss of state revenue.
Sone students could ride on regular buses with an attendant.
Option A woul d produce the | argest savings. Option B would
reduce the nunber attending their hone schools, and Option C
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woul d still have a savings because 1,800 students would wal k or
ride regular buses. She illustrated the effect of the various
opti ons on one school .

Ms. Reed explained that it was difficult to project savings
because they did not have a sinulation tool to project the effect
of each scenario. She said that this would need further study.
She believed that Option A reflected the nost cost savings in
transportation, but there m ght be an offset because of other
progranms not in this study. Option B would decrease their seat
utilization and decrease route efficiency and increase the nunber
of schools served. Option Cwas difficult to project w thout the
simul ation tool.

Ms. King explained that the facility analysis costs were soft
figures because they had to nmake certain assunptions. The first
assunption was that they would provide the sane service in terns
of space in the honme schools. Another assunption was that

addi tional support space would be calculated into these figures
for students with autism LD, and SED. Anot her assunption was
the need to nodify sonme spaces to create smaller spaces and tine-
out roons. This translated into a 10 percent reduction in their
savings figure. They had done the analysis on the eight clusters
whi ch was 38 percent of the county. They were not making
recommendati ons but were showi ng where there was space that could
be used. Special Education had provided themw th information on
whi ch speci al education prograns were conpatible with other

progr amns.

Ms. King said their first itemwas the cost to provide

rel ocatabl e cl assroons at the honme schools. Sone honme school s
di d have space to accommodate these children, but on the average
the el ementary schools in the eight clusters were at 95 percent
utilization. At the secondary level this figure was 85 percent.
Bringi ng back these students would require a great deal of
addi ti onal space. The second itemwas the cost of providing
handi cap accessibility which amounted to $6 mllion which could
be done over a two-year period. This translated into a reduction
in the CIP project for accessibility nodifications which spanned
15 years at $300, 000 per year. M. King pointed out that sone
rel ocatabl e cl assroons would be freed up at schools wth special
cl asses, and the six-year capital budget woul d be reduced because
addi ti ons woul d not be needed at several schools with speci al
educati on prograns.

Ms. King commented that they would be able to reuse Longview,
McKenney Hills, and Mark Twain, but they were not able to
identify uses for Stephen Knolls, Sandburg, Taylor, or Rock
Terrace. There would be operating budget savings for utilities
of $75,000 per year each and revenue from | eases at about $2.50 a
square foot for those four facilities but this revenue went back
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to the county governnment. She noted that the figures for Options
B and C were in Appendix F of the report.

Dr. Fountain asked if Board nmenbers had questions, and Ms. Hobbs
requested that Board nenbers prioritize their questions and
comments and follow up with witten questions.

M's. Fanconi expressed her appreciation for the discussion of the
phi | osophy. She noted that staff was recommendi ng expansi on of
the pilot progranms and docunenting them She asked whet her they
had docunented the successes of the current prograns because it
was i nportant to hear about those pilots and what had been

| earned fromthem She asked whether it would take additional
time to docunent this, and Dr. Fountain replied it would require
nore tinme to nmeasure and | ook at costs. Ms. Fanconi asked

whet her they were | ooking at the effectiveness of the pilots, and
Ms. Lebowitz replied that they were | ooking at the success at
the individual student |evel in judging achievenent. However,

t hey had not collected data to conpare resources nade avail abl e
in one setting versus anot her.

M's. Fanconi said a concern was raised about |osing services if
the children were noved to their honme schools. She asked whet her
they could take a specific service and explain how the service
followed the child. Ms. Lebow tz explained that O and PT
services should nove with the child, and they were now providi ng
both of those in many schools in the county. It was their
assunption that rel ated services would be brought to the schools.
They did not have a clear picture of what would happen if those
resources were noved froma special center because they would

| ose sone tinme because of transportation if services were put on
an itinerant basis.

Ms. Fanconi made the follow ng statenent for the record:

"I hope that the Board will be followng this up with a

di scussion of the things that we have tried, the successes we
have had, the things maybe that haven't worked out so well that
we have not continued to do, and a di scussi on about whet her

phil osophically we in the school systemwant to continue to nove
inthe direction that we have started. | feel that any savings
that we were to get out of transportation | personally would want
to see go back into the purchase of services so that it would be
cost neutral if we decided to do this for a phil osophical
reason. "

M's. Fanconi indicated that she was not in favor of using this as
a cost saving although she appreciated all the work that staff
had put into this study. She thought the report gave them a
great deal to consider as they | ooked at the best nethod of

provi ding services for all students. She indicated that she
woul d hold the rest of her questions.
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M's. Di Fonzo asked if a staff person could call her during the
week. In regard to Section J on surveys, she noted that one
princi pal had indicated that he or she would not keep the present
teachers and would want to hire others because of attitudes and
skills. This principal would nove these teachers to another
bui | di ng which did not address the attitude problens. She said
that a person's attitude would not change just because that
person noved to another building. Wile they couldn't |egislate
attitudes, they could try to educate. She questioned whet her
soneone's attitude about inclusion was a reason to clean out a
staff.

M's. Di Fonzo pointed out that under the high school section there
was a suggestion that a full-tinme staff trainer be enployed. She
asked whether they were going to need a full-tinme trainer at this
hi gh school and at other schools. Dr. Fountain replied that they
wer e t hinking about four persons systemmde in the early years
and cutting that back to one person training systemm de. Ms.
Lebowi t z explained that this was an opinion fromone school which
t hey thought woul d be valuable for the Board to see.

In regard to the reuse of special school facilities, M. Sins
asked whether it would be possible to find uses for Stephen

Knol I's, Sandburg, Taylor, and Rock Terrace when they were al so

di scussing buil ding new schools. M. King replied that they had
| ooked at the location of these facilities, and they were | ocated
i n nei ghborhoods and clusters where there was no need for

addi tional classroom space. However, they could revert back to
school use in the future.

M. Sinms reported that he and ot her Board nenbers had attended a
di scussion wth M chael Delaney from Col orado who was very

hel pful in discussing his argunents for integration. M. Sins
stated that he was very concerned about the social acceptance of
students in an inclusion situation. Wen students canme out of an
integrated setting, they were better suited to be active
participants in society. He thought it was inportant that these
students receive the treatnment accorded ot her students and that
they had friends outside of school and an active social life.
This was not only a social issue, but a learning issue. He asked
whet her research showed this would happen or whether this was a
hurdl e they needed to address.

Dr. Shirley reported that the interaction at the school |evel was
very good. The second step was a hurdle that needed to be
addressed because he was not sure that the social interaction was
taki ng pl ace outside of school. M. Baach added that a great

deal had been witten on peer interaction, and the information
could be provided to M. Sins.

M's. Brenneman noted that surveys were done with principals, and
she wondered whet her any survey had been done with staff. Ms.
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Lebowtz replied that a staff survey had not been done. However,
the surveys distributed to the principals requested the principal
and his or her staff to | ook at these questions. She believed
that all surveys returned did have staff involvenent.

Ms. Brenneman reported that in her college teaching she had had
hearing-inpaired students in her class with interpreters;
however, she had not been provided with staff devel opnent on how
to teach hearing-inpaired students. She had to find out on her
own how to teach these students, but again she taught only 20 or
22 students. She was concerned about teachers with | arger

cl asses whi ch included di sabl ed students and those w th ot her

| anguages. She felt that staff devel opnent was a key conponent
her e.

M's. Brenneman commented that the conversation away fromthe this
tabl e had been very polarized. A lot of people were in favor of
total inclusion, and others were opposed. They were basically
tal ki ng about Level 4 and 5 students who were not right nowin
their hone schools. She asked whet her parents had been surveyed
to find out whether they wanted change. Ms. Lebowitz said that
she had not been involved in surveying parents. Ms. Brenneman
said she would be curious to find out whether these parents
wanted their children to be noved and suggested that it would be
wel | worth doing.

M. Ewing said that his concerns revol ved around the coments on
page 14 where it said, "the cost analysis is based on the
assunption that a continuum of services will be available in the
home school and that students with disabilities will receive al
speci al education services as indicated on individualized
education plans.” They had three options, and he realized that
those were not intended to cover all the possibilities. He felt
that the use of Levels 4 and 5 as a criterion was reasonabl e, but
on the other hand it was |likely that there would be students at
Level 4 who would not be included fully where there m ght be
students at Level 5 that one could choose to include fully
depending on the criteria for selection. Wat was not clear to
hi m was how t hey m ght go about choosing if they did not want to
choose based on Levels 4 and 5. Having nade sone choi ces, how
woul d they decide how to allocate resources?

Wiile M. Ew ng agreed they m ght not want to do this for reasons
of cost savings, the fact was that the fiscal situation was
unlikely to inprove. The consequence would be that they would
have to face additional econom es and efficiencies. He would not
want themto go into this with the expectation that this was a
great "cash cow' that they could mlk. He thought that before

t hey went anywhere with this they had to be clear about what the
criteria were and to be clear on how they were going to manage
the allocation of resources. He asked about the criteria they
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were going to use to deci de what students m ght be possibilities
for inclusion.

M. BEwi ng thought that before they had a Board debate on this
policy issue they ought to find out sone nore about what the

i npact was going to be on the classroomteacher. They expected
to have additional resources in schools, and he wondered whet her
this would translate into smaller class sizes for all schools or
for some schools. If not, would training of teachers conpensate
wel | enough in the sense of providing themw th the skills they
needed to avoid the outcone that sonme people feared which was
that nore tinme would be spent on children with disabilities?
This was a worry for parents of regular education students, and
he wondered how they woul d address that issue. Wile he was a
supporter of going as far as they could with inclusion, he was
concerned about this issue.

Dr. Fountain commented that they had tal ked about bringing
experts in to do the kind of analysis it would take to | ook at
those issues. Tine did not permt themto get into this. He
believed that the report gave the Board an opportunity to make
sonme choi ces about where they wanted to go fromhere. He did
beli eve they needed a group of experts to take a hard | ook at
this, not 35 people with other jobs.

Ms. Qutierrez conplinmented the conmttee and the staff on the
wor k they had done. She was concerned that the scope of the
report focused on efficiency and cost. She thought that the
educati onal and phil osophi cal aspects woul d al so have to have a
case built. She had attended Dr. Del aney's presentation, and it
was very evident that there was a sound phil osophical basis for
inclusion. She stated that the report was to be an efficiency
effort, and she was concerned that they didn't have a better cost
nodel . She believed that they did have sone information to begin
to build a cost nodel. Her final concern had to do with next
steps and recommendations. Although it would be nice to have a
set of experts to give thema recomendati on, MCPS already had a
lot in place. They did have the pilots, schools with experience,
and teachers wth experience. They did have the in-service
training that began to support this. She did not see nuch of
that captured in the report. She asked whether it was the sense
of the commttee to go outside for a greater study. Dr. Fountain
expl ai ned that their charge was to | ook at efficiencies, not ways
to better bring about inclusion. |If they had been sent out to do
that, they would have brought a different report.

M's. Hobbs asked whether they were at a tine and place when the
Board or the superintendent should be facilitating nore

communi cati on between various parent groups. They had had the
efficiency report and the restructuring of OSAE, and there was a
hi gh | evel of anxiety anong parents. Dr. Fountain replied that
facilitating comruni cati on was al ways good to do, but he would
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hope that they included all MCPS parents. He pointed out that

t hey now had a new young, energetic, and bright group of parents
of special needs children, and these young parents would dictate
t he speci al education program of the 1990's and beyond.

M. Ewing said he would |ike to hear fromthe superintendent
regardi ng his recommendati ons about the direction in which the
school system ought to nove. They needed information about
operational details of these and other options conbined with sone
policy options and directions. The Board needed to review these
and make sone decisions in atinmely way to influence the next
oper ati ng budget .

M's. Fanconi commented that she would like to table this report
as a stand-alone report and include it in the |arger context of
what the phil osophy of the school system was going to be. She
suggested a worksession with principals, teachers, and parents
fromthe various pilot schools and maybe from a school that only
had one child. This would give them an opportunity to ask sone
of the operational questions and share sone of the successes they
had had.

Dr. Vance conplinmented Dr. Fountain for his |eadership in
assenbling the task group and thanked each of the nenbers. He
thought it was tinely that the superintendent initiate efforts to
get the advocacy groups together in the same roomat the sane
time. He hoped to get a report to the Board on progress made.

He thought there were a nunber of other considerations he would
like to have in front of himbefore he shared next steps with the
Board. One was getting the advocacy groups together and ot her
parents, and the second was receipt of the report on
restructuring the O fice of Special and Alternative Education.

He suggested the possibility of a forumor public hearing, and if
all of this information could be gathered, he would bring
recommendations prior to the next budget season.

Dr. Fountain thanked Ms. Vicki Mil herne who put the report
together. On behalf of the Board, Ms. Hobbs thanked the
comm ttee.

Re: BQOARD/ SUPERI NTENDENT COMMENTS

1. M. Ewing reported that the Board was in receipt of a letter
fromthe Montgonery County Federation of Teachers regarding the
i ssue of what MCPS was doing to hire male teachers. He asked
that the superintendent provide his reaction to this letter.

2. Ms. Hobbs said that on July 23 at 7:30 p.m the Counci
woul d be holding a public hearing on the Board' s request for an
energency suppl enental appropriation for all-day kindergarten,
Q E, and evening high school, and on July 27 at 2 p.m the
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Education Commttee would be review ng this request. Final
action by the full Council would take place on July 28.

3. Dr. Vance indicated that he had di scussed the nmeno fromthe
Federation of Teachers with the executive staff, and there had
been sone negative reaction to it. It was felt that they should
al so l ook at why coll ege students with superior ability were not
sel ecting education as their major, and why bl acks and Hi spanics
were not sel ecting education. They would share information with
the Board, but it would be expanded beyond the shortage of nale
t eachers.

4. Dr. Vance reported that he and the executive staff had had a
great tine at the TQV sem nar at the Xerox Corporation. He
continued to be thoroughly inpressed by their total quality
managenent program and he believed it offered much of value to
MCPS, particularly during this tinme of restructuring. He would
keep the Board posted on further efforts and provi de Board
menbers with a paper

5. Dr. Vance said he would like to reinforce what Ms. Hobbs had
sai d about the public hearing on the three energency suppl enent al
appropriations. He hoped that parents and ot her interested
citizens would cone out to testify and support these requests.

He believed that the prograns at stake affected their youngest
and sonme of their nost needy children, and young adults at the
hi gh school |evel needed the flexibility and opportunity that was
provi ded by eveni ng high school.

6. In regard to restructuring, Dr. Vance indicated that they
were noving forward, and at the end of this week the newy

appoi nted directors woul d have had an orientation and training
session with Dr. Fisher, the deputies, and the superintendent.
He felt that they had a power teamthat would be a true asset to
MCPS. He was preparing a neno to the Board to give them an
update on where they were with the relocation of the office of
admnistration. He would provide the Board with a copy of the
materials used in the training and orientation.

7. Dr. Vance said that the Board coul d expect a significant
nunber of appointnents at the all-day neeting in August,
particularly at the |evel of school principal.

Re: UPDATE ON CONSTRUCTI ON PRQIECTS

Dr. Rohr reported that they had noved into Witman, Parks, and
Ri de. They had started noving into Rockwell, Fairland, Bel Pre,
Garrett Park, Pine Crest, and Travilah. They were scheduled to
nmove into Genallan and Summt Hall. In early August they were
schedul ed to nove into the addition at Rock Creek Forest ES.
They were well into the process of noving out of Ashburton,
Burtonsville, Carksburg, Forest Knolls, QOakland Terrace, and
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Springbrook. Additionally they had over 100 projects in PLAR
whi ch were generally on schedule. Dr. Rohr indicated that 60
percent of the 55 rel ocatabl es had been noved. He believed they
were in excellent shape conpared to prior years.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 585-92 Re: CLOSED SESSI ON - AUGUST 3 AND 4,
1992

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Di Fonzo, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

VWHEREAS, The Board of Education of Montgonmery County is

aut hori zed by the Education Article of the Annotated Code of
Maryland and Title 10 of the State Governnment Article to conduct
certain neetings or portions of its neetings in closed session;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education of Montgonery County hereby
conduct a portion of its neeting in closed session beginning on
August 4, 1992, at 9 a.m in Room 120 of the Carver Educati onal
Services Center, 850 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, Mryland, to

di scuss personnel matters, pending litigation, matters protected
frompublic disclosure by |aw, and other issues including
consultation with counsel to obtain |legal advice as permtted
under Section 4-106, Education Article of the Annotated Code of
Maryl and and State Governnment Article 10-501; and that such
portion of its nmeeting shall continue in closed session until the
conpl etion of business; and be it further

Resol ved, That such portion of its neeting continue in closed
session at 12:15 p.m to discuss the natters |isted above as
permtted under Section 4-106 and that such portion of its
nmeeting shall continue in closed session until the conpletion of
busi ness; and be it further

Resol ved, That the Board of Education al so conduct a portion of
its neeting in closed session begi nning on August 3, 1992, at
7:30 p.m in Room 120 of the Carver Educational Services Center,
850 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, Mryland, to discuss personnel
matters and pending litigation as permtted under Section 4-106,
Education Article of the Annotated Code of Maryl and.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 586-92 Re: M NUTES OF JULY 1, 1992

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by M. Sins, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the mnutes of July 1, 1992, be approved.



26 July 20, 1992

Re: REPORT ON CLOSED SESSI ON

The follow ng report on cl osed session was nade available to the
public:

On June 22, 1992, by the unaninous vote of nenbers present, the
Board voted to conduct cl osed sessions on July 7 and 8 as
permtted under Section 4-106, Education Article of the Annotated
Code of Maryland and State Governnent Article 10-501.

The Montgonery County Board of Education net in closed session on
Tuesday, July 7, 1992, from 12:15 to 2:20 p.m The cl osed
session took place in Room 120 of the Carver Educational Services
Center, 850 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, Maryland.

The Board received advice fromits attorney on pendi ng cases.

The Board consi dered personnel issues including the nonthly
personnel report and appoi ntnents for associ ate superintendents,
directors of school adm nistration, and the principal ships of
Eastern and King IS, and Edison Career Center. The Board al so
consi dered assistant principal transfers for Stephen Knolls, Rosa
Parks ES, and Sally Ride ES. Actions taken in closed session
were confirmed in open session.

I n attendance at the cl osed session were:

M's. Frances Brenneman Dr. Al an Cheung

M's. Sharon D Fonzo M. Blair G Ew ng
Ms. Carol Fanconi Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez
Ms. Catherine E. Hobbs M. Jonat han Sins

Dr. Paul L. Vance Ms. Katheryn Genberling
Dr. H Philip Rohr M. Thomas S. Fess
Ms. Melissa Bahr Ms. Mary Lou Wod

M. Brian Porter Dr. Hi awat ha Fountain
Ms. Marie Heck M. Zvi G eismann

Ms. Edith Kropp Dr. Stanley Sorotkin
Ms. Mary Lee Phel ps Dr. Joseph Vill ani

Dr. Neil Shipman Dr. Elfreda Massie
M. Jack Schoendorfer Dr. Phinni ze Fi sher
Ms. Sandra Lebow tz

The Montgonery County Board of Education net in closed session on
Wednesday, July 8, 1992, from7 to 7:10 p.m The cl osed session
t ook place in Room 120 of the Carver Educational Services Center,
850 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, Maryland.

The Board received advice fromits attorney on the Sligo
noder ni zati on project.
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I n attendance at the cl osed session were:

M's. Frances Brenneman Dr. Al an Cheung

M's. Sharon D Fonzo Ms. Carol Fancon

Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez Ms. Catherine E. Hobbs
M. Jonat han Sins Dr. Paul L. Vance

Dr. H Philip Rohr Ms. Katheryn Genberling
M. Richard Hawes M. Thomas S. Fess

Ms. Melissa Bahr Ms. Mary Lou Wod

Ms. Marie Heck M. Brian Porter

Atty. David H ortsberg

Re: A MOTION BY MR EW NG ON THE BELLS
M LL COVMUNI TY ( FAI LED)

The follow ng nmotion by M. Ewmng failed of adoption with M.

Ewm ng, Ms. GQutierrez, and M. Sins voting in the affirmative;

M's. Brenneman, Ms. D Fonzo, Ms. Fanconi, and Ms. Hobbs voting
in the negative:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education schedule tinme for review
and di scussion of the issues raised by the Bells MII| conmmunity
group about the matter of the siting of the entrance, anong ot her
i ssues they rai sed about the Georgetown Hill Child Care Center.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 587-92 Re: BELLS M LL COVWUN TY

On notion of M. Ew ng seconded by Ms. Cutierrez, the foll ow ng
resolution was adopted with Ms. Brenneman, Ms. D Fonzo, M.
Ewm ng, Ms. Fanconi, Ms. Cutierrez, and M. Sins voting in the
affirmative; Ms. Hobbs voting in the negative:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education hold a briefing on the

i ssues raised by the Bells MII| community group about the matter
of the siting of the entrance, anong other issues they raised
about the Georgetown Hill Child Care Center.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 588-92 Re: POSTPONEMENT OF PROPOSED RESOLUTI ON
ON CH LD AND ADCLESCENT HEALTH

On notion of Ms. Fanconi seconded by Ms. D Fonzo, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the follow ng resol ution be postponed unti l
August 4:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education schedule a neeting to
engage in discussions about child and adol escent health.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 589-92 Re: COW TTEE ON TECHNOLOGY

On notion of Ms. Gutierrez seconded by Dr. Cheung (On July 8,
1992), the follow ng resol ution was adopted unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education schedul e a discussion on
the constitution of an external advisory commttee on technol ogy,
conputer, and information system usage to serve as an advi sory
body for the school system

RESOLUTI ON NO. 590-92 Re:  APPO NTMENT OF MEMBERS TO THE
EDUCATI ONAL FOUNDATI ON, | NC.

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gutierrez, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

WHEREAS, On July 12, 1988, the Board of Education established the
Mont gonery County Public Schools' Educational Foundation, Inc.;
and

WHEREAS, The Board of Education approved the Article of
| ncorporation and Byl aws of the Montgonery County Public School s’
Educati onal Foundation, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, The Byl aws aut hori ze the Board of Education to sel ect
seven Directors as follows: One nmenber of the Board of
Education, three menbers fromthe comunity-at-large, and three
menbers of the Montgonmery County Public Schools' staff; and

VWHEREAS, One vacancy exists and two appoi ntnments have expired on
t he Educati onal Foundati on Board; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That in order to bring the Educational Foundation Board
current, the foll ow ng persons be appointed and reappointed to
t he Educati on Foundation for terns endi ng Decenber 31, 1993:

M. Blair G Ew ng (reappointnent)
Dr. Patricia Sweeney (reappointnent)
M. Richard Zitel man (appoi ntnent)

Re:  NEW BUSI NESS

1. Ms. Fanconi noved and Ms. Cutierrez seconded the follow ng:
Resol ved, That the superintendent provide the Board with an
opportunity to have discussion with those schools that are nodels
for inclusion in the very near future; and be it further

Resol ved, That this discussion include principals, teachers, and
parents of regul ar education and speci al education students.
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2. M. Sins noved and M. Ew ng seconded the follow ng:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education schedule tinme to discuss
and possibly take action on the issue of voting rights for the
student nenber of the Board in regard to the budget.

3. M. Ewing noved and Ms. Cutierrez seconded the foll ow ng:
Resol ved, That the Board request the superintendent to develop
for its consideration a pl an of action including Ms. Fanconi's
suggestion that would nove the Board, step by step, in the
direction of understanding fully the operational and cost options
and the policy issues associated with inclusion with a view
ultimately to the devel opnent of Board policy in this area.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 591-92 Re: RECESS TO CLOSED SESSI ON

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by Ms. Di Fonzo, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education recess to cl osed session at
11: 15 p. m

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



