APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
28-1993 May 26, 1993

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County net in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Wednesday, May 26, 1993, at 7:05 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Al an Cheung, President
in the Chair
M. Stephen Abrans*
Ms. Frances Brennenan
M. Blair G Ew ng
Ms. Carol Fancon
Ms. Beatrice Gordon
M. Jonat han Si ns*
Absent: Ms. Ana Sol CQutierrez
O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy
Dr. H Philip Rohr, Deputy
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian
Ms. Carrie Baker, Board Menber-el ect

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

Dr. Cheung announced that Ms. Gutierrez had a previous
comm tnent, but M. Abranms and M. Sinms were expected to join the
nmeeti ng shortly.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 420-93 Re: BOARD AGENDA - MNAY 26, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by M's. Fanconi, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for My
26, 1993.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 421-93 Re: CLOSED SESSI ON - MAY 26, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by Ms. Gordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

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
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conduct a portion of its neeting in closed session beginning on
May 26, 1993, at 9 p.m in Room 120 of the Carver Educati onal
Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, to discuss contract
negotiations as permtted under Section 4-106, Education Article
of the Annotated Code of Maryland and State Governnent Article
10-501; and be it further

Resol ved, That such portion of its neeting shall continue in
cl osed session until the conpletion of business.

Re: LONG RANGE EDUCATI ONAL FACI LI TI ES
PLANNI NG - PCLI CY ANALYSI S

Dr. Rohr explained that this review of the |ong-range policy

foll owed the Board's action on May 17 to adopt the QI.E. policy.
The two policies were linked, and staff hoped to have a new

| ong-range policy in place before the FY 1995 capital budget was
consi der ed.

Ms. Ann Briggs, director of the Departnent of Educati onal
Facilities Planning and Capital Programm ng, introduced M. Bruce
Crispell, denographic planner, who would be handling tonight's
presentation. M. Briggs noted that the Board had | ast revi ewed
the |l ong-range policy in 1986, and |last May a review of the
policy was begun by Board, comrunity, and staff. On June 15, the
Board woul d take tentative action on the policy, which would be
distributed for public comment during the sumer, with a public
heari ng schedul ed for Septenber 9 and final adoption on Septenber
27. This evening they would | ook at six matrices regarding the
policy which had been arranged to show el enents of the existing
policy and where changes were proposed. |In re-exam ning the
policy, she was struck by how |l ong the policy had stood themin
good stead and by how the policy tied together |ong-range

pl anni ng i ssues to high quality educational prograns.

M. Crispell reported that the first matri x was on Purpose which
was supposed to set the basic goals of the policy. Staff was
proposing to add the concept of the QE policy and to clear up
the | anguage referred to educational progranms. M. Ew ng asked
about the wording of the proposed changes, and M. Crispell
replied that they did not have | anguage prepared at this tine.
Ms. Briggs indicated that it would acknow edge the
interrelationship of facilities policies to the other policies of
the Board of Education. M. Ew ng wondered what kinds of
policies they would reference, and Ms. Briggs expl ained that they
did not intend to be specific but rather to tie this policy into
Boar d- adopt ed policies on educational prograns. VWiile M. Ew ng
did not object to this, he commented that it was hard to think
they were not concerned with educational prograns because this
view perneated the entire | ong-range policy.

M. Crispell stated that the next matrix was on |Issue and
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provi ded background information. They would draft a short
section on how enrol |l nent and denographi ¢ changes necessitated
facilities planning.

The third matrix was on Position, and M. Crispell said this
woul d be a statenent on desired standards, criteria and general
processes to apply in facilities planning. They would continue
the enrol |l ment forecasts for six, 10, and 15 year periods and
woul d add a revised on year forecast each spring.

*M. Sinms joined the neeting at this point.

Ms. Fanconi asked whether they would be able to use nmuch of the
wording in the current policy because she had been struck by how
clearly that policy had been witten. M. Briggs explained that
t hey woul d be doing significant rewiting, but they would do
their best to retain nuch of the current wording. M. Ew ng
noted that they would be review ng identification of schools
under the new Q E policy and not using the mnority/majority
figures differing fromthe countyw de average. M. Crispell
reported that they would be conparing enrol |l nent agai nst
capacities and would also get this policy in synch with the new
Q E policy. They would be enploying the diversity profile and
woul d show all data by the four major race and ethnic groups.
The new | ong-range policy would refer to FARM5, ESO., and
mobility as well.

*M. Abrans joined the neeting at this point.

M's. Fanconi asked about reflecting special education Level 4

cl asses in the school profile, and M. Crispell said this would
be included in the facility profile in addition to regul ar
educati on, pre-kindergarten prograns, joint occupancy, Head
Start, etc. The denographic profile would include racial/ethnic
conposition, ESCL, FARMs, and school nobility. Ms. Fancon

noted that as they noved nore to inclusion this m ght change the
utilization rates for the school, and Ms. Briggs agreed that this
m ght happen and woul d be reflected in program capacity tables.

M. Crispell said that the next section was on community
representation. Their first proposal was to continue with the
cluster coordinators and PTA as the main representatives;
however, they needed to establish a role for other conmunity
menbers and special interest groups as well as increasing the
diversity of comunity representation. They needed to define
when groups needed to be brought into the process. Their
proposal was to continue with the PTA and parent groups, but they
had t hought about honeowners associations. One problemwth
homeowners groups was that their m ssion was to support other
aspects of the community, not the schools, and al so that these
groups crossed school boundaries or did not exist in sone parts
of the county.
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M. Sins asked whet her they woul d consider adding students to the
mai n group of those involved in facilities, and Ms. Brenneman
said she would like to expand the idea of community. The burden
was now on the PTA, and the Board had tal ked about reachi ng out
to the greater conmmunity including those without children in the
schools. Ms. Briggs pointed out that sone of these groups
participated in the process now through letters and public

heari ngs; however, they had to determ ne how and if |ess-than-
full-time school users were going to be a part of the process.

It seened to M. Ewm ng that there were several kinds of

i nvolvenent in the policy. One had to do with who testified and
that was pretty open. The second part was who sat on comm ttees
and set boundaries which was narrower, but as he read the policy
it was not confined to PTA groups exclusively. The last part was
who got notified about facility changes, and the school system
did notify civic groups, nunicipalities, governnent agencies,
etc. There were other groups including enployees and advocacy
organi zati ons. He was not sure that advocacy groups such as
speci al education received regular notices about facilities
proposals. In addition, there were private sector businesses
with a working relationship with the school system such as
daycare providers. He would al so suggest that students be added
to the list. He was al so concerned about the burden on the
cluster coordinator when there were community controversies about
facilities decisions.

M's. Fanconi recalled when the process was | ess proactive and
school comunities were not given advance notice of facilities
proposals. At that time it was difficult for a comunity to get
information, and it had been a very divisive situation. The
situation had changed, and as a former cluster coordi nator she
woul d rather be involved in a productive exercise working with
staff than to be in a reactive situation in a tight tinmefrane.
She believed that boundary commttees should be heavily wei ghted
toward parents. She had seen situations where parents who no

| onger had children in the schools had wanted to be invol ved, but
t heir know edge about school situations was outdated. The
ultimate decision had to be nade with the people nost affected

al t hough busi nesses and civic associations could give their point
of view She did agree that they had to reach out nore to the
speci al education communities involved in schools.

M. Abrams commented that he was in substantial agreenent with
M's. Brenneman's comments although he was sensitive to the issues
raised by Ms. Fanconi. 1In regard to the boundary commttee,
they m ght want to look to an early informational process where
they were able to obtain community input early on but not shift
the burden of responsibility on to the conmunity. The bi ggest
criticismhe heard about the current process was that it was a
abdi cation of an appropriate role for the systemback in the
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community. He had questions as to why cluster coordi nators were
given primacy as main comunity representatives. He thought
their role should be a healing role to pull a cluster together
after a decision, but there was often the view that coordinators
were not inpartial. He felt there was a strong need to bring in
nore diverse community representation, particularly future
parents in the subset of non-PTA community because they would
have to live with the decision. They needed a free flow of
informati on back into the comunity as early as possible, and
there should be a feeling that people were being heard. He would
| ook for as broad a community representation w thout giving
primacy to anyone on | eadership.

As a former cluster coordinator, Ms. CGordon stated that

coordi nators should remain one of the primary participants in the
boundary change process because of the healing role nentioned by
M. Abranms. |If a person had not been invol ved throughout the
entire process, it would be difficult to bring the community
together. The role of the coordinator was to represent the
interest of all schools in that cluster. She thought they needed
to |l ook towards additional conmunity representation, and she
suggested that when MCPS knew there woul d be boundary changes

t hey should send information to the homeowners associ ati ons and
civic groups rather than just the PTA. This did not nmean they
woul d be included on the boundary conmttee, but this should
alert the comunity as to the process. She suggested that it
woul d be a help to cluster coordinators to have access to

i nformati on about the | eaders outside of the school systemin
order for the coordinator to work with civic groups. She

beli eved that parents, students, enployee groups, or enployees
could be included in the process.

Ms. Brenneman stated that she had heard that the present
situation was better and that prior procedures were divisive;
however, she had seen divisiveness with the Churchill, Wotton,
Seneca Val |l ey, and Sherwood clusters. They had outstandi ng
cluster coordinators, but the burden was on the coordinators to
notify parents. However, there was al ways sonmeone who did not
receive notification and directed their anger at the cluster
coordinator. Being a cluster coordinator took a trenendous
anount of tinme, and they m ght need to nmake sone changes in that
role and have staff assune nore of the burden.

Dr. Vance recalled that when they had area offices the cluster
coordi nator and the area vice president worked in tandemw th the
area superintendent or his or her representative. At tines the
area offices resented the intrusion of the Planning Ofice
because they did not know the community. He would support staff
taking a leading role in this process, but they needed to restore
staff to do this.
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M's. Fanconi commented that one of her concerns was the use of
their very limted staff. M. Briggs and her office could not do
nore. She thought that Ms. Brenneman had a very good point on
maki ng sone changes that woul d assist the cluster coordinators.
They shoul d | ook at devel oping sonme kind of official notification
for every single cluster and standardi ze the process to notify
everyone. M. Briggs said she was not as concerned about
notifying the school community because they had a very el aborate
and detailed way of doing that. However, they could inprove the
notification process for civic groups in a given area by being
nore specific in their mailing to these groups. Ms. Fancon

t hought it was the school community conpl ai ni ng about | ack of
notification. She said their mght be other ways of

notification. For exanple, when a zoning change was proposed a
sign was erected. They m ght have a newspaper notice directing
peopl e where to call for information. The nost inportant thing
was for MCPS to take the responsibility for inform ng everyone
with children in the affected schools.

It seened to M. Ewing that staff conpetency in the area of

pl anni ng had i nproved dramatically over the years. H's first

i nvol venent went back 25 years with the first school closure when
they did not have staff capability they had today. He pointed
out that the process could noderate or exacerbate the

di vi si veness of change, but it could not elimnate it. |If they
had perfect information flowing to everyone all the tinme and
anple staff to do everything well, it would still be divisive.

He thought that the present policy had noderated sone aspects of
this and exacerbated sone others. The principle was what they
could do within their resources to noderate the things that
irritated people wthout disrupting the whole policy in the
process. Sone people in the conmunity still wanted to do the
entire analysis, and other people said this was the system s job.
He thought that they should ask people their views on this
i ssue.

M. Abrams conmmented that one thing inherent in the political
process when they were tal ki ng about perceptions of conpetency of
data was the perception of that conpetency was cl ouded by the
views of the political decision nmaking at each |level on the use
of that information. It seened to himthey should | ook at howto
generate within the process sonething that was sensitive to and
overconpensated for those perceptions. They m ght want to think
about eval uations of past decisions and the | essons | earned and
use that as a yardstick of quality of decision making. Dr. Vance
commented that in regard to divisiveness for those |iving through
the school closure period they had najor divisiveness and sonme
communities still harbored ill thoughts about the school system
personnel .

M. Crispell stated that the next section had to do with what
community representatives were involved in. The current policy
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did not speak to site selection and facility design invol venent
al t hough the comunity was involved. Staff thought that needed
to be added to the policy. The next section was on enrol |l nent
standards. The nost fundanmental issue was the definition of
enrollment in order to set standards to apply in determ ning the
size of schools. They proposed to elimnate the term "regul ar
enrol Il ment"” and use "enrollnment."” Enroll nment woul d be everyone
in the school with the exception of self-contained classes such
as Intensity 5.

M. Crispell indicated that in the previous policy they had

m ni mum or desired enrollnent. They were proposing repl acing
those ternms with a standard range within which they would pl an
schools. It would not nean that a school falling above or bel ow
was undesirable as inplied by the current policy. At the

el enentary level it would be based on two to four classes per
grade which would give thema range of 300 to 600. At the mddle
school level, it would be two to three teans per grade which give
them a range of 600 to 1,100. For the high school, it would be
250 to 450 per grade, which gives them 1,000 to 1,800. M.

Abr anms asked how many schools would fall outside of those at each
level. M. Briggs replied they probably had nore school s outside
t he hi gher range. They had been buil ding high schools with a
core capacity for 2,000, mddle schools for 1,200, and el enentary
schools for 800. M. Abrans asked about projections for existing
hi gh schools. For exanple, at Blair they were talking 2,600 to
3,000. Ms. Briggs replied that if they were | ooking long term

t hey had schools that would far exceed that 1,600 to 1,800 range.
As they had schools noving toward 2,100 or 2,200, they woul d not
ook in the direction of additions but at the potential for
another facility at the high school level. At the elenentary

| evel they tried not to exceed 800.

M. Abranms stated that they heard the argunent about the need to
maintain a critical mass for a conprehensive high school. They
wer e proposing counting in special progranms, and he wondered what
woul d be a critical mass to maintain progranmng for a
conprehensi ve high school. Dr. Mary Helen Smth replied that in
the case of ESOL centers they hoped students would | earn English
as quickly as possible to becone integrated into the high school.
They were | ooking at the notion that all students in the high
school were part of that building and would contribute to the
school population. The sanme thing was true with Intensity 1, 2,
3, and 4 special education students who were part of the school's
popul ation. Dr. Vance commented that it was difficult to devel op
a rule of thunb. 1In sone high schools youngsters cane out of the
ESOL program and were eligible for honors and AP cl asses.

M. Abrams recalled that the Board had heard at Blair there was a
need to maintain the community at a range of 2,600 to 3,000 to
support that program He was trying to relate that as well as
the availability of AP classes in a school at the | ow range such
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as Rockville H gh School. He wanted to know all of this fit

t oget her on changed definition for enroll nent standards. Ms.
Genberling replied that what they were attenpting to do with a
range was not to cite the exceptions. This did not nean that
every school would be in that standard range. Wen a school did
not, they handl ed those needs on a case by case basis to provide
a conprehensive program |t was not necessarily a nunbers issue
but rather an exam nation of popul ati on needs. For exanpl e,

Pool esvill e and Rockville received additional staff to maintain
the program Every high school had certain courses it had to

of fer every year, and they al so had courses dependent upon
enrollnment. In sone situations they could have 1,000 students
and be running three or four AP courses a grade |level, but they
m ght have a school with 1,500 students and only one AP physics
cl ass. She assured the Board that this was a staffing issue and
they woul d staff however necessary to nake sure category one
prograns were offered. They had al so used distance learning with
Pool esvil | e and Rockville.

M's. Fanconi thought that the high school nunbers were too | ow
It seened to her that the average size would be closer to 1,600
or 1,700 in a few years. She could not believe they weren't
going to get high schools back up where they would be seeing
graduating classes of 600 or 700. She did not understand using
such a | ow nunber per grade at the high school. Ms. Genberling
replied that staff had had the same di scussion. They knew t hey
woul d have schools of 2,000 to 2,200 and that they did not have
the noney to keep schools down to 1,600. Therefore, they would
have to make adjustnents; however, this was the best judgnent of
t he program people for a range for the ideal conprehensive high
school. They were not saying it was an absol ute m ni num or

maxi mum For exanple, when they tal ked about having a | arge
Blair H gh School, they knew they would have to design the
facility differently and programdifferently with schools within
t he school

M's. Fanconi suggested that the Board needed an extra ni ght just
to tal k about programsize. She, for one, |acked the know edge
t he program people had. This issue was comng up in the context
of a facilities policy, but this was a very inportant issue for
the Board. Dr. Cheung suggested that the staff prepare a brief
paper to expedite the Board' s discussion. M. Abrans said he
woul d support the idea of another discussion neeting rather than
have staff prepare a paper. Dr. Vance said that if they did have
this discussion they could have principals of snall and | arge
hi gh school s and those with diverse popul ations present to tal k
wi th the Board.

M's. Brenneman thanked Ms. Genberling for her coments. She
liked the idea of a broad flexibility in the nunbers. She
recal l ed that when Rosa Parks was being built and m ddl e school s
were being built with an 800 capacity, but the County Council had
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said to build themat 1,200 students. She wondered if by having
the I arge range they woul d | eave thensel ves open for the Counci
to drive the program because of the noney issue. Ms. Cenberling
expl ai ned that the upper end was not as high as the facilities
coul d acconmmodat e.

M's. Fanconi thought they ought to have a di scussion about the

el ementary schools. She would like to find out from principals
wi th 800-capacity schools running at 1,000 students what that did
to their ability to educate children. The Board should be able
to say to the Council that this was working well or it had not
wor ked out and the Board woul d recommend goi ng back to a 600-
capacity school. She said this was an inportant issue. They had
noved to a smaller mddle school, but she did not see a

di scussion of an optimal size for elenentary and the high school.

M. Ewi ng observed that they could have the staff's judgnent
about what it was that size was a function of. For exanple, when
they were a nore honogenous school system the size could be
smaller. Today in the Blair situation they had size as a

function of diversity. It was also a function of sone intangible
factors about students getting lost in a |large school. Many
bel i eved that | argeness nmeant a school was inpersonal. They
shoul d di scuss functions relating to size. |If they had to build

| arger schools, they had to think about how they coul d be
desi gned and operated in ways to take advantage of the
possibilities for smallness wthin a | arge buil ding.

M. Crispell stated that the current policy for the high school
was 300 regul ar students per grade. A facility designed for
2,000 students would still be operating efficiently in their 80
to 100 percent range with an enrollnent of 1,600. The |ast part
of this matrix dealt with facility standards, utilization, and
how t hey ranked capacity. There was general agreenent they
needed to get away fromthe 70 to 90 percent range for secondary
schools and 80 to 100 percent for elenentary schools. They were
proposing a single type of capacity to calibrate all utilizations
to 80 to 100 percent. Ms. Fanconi asked whether this would
solve the problemw th the Planning Board and the Council, and
M. Crispell thought it would help. Ms. Fanconi asked for an
exanpl e of this.

M. Crispell said the next matrix was on desired outcones. They
were recommendi ng carrying the sane objectives fromthe old
policy and maki ng them desired outcones. They proposed addi ng an
outcone for the role of the community in facilities planning.
Anot her objective in the old policy was designed to pronote equal
access to prograns for special students countyw de, but the first
part referred to services and resources which should not be in a
facilities policy. Another place had to be changed because they
mentioned the internediate | evel which had to be changed to the

m ddl e school .



10 May 26, 1993

Ms. Brenneman noted that the old policy tal ked about elimnation
of split attendance patterns. However, they now seened to be
increasing split attendance patterns. She asked whether this
woul d be elimnated fromthe policy or be left in as a goal. M.
Briggs replied that in all likelihood they probably woul d have
nmore shared facilities throughout the decade. Ms. Brenneman
suggested it mght be elimnated fromthe policy. Ms. Fancon

t hought the Board needed to think through how they would like to
phrase it. |If they did have to have split feeders, they m ght
have paraneters for doing this. They could say they would Iike
to keep a | arge nunber of students together from el enentary
school to secondary school. M. Briggs pointed out that the
first five pages of the policy dealt with growh, and the | ast
five pages dealt with closure and consolidation. The wording on
split attendance patterns was specific to closure and
consolidation, and they mght want to nodify that to apply this
across the board.

M. Abranms suggested they give sone thought to normalizing split
articulation. He pointed out that in public hearings people
stated that the Board was violating its own policy when the Board
considered split articulation. It mght be worth their while to
think of nore neutral |anguage regarding split articulation.

M's. Brenneman thought that if they were to have guidelines they
woul d have to be extrenely broad.

Dr. Cheung asked that another neeting be schedul ed to continue
di scussion on the policy anal ysis paper.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 422-93 Re:  ADJOURNVENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Abrans seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adjourn its neeting at 9:10
p.m to a closed session.

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



