APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
36- 1994 Septenber 19, 1994

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Monday, Septenber 19, 1994, at 7:30 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Carol Fanconi, President

in the Chair
Ms. Frances Brennenan
Dr. Al an Cheung
Ms. Wendy Converse
Ms. Beatrice Gordon
Ms. Ana Sol Cutierrez

Absent: M. Stephen Abrans
M. Blair G Ew ng

O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent

Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy
Dr. H Philip Rohr, Deputy
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

RESOLUTI ON NO. 647-94 Re: BOARD AGENDA - SEPTEMBER 19, 1994

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for
Sept enber 19, 1994.

Re: RESPONSE TO RECOMVENDATI ONS OF THE
TASK FORCE ON LONG RANGE PLANNI NG
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATI ON

M's. Fanconi announced that this was a special neeting of the
Board of Education on the Action Area - Continuous | nprovenent.

Dr. Vance reported that the executive staff had spent
considerable tine anal yzi ng and di scussing the recommendati ons of
the task force on |ong-range planning. He suggested that they
proceed ad seriatimthrough the recommendati ons. He had sent the
Board a recent itemfromthe MABE Mnitor on charter schools.

The Maryl and State Board of Education would be setting up another
session on charter schools; therefore, tonight's discussion was
particularly tinmely so that the Montgonery County Board coul d
take a position on any | egislation.

M's. Fanconi acknow edged the efforts of the |ong-range pl anning
task force. The Board felt it was inportant to | ook at issues
that were beyond the i medi ate i npact of budget decisions. She
suggested that staff review each recommendati on and response for
t he public.
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Dr. Phinnize Fisher, associate superintendent, stated that the
first recommendation was to delegate the transfer of centralized
authority, particularly in budgeting, staffing, and curriculumto
the local schools. In light of that, staff had reviewed the

si te-based managenent policy. This evening they would |ike the
Board to provide staff wth some information or guidance in terns
of the transfer of authority. They had been review ng the
policy, and they could see |ocal decision nmaking related to the
school inprovenent nmanagenent plan, but the question was how much
authority to transfer to schools related to staffing, which
staffing decisions should be central only, which decisions should
be shared by the central office and the | ocal school, and which
deci si ons shoul d be delegated totally to the school. The Board
m ght wish to consider this at the action area neeting on Cctober
17 if they wanted to nake any changes for the 1995-96 school

year.

M's. Brenneman remarked that normally the Board received a task
force report, sent it to the superintendent for his
recomendati ons, and received the superintendent's
recommendations. Now the process had changed, and the

superi ntendent had not provided his reconmmendation for the first
few recommendati ons and was | ooking to the Board for guidance.
She di d not understand why the process changed. She would |ike
to know whet her the superintendent and staff agreed with this
recomendation or not. Dr. Vance replied that before they could
make that decision and be case specific about it, they needed the
results of the survey based on the Board's resolution and to hear
further discussion fromthe Board to get even nore of a sense of
the Board and where nenbers were with that particul ar issue given
there was a policy on site-based nanagenent.

M's. Brenneman pointed out that on condomdistribution, the
superintendent was not in favor, the Board agreed with that
recommendati on, but the Board did not discuss this ahead of tine.
Wth today's paper, the Board could react to the |ast couple of
recomendati ons but not the first ones. She did not understand
what had happened here with the process.

Ms. Qutierrez did not think that discussing a | ong-range planning
report was anything that could be dealt with in the sanme way as
t he recommendati ons of advisory conm ttees which had an on-going
role. Condomdistribution was a very specific decision that
could be answered by yes or no. The Board had asked the | ong-
range planning task force to take tinme to come up with a view of
MCPS that was not going to be a vote up or down type of decision
She did not think that any of the recommendati ons were for staff
to tell the Board they agreed or disagreed with the position.
She believed the Board had to develop this response, and they
woul d not devel op the response in one neeting. Long-range

pl anni ng was a process that took a long tine. 1In this case the
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superintendent had raised i ssues and provided the Board with a
list of itens they had to take into consideration. The
recommendation fromthe task force was one of restructuring a
whol e educational institution. She did not have any expectation
that they could get any straight up or down answers from staff.

M's. Brenneman asked whether Ms. Qutierrez would take exception
to the last four recomendations. M. Qutierrez replied that she
was not here today to vote yes or no on these recommendati ons.
She thought they were here to see how the Board was going to deal
with some very major proposals. Each of these issues had to be
understood in a nuch deeper sense and with nmuch greater care
before they could be ready to nmake final decisions. They had
received a nmeno fromthe superintendent which tal ked about

buil ding their capacity for strategic planning and appointing
individuals with a |long-term perspective. She was sorry that not
everything could be done in a short period of time, but this
particul ar i ssue was a conpl ex one.

Dr. Cheung pointed out that the Board had a policy on site-based
partici patory managenent, and to himthere was no difference
between the commttee's recommendati on and Board policy. The

i nportant question was how the policy related in terns of the
Board' s del egating or transferring sone of authority for
budgeting, staffing, and curriculumto schools who chose to do
this. |If they were tal king about site-based, they did not want
to dictate to the schools what they should do. They were saying
t hat schools woul d have an opportunity to do all these things,
and in their school managenent plan they could ask for nore
authority for staffing or resources or flexibility in curriculum
They shoul d not | ose sight of the systemis goals and objectives.
What ever a school wanted to do in terns of decision making, they
had to be able to neet the goals and objectives of MCPS. They
did not want to have 180 schools doing 180 different things.

Dr. Cheung stressed that the nost inportant thing was
accountability. They needed neasures to hold school s
accountable. He asked whether they were | ooking at the

i ndi vidual site-base in terns of budgeting, staffing, or
curriculum Were they | ooking at cluster based? These were the
di scussions they needed to have to provide the direction to the
superintendent and staff. How nmuch staffing responsibility
shoul d an individual school have? He did not think they had
enough information yet on staffing.

M's. Fanconi pointed out that on Cctober 17 they would have a

| engt hy discussion on the first recomrendation. It seened to her
that the Board needed to determ ne where they were confortable

al ong the continuum of all decisions nmade at the |ocal |evel and
all decisions nmade at the central level. A couple of Board
menbers had said they needed sone proposals to tal k about what
the inpact would be. She asked about the presentation being
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pl anned for October 17, and then she suggested that the Board
nmove to the next recommendati on.

Dr. Cheung comented that the state was proposing to | ook at
charter schools. A charter school could be a formof site-based
deci si on maki ng. Last year, he had worked in the Senate and had
a lot of information on charter schools because of charter schoo
| egi sl ati on which was included in the Goals 2000. He would share
this information with staff. The charter school had to cone to a
body to ask for exenptions, and Montgonmery County needed to | ook
at this in terns of site-based decision naking. Ms. Fanconi
remarked that charter schools were in the report under schoo
reforminitiatives, and she suggested they hold this discussion
until they came to that topic.

In regard to Cctober 17, Ms. Genberling stated that they could
bring any kind of staffing nodels to the Board as | ong as they
had a sense of where the Board was on the conti nuum For
exanpl e, a school could get noney and making all the decisions or
at the other end, the budget would be controlled centrally. The
staff needed a sense of where the Board saw itself on this

conti nuum They thought they would nmake sure that everyone was
aware of how they staffed and the fornulas that were used. Wen
staff looked into this, they realized there were considerations
about who nmade what deci sions and how nuch enpower nent the Board
wanted to give a school. In sone of the initial discussions,

t hey heard individual Board nenbers at different places on that
spectrum They hoped to get the position of the Board fromthe
di scussi on on Cctober 17.

Dr. Vance reported that a major part of that discussion would
have to do with the overall and specific inplications of a
massive institutional transformation and a shifting of
responsibilities and prerogatives froma centrally coordi nated
school systemto one which was nore |ocal or regional. There
were inplications for policy, prograns, contract negotiations,
and procedures. Ms. Brennenman thought the experts should be
telling the Board what was best for the school system but it was
the other way around. She would recomrend they take a m ddl e- of -
t he-road approach and increnentally tell the Board what woul d
happen if a school received nore power or |ess power.

Dr. Cheung said it would be hel pful to know what was

di scretionary and what was non-di scretionary. Wen he said

di scretionary, it was to be able to allow the school staff to
work on this w thout having too much adverse inpact on the system
as a whole. They could also ook at it in ternms of staffing, and
t hey shoul d know what was di scretionary or non-discretionary or
mandatory. |f the Board understood this, they could be nore
flexible in allow ng schools to nake decisions to neet their
needs.
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In regard to site-based decision making, Ms. Qutierrez said that
if they were | ooking for guidance she believed they needed to
nove towards greater decentralization of authority. She believed
they needed to review their staffing allocation fornulas because
t hese drove the cost of the school and the program capabilities.
She was hesitant to deal with the first question on the current
practices of allocating resources under site-based managenent
because she saw that allocation of resources was anot her huge
issue unto itself. On COctober 17, the Board could see where they
were on that continuum She thought there were sone aspects that
were al ready decided at the local level, but she did not know
whether it was very clear to all the Board nmenbers just what that
was. The nost inportant thing the Board could do was to see how
they wanted to nove fromwhere they were if they had consensus.

| f they had agreenent to nove to another point on the spectrum

t hey should come up wth the nmechani snms by which they could be

| ooking at the inplications of that novenent. She could not see
them taking a vote and inpl enenting anything overnight. They
needed policies and procedures, and they needed to understand the
consequences. In addition, they needed to be ready to inpl enent
any changes. |If their goal was to have a |l ess centrally managed
system they would have to see where they ended up. This had to
be done with enornous care.

Ms. Gordon comented that she was feeling sonme of the things
that Ms. Brenneman was feeling. As far as she could tell, there
wasn't anything here that could not be done already by a site-
based school because their policy left open the kinds of things
that a site-based school could do. There was even a provision
that a school could request an exception to Board policy.

However, sone of the issues in the |ong-range report were
standards rather than Board policy. For exanple, there was no
Board policy mandating X-nunber of reading teachers.

Ms. Gordon hoped that on October 17 they would | earn about the
inplications if the current site-based schools or every school in
the county chose to exercise every single option in the |ong-
range report. She did not want to start in the mddle. She
wanted to start out giving all the responsibility other than
policy issues to the schools and then work back fromthat point.
They had to have sone idea of what the inplications were, and
anything had to be tied to the goals they had set. They had to
see how this would inpact on Success for Every Student or vice
versa. She thought they were getting caught up in trying to

deci de whether or not they were going to allow schools to

i npl emrent their policy, and she was concerned about that. It
seened to her that if a site-based school decided they were going
to use their staffing allocation differently, they could do that.
| f they decided they were not going to teach readi ng or have
physi cal education, they would have to cone to the Board for
approval. She would like to know what woul d happen if 180
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school s did decide they wanted to exerci se what the Board had
al ready said they could do in the policy.

Ms. Fanconi agreed with Ms. Gordon. It seened to her that
their policy allowed all kinds of things, but there was a feeling
in the conmmunity that they would not allow a school to not have a
medi a specialist and trade that position for another elenentary
school counselor. She would Iike to hear sonme of the problens

t he Board ought to consider in having the discussion and sendi ng
the nmessage to the community about what the Board woul d | ook at
as exceptions. It would be good to hear about what other school
systens had encountered. For exanple, one school in the Whitman
cluster had a special program and parents were concerned about
what happened when children fromall the elenentary school s cane
together in the mddle school.

Ms. Fanconi said it was inportant to have a presentation from
the staff's point of view about what the Board' s policy currently
al l oned and what kinds of staffing allocations they now had.

Sonme of the staffing allocations may have been set by the Board.
When they | ooked at | ong-range planning, they were not |ooking a
single issue such as condomdistribution, but rather a | ot of
interrelated i ssues. They were tal king about inplications on
what they could do in |ong-range planning that would inprove
academ c achi evenent. The assunption was that schools that were
locally controlled tended to be able to address the individual
needs of their school population and, therefore, academ c

achi evenment inproved. She would like to hear sonme response from
staff about whether they agreed or disagreed with that overal
prem se. She would be interested in knowi ng what practices would
have to be put in place beyond their own policy, what did the
policy allow or deter, what practices and safeguards woul d they
have to put in place, what the process would be for staffing
deci si ons, and whose responsibility would that be. She hoped
that sonme of that information would conme to the Board.

Dr. Elfreda Massie, associate superintendent, stated that the
next area focused on staff devel opnent. Staff devel opnent was
one of the Board's action areas, and the availability of
resources was the primary issue. Staff agreed with the task
force recommendati on because there was a need for an independent
training institute. The staff had focused on the need for a
facility in which they could conduct training. They did a |ot of
trai ning of enployee groups, and one of the primary issues they
had struggled with was the facility issue. |In alnost al
policies adopted by the Board in the past year there was sone
conponent of training that needed to occur. They also had a | ot
of training that needed to occur with technol ogy. They woul d

i ke the sense of the Board about whether or not the facility

i ssue was one they could address at sonme point because it woul d
have to be addressed through the budget process. |In terns of
havi ng the coordination they needed with regard to staff
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devel opnent, a facility would help for supportive services
training and aid themin devel opi ng a conprehensive pl an.

Ms. Qutierrez said she would like to go to the reconmendati on
regardi ng staff devel opnent. She thought this was a nore
concrete i ssue because they did not have a continuum of choices
here. It was clear fromthe staff response that they could conme
out with a strong recommendation. She fully supported the
staff's approach because it was the sane approach they could do
for site-based managenent. The proposal for a training institute
was doabl e, and she would fully support it.

Ms. CGordon supported the idea of an institute for training as
well. Her concern was that should funds not be available for a
facility this should not stop themin noving forward with the
concept. She did not think they should tie the training that
needed to be done to a facility. They could plan for that. Wen
she tal ked about |ong-range planning she was not just talking
about next year or the year after, she was tal king about |ong-
range planning. She thought they needed to nove forward with the
instructional pieces of the training, but this should not be
constrained by the lack of a facility. She would |like to see
nore interaction wwth the colleges and universities in the state
and in the county as well as with businesses. She felt that
there were opportunities for training outside of the CIP and the
operati ng budget that they had just begun to tap or shoul d begin
to tap. |If staff were going to cone back with recommendati ons,
she would like to see those pieces included. Corporate Anmerica
di d extensive in-depth training and budgeted nuch nore for
training. She thought they needed to nove forward with the
superintendent's recomrendati ons, but they should not allowthe
capi tal budget constraints to prevent them from noving forward.

Dr. Vance commented that there was every evidence based on
actions and neetings that they were on target with the expanded
version of this independent training institute to be nmuch nore
than a school systeminitiative, but rather a county-w de
initiative. The agency heads had been sharing training ideas,

pl ans, and initiatives. CPME and MEC were vitally interested in
this because training was at the heart of change.

Ms. Gordon reported that the Comm ssion on Hi gher Education had
i ssued sone recommendations. One of the recomrendati ons was in
regard to professional devel opnent schools. If this
recommendation did nove forward, MCPS ought to be in the
forefront in working in that partnership and setting the pace for
teacher training both at the university and post graduate |evels.

Ms. Brenneman agreed with the concept of the institute. She
wondered if they had used television to train people and if they
could do training with television and not use a facility. Dr.
Massie replied that they had used tel evision and video tapes for
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a great deal of training, but it was not always appropriate to do
training through television. They had used sone interactive
tel evi sion where people could call in. Dr. Joseph Villani,

associ ate superintendent, added that this was the third year they
had been using interactive television for training. For certain
training, they would bring in representatives fromlocal schools
to teach themto be facilitators for the televised | essons. They
used Channel 60 to do the training with a local facilitator in
the schools. They had to have soneone famliar with the concepts
who woul d I ead the activities and answer questions. As part of

t hose prograns, they did call-in sessions. One of the new
positions in the budget was for a television training specialist.
They were al so | ooking forward to providing training through the
w de area network when they got the gl obal access plan.

Ms. Brenneman said she would have a problem asking for a capital
expendi ture when so many school s needed noderni zati ons. However,
peopl e were tal king about a conference center or convention
center for Mntgonery County. She would support the concept of
the institute, but she would not be in favor of a capital
program It seened to her the task force was focusing on the
concept but the staff response was focused on the facility part
of it.

Dr. Cheung saw staff devel opnment as the nost inportant issue in

t he public schools because it was the core of continuing

i nprovenent for teachers, staff, and admnistrators. They needed
to develop their intellectual resources, and conti nued

i nprovenent was needed for staff to educate children better.

They had tal ked about nmeans of trying to devel op and deliver
material. He was always very suspicious in terns of the academ c
approach to training which was the university way. He thought
that MCPS teachers and staff beyond what was offered to students
in college. Medical professionals did not use the academ c
approach but rather a residency process. It was nice to watch a
tel evision program but education had to be interactive, hands-
on, nentoring, and applied. It sounded as if they delivered
training through | ectures and assuned the recipient would know
how to apply the material. This was far fromthe truth. The
inportant thing was to be able to apply what was offered which
would result in true learning. |If they had a good staff

devel opment program it was worth every single dine. But if they
just delivered the lecture, this was wasted tine. He would |ike
to know what nodel the training institute would use.

M's. Fanconi said that it was disappointing to her that so many
steps were needed before anything could be acconplished. It
seened to her that they had done sone prelimnary work. For
exanpl e, they had tal ked about taking space in the Blair building
and using it for a training institute. They tal ked about the

i nportance of having conputer |abs, nmentoring, and observation
booths. She did not think they needed a task force, and she
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t hought they ought to nove fast on this. The Board had been very
clear that staff devel opnent was critical. There were a nunber
of things to be done that had nothing to do with facilities. For
exanpl e, there needed to be a recommendation on release tine in

t he next budget.

In regard to facilities, Ms. Fanconi said it was frustrating to
offices like M. Msood' s when they had to do training for
coaches and athletic directors because of the lack of |arge
facilities. The county governnent did not have enough facilities
to do neetings and training. They had the University of Mryl and
facility, but that was not very big. She would encourage themto
go to Johns Hopkins and the University of Maryland to talk to

t hem about shared space. She would |like to know nore about the
Gheens Prof essional Devel opnent Acadeny in Louisville, Kentucky.
She wanted to know how they could go about getting the support
that Louisville had received. Particularly on global technol ogy,
if they were going to nove forward rapidly they had to have

cl assroons avail able that teachers could get into and | earn how
to use the equipnment. She noted that sonme school systens had
made arrangenents with conputer conpanies to get a discount for
teachers so they could buy machines to be used at hone and | earn
more rapidly. They had 15,000 enpl oyees, and it was not mnor to
do massive staff devel opnment on technol ogy.

Dr. Villani explained that they were not tal king about
establishing a task force to proceed. They were thinking about
an advi sory group, but staff was al ready working on a plan that
they were prepared to bring to the Board in the near future if
the Board wanted to nove in this direction. Ms. Fancon
bel i eved they had consensus to | ook at the things that coul d be
done with a facility as well as |look at the possibility of a
facility. Dr. Vance said it was his interpretation of the |ong-
range task force recommendati on was the enphasis on idea of an

i ndependent training institution. This conveyed to himan effort
to radicalize what it was they did and for whom and not
necessarily a pre-occupation with the status quo. He recomended
an advisory group to |l ook at an independent training institute
and conme back with recomendati ons.

M's. Fanconi said that the third recommendati on was that the
Board concentrate on pl anning, policy making, and performance
eval uation rather than adm ni strative managenent.

Dr. Rohr stated that the current Board had nmade a concerted
effort to concentrate on planning. This current Board had spent
nmore tinme on planning and policy issues than other Boards. They
established ten action areas, and these had been di scussed 27
times in the last fiscal year. The devel opnent of the

educati onal technol ogy policy and the gl obal access plan was a
spl endid exanple of strategic planning and policy formulation.
The current discussion, the Cctober 17 neeting, and the formation
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of a Board subconm ttee on | ong-range planning were ot her
exanpl es of the Board' s enphasis in this area.

Dr. Cheung was supportive of the task force reconmendati on, and
he al so agreed with Dr. Rohr. Since he had been on the Board,

t hey had gone through a |lot of reorgani zati on and now they were
tal ki ng about the planning process in the schools. It would be
good to have a group look at how to re-invent the Board. The
Board had been functioning in the same way for years, and al

they did was add nore neetings. He was not sure they were nore
efficient or effective because there were limts in terns of tine
and energy to be able to deal with all the issues. He would |ike
to have sone honest assessnent of the Board by the staff and
community in terns of how they could inprove the role,

organi zation, and functions of the Board.

Ms. CGordon stated that she couldn't agree nore with Dr. Cheung.
They had done a | ot of planning, and she would |ike to see them
focus on doing sonething wwth the plans they already had. Site-
based was the perfect exanple of sonmething that started years
ago, and they had not noved beyond where they were when they
first started. She thought this was an issue the Board needed to
address over the next year to |look at the direction the Board
itself wanted to take. She said they had a great deal of work to
do in the area of boardsmanship. Wile she |ooked forward to
suggestions, she felt the Board needed to accept responsibility
for this recomrendati on.

Ms. Qutierrez expressed her agreenent with Ms. Gordon's renarKks.
They needed to | ook at how effective they were and, as Dr. Cheung
stated, they needed to reinvent thenselves. This was not to say
that the Board had not been effective. Wen she cane on the
Board, she made it clear that strategic planning was going to be
a mgj or focus of the Board, and they had delivered. They now had
a plan, Success for Every Student, which | ooked for goals and
outcones. They were now noving into a nore sophisticated area to
do plans that |ooked strategically and noved themin a consistent
way over a period of time. They had had institutional

devel opment and growth. Wen she had attended a Board candi dates
nmeeti ng, she had been inpressed by the docunents representing the
Board's work over the past four years. She thought their focus
on better planning and policy devel opnment had paid off, but it
was not a job that was conplete. She felt that the comments nade
by the task force did not address the problens of the Board. She
did not think they were spending a lot of tinme in admnistrative
managenent, but the Board needed to be nore effective with
boardsmanship skills and a review of their needs for information
and their effectiveness in decision nmaking. She thought it was
up to the Board, its officers, and its staff to focus on this

ar ea.
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M's. Fanconi reported that the superintendent had offered to have
staff devel op sone presentations on the way the Board coul d | ook
at issues devel opnment and concept analysis. She thought this
woul d be a good idea, but she woul d suggest that the subcommttee
| ook at these issues.

M's. Fanconi recalled that when she canme on the Board she
questioned why the Board had to act on so many itens; however,
she found that their actions were required by state |law. She

t hought there were a nunber of things they could | ook at such as
how t hey used their tinme and how they could be nore efficient.
She pointed out that they were a part-tinme Board, and they had
cut 200 people or nore out of central office. They could
schedul e nore and nore neetings to get nore done, but she did not
think this should be an option. They needed to nmake better use
of their tinme, nmake sure consent itens stayed consent itens, and
focus on policy devel opnent, inplenentation, and accountability.
She had | ooked back through sonme papers and one of them stated
that in 1989 the Board had acted on four policies and in 1992 it
was 14 and 1993 it was eight. This Board had acted on | ong-range
facilities planning, education of students with disabilities,
early chil dhood education, quality integrated education, site-
based participatory managenent, m ddl e school education, sexual
harassnent, class rank, resolutions on math and sci ence, and
educati onal technol ogy.

M's. Fanconi said that the fourth recomrendati on was on budgeting
and financial reporting.

M. Larry Bowers, chief financial office, reported that the task
force had recommended a change in the program and fi nanci al
reporting systemthat would |ink outcones to cost in a neani ngful
and useful way. They also supported the idea that nore data,
information, and anal ysis for both budgetary and academ c

pur poses be publicly available in nore useful formats. M.
Bowers said this was al so a nessage they had heard fromthe PTAs
in the past and from CPME and ot her groups. On August 29, 1994,
the staff had discussed the format of a docunent they were

pl anning to put together, and they had provided the Board with a
draft format. The sanple was for a high school, and each | eve
woul d have a slightly different format. They were devel oping a
systemthat would pull this information together froma variety
of different sources. This docunent would be distributed al ong
wi th the superintendent's operating budget.

M. Bowers indicated that they were also | ooking at multi-year
budget which had been di scussed previously. They were | ooking at
initiatives of the Board and tie the capital and the operating
budgets together. They would show all the budget inplications
and putting this in a nmulti-year format. A good exanple woul d be
mul ti-year inplications for staff devel opnment both capital and
operating. As they | ooked at program m ssion sumaries, they
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woul d display information on a nmulti-year basis for all the
resources, but not itemby item

M's. Fanconi suggested that Board nenbers comment on the fornmat.
She was concerned about schools with a |ot of special education
progranms or inclusion. For exanple, people think one school had
nmore staff than another school w thout realizing the school had
speci al education prograns which required individual aides for
each child. When the IEP required this, this was not sonething
that was optional or could be used flexibly. M. Bowers replied
that the different progranms would be listed, but that would not
get at it conpletely. The last tine the Board discussed this, a
nunber of Board nenbers enphasi zed the need to descri be what the
prograns were, what the services were, that changed the cost.
Staff would try to display that information on the bottom of the
page to try to explain why the costs at a certain school m ght be
hi gher .

M's. Fanconi was concerned that this procedure m ght not get at

i nclusi on which was not a special program These students m ght
need highly intensive services, but this would not be reflected
in a programcategory. They had to show that the resources did
foll ow the students back to their home schools. On the other
hand, these resources were not flexible and could not be turned
into an extra nedia specialist, for exanple. She wondered if it
woul d be possible to get sone input fromthe public on the format
during the budget foruns. M. Bowers replied that at one of the
sessions they woul d be tal king about the new format and si x-year
budgets. The only question was how much coul d be incorporated
because their deadline was m d- Decenber to finish this docunent.
He remarked that Ms. Fanconi's coment about inclusion was
excellent. It would be a little nore difficult to get at this
because it was not on a data base. It was not only nunbers of
students but the services they were receiving, and he was not
sure they could incorporate this information this tinme around.

In regard to school data, Ms. Gordon asked what woul d be

i ncluded as outconmes for an elenentary school. M. Bowers

i ndi cated they would be using CRTs and MSPAP. Ms. CGordon asked
whet her they woul d be using actual salaries for teachers or the
county average salary for a teacher. M. Bowers replied that it
was the latter. Ms. Gordon inquired about the point at which
they woul d be able to have that information. M. Bowers replied
that staff had been working on this; however, they needed to have
a discussion wwth the Board to see if they wanted to do this.

Ms. Gordon asked whether instructional supplies would be an
actual figure for that particular school. M. Bowers replied
that this would be the actual nunber but salaries and fringe
benefits woul d be an average. They were also | ooking at ways to
get facilities costs, but sonme of the information would have to
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be averaged and sone information woul d be actual. He added that
there would be a description to indicate which was which.

Ms. Gordon commented that this was the key to everything el se

t hey had di scussed or would discuss this evening. |f they were
tal ki ng about site-based managenent or training, they had to have
this data. It was a difficult change for the school systemto
make, and there were pitfalls. The nore information provided,
the nore chance there was for scrutiny and di scussion. However,
the nore they tried to protect that information, the nore it set
up a lack of trust. From her perspective, this was a good start.
She hoped this docunent was not viewed as the end product. |If
the Board had to take a position on this, they needed to do this
in enough tinme for staff to nove forward in the next couple of
budget seasons.

Dr. Cheung conplinented the staff on the docunent. He knew it
was prelimnary and they would inprove on it. He agreed with
Ms. CGordon that they needed good information for planning, for
managenent, and for accountability. Even though this was
prelimnary, he was already thinking about utilization,
efficiency, productivity, effectiveness, and quality. It was
good to have this kind of data because that was what tota

qual ity managenent was all about. Even though this was
prelimnary, he knew they could build on it.

Ms. GQutierrez felt that the sheet would be very useful. It
responded to concerns they had heard fromthe community, and it
went a long way toward reorgani zing the data. She found it easy
to understand and quite conplete. In regard to the form she

t hought it would be inportant to have operational definitions for
terms and what went into the various cal culations. For exanple,
average class size, other -- did this include physical education
and art? In the sane sense, they did have a definition of who
was a drop-out, and an operational definition there would help.

Ms. Qutierrez thought there was a real m sunderstanding in the
general community that by doing sonething that reflected cost at
t he school |evel that they would have a representation of the
cost to educate children in MCPS. This was not accurate. |If

t hey added up everything on the sheets, it would not add up to
the total operating budget. There were enornous costs to operate
a systemthis large. For exanple, it cost $37 mllion for
transportation. The sheets would not provide a conprehensive
expl anation of what it cost to run a very conplex and | arge
school system The formwould give them sone sense of the

el emrents making up part of the MCPS budget. She |iked the

i ncl usi on of sone perfornmance dat a.

Ms. Qutierrez asked what data they would be using, and M. Bowers
replied that they would use the nost recent data. M. Qutierrez
appreci ated Ms. Fanconi's comment on special education, and she
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t hought those costs could be presented in the denographic data
colum. Transportation costs per school m ght be sonething they
woul d want to have as an average which coul d indi cate what
percentage of the overall transportation budget m ght be rel ated
to that school. Overall, she thought the docunent was an
excellent first step.

M's. Fanconi suggested that they separate out special education
supplies frominstructional supplies. She agreed with M.
Qutierrez that it was inportant to have information on
transportation even activity buses because this m ght be one area
where a school mght want to use sone flexibility. She thought
it was inportant for the comunity to have individual sheets per
school, but they also had to prove they had a curriculumdriven
budget. They needed to be very aggressive in their search for a
format that made it very clear that these were direct costs
needed in order to get the kind of accountability results that

t hey wanted which woul d include staff devel opment. They m ght
consi der showi ng the staff devel opnent noney going directly to
the schools. On the SAT scores, they should show the nunber of
children participating because they could have very high SAT
scores if they made sure only the brightest students took the
test, but this was not what they wanted. Dr. Cheung suggested

t hey show direct operating costs which were not captured in the
sheet .

Ms. Fanconi said the fifth recormmendati on was on accountability.
Dr. Villani stated that they had had a | ot of discussion this
eveni ng about accountability. An accountability system
undergirded the kind of institutional change they were talking
about in the |ong-range planning task force. It was clear that
the Board was commtted to accountability because outcones/
assessnment was one of the Board's ten action areas. The Board
had di scussed this five tinmes in the past year. The primary
accountability docunent was the Success for Every Student plan.
That plan drove their budgeting, their staff assignnments, their
resource assignnents, and their performance assessnment. On
Decenber 13, the Board woul d receive an update on the Success
plan. At that sanme neeting they would be dealing wth two ot her
accountability issues. They would be |ooking at enhancenents to
t he school -based instructional nonitoring systemand their new
process for reporting student progress in nmathematics.

Dr. Villani reported that they had been working on a student
performance assessnent program which would give themlots of
information to feedback into their continuous inprovenment

process. They wanted a student assessnent program which woul d
tell themnot only what students knew but what they could do and
what opportunities they had had to learn. Al three hel ped them
shape their program The CRT tests in math and readi ng/| anguage
arts, the performance assessnents, and the portfolios being field
tested woul d give themdifferent dinensions and aspects of
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performance for accountability. They were commtted to the
enhanced accountability programrecomended by the task force.
They were maki ng sure what they were doing now was congruent with
what the task force had been doing. The continuous inprovenent
process was where their accountability pointed. In addition to
the instructional program accountability which shaped their

pl anni ng, the staff had been getting specific training in total
qual ity managenent.

Dr. Villani pointed out that the last part of this reconmmendation
spoke to the role of the Departnent of Educational Accountability
in ternms of doing program assessnent and eval uation. That was
their role, but over the | ast several years because of
limtations of resources staff had been cut back. |If they were
going to make that a higher priority, they would have to provide
additional resources to DEA. They had the accountability system
under devel opnment, and they would be presenting it to the Board
as it evolved. The student assessnent accountability program was
bei ng devel oped very deliberately and very cautiously, but it was
al ready providing themw th informati on they needed to shape
their program

Dr. Cheung was pleased to see they now had an individual student
profile. They should | ook at what students should know and how
wel | they perfornmed vis-a-vis other students, but they should

al so show the inprovenent within each student. The student m ght
score at one |evel and yet have inproved 150 percent since the
begi nning of the year. This could give the child self confidence
and the incentive to continue to inprove rather than al ways being
conpared with other students.

Ms. Qutierrez thought this was one area where linked with their
pl anning efforts they had made enornous strides in comng up with
better neasures of how they were doing. She sensed that
accountability was an integral part of how they wanted to do
business in MCPS. She felt that programeffectiveness was an
area where they mght need to do sone nore to build in sone of
the neasures into progranms. They pointed to DEA as the source
for evaluation, but they had been serviously cut, and it took
time before they could have enough data collected to be able to
evaluate it. DEA had been noving towards getting nore data
points built in to the program and perhaps this should be a
maj or initiative of even standing prograns to get neasures of
their effectiveness.

Ms. Qutierrez recalled that they had tal ked about DEA s doi ng
surveys, and this mght be an area they wanted to nove into.
Much earlier the Board had al so di scussed doi ng an annual
report, and this m ght be sonmething to consider again because
they were in better shape to gather the data. She thought there
wer e people who would be interested in knowi ng nore about the
pl an and how MCPS performed agai nst that plan.
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M's. Fanconi commented that when it canme to evaluation and
accountability, the nost val uabl e evaluation was the one going to
t he people who were delivering the program As they did the

gl obal technol ogy, she would Iike to see teachers being able to

| ook at goals and data points to work on specific issues. It was
inportant to give people access to data to allow themto set
their owm goals and to nove forward at a nuch faster pace. This
m ght mean they needed nore people in the directors' positions to
hol d those peopl e accountable and to assist schools in setting
goal s.

In terns of the kinds of reporting, Ms. Fanconi said the Board
had just received a report fromthe mnority advisory commttee
tal king about different ways of presenting the data. She thought
they had to ook at this issue. It was inportant that they
provide data to the Board and to the community that said these
were areas they were concerned about and where was that they were
doing to do about it. She did not think this should wait for an
annual report.

M's. Fanconi stated that the sixth recommendati on was on
partnerships in education. Dr. H awatha Fountain, associate
superintendent, commented that this issue was well known to al

of them The school system had al ways had partnerships with
parents, and in recent tines they had devel oped sone additi onal
partnerships. One of the Board's action areas was to strengthen
part nershi ps, which had been discussed four tines in the |ast
year and a half. The third goal in the Success plan al so

i ncl uded strengthening partnerships. The CPME and t he Howard
Hughes Medical Institute were other exanples of the interest the
Board had denonstrated. They had added a new task in the Success
pl an to underscore their concern for partnerships in education.
In October the Board woul d be | ooking at ways to centralize the
focus by examning the possibility of the need for an office at
executive level to pull all of the issues of partnerships

toget her, especially intergovernnental and business and i ndustry.

Ms. CGordon agreed they had a done a trenendous anmount of work
recently in expanding traditional partnerships. She thought they
needed to work nore closely wwth the coll eges and universities
because they were rich in the nunber of resources they had at the
hi gher education level. They needed to get neani ngful input and
foster this cooperation. The focus they had had on busi ness

part nershi ps had been outstandi ng, and she was glad to see they
were nmoving forward with those initiatives.

Ms. Gordon said that in regard to Board advisory comm ttees,
task forces, study groups, work groups, etc., she would like to
see sonething in addition to a once a year report from advisory
commttees. |If they were going to play a role in advising the
Board, at any given tine an issue arose it mght be helpful to
have sone kind of input fromthem She suggested they had to
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| ook at how they used their commttees. The had to do sone
additional work in assuring people that their tinme, energy, and
i nput woul d be taken seriously. Sonetinmes because the Board was
overwhel ned with information, the Board did not always give the
i npression they were really going to take their reports into
consideration. |If they wanted this partnership with commttees,
t he Board would have to make a commtnent to |isten to them and
take their advice. They did not always have to agree with

comm ttees, but they should seriously consider the advice they
received. She believed this was a Board i ssue as opposed to a
system i ssue.

Dr. Cheung stated that in terns of outreach to universities, he
knew staff had done a ot in this area especially with the
University of Maryland. He suggested that they approach coll eges
and universities to see if they could adopt a couple of clusters
of schools. For exanple, hospitals affiliated with nedical
schools. Perhaps the universities could have sone conpetition in
terms of staff devel opnent efforts and student teacher training.

Ms. Qutierrez thought that this was again an area where they had
done an excellent job, particularly with the corporate
partnership which exceeded all of their expectations. She wanted
to ensure that they continue that close relationship, and she was
not quite sure where they were with CPME. She conment ed t hat
their partnershi ps had focused on external relations, and she
woul d i ke themto think about building our internal partnership.
The task force had | ooked at schools and at parents and buil ding
stronger partnerships within the school system For exanple,
there could be foruns for staff input. She did not know whet her
t hey had | ooked at their own rich resources to al so strengthen
their ability to serve students.

*Ms. Brenneman left the nmeeting at this point.

Ms. Qutierrez knew that they had a parental involvenent policy,
but there was still roomto foster greater partnerships with
parents. There were sonme challenges, particularly with parents
who were not used to working with the system or parents not
culturally confortable with the system |In the federal
governnment, they had the alternate work schedul e when peopl e had
Mondays or Fridays off. Perhaps they should start thinking about
how to get those parents into the schools on a regul ar basis.

Ms. Fanconi stated that the final recomendati on was on school
reforminitiatives.

Ms. Cenberling said the staff would want to be on record as
supporting a school environnent that did encourage creativity and
i nnovation. There was a history of this in various fornms over
time in MCPS. For exanple, they had magnet schools. They had a
w de range of diversity fromcommunity to community, and they did
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not necessarily have the unlimted kinds of resources every tine
they wanted to try a new innovation or a particul ar program

They had found that sonetines a programthat was effective in one
community was not as effective in another. They were trying to
move away fromthe idea of "one systemfits all." However
school s and communities did conpare thensel ves to one anot her.

Ms. Cenberling noted that the first recommendati on and this one
were interrelated. The question was how nuch flexibility they
wanted to turn over to the schools. They had schedul ed neeti ngs
on school reforminitiatives. They had a study on various high
school organi zational patterns. They would be providing the
Board an update on chall enge schools. They would al so be hearing
fromthe controlled choice study group and the group | ooking at
year-round schooling. 1In regard to charter schools, there were
different directions in different states. There had to be a
clearly defined definition if the state board and Mont gonery
County were going to nove in this direction. Staff was
suggesting that the Board m ght want to seek reading materi al
from DEA. She believed they had to provide an opportunity for
communities to address the clients they served.

Ms. Qutierrez comrented that this area was an inportant one for
themto |ook at. She said that the response fromthe
superintendent struck a very inportant chord which brought the
whol e debate on school reforminitiatives to the essential part
whi ch was to see whether the organi zational restructuring
actual ly produced academ c i nprovenent beyond what they woul d
have acconplished under the current system |In the past several
years there had been many innovative proposals, but they had to
take care that they not |ose sight of the fact they had to focus
on how well students did in that new environment.

Ms. Qutierrez thought it was notable that MCPS was fl exi ble and
encouraged flexibility particularly at the high school |evel to

| ook to see community-based solutions for the challenges they
were facing. She was involved with what Bet hesda- Chevy Chase was
doing currently to look at itself in a nore strategic way,

per haps as the nodel urban school of the year 2000. It was one
of the strengths of MCPS that they were able to support those

ki nds of ideas as a school system She believed that there was a
weal th of successful practices that MCPS could imtate, but there
was no one solution to solve all their challenges. She was
delighted to see so nuch on the agenda.

M's. Fanconi called attention to the fall dissem nation
conferences. She said it was exciting to see sone of the things
going on. For exanple, they had a sessions on pronoting equity
ina multi-cultural interdisciplinary nodel, strategies for a
successful reader, and logic activities for primary students.
She noted that one of the Board's priorities was to di ssem nate
successful practices.
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M's. Fanconi thanked staff for bringing the paper to the Board.
The next in-depth discussion wuld be on Cctober 17. She thanked
the task force for their recommendati ons.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 648- 94 Re:  ADJOURNMENT

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adjourn its neeting at 9:50
p. m

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



