APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
32-1993 June 17, 1993

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Thursday, June 17, 1993, 7:30 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
Ms. Ana Sol CQutierrez*

Absent : Jonat han Si ns

M.
O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy
M.

Thomas S. Fess, Parliamentari an
Ms. Carrie Baker, Board Menber-el ect

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

*Ms. Qutierrez joined the neeting at a later tine.
RESOLUTI ON NO. 465-93 Re: BOARD AGENDA - JUNE 17, 1993

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for June
17, 1993.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 466-93 Re: CLOSED SESSI ON - JUNE 17, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Abrans seconded by Ms. Brenneman, 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 Government 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
June 19, 1993, at 10:15 p.m in Room 120 of the Carver

Educati onal Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, to discuss
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contract negotiations as permtted under Section 4-106, Education

Article of the Annotated Code of Muryl and and State Gover nnent
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: BOARD OF EDUCATI ON ACTI ON AREA -
TECHNOLOGY - PCLI CY ANALYSI S ON
TECHNOLOGY POLI CY | NCLUDI NG A
TECHNOLOGY CONFI GURATI ON BASELI NE

Dr. Cheung noted that this was the second neeting on a Board of
Educati on Action Area.

Dr. Vance introduced Dr. Joseph Villani, associate
superintendent; M. Beverly Sangston, director of the Division of
Conmputer-related Instruction; and Dr. Steven Frankel, acting
director of the Departnent of Educational Accountability. He
recall ed that on Cctober 18, 1993, the Board di scussed the
report, Educational Technology: Planning for the 21st Century.
At that time the Board indicated its support for noving in the
direction of a policy on educational technology, and M. Ew ng
requested that distance |earning technol ogy be included. He
indicated that Dr. Villani and Ms. Sangston had nmet with M.
CQutierrez to discuss the issue of setting standards on the

t echnol ogy configuration baseline.

Dr. Villani stated that they were pleased that the Board had
taken up technol ogy as an Action Area. He acknow edged the
efforts of Pat Cutlip who had done extensive work on the
presentation and on the paper before the Board. Their purpose
this evening was to present the Board with enough information to
persuade themthat they needed a technol ogy policy. They would
be using a software package call ed, appropriately, "Persuasion."
Staff in Instruction and Program Devel opnent wor ked

col |l aboratively with staff in Educational Accountability,
Technol ogy Pl anning, and Data Operations to produce a policy
analysis to assist the Board in determning a course of action
for the use of educational technology to support Success for
Every Student. They identified purposes for using educational
technol ogy, set up nodels for each purpose or goal, and anal yzed
the tasks required to nove toward each goal. At the end of the
presentation they would Iike to receive the Board' s directions
and i deas about devel oping a policy.

Ms. Sangston pointed out that they had a 10-year-old policy on
conputers which did not nention tel ecommuni cations or networks.
It did not take into account the dramatic changes in technol ogy
in the real world or how conputers, television, and

t el ecommuni cati ons were nerging to create the information
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hi ghway. The conbi nati on of these technol ogi es provided
education with opportunities for doing things differently.
Technol ogy tools were changi ng what they taught, how they taught,
and how t hey managed instruction and kept track of student
progress. A new policy could provide the framework for a
conprehensi ve | ook at the use of these enmerging technologies in
MCPS.

Ms. Sangston noted that today technol ogy tools were fundanental.
A Departnment of Labor report identified the abilities to
productively use information and technol ogy as two essential work
pl ace skills. Business enployers wanted graduates with basic
conmputer skills. MCPS wanted to make sure students graduated
with the technol ogical conpetencies to conpete in the workforce
or the skills to be successful in college.

Ms. Sangston reported that they had searched el ectroni c dat abases
for educational technology policy statenents, talked with staff
at NSBA, and contacted NFUSSD. However, they found no
conprehensive policy statenent that addressed conputers,

tel evision, and tel ecommuni cations. Mst school districts had
technol ogy plans with detailed projections for investing in and
using instructional conmputers and/or distance |earning, and
school s and school districts were noving toward the future with
technol ogy. For exanple, Florida had allocated $17 mllion to
retrofit its schools, wiring themfor voice, video, and data.

In May NSBA had sponsored a site visit to the Wst Otawa school
systemin Mchigan to ook at their district-wide fibre-optic

network which linked ten schools with the central office. In
May, the Technol ogy Act for Education was introduced in the U S.
Senate. It was a $338 nillion bill which proposed an O fice of

Educati onal Technology in the Departnment of Education to provide
national |eadership for all educational technol ogies.

Ms. Sangston stated that school districts viewed educati onal
technol ogy as an inportant elenment in school inprovenent and
student success. Technol ogy tools were the teaching tools of the

1990's. In MCPS doubl e-period al gebra cl asses, students used
technol ogy and software to explore concepts and revi ew and
develop skills. In nedia centers, students searched on-1line

cat al ogues, accessed el ectronic reference materials, and used
national information services.

Ms. Sangston conmmented that staff would |like to convince the
Board that there was a need for a conprehensive educati onal
technol ogy policy. |If the Board agreed, policy action should be
driven by (1) devel oping student skills in using technol ogy, (2)
usi ng technol ogy to augnent and/or replace traditional
instructional strategies, and (3) providing staff wth nmanagenent
information and tools. Staff felt that these three goals were

i nclusive and covered all students, all curricular areas, and al
maj or technol ogy uses.
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For the first goal, wth technol ogy changi ng rapidly and soci et al
expectations for technol ogy use increasing exponentially, they
had to set technol ogy student conpetency requirenments or outconmes
for students by the end of elenentary school, mddle, and high
school. Currently MCPS had several sets of objectives dealing

wi th technol ogy. They had research, nedia production,
information retrieval, K-8 conputer education, conputer science,
and technol ogy educati on objectives. They needed to review these
obj ectives, add others as appropriate, and devel op a
conprehensive |list of skills expected of all students. For the
second goal, technology tools were an essential el enent of school
i nprovenent and student success. Teachers used these tools to
present | essons, engage students in active |learning, and increase
student productivity. Students with disabilities depended on
conputers and specialized software to conmuni cate and | earn. She
reported that they were using distance |learning to deliver
courses not available in sonme schools, and in Septenber students
at Pool esville H gh School would be able to take mathematics
courses offered at three other high schools. The third goal was
to provide nanagenent information and tools for staff.

I nformati on technol ogi es could increase productivity and
efficiency and i nprove the planning and deci si on maki ng process.
They had seen evidence of this in the SIMS project. They needed
to ook to electronic grade books, automated attendance reporting
fromthe classroom on-line access to curriculum docunents,

aut omat ed student portfolios, and on-line ordering.

Ms. Sangston thought that the Board mght wish to take a position
on equity. Wth the budget constraints of the past three years,
the gap in technol ogy access across schools was w dening. They

m ght want to |l ook at a technology standard for all schools while
keeping in mnd that equity nust al so address student and program
needs beyond that standard.

Dr. Frankel explained that they wanted to build a plan that would
not be obsolete in six nonths when the next generation of
software would arrive. They came up with the idea of using

t hr ee- di nensi onal conceptual nodels which they hoped woul d | ast
for five or ten years by updating individual cells. In the first
goal, they had four basic skills areas: conmmunication, analyzing
and organi zing information, tel econputing, and creating and
capturing information. They al so needed goals for all three
school levels, and this would be the second dinension. Finally
they recogni zed there were differences in abilities and
interests; therefore, they had three levels: basic skills,
standard skills, and extended skills. He denonstrated one set of
skills for a fifth grader.

Dr. Frankel said that the second goal was instructiona
operations. They had four areas including English/language arts,
mat hemati cs, science, and social studies. They had the three

| evel s of schools, and three very different strategies. One was
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to augnent traditional instruction, the second was to repl ace
traditional instruction, and the third was to extend traditional
instruction. He showed how this would work for mathematics at

t he seni or high school |evel.

Dr. Frankel indicated that the third goal was to provide
managenent information. They were | ooking at three dinmensions of
users which included central adm nistration, school

adm ni stration, and teachers. They were | ooking at
communi cati ons, anal yzi ng and organi zi ng i nformati on,

tel econputing, and creating and capturing information. Again
this would include basic, experienced users, and extensive users.
| f the Board approved this approach, they would be spending the
next six to 12 nonths filling in the boxes and devel opi ng
detail ed specifications and costs. He denonstrated how they
coul d capture and use nmanagenent information for teachers.

Dr. Frankel explained that they could do this with four generic
tasks which could be used with all of the nodels. The four steps
wer e conceptualization, determ ning and enabling conditions,
defining existing conditions and deficits, and alternative
sol uti ons.

Dr. Villani stated that the nodels and tasks provided a
conceptual framework from which the Board could take a position
supporting educational technol ogy that included conputers,

tel evision, and tel ecommuni cations. They had identified two
policy options. The first was to rescind the 1983 policy and
devel op a new conprehensive policy on educational technol ogy.
The ot her option was to keep the old policy and continue to work
within that franmework. |If they did this, staff would recommend
devel oping a new five-year plan for technol ogy use to include
conputers, television, and tel ecommuni cation. The staff's
preference was for the first option. |If the Board decided on a
new policy, staff would Iike the Board to focus on the goals to
see if they agreed or wanted sone other goals.

M. Abrans asked whet her they had revi ewed what was bei ng done
with some of the alternative school approaches prem sed on the

i ntroduction of technology. M. Sangston replied that they had
not | ooked into this because their search centered on policies
devel oped for boards of education. M. Abrans asked whether they
had contacted state governnments about technol ogy policies that
had application to school system He was thinking about the
state of Utah where the | egislature had enbarked on a di stance

| earning project. M. Sangston replied that they would look into
this. M. Abranms inquired about private sector, corporate
policy, and training of staff. M. Sangston replied that they
had | ooked at what busi nesses were doing, and they could spend
nmore tinme | earni ng about what was going on in the business area
and governnent. M. Abrans asked about hi gher education, and Ms.
Sangston indicated that they knew about distance |earning there



6 June 17, 1993

and fiber optics. She said they had not found policies but had
exam ned what universities were doing technically.

M. Abrams stated that they were |ooking to integrate al

t echnol ogy needs within the system not sinply instructional
technologies. It seened to himthat the managenent conponent,

al though related to instruction, tended to nove toward

adm ni stration of instruction rather than delivery. Dr. Villani
replied they had focused in the policy analysis on those
managenent issues related to instruction. They did not get into
the cafeteria conmputing or the transportation conputing. They
did discuss the need to integrate information relating to

i nstruction and school managenent.

Dr. Frankel explained that the delivery of instruction would be
viewed as part of Goal 2. Again, it was easy to say that a
teacher retrieving materials would be part of the instructional
managenent system but another issue was that teacher ordering
materials fromhis or her desk. Dr. Stephen Raucher, director of
t he Departnent of Technol ogy Pl anning and Data Operations, added
t hat any equi pment in the schools should be multi-purpose enough
to service all the needs of the school. It would be

i nappropriate to have an individual with two termnals, one for
the adm nistrative network and one for the instructional network.

M. Ewing coomented that with respect to Goal 3 he noted that
teachers, principals, and adm nistrators woul d have access to
informati on. However, the Board was not nentioned anywhere. He
believed that the tine ought to come when Board nmenbers shoul d
have on-1line access to stored budget and programinformation as
well as the ability to do sone analysis on this information. He
said there was probably good reason to have avail abl e sone

sel ected indicators as to school operations and even of school
success and failure. Dr. Frankel replied that conceptually he
woul d view the Board as part of central adm nistration. He
reported that Dr. Cheung had taken staff to the Veterans

Adm nistration to see their central adm nistration network which
extended to the position level in individual hospitals. He
believed that the VA systemcould serve as a very val uabl e nodel
M. BEwi ng thought the staff had provided the Board with an
excel l ent analysis and a very good franeworKk.

M's. Fanconi said she was pleased to see that they had included
speci al education throughout. She thought it was inportant to

| ook at where conputers could free up staff, especially
specialized staff, to spend nore tine with students. They had to
| ook at the efficiencies they could acconplish within

adm ni stration, and she had not heard this as a high priority.
She comented that she did not think it mattered what the policy
| ooked like if the policy was a piece of paper sitting in a
binder. Currently they had a policy, but they were not
inplementing it because of funding. She could not approve any
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policy that did not include an inplenentation piece that actually
said they would get conputers to students. She was di sappoi nt ed
in the tinelines because there was nothing they could begin doing
in Septenber. She called attention to a technol ogy and | earning
conference in Dallas in Cctober. They were going to tal k about
using technol ogy to raise noney to buy technol ogy. Another topic
was | earning how to plan and inplenment | andmarks and m | est ones
for a five-year technology plan. She hoped that staff would | ook
at technol ogy plans and the program at this conference.

M's. Fanconi said she would focus on what could they have, how
soon could they have it, what were the things they could begin on
now, how could they use existing conputers better, and how could
they provide nore instructional time for nore productivity for
prof essionals and students. She thought they need to look into
the kinds of grants they could get. She also asked if they had
surveyed the Education Connection and the Corporate Partnership
on how t hey updated their technol ogy and how t hey woul d suggest
MCPS utilize the resources within the community.

Dr. Villani stated that they thought the October conference was a
terrific one, and they had submtted three proposals and two had
been accepted to be presented. They would have a teamgoing to

| ook at many of the conponents cited by Ms. Fanconi. He
comented that sone of the issues raised by Ms. Fanconi were
program i ssues and not policy issues. Wat they were presenting
this evening was the framework for the Board to devel op a policy.
There woul d be many things in place in Septenber, and he thought
it would be useful to give the Board a briefing on their conputer
program They were trying to develop a policy framework for
future progranms, and once they established the franework it would
hel p them devel op budgets and progranms. For exanple, they had
wor ked out the distance | earning program at Pool esville through
cutting edge tel ecommunications to bring the classroomfromthree
ot her high schools into the classroons at Pool esville w thout the
use of fiber optics which was too expensive.

M's. Fanconi remarked that it was the inplenentation that would
reach students, and they were hearing that the conmunity did not
care if they had the highest technol ogy in one school because
they wanted to know what their child in the average school had or
shoul d have. Parents did not see the results of the current
policy. She said she would have to have nore infornmation on how
they would get the things listed in the policy done and where
they were on this. Part of it was gathering data on what was in
school s and what shoul d be the standard. She only heard from
people in the comunity who were not pleased with how rapidly
MCPS had been able to nove even though they understood the fiscal
constraints.

Dr. Villani explained that they were trying to nove away fromthe
concept of inplenenting technology as a buying probleminto the
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use of technology as a programissue. The program conponents
woul d then drive their purchasing decisions. Right now too
frequently, technol ogical equity neant counts of how many
keyboards and termnals there were in schools. This was not what
staff was trying to develop. They wanted to explain to parents
how t echnol ogy was used in the classroomto enhance instruction
and keep track of information about instruction.

Ms. Brenneman agreed with Ms. Fanconi. Wen she visited
school s, she | ooked at staff and wondered where they were with
the staff's being confortable in the use of technol ogy. She
asked about the background of new teachers in conputer literacy.
Dr. Villani replied that there were no requirenments for conputer
literacy. Ms. Brenneman asked about the percentage of their
staff systemm de that was conputer literate. M. Sangston
replied that the issue would be to define conputer literacy.

Ms. Brenneman said that when she visited schools she saw very
few students in the conputer roons. She was concerned about the
staff devel opnent piece because they coul d have the greatest
policy and equi pnent, but if the staff wasn't confortable with

t echnol ogy, the equi pnrent would sit there. Dr. Villani commented
that Dr. Frankel had pointed out that the nost expensive part of
this would be staff training. Once they had a Board policy, they
woul d have a direction in which to nove. R ght now they had
several prograns but these were not unified. Dr. Frankel said

t he key issue was how nmuch | onger they could afford to view
technol ogy as being an add-on. Right now they tried to find the
money for conputers after they had paid for other things. It was
sonething they trained for after they trained for other things.
He noted that education was the only industry where if a teacher
went back to the classroom of 50 years ago they woul d feel
totally confortable.

Ms. Brenneman said she had rai sed the question about how staff
devel opnment noney was spent by schools. She would be curious to
know how many schools felt that technology training was a
priority. The community was raising questions about equitable
distribution. For exanple, sone elenentary schools did a | ot

Wi th conputers and others did not, but the students converged
into a mddle school with sone students nore capable than others
in using technology. They had had a study two years ago telling
t hem what they needed, and now they were going to have anot her
study about technol ogy needs. Ms. Sangston commented that they
had many school s begging for technol ogy, but they had | ost the
flexibility to add technol ogy and reassi gn other technology to
appropriate applications. They hoped to regain this when funding
was avail able. She pointed out that training had to be on-going
because the technol ogy was changing so rapidly. Wen they

trai ned teachers, they had to have all the conmponents. The
teachers had to have access to the technol ogy after the training.
She hoped that they would get to the point where teachers had
access to technol ogy at honme where they could spend tine using
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the technol ogy. She pointed out that many school districts
around the country had provided training to teachers and as
paynment had given teachers a conputer to take hone.

In regard to the task force, Ms. Brenneman said they were going
to submt it afterwards to sone busi nesses. She wondered why
busi ness was not invited to sit in on those task forces and asked
staff to consider this.

Ms. CGordon thought the analysis was excellent. She agreed with
sone of the concerns expressed by Board nenbers, but she thought
they could not continue to say they could not nove forward
because they had not caught up. Technol ogy was changi ng, and

t hey never would be able to catch up. She said they needed to be
as forward | ooki ng as possi ble and needed to have private

i ndustry working with the school system She had visited a
school in Charleston, South Carolina, that was a nodel for
technol ogy. She had been di sappoi nted because sone MCPS school s
had as nmuch technol ogy as this nodel school. However, the thing
that struck her was that technology was totally incorporated and
was being used. The principal had pointed out that technol ogy
was bei ng used because of the training and the fact that teachers
were able to take hone the conputers. The school also had the
ability for students to take the technol ogy hone and use it.

Ms. CGordon stated that she would prefer option 1

M. Abranms stated that they were using the term"cutting edge,"”
and he was not sure their goal had to be the cutting edge. Their
goal should be the integration of technology into the curricul um
He was troubled by the term "equity," because the equity issue
tended to be nore of hardware term nol ogy. He thought it would
be confusing to the public if they failed to define the term
appropriately. He was not certain which option should be pursued
or if any option should be pursued as a result of this evening' s
meeting. What was already out there mght provide themwth a
transitional policy as they noved towards total integration. He
poi nted out that five years ago distance |earning neant fiber
optic, and they thought they would have connectivity in the
school s when they awarded a cable franchise in the county in the
early 1980's because every school was to be connected with
coaxi al cable. Technol ogy was becom ng nore digitized to use

exi sting rather than new networks. Those concerns gave hi m sone
pause as to how conprehensive a policy should be at this tinme or
whet her they should have a buil ding block to update what woul d be
primarily a conputer application over the foreseeable future.
Research and devel opnent presented a different kind of policy
guestion outside the scope of what was presented this eveni ng.
They had to consider what role MCPS wanted to play in the
research and devel opnent of new nodes of delivering educati onal
instruction. They could develop sonething as a public entity or
of fer thensel ves as a | aboratory for a partnership with the
private sector. These were threshold things they ought to be
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| ooking at. He thought that in the proposed policy they were
forecl osi ng sone of those options, and it mght be well to engage
in these discussions prior to selection of a policy franmework.

M. Ew ng pointed out that sonme years ago the Board adopted a
countywi de plan for the use of instructional technol ogy and ran
up against the limts of the budget, inposed in nost cases by the
Council and at tinmes by the Board itself. It was not that the
staff refused to inplenent a plan, and it was not the staff's
fault that the plan could not be inplenented.

M. Ewing said that when they tal ked about this issue in a policy
they needed to talk about it in terns of not being solely
interested in the use of technology in the classroomas a way of
equi ppi ng students with a skill they needed in order to be
successful in high school, college, and the workplace. They also
had to | ook at productivity and the quality of education that
technol ogy provided. There was a grow ng body of research that
showed that students of average to low ability could | earn higher
order thinking skills faster and nore efficiently by using the
conputer. Wth the sane staff and conputers, they could inprove
quality and productivity. He suggested that the Board needed to
talk about this in their policy. They needed to think about this
as an investnent in teaching, and in order for that to work they
had to invest in staff developnent. He felt they needed to do
sonme econom ¢ anal yses of these questions so they could say to
the community that these investnents would result in a payoff.

M. Ewi ng thought that in the policy they should speak to a
baseline as Ms. CGutierrez had done in her paper. She had called
this an educational technol ogy configuration baseline. This
spoke to a baseline of technology that would be available in al
schools to all students. He felt that this had to be a goal and
nore evident than the goals in the analysis provided to the
Board. He was also of the view they needed to be clear that this
was not a policy that was sel f-executing or would cost nore. It
woul d cost, but it would pay off. They should have estimates of
cost so that they could budget based on these. He wanted to
budget for what they needed, but lately the Board had been
budgeting for what was available in the way of dollars. The
result was that their policies and their budgets were badly out
of line. They could budget based on phased inpl enentation, and
he saw this as one of those circunstances and felt they should
speak to in the policy.

Dr. Cheung commented that this was an area of great interest to
him He conplinented the staff for the good anal ysis and
expanding the matrix into three dinensions. 1In the 20th century,
they had seen the radio generation, the tel evision generation,
and now they had the conputer generation. Each generation had to
adj ust to whatever technol ogy was avail able. Now children were
very confortable with conputers and could |l earn nuch faster. He
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said that when they | ooked at the instructional program and
managenent, they should | ook at what the conputer could help them
to inprove, not just automation. They were concerned about
training teachers, and if they had gone through coll ege, they
could learn conputers. They had to provide the opportunity for
staff to use the conputer. Wrkstations for teachers m ght

i ncl ude a not ebook conputer that the teacher could take hone.

Sone stations m ght include notebooks for students to take hone.
In their procurenent of equipnment, they had to creative about the
technol ogy. He had not seen this in the analysis and di scussion.

Dr. Cheung said another area was managenent. They had SI M5 which
had worked very well. However, this was a top down system and

t hey needed a bottomup system They tal ked about teachers who
were frontline individuals using the information on a daily
basis. Teachers were concerned about individual students, and

t hey needed individual electronic student portfolios. This
shoul d be a continuation of trends and | earning throughout the 12
years of school. This was what he neant fromthe bottom up

Dr. Cheung commented that they needed to | ook at the networking
bet ween cl assroons wthin the school, between schools, and with
the central office and the Board. They should have different

| evel s of information. For exanple, the Board woul d be
interested in trends and forecasting. They mght | ook at areas
they would want to nonitor to see whether policies were neeting
obj ectives. He had not nentioned hardware or software because
Ms. Qutierrez had a proposal for standardi zed guidelines. M.
Abrans had tal ked about research and devel opnent, and M. Ew ng
had tal ked about evaluation. Dr. Cheung thought they needed to
| ook at econom c anal ysis, cost benefit evaluation. They m ght
|l ook at this in ternms of piloting sone of the concepts including
net wor ks, standardi zed equi pnent, etc. They mght do this in
terms of a cluster or two clusters dependi ng on resources. They
had nmentioned staff training, but he pointed out that support was
very inportant. They had to provide help to staff after that
trai ni ng.

Dr. Cheung pointed out that mai ntenance was very inportant. Many
years ago offices had typewiters, then copiers, and now t hey had
word processing and faxes. There were major costs to support a
clerical person, but technol ogy inproved perfornmance. Montgonery
County was a technol ogy county, and it was inportant to bring in
the private sector to work with MCPS. Wth the hel p of business,
MCPS coul d be a |ighthouse school system for technology. There
was $380 million in the proposed technology bill for the U S
Depart ment of Education, and Montgonery County could try to get
sonme of those funds to devel op nodel s.

Dr. Cheung said he was very pleased with the first step taken
this evening. M. Qutierrez had submtted a proposal for a
basel i ne, and the Board needed to schedule nore time to di scuss
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this issue. Dr. Villani explained that they hoped to have a
policy which would include some standards for the systemin terns
of technol ogy baseline and program baseline. After that, they
could present the Board wth budget proposals and program pl ans.

Ms. Gordon recalled that the Council had decided to take $2
mllion fromthe additional state construction funds to enhance

t echnol ogy. She thought they needed to focus on how they would
spend that noney. She would not like to see them begin
purchasi ng wi t hout a conprehensive plan. She suggested that they
needed to begin to think about a plan, and part of it would be a
response to the equity issue that communities had been rai sing.

*Ms. Qutierrez joined the neeting at this point.
M. Abranms asked how the existing policy or a new policy would

af fect procurenent decisions over the next one to three years.
Dr. Villani replied that the initial plan staff devel oped was

consistent with the existing conputer policy. It focused on
| earni ng hubs in each school and network hubs in relation to
that. It focused on using those resources not just for word

processi ng but for tel ecommunications. Depending on what policy
the Board adopted, that configuration m ght be changed. M.
Sangston added that the funds would be available in FY 1995.

It seened to M. Abrans that they were | ooking towards the
integration of existing equipnent in the systeminto a new
technol ogy policy. He would argue that a continuation of the
nmost recent standards in equi pnent would still be consistent with
any of the options they were l[ooking at. Even if they went with
a new policy, there would not be deviations in equipnent, but

t here woul d be changes in backbone and integration and
enhancenments in terns of conpatibility. Dr. Frankel explained
that what the staff had presented was a framework for planning.
They had not included specifics deliberately. He commented that
the needs of the systemwere so great that it would be fool hardy
to stand back and wait for a 60-page plan before spendi ng noney.
M. Abrans agreed.

Ms. Qutierrez said that she wanted to di scuss the technol ogy
configuration baseline and share key concepts of what she was
proposi ng as an approach to address the equity issue. Dr. Cheung
noted that they had just received the paper this evening, and Dr.
Vance had asked that tinme be scheduled |ater so that staff could
review the proposal. However, she m ght want to share her
concept s.

Ms. Qutierrez said it was her hope that discussion wuld not end
toni ght and they woul d have anot her opportunity to continue the
di scussion. She wanted to put sone ideas on the table. She had
put together a package of relevant concepts that should be

consi dered as they discussed the equity issue. They had cone to
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a point where they had obvious inequities in access to and

avai lability of technology in different schools. The Board had
to begin to address this and conme up with specific directions to
t he superintendent and staff. She said it was tinme for the Board
to revisit their decision-making process and conme up with
paraneters to narrow t he gap.

Ms. Qutierrez had a summary statenent of what the probl em was.
There was variation fromone school to another and from one
cluster to another. Mechanisns were not in place for the Board
to address this disparity. As long as their policies were tied
to facilities issues, they could not address this issue and
satisfy goals. She acknow edged the support of Carolyn Hyatt,
Walt Lange, and the Churchill cluster. She noted that the
probl em statenment in her paper brought themto the concl usion
that it was inportant for themto develop a policy that hel ped
t hem pl an and coordi nate future educational technol ogy
acquisitions. She had focused on acquisitions because this was
where deci sions had to be nade. Once they | ooked at equity in
t echnol ogy access, the Board m ght want to consider how this
deci sion inpacted staff devel opnent, training, facilities, and
t he use of current resources.

Ms. Qutierrez reported that the guts of the proposal were around
what she called a technol ogy configuration baseline. This
established a line in the sand defining what they had at this
time. It was not a goal, and they needed to define that baseline
as a mninumto neasure against that line. The remainder of the
paper went into defining how the baseline would be used. She
enphasi zed that they needed a five-year inplenentation plan to
address the idea of having an instrunent that helped themwth
deci si on meking for the next budget period.

Once they had an acceptable level of equity for the schools, they
had to | ook at next steps and tradeoffs. These were hard

deci sions that the Board would have to make. As a next step they
had to | ook at the current policy and cone up with a new policy.
She woul d propose that whatever policy they adopted contain the
concept of establishing a baseline to ensure equity. She

recogni zed that staff resources to support the inplenentation of
the plan as well as to provide training needed to be bundled into
their concept of educational technology. It would not do any
good to buy the technology if they were not providing the
support.

Ms. Qutierrez said she had provided informati on on where the
variability was really evident in the school system She had
used the Watkins MII| cluster as an exanple by |ooking at the
student-to-workstation ratio, FARMS, ethnic/racial conposition,
mobility, and ESOL. She pointed out that the ol der schools
continued to have |l ess, and the newer schools had nore and nore.
She had provided sone comments fromthe community, sone data
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about what they currently had, and a collection of interesting
articles. She hoped that her proposal would be added to those of
t he superint endent.

Dr. Cheung thanked Ms. Cutierrez for her report and indicated
that the Board officers would review it and schedule it. M.
Abranms expressed his appreciation to Dr. Cheung for deferring
this matter to the staff for analysis before the Board woul d be
asked to vote. He had thought a configuration baseline would
have a qualitative aspect and that it would not be nerely an

i nventory-based control. It seenmed to himthat when they were
tal ki ng about a configuration baseline there had to be sone basic
agreenent of an underlying architecture that became the standard.
He hoped there coul d be sone suggestions on an interimbackbone
that woul d be flexible enough to enconpass the vision being

di scussed in the | ong-range view of integrated technol ogy
delivery. He thought that would give thema better way of
qualitatively defining equity and ensuring they were not sinply
trying to neet a standard from yesterday by nunber but rather
doing it in a way that was usable in a forward-I|ooking system

M's. Fanconi asked what the Board needed to decide this evening,
and Dr. Villani replied that the Board had been provided with a
policy analysis which asked themto identify the goals for a
policy. Based on Board discussion, the staff would begin to
devel op a policy. Ms. Fanconi inquired about decisions they
woul d have to nmake this sunmer to be reflected in the capital
budget. Dr. Villani explained that if the Board could cone to
closure on the goals for a policy, staff could begin to do
program pl anni ng based on these goals. He believed that their
prelimnary plan was forward | ooki ng.

Ms. Qutierrez did not think that what was before the Board was
sinply a two-option choice. The current policy addressed sone

i ssues that were perfectly valid, and they could continue using
it. However, they had identified that they needed a policy that
al so addressed issues not in the current policy. She totally
supported the goal s proposed by the staff, but her main objection
was the timefrane. The tinefrane did not recognize the current
situation and needs. She also had a problemw th the overal
approach to defining the i ssues because it was sonewhat
fragnmented. There were too many groups and too nuch duplication
of tasks. She suggested they gather the data now and gat her al
the data they needed, and she believed that a ot of this data
was al ready available. She felt that neither of these options
seened to be sufficient and conpl ete enough for what they needed
to do next.

It seened to M. Abrans that they needed to nodify existing
policy to accommpdate where they were going and to indicate where
they wanted to go to. Then they could focus those efforts to
devel op an inplenentation strategy based on that updated policy.
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G ven the concerns he had heard expressed, he agreed there was a
need to have sonmething in place to address the issue of equity in
t echnol ogy access, which was a higher priority as they noved to a
| onger range approach.

M. BEwi ng thought they ought to go with the first option. This
did not nean they would throw away the existing policy, but they
could take the valid pieces and incorporate themin a new policy.
In regard to phasing, they needed tinme to devel op a new policy
whi ch coul d not occur before the fall. In the neantine they had
capital and operating budgets to develop. It seened to himthey
needed a resolution saying they were going to deal with these
issues in a way that was consistent with current policy,
consistent with a commtnent to achieving a higher degree of
equity, and had a goal of developing a new policy to take effect
on January 1. They m ght want to have a public hearing on this
inthe fall. He would encourage the staff to include the

achi evenent of equity as a goal.

In regard to the goals, Ms. Fanconi said she could not take a
vote on all the various task forces. She would |ike to have
anot her discussion on this topic and would | eave that up to the
superintendent. She noted that they had four goals in Success
for Every Student, and one was about staff renewal. This seened
to her to be the piece that was m ssing here. She wondered about
taking the four SES goals as the goals in the proposed policy.
Ms. Qutierrez felt that the proposed goals were not options.

They were obligations, but the m ssing piece was equity. She
noted that the non-recomrended option had sonet hi ng whi ch was
very valuable, and this was to begin to develop a five-year plan
for technology. She did not understand why this had not been
included in the staff's first option. She said they needed a
pl an that was consistent with their overall mssion. Dr. Villani
explained that their options were presented in terns of how the
Board wanted to proceed with policy.

M. Abranms asked whether M. Ewi ng was correct in saying they
coul d have an inplenentation strategy consistent with a forward-
| ooki ng approach towards technol ogy introduction and at the sane
time be consistent with that existing policy while they were in
t he devel opnment of a |onger range policy. He asked whether the
exi sting policy needed to be nodified to give better direction
towards the current inplenmentation strategies. M. Sangston
replied that they could certainly do this. The current policy
was just dealing with conputer technology, and a nore
conprehensive policy would bring in the other technol ogies. They
had had plans on the table for three or four years that had not
been funded, and they knew where they wanted to go and what the
priorities were as far as use of conputers.

M. Abrams noted that they were | ooking towards integration of
t echnol ogy, and he thought she was saying that even though the
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policy was limted to conputers, this did not stand in the way of
maki ng sure that equi pnent purchased would lend itself to a

mul ti-media and nulti-technol ogy application approach. He would
agree they could continue with existing policy while noving
forward on a | ong-range approach.

M. BEw ng suggested that in the inplenentation strategy in the
policy they mght want to address the notion of devel oping a

| ong-range plan. This would begin to address concerns raised by
M's. Fanconi and Ms. Cutierrez. He hoped that the superintendent
woul d be providing a draft of a policy incorporating the issues
rai sed by the Board about goals and the conprehensi veness of the
policy. Wth that in front of them the Board could debate the
wor di ng of the goals, the tinetable, and the inplenmentation
strategies. Dr. Vance said that the staff was prepared to do
just that.

M's. Fanconi agreed that they should work on the conprehensive
policy, but she would Iike to see a Septenber discussion of a
pl an for next year. She was concerned about the nunber of task
forces proposed. Dr. Villani explained that they would not need
the task forces to develop a policy, but the task forces would be
needed once the policy was adopted. Ms. Fanconi said she would
i ke sone discussion of what they m ght | ook at in next year's
budget in ternms of a person to do nore in the way of obtaining
assi stance fromthe business comunity.

Ms. Gordon expressed her support for M. Ew ng' s suggestion.

She pointed out that policies remained in effect until new
policies were adopted. M. Abrans shared in the substance of the
remarks that had been nade. He hoped that staff woul d consider
expanding the view as to where potentially existing policies

m ght be identified as a framework because MCPS m ght be able to
nodi fy an existing policy rather than witing a new one.

Ms. Qutierrez stated that she had a very serious problemwth the
timeframe and t he approach proposed by staff. She believed they
coul d have an assessnent of inventories in a nuch shorter
timeframe, and her white paper proposed sone alternatives. She
hoped that staff would give serious consideration to her
proposal s particularly the equity issues.

It seened to Dr. Vance that staff had a strong sense of what the
Board was requesting. He and Dr. Cheung thanked staff for their
presentati on.
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Re: PROPOSED ADVI SORY COW TTEE ON
TECHNOLOGY, COVPUTER, AND
| NFORVATI ON SYSTEM USAGE

The nenbers of the Board expressed their support for such a

commttee, and Dr. Villani indicated that staff would cone back

Wi th a proposed resol ution.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 467-93 Re:  ADJOURNVENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Abrans 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
10:10 p.m to a cl osed session.

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



