APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
40- 1993 Septenber 9, 1993

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Thursday, Septenber 9, 1993, at 7:30 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Al an Cheung, President
in the Chair
St ephen Abr ans*

Carri e Baker

Frances Brenneman*
Blair G Ew ng

Car ol Fanconi
Ana Sol Cutierrez*
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Absent : Beatrice Gordon
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O hers Present: Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Kat heryn W Genberling, Deputy
H Philip Rohr, Deputy

Thomas S. Fess, Parliamentari an
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Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

Dr. Cheung announced that Ms. Gordon was out of town. M.
Abrans, Ms. Brenneman, and Ms. Gutierrez would be joining the
Board as soon as possi bl e.

Re: DI SCUSSI ON W TH ETHI CS PANEL

Dr. Cheung wel conred Ms. Adel e Liskov and M. CGeorge Mendel son
panel nenbers, and Ms. Judy Bresler, Board attorney to the table.
M. Fess explained that the chair of the panel, M. John Wassell,
had had an energency at work and could not attend the neeting.

Ms. Bresler described the Board' s ethics policy and the role of
the ethics panel. The panel dealt with requests for
interpretation of the policy, exam ned financial disclosure
statenents, taken steps to identify potential conflicts of
interest, and tried to keep the principles of ethics before the
public and the enpl oyees of the school system

Ms. Liskov reported that she had been a panel nenber since 1985,
and she had found the work of the panel to be worthwhile and
instructive. It was essentially preventative in nature, but she
was concerned about the visibility of the panel because so few
enpl oyees were aware of its role. The panel had asked the
superintendent to informthe public and enpl oyees regarding the
policy and the work of the panel. A panphlet had been published,
there had been a Bulletin article, and new enpl oyees recei ved
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copies of the policy. However, she believed nore had to be done
to raise the awareness of the comunity and suggested that the
Board m ght consider ways to make sure people were aware of the
panel and the policy.

M's. Fanconi expressed her appreciation for the work of the
panel. She agreed they had to becone nore visible. M. Liskov
said that one way of doing that would be through publishing their
advi sory opi nions or holding an annual public forum Panel
menbers coul d make thensel ves available to neet with various
groups of enployees. Ms. Fanconi asked if Board nenbers had
recei ved the panphlet, and M. Fess indicated that it had been
sone tine since its publication. M. Bresler recalled that the
panphl et was user friendly and highlighted major areas in the

policy.

M. Fess commented that one of the difficulties was the
differentiation between the role of the ethics panel and the
conflict of interest policy of the school system As staff
assistant to the panel, he frequently received calls on conflicts
of interest as opposed to questions regarding ethics. M.
Bresler recalled that about the tinme the state was adopting its
ethics policy, MCPS had a conflict of interest regulation. The
guestion was whether the conflict of interest regulation should
be rescinded in light of a new Board ethics policy to be adopted
by Montgonmery County. It was decided to retain the conflict of
interest regulation, but fromtinme to tine there had been

di scussi on about broadening the ethics policy which Ms. Bresler
woul d not recomend.

M. Mendel son expl ai ned that he was a new nenber of the panel,
and he felt that sonme thought m ght be given to sone broader
function of the panel in the pronotion of ethical conduct

t hroughout the school system Ethics was sonething broader than
a list of conflict of interest rules. For exanple, in corporate
Anerica there was interest in ethics training and awareness which
went far beyond publishing a policy.

M. EwWng said that a few years ago he had been asked to give a
wor kshop on ethics in education. Wen he did his research for
the presentation, he found that ethics in education was thought
of internms of a law, but not in ternms of making decisions on a
dai ly basis and determ ni ng whet her a person's behavi or was
ethical. It was his view that education was itself an ethical
enterprise because there were daily efforts to teach through
exanpl e behaviors and val ues to support a denocratic society.
However, putting this in witing was fraught w th danger because
any statenment woul d be easily m sunderstood by parents and
interest groups. M. Liskov stated that as a forner ethics
teacher, she thought the idea of teaching ethics in education or
the corporate world was not to enforce certain values but to
train people to exam ne the issues and nmake et hical decisions.
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M's. Fanconi pointed out that MCPS had a |imted budget. She
suggest ed using sone fact sheets posing ethical questions. The
guestions could be different for the various enpl oyee groups, and
the Personnel office could use themin their neetings with

vari ous enpl oyee groups. A page of information could be prepared
by the panel that would explain the work of the panel and where
peopl e could get additional information. They m ght consider
using MCPS cable television to get the nessage out. The panel

m ght have nore ideas about raising the awareness of enpl oyees.

M. BEwi ng asked how well things were working with the panel and
if there were changes to make it work better. M. Liskov said
their major concern had been resolved when they had worked out a
conprom se with the superintendent about potential conflicts of
interest involving staff. He did provide the panel with
information. M. Fess added that the superintendent provided the
panel with financial disclosures of personnel having interests in
a variety of conpanies. He reported that the panel had been
passi ve and had not been out seeking business.

Ms. Bresler indicated that they had to | ook at the fit between
the role of the ethics panel and violations of the discipline
policy which were investigated by Personnel. For an ethical
violation, the issue would go to the ethics panel, but the panel
woul d have to report out their findings to sonme authority. M.
Fess comented that there was no | egal basis for penalties unde
the ethics policy. The panel could investigate but nust refer
their findings to the admnnistration for any action. Another

i ssue was the role of counsel to the panel and counsel's other
role of advising the Board.

M. BEw ng suggested they mght want to review this issue and any
others. He felt that they needed another neeting with the panel,
and Dr. Cheung expressed his agreenent with the idea of another
meeting. Dr. Vance expressed his support for further

promul gati on of the work of the panel and his interest in
receiving further recommendations. Dr. Cheung thanked the
menbers of the panel for their comments.

Because M. Abranms was not present, it was deci ded to postpone
t he di scussion of the NSBA Code of Ethics.

*M . Abrans joined the neeting at this point.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 650-93 Re: BOARD OF EDUCATI ON AGENDA -
SEPTEMBER 9, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Ewi ng seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resol ution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:
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Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for
Septenber 9, 1993.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 651-93 Re: CLOSED SESSI ON - SEPTEMBER 9, 1993

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

VWHEREAS, The Board of Education of Montgonmery County is

aut hori zed by the Education Article of the Annotated Code of
Maryland and Title 10 of the State 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 on Septenber 9, 1993, at 9:30
p.m to discuss personnel matters; and be it further

Resol ved, That this neeting be conducted in Room 120 of the
Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, as
permtted under Section 4-106, Education Article of the Annotated
Code of Maryland and State Governnment Article 10-501; and be it
further

Resol ved, That such neeting shall continue in closed session
until the conpl etion of business.

Re: SCHOOL Sl ZE

Dr. Vance said that Board nenbers would recall that in May and
June the Board studied revisions to the |ong-range pl anning
policy including a discussion about the size of high schools. On
June 15, principals presented their views, and the Board
requested enpirical data on school size. The paper before the
Board pointed out that there was no common definition of a |arge
or small school. The Board's tentatively adopted policy used a
range of enrollnment to ensure the effective delivery of
educational prograns and to neet the needs of an increasingly

di verse student body. The policy allowed MCPS to nove toward the
preferred range but recogni zed that exceptions would have to be
made. He asked Dr. Mary Helen Smth, Ms. Ann Briggs, Dr. Steven
Frankel, and Dr. John Larson to cone to the table.

Dr. Smth reported that the initial |ook at school size was in
rural school districts. Dr. Janes Conant was a proponent of
consolidating rural school districts because he believed that

| arger schools could offer a richer curriculum and nore
opportunities for students. This was used to justify building
| arger schools in cities because it was cheaper to build one
building for up to 5,000 students. Sonme of the rural areas did
not want to lose their schools; therefore, there were studies
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showi ng that small schools were successful and net the needs of
students in the community. Therefore, there were research
studies proving that small schools were good and that | arge
school s were good. Mnk and Haller stated that the idea that
there was a single optinmal school for school district size was a
nmyth. WIllianms stated that in the final analysis the optinmm
size for a given school or school district would be that which
responds nost effectively to the educational goals, parental
concerns, and avail able resources of the community. Dr. Smith
stated that they needed to | ook at what the community wanted and
what was needed to provide the kind of education that was
expected and to neet all of the |ocal nandates.

Dr. Frankel stated that research indicated that if they were
going to build large schools (over 400 to 500 students per grade

| evel ) they needed to break up that school. They could have a
school within a school simlar to what had been done at Blair or
an affiliated school. This would be a single building or a group

of buildings wth sem -independent institutions with their own
managenent, budget, and faculty. They m ght share a cafeteria,
gym and perhaps sports. In these settings students felt
enpower ed and had much cl oser interpersonal relations with
faculty. At the small end the literature supported 250 per grade
level. Wth small facilities, it was possible to focus them
sharply and enul ate many of the private schools. Dr. Larson
added that as schools got |larger and | arger, school culture
becanme a nore inportant consideration. The literature agreed
that size alone did not govern school culture in a |l arge school
(1,000 to 2,000 students). He believed the literature suggested
t hey should focus on making a coherent and supportive school
culture rather than size al one.

Dr. Smth cormmented that The Good Hi gh School discussed a 5,000
student hi gh school where they had that kind of unity within the
school so that students did have a sense of belonging and were
proud of being a part of that school. On the other hand, there
were studi es where in schools of 1,000, where students felt

di senfranchi sed. She agreed that they needed to pay attention to
what it was that nmade students a part of the school comunity.

It seened to M. Ewing that the citations to Monk sounded |i ke
what the Blair community was sayi ng about why they wanted noney
for a new school of that size. He doubted that the Council would
have been inpressed by references to M. Mnk. He noted that
there was a reference in the literature to a study which stated
that schools in the |larger size performed better on standardized
tests, and there was another study which showed that students in
| arger schools did worse on standardi zed tests. Dr. Frankel
explained that in the first study the optimal size of a |arge
school was between 500 and 1500 students; however, he was not
famliar with the second st udy.

*Ms. Brenneman joined the neeting at this point.
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Dr. Frankel noted that the bulk of the truly |arge schools were
in urban areas and there were soci oecononm c factors to consi der.
Dr. Smth added that some studies factored out soci oecononic

i ssue and other studies did not consider it at all; therefore, it
was difficult to conpare the results of studies. M. Ewing said
that the issue as reflected in the literature was not size by
itself but how they managed students within the school, and Dr.
Frankel expressed his agreenent. They could have schools within
schools, affiliated schools, or houses within a school.

M's. Fanconi thanked staff for the paper. She asked about the
advant ages and di sadvantages of |large and snmall el enentary
schools. She had reviewed the mnutes of June 15 when they had
di scussed this topic. She hoped they could do sone study of the
effect of the very large elenentary schools and how often those
sanme children were noved fromone |arge building to another. She
cited the situation with Lake Seneca opening as a very | arge
school and wondered if they could identify those students to see
if there were differences in their experiences. The draft policy
stated that these were preferred ranges, and it was very
inportant to her. It neant they needed to be planni ng prograns
at a size where they felt children would get the best possible
arrangenment and that once they were out of that size range they
woul d begin to plan new buil dings. However, she did not think
this is what they woul d be doi ng because they woul d not have the
finances to do this. She would rather reflect in the policy that
they were going to be forced into having | arge schools. She

t hought the policy should contain very clear guidelines about
what they were going to do when that occurred. How were they
going to assure that those children had an opti mal educati onal
experience? She wanted to focus on providing the best program
possible rather than [imtations of facilities. She |liked M.

Ew ng's changes in terns of "standards" to "preferred."” However,
she thought they should be willing to say that when they could
not neet those, there would be additional expenses to assure that
opti mal educational experience.

Ms. Briggs reported that 30 percent of their elenentary schools
were in the 640 to 740 capacity. These were the newer schools
and the recently noderni zed schools as a result of Counci

action. These were the schools for the next 30 years. The
initial coments fromthe community support the idea of including
attention to delivery of education when the desired ranges were
exceeded. However, new schools were not funded until elenentary
schools were filled at the 640 and 740 level. Ms. Fanconi asked
about new school s opening up over capacity, and Ms. Briggs
replied that it did happen. In addition, Ms. Fanconi said that
she would i ke to hear fromthe superintendent about the issue of
staffing allocations. In regard to schools over capacity, M.
Briggs commented that the intensity of devel opnent in a community
created stress because there were schools that woul d never have
roomfor all students, and half the community woul d al ways be
assi gned to anot her school.
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Dr. Vance reported that this norning the staff spent four hours

| ooking at the inplications of the tentativel y-adopted policy,
educati onal |oad, past practices in staffing, school size, the
changi ng popul ation, and special progranms, particularly affecting
the FY 1995 budget. He indicated that he and staff would be
delighted to | ook at elenentary schools. He cited the experience
of his own children in noving froma smaller school to a |arger
school where their education was as good if not better. He would
be pleased to expand on this and provide enpirical data on

el enmentary school s.

M's. Fanconi commented that they had instances of children in
very |l arge schools and children who had been noved often. It

m ght be well to |l ook to see how these children fared and what
had been done in terns of staffing. She thought they would be
facing a period of tinme when that would continue to happen. In
regard to | arge schools, she asked if there were sone things MCPS
should ook at as it examned its own population. Dr. Frankel
replied that when they had | arge schools they mght |look at it as
an opportunity. There was a school in East Harlem where a 3,000
student junior high school had been turned into six independent
schools by walling off the building. Each school had a different
focus, and this had turned into one of the nost attractive
magnets in New York. He pointed out that in large elenentary
school s they could create sem -i ndependent upper and | ower
schools. Dr. Vance thought they m ght have sone opportunities to
do this given the nunber of conmm ssions and task groups | ooking
at maj or geographic areas in the county.

M. Abrams stated that by definition each entity in a school
within a school would be defined as a school in MCPS policy. The
paranmeters would be to that unit as opposed to the physical plant
in ternms of range, and he thought that this was where there
needed to be sone adjustnment in the policy to get sone sense of
what they were tal king about as optinmum size. He said they were
really tal king about large "facilities" not "schools." The
school was the entity defined within, and the policy was witten
to address the school not the facility.

M. Ewi ng hoped that the argunent Dr. Frankel was making woul d
not be lost on the effort they were nmaking to assess the
possibilities at Blair, Kennedy, and Einstein. He felt it was
inmportant for the architect to |ook at this because if they did
not have an option for a Blair with smaller settings for students
t hey woul d have | ost an opportunity to assure that students were
not lost. 1In regard to elenentary schools, M. Ewing said it
woul d be nice if exact conparisons could be made using al
possi bl e di nensions. He suggested that such a study could be
done in Montgonery County. For exanple, Rolling Terrace was a

| arge and overcrowded school but was very successful in providing
a good education for its students. They needed to know why this
school had been successful in managing its large size and its

| ow-i ncome popul ation to get good results. He indicated that he
would i ke to see this information and would be willing to wait
awhile for it.
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Dr. Frankel thought that they could do this kind of analysis, and
he did not think it would take a ot of time. Dr. Larson added
that they had a first draft on elenentary schools. He said there
was a negative relationship between size and scores when ot her

el ements were controlled for; however, this was a first draft.

Ms. Baker said that in regard to a school -w thin-a-school
concept, she was famliar with Einstein and Blair. Schools
needed a sense of unity, and she believed that a school -w thin-a-
school broke apart that unity. She also felt that overpopul ated
schools hurt students as well. She said that it was really the
m ndset and the climate of the school that determ ned the unity
rat her than the size.

Dr. Cheung thanked the staff for a good analysis of a difficult
task because there was no right answer. He pointed out that size
differed fromutilization, and sonetines these were m xed up. He
t hought there was an optimal range of sizes. He said they had to
deci de whet her they were tal king about econom es of instruction,
operati on, managenent, etc. Wat was the relationship to
instructional prograns? He thought in terns of nodul es and how
they fit into the positive attributes for |earning. The nodul es
could include staff and other things, and they had to think about
whet her a nodule could facilitate the best |earning attributes.
They woul d have to take into consideration diversity,

soci oeconom ¢ status, learning styles, and the environnent. |If
they tal ked about it in this way, size was no |longer the critical
factor except from an econom ¢ standpoint.

Dr. Cheung stated that in the future they m ght have schools

w thout walls wth the technol ogies comng in, but the nodul e was
inportant in terns of supporting |earning rather than talking
about the physical plant. He was interested in size, but only in
the standpoint of this optimal range. They had to take into
consideration what related to the best |earning of the children.
He tal ked about the various ways that children could be organi zed
in small classes with cross m xing of students by interests.

Thi s brought himback to the individualized student profile which
woul d permt themto do this mxing of students. Wile they had
a lot of research, Dr. Cheung felt they did not have enough
information to make these decisions. Dr. Smth thought that as

t hey | ooked at educational technology it would open up
opportunities for students to do other things. The consortium
and the policy on educational technol ogy woul d give them sone

i deas.

*Ms. Qutierrez joined the neeting at this point.

Dr. Larson recalled that a study had been done in MCPS about 12
years ago on econom es of scale. This had been done by an
econom st at Penn State who had | ooked at K-6 versus K-5

el ementary schools. Dr. Vance asked if any of the studies had

| ooked at this fromthe point of view of students and their
attitudes toward school size as well as school size and its

i nplication on behavior, problens, and suspensions. Dr. Frankel
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recal l ed one study which stated that a case could be nmade for

| arge schools or small schools; however, small schools had

el evated recognition, affiliation, self-concept, and notivati on.
This had been a study of students in 1989.

It seened to M. Ewing that if they were going to explore this
i ssue in depth they should do this at another tinme and think
about sone other issues which were involved. He comented that
peopl e thought smaller was better because it was nore human and

intimte; however, they were all living in a larger and nore
crowded environnment. They had to teach people howto live in
this |l arger and nore crowded environment. |If schools were nmade

smal ler and nore intimate, they m ght not be preparing students
for the | arger and nore crowded environnent.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

Dr. Cheung adjourned the neeting at 9:50 p.m to a cl osed
sessi on.
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