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TO:    Members of the State Board of Education 

 

FROM: Karen B. Salmon, Ph.D. 

 

DATE: February 26, 2019 

 

SUBJECT:   COMAR 13A.04.07   

Gifted and Talented Education 

  PERMISSION TO PUBLISH MODIFIED REGULATION  

 

PURPOSE:   

 

The purpose of this action is to review comments on the amendments to COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and 

Talented Education which were published in the Maryland Register and to consider a proposed modification 

of the amended regulations. 
 

REGULATION PROMULGATION PROCESS: 
 

Under Maryland law, a state agency, such as the State Board, may propose a new regulation whenever the 

circumstances arise to do so. After the State Board votes to propose such a regulation, the proposed 

regulation is sent to the Administrative, Executive, and Legislative Review (AELR) Committee for a 15-

day review period. If the AELR Committee does not hold up the proposed regulation for further review, it 

is published in the Maryland Register for a 30-day public comment period. At the end of the comment 

period, the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) staff reviews and summarizes the public 

comments. Thereafter, MSDE staff will present a recommendation to the State Board of Education to 

either: (1) adopt the regulation in the form it was proposed; or (2) revise the regulation and adopt it as final 

because suggested revision is not a substantive change; or (3) revise the regulation and re-propose it 

because the suggested revision is a substantive change. At any time during this process, the AELR 

Committee may stop the promulgation process and hold a hearing. Thereafter, it may recommend to the 

Governor that the regulation not be adopted as a final regulation or the AELR Committee may release the 

regulation for final adoption. 
 

BACKGROUND/HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

 

The following language was included in Maryland’s Consolidated Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

plan: “The State intends to take steps to add ‘gifted and talented students’ as an additional student group by 

the end of the school year 2017-18.” The proposal to define gifted and talented (GT) students based upon 

the COMAR that was presented to the State Board on June 20, 2018 and September 25, 2018 stated: 
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Gifted and talented students are those identified by local school systems according to COMAR 

13A.04.07.02 (Identification of Gifted and Talented Students) and receiving services according 

to COMAR 13A.0.07.03 (Programs and Services). 

 

Following review of GT identification procedures in each local school system and discussion at the 

June 20, 2018 and September 25, 2018 State Board meetings, recommendations to strengthen the 

language were incorporated into the amended COMAR presented to the State Board on October 23, 

2018.  The State Board granted permission to publish and the regulations were published from 

December 21, 2018 to January 22, 2019 in the Maryland Register.   
 

The MSDE received 64 comments. Each correspondence was reviewed, and stakeholder 

recommendations were summarized on the attached chart along with 13 complete letters.  Based on 

the comments received during publication of the regulations, the MSDE recommends one revision to 

the amended regulations.  
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 

The amendments to COMAR 13A.04.07 strengthen the regulation and include mandates and 

accountability with the goal of more equitable and consistent identification and programs for GT 

students in the State.  The amendments mandate GT identification at multiple grade bands and that 

local school systems implement programs and services from an MSDE list of approved programs.  

The regulation builds in additional accountability, including peer review and annual reports to the 

State Board. 
 

Based on review of the input from stakeholders, 57 of 64 comments object to the mandate to identify 

at least 10 percent of students in each school.  As suggested by 28 of those 57 comments, the MSDE 

recommends the following revision to 13A.04.07.02D: 
 

FROM: “A universal screening process shall be used to identify at least 10 percent of students in 

each school as early as possible but no later than Grade 3.” 

 

TO:  "A universal screening process shall be used to identify students in every school and at least 

10 percent in each local school system, as early as possible, but no later than Grade 3." 
 

The modification is determined by counsel to be substantive; therefore, if accepted by the State 

Board, the amended regulations must be published again for public comment.  

 

ACTION: 
 

Request permission to publish modified amendments to COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented 

Education. 
 

Attachments: 
 

COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education with suggested revision 

Summary of public comment 
 



Title 13A 

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

 

Subtitle 04 SPECIFIC SUBJECT 

 

Chapter 07 Gifted and Talented Education 
 

 

.01 Purpose.  

Gifted and talented students are found in all Maryland schools and in all cultural, ethnic, and economic groups. 

The intent of this chapter is to provide local school systems with direction for identifying students and developing 

and implementing the gifted and talented education programs and services needed to develop these students’ full 

potential. These regulations establish the minimum standards for student identification, programs and services, 

professional [development] learning, and reporting requirements.  

 

.02 Identification of Gifted and Talented Students.  

A. Each local school system shall establish [a] an equitable process for identifying gifted and talented students as 

they are defined in Education Article, §8-201, Annotated Code of Maryland.  

B. (text unchanged)  

C. The identification process shall use universal screening and multiple indicators of potential, [aptitude] ability, 

and achievement from an annually reviewed Maryland State Department of Education approved list of assessments 

and checklists.  

D. [The identification process] A universal screening process shall be used to identify at least 10 percent of 

students in each school as early as possible but no later than Grade 3.  A universal screening process shall be used 

to identify students in every school and at least 10 percent in each local school system, as early as possible but no 

later than Grade 3. Additional identification shall occur at the 3—5 and 6—9 grade bands for participation in the 

programs and services described in Regulation .03 of this chapter.  

[E. Each school system shall review the effectiveness of its identification process.]  

[F.] E. Each school system shall [consider implementing an identification process that]:  

(1) [Documents] Document early evidence of advanced learning behaviors, PreK—2;  

(2) [Includes procedures] Develop equitable policies for identification and a process for appeals that are 

clearly stated in writing, made public, and consistently implemented systemwide; [and]  

(3) Review the effectiveness of its identification process; and 

[(3)] (4) [Provides] Provide ongoing professional [development] learning for [school staff] teachers, 

administrators, and other personnel in the identification procedures, characteristics, academic, and social-

emotional needs of gifted and talented students.  

F. The Department shall: 

(1) Review and approve each school system’s identification process to ensure compliance with this 

regulation; and 

(2) Provide a Maryland’s Model of Gifted and Talented Education: Maryland Gifted and Talented Student 

Identification Requirements document that includes available State-mandated achievement assessments for gifted 

and talented screening for adoption by school systems without an approved identification process. 

 

.03 Programs and Services.  

A. Each school system shall provide different services beyond those normally provided by the regular school 

program from an annually reviewed Maryland State Department of Education approved list of programs and 

services in order to develop the gifted and talented student’s potential. Appropriately differentiated, evidenced-based 

programs and services shall accelerate, extend, or enrich instructional content, strategies, and products to 

demonstrate and apply learning.  

B. (text unchanged)  

C. Each school system shall [consider implementing] implement programs and services for gifted and talented 

students that:  

(1) Provide a continuum of appropriately differentiated curriculum and evidence-based academic programs 

and services in grades PreK—12 during the regular school day for identified gifted and talented students.  



(2)—(3) (text unchanged)  

 

.04 Professional [Development] Learning.  

A. Teachers and other personnel assigned specifically to work with students who have been identified as gifted 

and talented shall engage in professional [development] learning aligned with the competencies specified by the 

Gifted and Talented Education Specialist certification in COMAR 13A.12.03.12.  

B. (text unchanged)  

 

.06 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements.  

A. [Local] Beginning September 1, 2019, local school systems shall [in accordance with Education Article, §5-

401(c), Annotated Code of Maryland, report in their Bridge to Excellence Master Plans] report their identification 

process, continuum of programs and services, and data-informed goals, targets, strategies, [objectives,] and 

[strategies regarding the performance of gifted and talented students along with] timelines [for implementation and 

methods for measuring progress] regarding the performance of gifted and talented students in their consolidated 

local Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) plan.  

B. Beginning September 1, 2019, the Maryland State Department of Education shall: 

(1) Facilitate a peer-review of local school systems’ gifted and talented identification, programs, and services 

every 3 years; and 

(2) Submit an annual report on the status and progress of gifted and talented students in Maryland to the State 

Board of Education. 

 



Comments regarding COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education 
Published in the Maryland Register December 21, 2018 through January 22, 2019 

 

Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
Brad W. Young, President, 
Board of Education of 
Frederick County 
 

Submitted on behalf of the 
Board of Education of 
Frederick County 

Complete letter attached  

Donald C. Counts, Member 
of the MD State Advisory 
Council on Gifted and 
Talented Education 

        A universal screening requirement is a welcome and long-overdue change. But I am concerned that a school-specific 
percentage requirement will create a flexible and inconsistent set of expectations for our students. Theoretically, a student could 
be identified as GT in one school but become ineligible for GT instruction if he or she transfers to a different school. 
        Conversely, there is nothing to prevent a traditionally high-performing school from identifying a much larger percentage – if 
not a majority – of its students. In this manner, it is easy to envision the GT disparities among schools persisting. I assume the 
intent of the current proposal is to foster equity among students who are identified as GT, and I wholeheartedly support this goal. 
But I do not believe flexible standards will, in the long run, do anything to alleviate our persistent excellence gap in GT education. 
Sadly, in some of our schools the highest-performing 10% of students are functioning at or below grade level. This is not 
acceptable, and we have a moral imperative to address and correct this inequity. But in my opinion, the proposed amendment 
will do neither. I am concerned we will create an “expectations gap” if we move forward with the proposed amendment. I believe 
a more tenable solution is for each school local school system (LSS) to identify a percentage of students districtwide as GT. 
(Whether this should be 10% is another matter. Any percentage threshold should be grounded in GT research.) 
        The current amendment also requires three GT identification opportunities: one no later than third grade, a second 
identification between grades three and five, and a third between grades six and eight. An identification that occurs in fifth grade 
will help inform instruction in middle and high school. A third identification seems superfluous and redundant. The cost of a third 
battery of assessments and data collection would be difficult for some of our districts to sustain. 

Diana Mitchell, Ed.D., 
Superintendent, Dorchester 
County Public Schools 
(DCPS) 
 

Submitted on behalf of DCPS 

Complete letter attached  

Dennis D. Jutras, Co-Chair, 
Maryland Advisory Council 
on Gifted and Talented 
Education (GTAC) 
 

Submitted on behalf of 
Maryland GTAC   

Complete letter attached  
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Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
Jonathan A. Plucker, Ph.D. 
Johns Hopkins University 
and President-elect, 
National Association for 
Gifted Children 

Complete letter attached  

Kelly Sokol, English 
Language Acquisition 
teacher, Anne Arundel 
County Public Schools 

I would like to recommend some of the following to ensure that the full purpose of GT is met equitably across school districts in 
Maryland: 

 .02C includes specific language to address alternate MDSE approved list of assessments and checklists for English Learners 
(such as significant growth in WIDA scores beyond what is typically expected year-over-year)  

 .02F4 Professional development as created includes training on the identification of English Learners who may qualify for GT 
using alternate assessments and checklists. 

Kimberly McAllister, parent  The wording “shall consider” should be changed to “shall" ensuring this unique population of students consistently receive 
appropriate instruction and resources. 

 All identification should occur no later than third grade. 

 The State BOE added language that I find problematic. The amendment states each school must identify at least 10% of its 
student population as GT. This could potentially be problematic due to the possibility that a student could be identified as 
GT at one school, but become ineligible for GT instruction if they move to a different school. I believe the percentage should 
apply to the entire district and not each school. 

 I am pleased to see an intentional focus on the needs of GT students, and believe many of the proposed changes will 
improve the integrity and consistency of GT programs. I understand the state BOE’s desire to increase student access to 
gifted education, but I am concerned that creating inconsistent guidelines based on school-based norms will not address the 
achievement gap or the excellence gap. 

Daniel D. Curry, Ed.D. 
PSSAM President and 
Superintendent of Schools, 
Calvert County Public 
Schools 
 

Submitted on behalf of 
PSSAM 

Complete letter attached  

William J. Barnes, Chief 
Academic Officer, Howard 
County Public Schools  
 

Submitted on behalf of the 
Howard County Public 
School System 

Complete letter attached  
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Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
Penny Zimring, President; 
Theresa Jackson, Vice-
President; Debbie Blum, 
Treasurer; and Wendy 
Ingalls, Secretary,  Maryland 
Educators of Gifted Student 
(MEGS) 
 
Submitted on behalf of 
MEGS 

Complete letter attached  

Karin Tetzlaff Averbeck, 
parent 

Please change the provision .02D TO REQUIRE GT IDENTIFICATION of top 10% in each local school SYSTEM (NOT by school). 

Katherine C. Rigler, Member 
of the MD State Advisory 
Council on Gifted and 
Talented Education 
 

        This comment is written in strong support of COMAR 13A.04.07, with the recommendation that .02D be changed to require 
that “A universal screening process shall be used to identify students in every school and at least ten percent in each district as 
early as possible but no later than Grade 3..." 
        It is important that Maryland school systems use a universal screening process with all students.  However, .02D as written is 
too arbitrary.  It would not help the learning or success of a student whose needs would be met by the general education 
curricula to be thrust into gifted programs, where that student is not likely to be successful, in order to meet the requirement of 
“ten percent gifted in every school.”  Districts should be required to identify at least ten percent across the district.  

Connie M. Donahue 
 

I have a comment about provision .02D, however. As you know, it requires that a universal screening process be used to identify 
as gifted and talented at least 10% in each school. This requirement incorrectly assumes that at least 10% of students in each 
school are in fact gifted and talented. It is certainly possible - indeed probable - that some schools have less that 10% of gifted and 
talented students. Some might even have no students who can be so identified. I believe that if the goal is to identify only 
students who are truly gifted and talented, then capturing a required minimum of 10% will not achieve it. Identifying 10% of each 
local school district might be more effective, but it would not eliminate the shortcoming of the process.  

Ranjay Singh 
 

I SUPPORT GIFTED and Talented SCIENCE or other programs, please use some of our TAX money and spend on our kids and help 
them compete in the global economy so they grow up proud being part of MARYLAND and such institution and initiatives.  

Julie F. Skolnick, M.A., J.D., 
Member of MD State 
Advisory Council on Gifted 
and Talented Education 

I fully support changing provision .02D from the requirement to identify as gifted and talented 10% in each school to a 
requirement to identify 10% in each local school system. 

Katherine Seman, Talented 
and Gifted Teacher, 
Wicomico County Public 
Schools 
 

I believe there seems to be a lot of inconsistencies across the state both in programming as well as identification procedures.  I 
have also noticed trends in terms of who the gifted children are and I believe a lot of students who are gifted are not 
being identified.  I love that Wicomico County uses a universal screening for students entering the 3rd grade and I know we have 
identified students that wouldn’t otherwise qualify for gifted services as a result of using a universal screening! I have some 
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Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
concerns about .02.D where each school would need to identify at least 10% of the students.  Personally, I believe this can cause a 
lot of issues with identification measures not being consistent across the board.   

Boyd J. Michael, III, Ed.D., 
Superintendent of Schools, 
Washington County Public 
Schools (WCPS) 
 

Submitted on behalf of 
WCPS 

Complete letter attached  

Melanie Lynn Carter As currently proposed, there is no explicit language that includes talent development, which, I trust you will agree, is a 
fundamental component and precursor to gifted and talented identification.  Talent development is also a non-negotiable when 
advancing an equitable identification process involving universal screenings and multiple indicators. While my suggestions 
explicitly name talent development in the Statement of Purpose, other suggestions allude to talent development: 

 inserting the phrase “recognize and nurture students’ potential” (Programs and Services) 

 removing the phrase “as early as possible” in recognition that the early learning years (0-7) are a unique stage of human 
development and require developmentally appropriate experiences & observations supportive of asynchronous 
development 

 expanding the phrase in 02.F E.1 to read, “behaviors indicative of advanced thinking and learning” 
The second point is to stress the indisputable importance of an equitable Gifted and Talented        
Identification Process that relies on universal screening and multiple indicators. The proposed amendment that mandates that, 
“at least 10 percent” not only ignores the human element and reduces the individual to a number or statistic; it strongly implies 
that the equitable Gifted and Talented Identification Process is flawed from the onset.  My edited suggestion removes the “at 
least 10 percent” clause.  A valid and reliable process, enhanced through talent development programming and highly trained 
staff, eradicates any need for artificial, arbitrary, mandated percentages. 

Reema Jalali, parent I strongly support Maryland continuing its curriculum support of Gifted Education throughout the state.  

Joyce DiRienzi I am a little conflicted over whether a school district should identify 10% in each school or 10% district wide. 

Sangita, Sakaria,  parent Change in provision .02D from the requirements to identify As gifted and talented At least 10% in each school to a requirement to 
identify at least 10% In each local school. 

Board of Directors, 
Maryland Coalition for 
Gifted and Talented 
Education (MCGATE) 
 
Submitted on behalf of 
MCGATE 

Complete letter attached  
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Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
Zamira S. Simkins, Ph.D., 
parent 

I am writing to support, with revisions, the proposed Maryland State Board of Education amendments to Regulations .01—.04 and 
.06 under COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education. My proposed revisions are shown below in bold and underlined text: 
Revision 1: “Gifted and talented students are found in all Maryland schools and in all cultural, ethnic, and economic groups. The 
intent of this chapter is to provide local school systems with direction for identifying students and developing and implementing 
the gifted and talented education programs and services needed to develop these students’ full potential. These regulations 
establish the minimum standards for student identification, programs and services and eligibility criteria, professional 
[development] learning, and reporting requirements.” Justification for revision 1: In order to complete the GT education loop, 
from identification to placement in appropriate programs and services, it is critical to establish uniform eligibility criteria for GT 
programs and services. If the approved list of assessments and checklists is not linked to respective programs and services, MD 
students would continue to be treated unequally between and within counties. Unequitable treatment of students is also a 
problem within counties.  
Revision 2: “The identification process shall use universal screening and multiple indicators of potential, [aptitude] ability, and 
achievement from an annually reviewed Maryland State Department of Education approved list of assessments and checklists. All 
universal screening and assessment results shall be documented in writing and kept as student education records.” Justification 
for revision 2: Currently, accountability and compliance pertaining to universal screening varies. This results in an unequitable 
treatment of students.  
Revision 3: “[Includes procedures] Develop equitable policies for identification and a process for appeals, including deadlines for 
all parties and appeal decision criteria, that are clearly stated in writing, made public, and consistently implemented 
systemwide.” Justification for revision 3: Currently, local school systems have variable appeal processes and timelines. This puts 
some students on hold for months and years, without a timely resolution.  
Revision 4: “Annually review the effectiveness of its identification process to ensure its alignment with current evidence-based 
best practices.” Justification for revision 4: Since Maryland’s State Department of Education will be annually reviewing its 
approved list of assessments and checklists, local school systems should review their identification process annually as well. 
Further, as research on identification of gifted and talented students continues to develop, it is important that local school 
systems not only stay up to date on such developments but actually implement the latest best practices. 
Revision 5: “Provide a continuum of appropriately differentiated curriculum and evidence-based academic programs and services 
with adequate instructional time in grades PreK—12 during the regular school day for identified gifted and talented students.” 
Justification for revision 5: In some counties, particularly advanced gifted and talented students do not receive adequate 
instructional time.  

M. Catherine Fait, GT 
Liaison, Piney Branch 
Elementary School, 
Montgomery County Public 
Schools 

I am writing in support of the revision to Maryland regulation COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education. This revision 
removes the “shall consider” language from the Rule so that early identification would now be a requirement for all Maryland 
school systems with support put in place to help implement this more inclusive educational step. 

Jeanne Paynter, Ed.D., 
Department of Graduate 

        I am writing this letter in support of the proposed changes to COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education. Overall, 
these changes strengthen the mandate to identify and serve this special population that remains underserved. However, I believe 
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and Professional Studies, 
McDaniel College 

that there is one loophole which needs to be closed. I strongly urge the State Board of Education to revise the provision 02.F.(2). 
The following summarizes the reasons for my support along with my concerns. 
        I strongly support these COMAR revisions: 

 02A.C Universal Screening 

 02A.C. Ability Assessments: The use of a standardized ability assessment is integral to equitable identification particularly 
among underachieving or twice exceptional students. The fact that most Maryland school systems do not now use ability 
assessments is tantamount to educational malpractice. No special educator would ever consider eliminating standardized 
ability assessments to rely on achievement and subjective measures to diagnose learning needs. 

 02.D. 10% in each school identified by Grade 3. I understand that quotas are very controversial, but I also understand 
firsthand the intent behind this requirement.  

 04A. Professional Learning continues to refer to COMAR 13A.12.03.12 Specialist in Gifted and Talented Education.  
         I have serious concerns about the following: 02F (2) Provide a Maryland’s Model of Gifted and Talented Education: Maryland 
Gifted and Talented Student Identification Requirements document that includes available State-mandated achievement 
assessments for gifted and talented screening for adoption by school systems without an approved identification process. 
        I strongly urge the State Board of Education to revise the provision 02.F. (2) which allows school systems to essentially “opt 
out” of the requirements in section 02 Identification. Systems who fail to have an approved identification process are given an 
alternate route of using “state-mandated achievement assessments.” This nullifies the requirements of 02.A.C for universal 
screening using ability instruments and will not achieve the goal of equitable identification. State-mandated achievement 
instruments are not designed to identify gifted learning behaviors and aptitudes and they won’t, especially among the diverse 
populations that are underrepresented in gifted education programs. As a former state specialist in gifted education with 10 
years’ experience reviewing Master Plans, I can predict that a majority of systems will go this alternate route. There is no 
“penalty” whatsoever for not having an approved Identification plan; in fact, there is an incentive to do so, given this alternative 
route of using state achievement assessments. 
        Please reconsider 02F (2).   Merely adding the statement State-mandated achievement assessments and approved ability 
assessments could close the loophole. 

Sarah Kim I am writing to suggest a change in provision .02D from the requirement to identify as gifted and talented 10% in each school to a 
requirement to identify 10% in each local school system. 

Carolyn Newton I am writing to you to request COMAR .02D wording be changed from identifying 10% gifted in each school to identify 10% in each 
school system.   

Jennifer Gaegler         I am writing today in support of strengthening the COMAR Gifted and Talented program requirements overall. The proposed 
revised COMAR removes the “shall considers” optional nature of certain provisions of the original COMAR Gifted and Talented 
adopted in 2012 and makes these provisions a requirement for Maryland school systems and schools in order that all Maryland 
gifted and talented students in all populations will receive the education needed to help them develop to their full potential.   
        Students don't "deserve" to be identified/served as gifted, they either need to be so identified or they don't. How such 
students are identified and served is not merely a function of ability/interest/effort, however.  Two students can arrive at school 
equally gifted, but if one has had opportunities to learn skills/information that the other hasn't, they won't present the same way. 
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Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
Eric Kringel         First, the proposal to amend COMAR 13A.04.07 such that its provision become a requirement for school action rather than a 

guideline for consideration by each school or school system is a substantial improvement and important change to State 
policy.  Making the directions of COMAR 13A.04.07 mandatory rather than advisory is an important step in ensuring that the 
needs of GT students throughout Maryland are acknowledged and met. 
        Second, and no less important, the language in section .02D, which provides that, "[The identification process] A universal 
screening process shall be used to identify at least 10 percent of students in each school as early as possible but no later than 
Grade 3.  Additional identification shall occur at the 3—5 and 6—9 grade bands for participation in the programs and services 
described in Regulation .03 of this chapter," is, in my opinion, ill-advised and undermines the laudatory goal of requiring that 
Maryland schools identify and appropriately serve GT students.  In particular, the language requires that EACH SCHOOL identify at 
least 10% of students as GT students rather than requiring the identification of 10% of students as GT across EACH SCHOOL 
SYSTEM.  A school-based identification rather than a system-based identification will necessarily and unavoidably reduce the 
differentiation between those identified as GT and the broader population of the school system.   
        From an educational perspective, this would require that "GT" curriculum serve a much different and broader spectrum of 
developmental needs and a wider range of preparedness.  As a result, those GT students with the greatest need for differentiated 
learning would continue to be under-served due to the system established for identifying them.  Put more simply, those GT 
students with the greatest needs would likely continue to be identified as GT, but in practice they would still not receive the 
classroom environment and developmental challenges they require.  Identifying GT students at EACH SCHOOL as opposed to 
across the SCHOOL SYSTEM, would render it more difficult, if not impossible to provide, "[a]ppropriately differentiated, 
evidenced-based programs and services [that] accelerate, extend, or enrich instructional content, strategies, and products to 
demonstrate and apply learning." 

Jay Su I am writing to support the requirement of identifying 10% in each local school system instead of each school. 

Qiang Wang I'm writing to show my concern about the proposed modification in the process of identification of Gifted and Talented Students. 
Instead of the evaluate a student's academic capabilities and potentials, the suggested change is to provide a quota to each 
school. With this change, many gifted and talented students may lose the chance to fulfill their academic potentials, just because 
they live in the 'WRONG' school district. In the meantime, some other students may find themselves in struggle to keep up with 
the GT programs. Either way, the GT programs will be deleteriously affected.  

Rick Tyler, Jr., Member of 
the MD State Advisory 
Council on Gifted and 
Talented Education 

I strongly urge the Maryland State Board of Education to add one critical word (SYSTEMS) the Proposed Action to revise 
13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education, under Section 02 Identification of Gifted and Talented Students., subsection “D. [The 
identification process] A universal screening process shall be used to identify at least 10 percent of students in each school 
SYSTEM as early as possible but no later than Grade 3.” To restrict the 10% requirement to “each school”, would be an undue, 
unfair and unintended burden for [our system] and perhaps others , and we believe the real intent back by evidence-based 
practices should be to implement evidence- based universal screen with multiple criteria for all public school students and to 
ensure that all identified Gifted & Talented and Twice-Exceptional students have access to evidence-based Gifted & Talented 
Programs and Services within their school system. 

Catherine McCullough .02D must be changed to identify students as gifted and talented in each local school system, rather than in each school. 
Artificially restricting the number of children who need GT services is a bad idea in any case – every child should be ‘met where 

http://www.dsd.state.md.us/COMAR/SubtitleSearch.aspx?search=13A.04.07.%2A
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/COMAR/SubtitleSearch.aspx?search=13A.04.07.%2A
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Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
they are’ in order to serve their needs – but picking the top-performing 10% from each school (rather than each district) 
exacerbates this problem. No child’s future should rely upon the luck of falling into an arbitrarily capped number of slots in a 
specialized program. 

Wenyu “Andy” Sun I'd like to make it clear that new changes on identification of Gifted and Talented Students in [our] county is definitely on the 
wrong direction. The new changes include a universal screening process to identify 10% of students in each school.  By doing the 
new screen process, the county intentionally ignores the different academic levels among the schools in [our county]. The county 
is watering down the high standard of Gifted and Talented program we are proud of. As the Gifted and Talented program 
becomes more like a "benefit program", it will lose the credibility to all county citizens and eventually damage the program.  

Fang Zhang, parent Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Ting Mei Chau I truly hope any label for our kids should not include artificial numbers. Saying that, we surely prefer a bigger pool about definition 
of special kids, so district wide measurements are more accurate than individual school wide, as it could balance out all individual 
school uniqueness and special situation. However, simply make every school district only allow the top 10% to be defined as 
gifted are very artificial, therefore will hurt the truly gifted and talented students that are outside of 10% measurement. I hope 
the final regulation will take into account EVERY child who deserve to be considered as gifted and talented and follow with 
equitable treatment to their needs. We don't want to leave anyone behind by any artificial 10% or other hard numbers.  

Chinese American Parents 
Association of Montgomery 
County 

Complete letter attached  

Jane Qin, parent GT program should be a program for students whose special learning needs can not be met under the regular school curriculum, 
not even by AP courses.  Scientifically, these kind of kids don't appear by zip code, or percentage. They can be spot on from here 
or there, and from time to time. By adoption of the top 10% percentage policy, some students will be dragged down by others, 
acceleration won't take place; meanwhile,  the others will feel depressed or frustrated by a program that is too intensive to them. 
As you may understand, the scientific logic behind it is the big variation among the top 10% students.   

Daksha Arora, parent With regard to the COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education regulations, I have the following four comments: 

 I am writing in strong support for making it a hard requirement for all public school systems to be in compliance with the 
requirements of COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education instead of it being a recommendation to be followed or 
not at the discretion of the public school system. 

 I am NOT supporting the .02-D requirement of EVERY SCHOOL identifying a minimum of 10% of students as GT. The 
tendency for any system to meet government regulations is to meet them by hook or by crook and that defeats the 
purpose. If there is a clear definition and well-established criteria for what GT means and who meets the criteria, there can't 
be a minimum or maximum. Let us make the criteria and methods of assessing the potential, learning behaviors, and actual 
performance standard and scientific so that we can truly identify students who are at a higher level of potential and 
performance instead of getting caught in artificial boundaries of numbers, percentages, and political rhetoric of equity. ALL 
children must be assessed using the standard and scientific methods and all those who meet the criteria for above-average 
potential and/or performance must have access to higher level education. Then it may be 2% in some schools and 20% in 
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other schools - why would that matter? If a minimum bar must be set for each system to meet in terms of numbers, then let 
it be 10% per school system or a percentage proportional to the total enrollment in a local system.  

 I would also like to strongly advocate for clarifying, specifying, and enforcing the assessment and selection processes 
adopted by the public school systems.  

 Section .03 of the regulation on programs and services is grossly inadequate. With so much emphasis on identification of GT 
students, it seems much ado about nothing if it is not supported by stronger and more comprehensive systems of programs 
and services to actually realize the identified potential of students. I strongly recommend developing detailed standards and 
specifications for GT education programs and services to support the identified GT students. 

Tao Zhang I am really surprised to see the way how a student is identified as gifted has been changed so much in COMAR 13A.04.07 quoted 
below. 

C. The identification process shall use universal screening and multiple indicators of potential, [aptitude] ability, and 
achievement from an annually reviewed Maryland State Department of Education approved list of assessments and 
checklists. 

D. [The identification process] A universal screening process shall be used to identify at least 10 percent of students in each 
school as early as possible but no later than Grade 3.  Additional identification shall occur at the 3—5 and 6—9 grade 
bands for participation in the programs and services described in Regulation .03 of this chapter. 

Why does the screening for gifted has anything to do with which school is from? Is this a kind of discrimination? 

Patrick Dunn, Ph.D. I strongly support the changes to COMAR 13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented Education that the MSDE is proposing with the exception 
of provision .02D which adds a requirement to identify 10% of students in each school as gifted and talented (GT).  I favor the 
adoption of a requirement to identify and provide GT required services to 10% of a school system's students.  

Maureen Q. McNamara, 
Office of the General 
Counsel, Montgomery 
County Public Schools 
(MCPS) 
 

Submitted on behalf of 
MCPS  

Complete letter attached  

Shuhong Li Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Min Lee, parent Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Meredith Salita, parent         My main reason for writing is my belief that regulations regarding GT education need to be made stronger and not just as a 
suggestion to local school systems. I am paraphrasing from another parent that I agree wholeheartedly with: Identifying 10% of a 
student population within a school rather than across a school system is leaning towards the optics of identifying a 
demographically pleasing cohort of students that will not actually result in meaningful GT education, making it yes, "equitable" 
but equally lousy for everyone and in essence serving no one.  



 

10 
 

Submitted by Excerpted Comments 
        There are schools that likely have close to 0% of students who would benefit from accelerated programs, but if you identify 
10% of them, they would not be well served by teaching them the same material and with the same rigor as those top 10% 
magnet students. It makes no sense. 

Tong Wei Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Janette Ortiz, Legislative and 
Policy Counsel, Anne 
Arundel County Public 
Schools (AACPS) 
 

Submitted on behalf of 
AACPS 

Complete letter attached  

Monica E. Goldson, Ed.D., 
Interim CEO, Prince 
George’s County Public 
Schools (PGCPS) 
 

Submitted on behalf of 
PGCPS 

Complete letter attached  

Ping Steimel Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Maryland Association of 
Boards of Education (MABE) 

Complete letter attached  

Vivek and Aishwarya 
Ramaswamy 

We are writing in support of changing the COMAR 13A.04.07 regulation from the requirement to identify as gifted and talented 
10% in each school, to a requirement to identify 10% in each local school system. 

Wen Huang, parent I would suggest to add the 10% top students in each County as part of the gifted students. So you can identify all the best 
students regional wide, as well as the outliners in each school. 

CJ Su, parent I strongly support a change in provision .02D from the requirement to identify as gifted and talented 10% in each school to a 
requirement to identify 10% in each local school system. 

Lin Zhor Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Cindy Liang, parent Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Zhen Yuan, RN Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Vikram and Nupur Dhawan Please allow us to thank the Maryland State Advisory Council on Gifted and Talented Education that addressed the December 4, 
2018 meeting of the Maryland State Board of Education in strong support of the COMAR revision and recommended a change in 
provision .02D to require all local school systems to identify as gifted and talented at least 10% of students across the district as 
part of the universal screening process rather than 10% in each school. 

Jiangning Qin Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Jihong ma Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 
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Alex Zhong In my opinion, it is not right to identify 10% of students in each school as gifted students. In some regions where many scientists 

and engineers reside, the percentage should be obviously higher than average. In some schools, where there are GT program or 
Center Of Enriched Study, the gifted students should be much more than 10%, because everyone in the GT program or Center Of 
Enriched Study are gifted, the students in these programs make up more than 20% of the students in that school. 

Dr. Chen Lai Same as the Chinese American Parents Association of Montgomery County 

Radhika Sinha, parent I'd also like to suggest a change in provision .02D from the requirement to identify as gifted and talented 10% in each school to a 
requirement to identify 10% in each local school system. 

 






































































	13A.04.07 Gifted and Talented revised transmittal including language in transmittal 2-26-19 (2)
	13A.04.07 Suggested GT COMAR Revision 2-26-19
	13A.04.07 GT Comments to COMAR 2-26-19
	13A.04.07 GT Comment Letters 2_26_19 BOE meeting

