
 

 
 
 
Maryland State Board of Education 
200 West Baltimore Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
 

November 3, 2025 
 

Re: Written Testimony on COMAR 13A.02.01.01 – Rules for Meetings 
 
Dear Members of the Maryland State Board of Education, 
 
 On behalf of the Maryland Association of Boards of Education (MABE), representing 
all 24 local boards of education in the state, I am writing to respectfully oppose the request 
to publish proposed regulations for COMAR 13A.02.01.01 – Rules for Meetings. While we 
appreciate the State Board’s intent to promote transparency and accountability in local 
board proceedings—values that all 24 local boards profess—we are concerned that the 
proposal would introduce unnecessary rigidity and create unintended consequences that 
would undermine local control and hinder the effective governance of Maryland’s local 
school systems. 
 

We also urge the Board to recognize that regulations serve an important role when 
they fill out the framework of a statute—but, as proposed here, they may serve as too blunt 
a tool to correct the actions of a single board. The State Board and Dr. Wright have 
demonstrated through exemplary visibility and their own engagement with local 
communities that relationship-building and partnership are far more organic, collaborative 
means to achieve positive outcomes than additional statewide mandates. MABE shares 
that approach and would be more than happy to partner with the State Board to continue 
encouraging, modeling, and training for strong governance across local boards.  We 
consider this a far more effective and lasting path to transparency and service than 
overregulation. 

 

I. Shared Commitment to Transparency 

Local boards of education are deeply committed to open, accessible, and 
transparent governance. All 24 boards have formally approved policies that provide for 
open, transparent, and in-person board meetings, and have guidelines for written and oral 
comments to be provided during board meetings.  All 24 boards take seriously the 
requirements of the Open Meetings Act.  And all 24 boards, with precious few, one-off 
exceptions (that are ultimately corrected), hold open sessions that are accessible both in 
person and virtually; publish meeting materials in advance; and maintain detailed archives 
for public review and input.  The local policies and practices of the 24 local boards of 
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education go well beyond the statutory minimums and reflect our shared belief that public 
confidence is strengthened through openness and accountability. 

We also recognize that transparency does not mean uniformity. Each board of 
education operates in unique geographic, demographic, and logistical contexts, and must 
retain the discretion to conduct its meetings in a manner that appropriately balances 
access, efficiency, and public safety. Moreover, we have confidence in our communities: if 
a board fails to uphold transparency and erodes public trust, its members will be held 
accountable by voters (or in the few instances by those who appoint them) and are unlikely 
to be granted additional terms to lead their communities. 

 

II. Concerns with the Proposed In-Person Meeting Requirement 

The proposed regulation would require that “a local board shall meet in person for 
all open sessions to conduct its official business,” allowing virtual participation only under 
narrowly defined “exceptional circumstances.” This categorical requirement is unworkable 
and inconsistent with the flexibility intentionally preserved under both the Open Meetings 
Act and existing State Board regulations, which expressly defer to local control. See 
COMAR 13A.02.01.01 (“The rules generally adopted by deliberative bodies for their 
government shall be observed by the local board of education.”). Given the pace of modern 
life and the professional responsibilities of board and committee members outside of their 
board commitments, local boards must occasionally convene brief or special meetings to 
approve personnel actions, contracts, or emergency measures. Forcing all such meetings 
to occur in person would impose administrative burdens and delay time-sensitive 
decisions; ironically reducing transparency by making it harder for boards to meet promptly 
and conduct their business in open session.  

To the extent the proposed regulations require board committees (acting as an 
extension of a local board) to also always meet only in person, the regulations would 
further undermine efficiency and participation. This impact would be especially acute for 
larger boards and larger committees whose members serve across wide geographic areas 
while balancing full-time professional commitments. Eliminating virtual or hybrid options 
would impede, not enhance, the accessibility and responsiveness of local board 
governance. 

 

III. Concerns with the Proposed Public Comment Requirement 

The proposed regulation would require every local board to provide an opportunity 
for public comment at all open session meetings.1 Each of Maryland’s 24 local boards of 
education already maintains a written policy governing the process, rules, and procedures 

 
1   This requirement extends far beyond the requirements of the Open Meetings Act, which guarantees public 
access to—not participation in—public meetings. See City of New Carrollton v. Rogers, 287 Md. 56, 72 (1980). 
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for public comment, and all provide opportunities for public comment at their regular 
meetings. But some meetings, such as work sessions, committee meetings, or meetings 
convened solely to move into closed session, are not always appropriate forums for public 
participation, and boards have structured their policies and practices accordingly. The 
proposed regulations appear to require public participation at each of these types of 
meetings, which would further undermine their intended purpose as working or procedural 
sessions, and impede a board’s ability to conduct efficient and focused deliberation. 

Nonetheless, beyond the formal nature of their public business meetings, many 
boards provide opportunities for community engagement through town halls, advisory 
committees, school visits, parent forums, listening sessions, and direct outreach with 
students, staff, and families. While local boards remain committed to offering opportunity 
for public comment, true community engagement doesn’t extend from offering the 
microphone during a formal board meeting; it happens in ongoing conversations where 
ideas are exchanged and relationships are built. The proposed regulation would elevate the 
formality of a public participation period over the substance of authentic engagement, and 
these proposed regulations add rigidity without necessarily improving transparency or 
public trust. 

 

 

For these reasons, MABE respectfully opposes the publication of proposed 
regulations to COMAR 13A.02.01.01.  If you have any questions or would like to discuss 
these issues further, please contact Sam Mathias, MABE Legal & Policy Services Director, 
at smathias@mabe.org.  

 

 
In Service, 
 
 
 
Diana B. Hawley 
President, MABE Board of Directors 
President, Board of Education of Cecil County 

 

Cc:   Dr. Carey Wright, State Superintendent of Schools 
 MABE Board of Directors 

mailto:smathias@mabe.org

