APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
21-1982 April 15, 1982

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
t he Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, on Thursday,
April 15, 1982, at 8 p.m

ROLL CALL Present M's. El eanor D. Zappone, President in the Chair
M. Joseph R Barse
Dr. Marian L. Geenblatt
M. Jonat han Li pson
Ms. Suzanne K. Peyser
Ms. Carol F. Wallace

Absent: M. Blair G Ew ng
M's. Elizabeth W Spencer

O hers Present: Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent of Schools
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

Re: Announcenents

M's. Zappone announced that Dr. Andrews was having dinner with M.
Bush, the vice president, who was honoring Larry Shul man. Ms.
Spencer was away on personal business, and M. Ew ng had a business
trip.

Re: Montgomery County Associ ation of
Admi ni strative and Supervi sory Personnel

M. Anson W/ cox said that MCAASP had several questions of nutual
concern. He pointed out that in negotiations the Board' s group had
many people on it who were precluded from nmenbership i n MCAASP and
wonder ed why they needed so many people on their team Dr. Pitt
replied that they had to make sure they had the support they needed
for negotiations, and this had never been a problem before. He agreed
that they could discuss this further.

Ms. Kitty Derby stated that they had concerns about the article on
unit nenber responsibilities because they did not know how strongly
the Board felt about that kind of authority in the schools to run the
schools. Dr. Greenblatt replied that there was no doubt that the
Board gave with open hearts and full conviction the authority to run
a school. She said that in other negotiations they were being carefu
not to undercut the authority of the principal. Dr. Pitt remarked
that basically there was not nuch point in putting sonething in
witing when the authority was there and was clear in state law. Ms.
Der by commented that the negotiations process was one of the nost
prof essional and friendly kinds of experience. She felt that
everything was very open and they were quite satisfied with the
process.

Dr. Walter Ray comented that over the last few years the Board had
been very busy with policy-making decisions. They had revised the



student rights docunent, adopted a senior high school policy, and
were working on a K-8 Policy. He wondered whet her in policy-naking
deci sions the Board gave consideration to staffing inplications
because many adm nistrators felt inundated by all the changes. Ms.
Zappone replied that normally they did try to be informed about the
fiscal inplications. Dr. Pitt added that this was a Probl eny however,
this Board had had nmany di scussions about staffing and had done nore
than previous Boards to provide additional staff. u- said that the

i deal way of doing staffing was on a needs basis, but the problemwas
how to wei ght staffing.

M's. Peyser inquired about particular policies that had inpacted t hem
in the schools. Dr. Ray replied that primarily it was P. L. 94-142 at
this time. The policy on the high school and the K-8 policy would

i npact’ on a nunber of areas of teacher time. Ms. Peyser remarked
that she had taught in a high school after the senior high schoo
policy had been adopted and she recalled some things that could only
be done by the high school teacher

M's. \Wallace reported that she had been talking with a sixth grade
teacher who had nentioned the lack of tine to do all the things she
was supposed to do and to teach all the things she was supposed to
teach. She wondered how many peopl e asked what was going to be taken
out of the school. M. Wlcox replied that in their daily routine
principals did have to nake these decisions; however, what he took
out at his school mght not be what another principal would take out.
Ms. Vallace said that she was thinking nore in ternms of course
content because everyone always said "add" and not "delete." Ms.
Derby comrented that was one of the reasons why the K-8 policy
conmittee spoke to the need to put things together because this was a
concern in the elementary school. She said that if they | ooked at the
state guidelines on tines for the various subjects there were not
enough hours in the day.

Dr. Ray conmented that in the mddle school their units were designed
to integrate the know edge of the four major subject areas into a
unit of study. Ms. Mary Boehm said that this had been a concern of

el ementary school principals for years. She said that not only did
the new curriculum bring nore denands on the teacher, it al so brought
the need for in-servicing for teachers to work together and plan

Dr. Greenblatt said that as part of the K-8 policy they were talking
about nmoving in the direction of all-day kindergarten which was a
commitment in staffing. Another exanple was the expansion of the
school nonitor program which was a budget issue that had to be

def ended. However, when they tal ked about P.L. 94-142 that was a
little nore subtle. She guessed that their probl ens cane when they
did the IEPs. Dr. Ray explained that additional staffing was required
for mainstreaming. Ms. Derby said it was now a proposed Board policy
that a Level 3 resource teacher does the testing for children in
private placenent. She said that the resource teacher at Travil ah

m ght be pulled for three hours to do this testing.

M. Barse comented that the Board depended on the superintendent to



recomend staffing additions or subtractions. He said that if they
didn't hear fromthe superintendent that additional staffing was
percei ved as needed at the school |evel there was a breakdown in
conmuni cati ons between the school and the superintendent. He asked
whet her they felt their needs were being listened to with enough
synpat hy at the superintendent's |level and being filtered to the
Board. Ms. Derby said that in the elenmentary principals regular
meetings with the superintendent there was a strong conmtnent to his
listening to their needs. If there were differences of opinion they
m ght be in the nature of the help needed. M. Barse remarked that he
was thinking in ternms of the |arger picture. The Board m ght
recoomend a | arger allocation of staffing, but the superintendent had
the authority to shift that staff. He said it was their task to

convi nce the superintendent and the Board of their staffing needs,
and it was his concern that the Board was able to get their
unvar ni shed vi ews.

Dr. Frank Carricato felt that as a new organi zation they had sonme

uni que opportunities to work out relationships regarding policies and
with sub-parts of their unit. He said that they should search
together to bring a unified opinion and share it with the top

adm ni strators and the Board of Education. Dr. Ray conmmented that
they had the sanme problens the Board had of obtaining hard-1ine data.
He felt they had to work with the Board to get their views to the
County Counci | .

M's. \Wallace asked whet her the secondary school people felt they were
getting adequate services in special education, for exanple, speech
therapists. Dr. Frank Bready replied that this varied fromschool to
school. At his school they had one resource roomteacher with 22
students. They did have itinerant and ESOL teachers. However, next
year they woul d have an increase in the nunber of youngsters being
mai nst reamed and the question was whether they would have the
additional resources to handle this. M. WIlcox said that he woul d
like to conplinment the junior high schools because by the tinme these
students got to high school they had itinerant teachers and their
backgrounds were known and they were pretty well diagnosed. He felt
that the ESOL program had been nore efficient in recent years.

M's. Zappone asked whether there was conmuni cati on anong the three

| evel s about all children. Dr. Ray thought that there was and pointed
out that a lot of decisions were made at the area level. Dr. Pitt
said that one of the superintendent's goals was to inprove
articulation K-12, and he thought that it was inproving. Ms. Derby
said that nore and nore attention had been given to this in the | ast
few years. She explained that the el enentary school principals did
meet with the junior high school principals, and teachers visited
back and forth. Ms. Boehmsaid that in her area there was a great
effort to have nore direct comunication between the el enentary
school, junior high school, and senior high school. However, finding
the tine to do this was a problem Dr. Vance indicated that they
needed nore funds in the substitute account to enable themto do nore
of this.



Dr. Greenblatt pointed out that one of the major objectives of the
school consolidation programwas to establish a clear articulation
pattern so that would facilitate comuni cati on. She said that when
students froman elementary school went in three different directions
it was difficult to coordinate the conmmunication

M. Lipson said that a few nonths ago the Board had adopted a
resolution regarding the return of tests. He asked whether this had
beconme the nightmare that teachers had predicted it woul d becone or
whet her it was hel pi ng students be better prepared. Dr. Bready
replied that the difficulty youngsters had was because of differences
wi th individual teachers. He thought that inplenenting this had not
been a terrible inposition on teachers M. WIlcox said that he had
di scussed this with the teachers and a ot of themdid have probl ens
with returning the tests because they reused them Dr. Mary Curry
indicated that it had not been a problemat Blair because teachers
had been doing this. She said that their students were nore concerned
about the loss of credit policy. She said that this was a | ot of work
for her school because the appeal process involved teachers,

counsel ors, and administrators. She said that sonme of their students
had gotten thenselves into |l oss of credit before the school year had
rightly begun.

Ms. Helen Holston felt that the articulation sessions with the
consol i dated schools were going extrenely well. She al so said that
there was a | ot of comunication regarding curriculum M. WIcox
said that his resource teachers visit the other schools and cone back
and neet with their teachers to coordi nate prograns.

Ms. \Wallace conented that right now the Board was concerned about
t he Sonerset case, and she wondered whet her they had given serious

t hought to what woul d happen if Mntgonery County lost. M. WI cox

replied that their organization had not discussed this although the
secondary principals had.

M's. Peyser remarked that it was her opinion that probably the nost
key people in the school systemwere the principals because they
hired teachers and weeded out teachers. She asked whether the Board
could do anything in this area. Dr. Curry suggested that perhaps sone
teachers close to retirenment could be eased out with a bonus. Ms.
Peyser asked whether the principals were successful in weedi ng out
weak teachers. M. Wlcox felt that they were except that it did take
tinme. He said that he saw sone old tiners who were tired, and he
worri ed because MCPS was not hiring any young people and a bal ance
was needed to teach children. He said that they had to | et these

ol der teachers leave with dignity, and he felt that the one thing

t hat MCPS had never |ost was the humane touch.

M's. Zappone inquired about the younger group of teachers. Dr. Bready
replied that they were | ooking at the staffing for schools. One area
t hey had di scussed was to have sonmeone in the area office who could
deal with curriculumand instruction and the supervision of teachers.
He explained that the time of the principal in dealing with the
supervi sion of teachers was limted. Ms. Zappone asked whet her



duties could be shared with the assistant principals, and Dr. Bready
replied that they were but the duties of principals had been

i ncreasing. He said that supervision of teachers was a priority item
but they did not give it as nuch tinme as they would |ike.

M's. Peyser asked whether they focused in on an individual thought to
be a weak teacher. Dr. Bready replied that they did, but in order to
docunent this they did need a lot of attention. Ms. Wllace
suggested that they | ook at other options such as changing the ratio
for assistant principals. She asked whether they could docunment the
duties that were increasing.

Dr. Curry reported that this year they had redesigned their

adm ni strative assignments. They were experinmenting with having one
assi stant principal do the observations and eval uati ons whi ch woul d
create a uniformty which had not been achieved in the past. In

di scipline they were assigning grade levels to the assistant

princi pal s except for classroom di sturbances. She felt that this
provi ded an evenness of approach

In regard to the el ementary schools, Ms. Holston reported that one
of their major efforts this year had been supporting the principals.
She said that there were a nunber of teachers needi ng support, and
some had inproved and others had not. Dr. Vance added that this year
there were nore teachers on the m dyear report than in the five years
he had been in MCPS. M's. Boehmsaid that one of the nost

ti me-consum ng things was getting rid of an inconpetent teacher, and
it was wonderful to have the supervisory support at the area |evel.

M. Barse comented that the Board might or might not be noving into
asking the superintendent to devel op a met hodol ogy for assessing
school effectiveness. It was in a simlar formin one of the Board's
priority. Dr. Frank Carricato said that fromhis experience in

eval uating schools for effectiveness in vocational education it was
i mportant to conmunicate priorities. However, the way they had
approached this eval uati on had been tine-consuning. In a |large high
school with a nunber of vocational prograns a group of 15 people
spent two to three days evaluating these prograns. He felt that they
really had to get into the schools and work with the teachers. He
said that the Mddle States nodel woul d be anot her way of eval uating
schools. Dr. Ray conmented that their school did go through the
evaluation with Dr. Carricato's staff and their teachers were very
positive about it.

Dr. Greenblatt said that the Board woul d appreciate their comments
about Board itenms up for action or discussion before the Board
meetings. In regard to evaluation, she said the public rated schools
through the test scores. The other way was through the teacher
because if a school had a bad teacher the whole i mage of the schoo
was changed. She suggested that when they found weak teachers they
shoul d be counsel ed out or inproved. She asked whether there was any
way the Board could support them and whether there mght be a way to
shorten the process of getting rid of a bad teacher. She noted that
t he superintendent was on a state conm ssion dealing with teacher



quality, and that conm ssion was tal king about extending tenure to
the third year.

Ms. \Wallace said that through MCAASP t he nessage had to get out that
the Board and admi ni strati on were supportive regarding teacher

eval uation. Ms. Derby reported that the area office placed
trenendous enphasis on the teacher evaluation systemas part of the
eval uation of principals. Ms. Peyser suggested that perhaps the
supervisors could help principals in the evaluation of teachers who
had had good eval uati ons previously by rem nding themthat people do
change.

M's. Zappone hoped that MCAASP had a way of getting materials from
the Maryl and State Board of Education and Departnent of Education.
She pointed out that there was a task force to | ook at the high
school, and Dr. Lois Martin was on the steering comittee. She

t hanked t he menbers of MCAASP for a very productive nmeeting. M.
W1 cox hoped that this would be an annual neeting with the Board of
Education. Dr. Pitt explained that it would be their plan to neet
with themon a regul ar basis.

Re:  Adj our nnent
The president adjourned the nmeeting at 9:50 p.m
Pr esi dent
Secretary

HP: m



