APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
39- 1994 Cct ober 17, 1994

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Mnday, October 17, 1994, at 7:30 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Carol Fanconi, President
in the Chair
Al an Cheung
Wendy Conver se
Blair G Ew ng
Beatrice Gordon
Ana Sol Cutierrez*

w -

Absent : St ephen Abr ans

Frances Brenneman

w -

O hers Present: Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Kat heryn W Genberling, Deputy

H Philip Rohr, Deputy
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 706- 94 Re: APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA FOR OCTOBER
17, 1994

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

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for
Cct ober 17, 1994.

Re: BOARD OF EDUCATI ON ACTI ON AREA -
CONTI NUOUS | MPROVEMENT - LONG RANGE
PLANNI NG - FLEXIBILITY I N STAFFI NG

M's. Fanconi announced that this was the Board's second
di scussi on on | ong-range pl anni ng.

*Ms. Qutierrez joined the neeting at this point.

Dr. Vance stated that this topic was directly related to the

al l ocation of resources, and they believed how they allocated
resources inpacted the results they achieved. The Board woul d be
receiving a neno, but he wanted to share information on the 1994
advanced pl acenent test. MCPS scored well above the national
average with the average score of 3.62 on a 5 point scale, and 86
percent of MCPS scores were 3 or higher conpared to 66 percent
nationally. These were inpressive results because they gained 13
points from 1993 at a time when the nunber of MCPS students
taking at | east one test increased 10 percent fromlast year. He
liked to believe that their Success for Every Student plan was
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bearing fruit anong all students. They had a 38 percent gain in
the scores of African-Anerican students, and Hi spanic students
had simlar results. He knew that the Board had to be pleased
with these results because it showed the wi sdom of the directives
of the Board of Education and how the citizens of Mntgonery
County had commtted their resources to educating all children.
This should put to rest the lie that there was a brain drain in

t he school system

Dr. Vance commented that the Board had his paper on flexibility
in resource allocations, and he would not review the paper. He
referred to the options he had presented for the Board's

consi deration; however, these options were not the only
possibilities. The options ranged fromrestricted central
control which was Option A to conplete |ocal school budgetary
autonony. He would prefer to recommend Qption C which commtted
additional flexibility, but he did not think they had the budget
resources to inplenent this. Therefore, he was recomendi ng
Option D. The matter of flexibility in scheduling could be
handl ed by Ms. Genberling and her staff.

Ms. Cenberling stated that Dr. Phinnize Fisher, associate
superintendent, would describe the six options and highlight sone
of the pros and cons on each. Then Ms. Genberling would
describe a couple of staffing nodels. Ms. Genberling said they
found there was a perception that MCPS as it currently allocated
was at one conplete extrenme of the continuum and this was not
the case. They did allow sone staffing choices and options, and
they had noved toward nore flexibility as they had had to nmake
sonme budget choices. The Board had taken an action to permt
novenent anong the textbook, instructional, and nmedia accounts.
They had taken centralized staff devel opnent accounts and

reall ocated those funds directly to schools. They did have sonme
background in ternms of noving sonme of the accounts towards nore
school managenent. In terns of staffing, they were closest to
what was descri bed as Option B.

Dr. Fisher explained that in considering the options they went
fromthe least to the nost flexible. They kept in mnd that
increased staffing flexibility posed inplications in terns of
personnel practices, staff evaluation, and enpl oyee

rel ati onships. Schools m ght adopt plans that did not match
establ i shed Board of Education goals and priorities. Personnel
recrui tment and pl acenent could becone extrenely conpl ex, and

t hey coul d have greater variation fromschool to school in class
si ze and provisions for educational services.

Option A placed all allocation deploynent control at a systemm de
level wwth no local flexibility. The advantages of that woul d be
t he consistency for all schools in staff assignnent and

organi zati onal nodels. The budget defense would be done
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systemm de. The di sadvant ages would be no flexibility to allow
for individual school decisions for staffing variations to neet

student needs. There would be Iimted choices for materials and
suppl i es.

Option B woul d determ ne nost staffing positions centrally based
on systemm de standards wth some school s receiving suppl enent al
positions and resources. They were doing this now with

"di sadvant aged" positions and sone of the QE positions. The
advant age woul d be consistency for the basic staff assignnents.
The di sadvantage was that not all schools would have flexibility
for individual school decisions on staffing variations.

Option C woul d be the sanme as Option B with the exception that
addi tional resources would be included in the budget for al
schools to have additional flexible positions. The advantage
woul d be that they would still have consistency with the basic
staffing, but all schools would have additional positions to neet
t he speci al needs of students.

Option D woul d di ssem nate positions centrally using standard
formul as, but the Site-based Participatory Managenent School s
coul d redeploy positions to performdifferent roles and
functions. This would not require any additional resources, and
t hey woul d have consistency for the non-site-based schools. They
woul d have limted flexibility to serve special needs. Sone of

t he di sadvantages included limted flexibility for the non-site-
based schools and an inconsistent distribution of materials and
resource accounts.

Option E woul d di ssem nate positions centrally using a standard
formula, but all schools could redeploy positions. This option
woul d not require significant additional budget resources, and

i ndi vi dual school s woul d have paraneters to redeploy all their
positions in terns of their own school priorities. The

di sadvant ages woul d i nclude inconsistent distribution of
materials and resources. Budget defense would be nore difficult.
It would be difficult to determ ne systemm de paraneters while
trying to maxim ze flexibility and maintain enployee relations
and job security.

Option F would provide a lunp sumto each school based on a
systemm de fornula, and schools woul d have conpl ete autonony to
deci de how they woul d use the noney to purchase or determ ne
their staffing. This required no additional budget resources,
and all schools would have total flexibility. The di sadvantages
woul d i nclude having 180 different school systens. There would
be no system accountability, and programdelivery and results
coul d becone inconsistent. Budget defense woul d becone nore
difficult and enpl oyee relations could be strained.

Ms. Genberling shared an exanple of a |arge elenentary school
wi th a high needs popul ati on using the basic staffing fornul a
established by the Board of Education. At present they gave the
princi pal an established nunber of classroom positions, and the
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princi pal determ ned how these positions were to be used. In
Option A, the use of these positions would be determ ned
centrally. She pointed out what they considered to be flexible
positions which included instructional support, QE, and

di sadvant aged positions. |In other cases, not every school

recei ved positions for ESOL, special education, Head Start, etc.
whi ch were designated to serve certain popul ations. The

t ext book, nedia, and instructional materials accounts were done
on a per capital basis, and in Option A the school would not be
able to transfer funds anong the various accounts, but in Option
B they could. The training funds were provided through a base
anount to each school with additional funds per capita.

Option Cin this sanme school would nean they woul d have

additional flexible positions. In Option D a school would have
the option to trade sonme of their positions for other kind of
positions using the site-based policy. In Option E any school

woul d have the option of trading sone positions. For exanple,
the school mght feel art, nmusic, and physical education could be
handl ed by the regular classroomteachers and m ght trade those
specialist positions into lower class size. In Option F the
school woul d receive a check

Ms. Cenberling explained that they would prefer Option C, but
this option would have a budgetary inpact; therefore, their
realistic recomendati on was Option D which would provide
flexibility for site-based schools. She indicated that staff
woul d lIi ke to have the consensus of the Board to prepare for the
com ng budget cycle. M. Ewing stated that in the discussion of
the matrix there was a series of statenents which spoke to trades

of positions. In Option E schools could trade any positions and
accounts within basic safeguard paraneters which woul d saf eguard
systemopriorities. In Option D schools could trade any positions

and accounts using the SBM policy. He asked whether Option D and
E woul d require change the site-based policy or nerely to apply
it as it presently existed. Schools did not have flexibility now
unl ess they applied for exceptions to existing policies.

Dr. Fisher replied that the policy stated that schools woul d have
flexibility in relation to staffing and resources, but with
staffing as a part of Board policy in the budget book the schools
woul d have to apply for a waiver in order to nake the exchange.

M. Ewi ng found the description of the six options to be very
useful as a construct to help thing about this. It nmade it clear
there were advant ages and di sadvantages to each of the options.
He thought that the Board would end up in the m ddl e because it
seened to himthat attenpting to do everything centrally, which
they did not do now, was a sure guarantee that they would operate
in away that would m ss a great many opportunities for neeting
very specific circunstances. The specifics of school

ci rcunst ances were changing rapidly with the diversity of their
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student popul ation. On the other hand, the argunent that they
ought to give schools a lunp sumtotal allocation figure struck
hi m as being an option that obviated the necessity for having a
school systemunless it was acconpanied by a set of very clear
expectations and a substantial arny of auditors and evaluators to
see that these expectations were net. To sinply send out the
checks woul d nmean they woul d have 180 school systens.

M. Ewing stated that there were attractions to having a schoo
system broken up, but it seened to himthat radical solutions
were normally applied in circunstances where there was sonething
radically wong. It was hard to believe that things were
radically wong in MCPS. He knew there were discontents, but the
system s performance was steadily inproving. It would be foolish
to believe that radical solutions were appropriate under those

ci rcunstances. Instead, they should make changes carefully and
craft them conservatively to neet and take advantage of the
opportunity for change. They should not break things for the
experience of breaking them

M. Ewi ng would argue that the superintendent's recomendati on
was a good one and ought to have the advantage of providing
increased clarity to what it neans to be a site-based managenent
school. This should increase the notivation of schools to
participate. As they faced increased pressure to educate
students with disabilities in the regular classroomand as the
federal governnent had not relaxed its regulations with respect
to how that was to be done, a good question would be how woul d

t hey manage that. |If the school undertook to educate these
children in the regular classroomw thout any special help, they
woul d be violating the law. He asked how they would know this
under Option F. He asked how they woul d know in Option F whether
or not the expectations of the systemand the |aw were bei ng
observed and whet her they had a nechanismto do this.

Ms. Genberling stated that they were not going to design a whol e
mechani smuntil they had the sense of whether it was necessary.
They did discuss that the Board woul d have to deci de what were
the givens in terns of what constituted a Montgonery County
school. They had nmade the assunption that the MCPS requirenents
woul d not change. At present, it was difficult to nonitor many
of the things they had in place now They would have to have a
different kind of a nonitoring systemor a different kind of
reporting systemso schools would be able to account for the
requi red student outcones and the required nandates.

Dr. Benjamn Marlin, director, added that the other factor would
be the training to prepare people to be able to do this. The

i dea of having a $3 million account would take a |lot of in-
service in accounting and managenent.
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M. Ewi ng wondered how t hey woul d obey the state |aw that
required collective bargaining. How would they undertake to pay
people in a wide variety of ways which this could lead to and
still have contracts. WM. Carole Burger, director of the

Depart ment of Association Relations, replied that under the
site-based policy a waiver would be required to adjust Board
guidelines and to waive any contract ternms with MCEA. This would
be legitimte under the collective bargaining law, and this would
pertain under Option F as well. Any changes in the contract
woul d have to be negotiated by the Board with MCEA

M. Ewing noted that they had state |law which required themto
abi de by coll ective bargaining, they had federal |aws regarding
students with disabilities, they had Chapter | and Head Start
regul ations, and they had state | aws and regul ati ons that
governed a wide variety of activities. It was in his view an
illusion for people to tell themthat it was possible to have
total site-based flexibility and autonony. Wat they were

tal ki ng about were degrees of flexibility and degrees of |ocal
deci si on maeki ng responsibility and accountability. G ven the web
of law and regul ation there wasn't any other option.

Ms. Qutierrez thought that options show ng a conti nuum of
flexibility were very interesting, and staff had rai sed good
poi nts on the advantages and di sadvantages. Her basic feeling
was that this approach m ssed the point. To her the point was
not flexibility. The kind of flexibility they were |ooking at
here amobunted to noving chairs around. There was sone
flexibility, but there were given constraints so that the
flexibility would be limted.

Ms. Qutierrez felt that the concern the |ong-range planni ng group
had rai sed was not how to have nore flexibility w thout seeing
what it was tied to. Here they tal ked about flexibility in staff
al l ocation, and sone site-based managenent recomrendati ons went
beyond just staffing and | ooked for flexibility in practices,
curriculum organization of grades, innovation, and elimnating
sone of the controls of the bureaucracy in order to free up

i ndi vi dual innovation in that school. That part of flexibility
was not addressed here.

Ms. Qutierrez said they were tal king about how to cut the pie and
who got what pieces. Her issue with staffing allocation was that
right now the pie was too snmall. No matter how they cut the pie,
they were not going to get to those essential issues which went
to the I evel of accountability or results they could expect from
the different schools as they were |inked to that popul ation

wi thin that school. She saw sonething in staff allocation that
needed to be reviewed, closer to the discussions they had had on
wei ghted staffing allocations. This was closer to the kind of

t hi ngs they were doi ng when they recogni zed that wthin a school
there were greater need students; therefore, they allocated
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bi gger pieces of that pie to that school. The pie before them
was too small because overall the staffing that they had was not
enough. They had cl assroons and schools that did not have enough
staff. Before they went down this path, they needed to focus on
their basic staffing fornmul as which they were not even

di scussing. She thought that those were the ones that woul d have
budgetary inplications. They should | ook at these before they
went too nmuch further into the budget. For exanple, they should
| ook at their fornmula for staffing English classes and decide if
this was what they wanted to naintain or change. They had to

| ook at what the fornmula neant to different types of schools or
different conditions within schools. For exanple, was a snal
hi gh school able to neet the programmatic needs it had to within
their current basic staffing fornulas. |If the basic fornula gave
this school m nimum resources, the school would not be able to
provi de the prograns they needed.

Ms. Qutierrez thought they had had a good cut at the issue froma
flexibility perspective, but in her estimation the harder and
nore urgent i1ssues were not those of flexibility. The |ong-range
pl anni ng recommendati ons covered many things, and she would |ike
to see the scope of this discussion broadened. It was urgent to
| ook at this nowif they were going to adjust their formulas and
get nore resources because of the budgetary inpact.

Ms. CGordon stated that in the discussion of flexible staffing
they were having this evening and in the discussion on the
overal |l |ong-range planning recomendations, her favorite would
be Option E. However, she did not think they were ready for that
yet. She woul d support the superintendent's recomrendation for
Option D. In earlier discussion, it was indicated that the
budget was a policy docunent. She did not necessarily agree with
that. She thought that the budget was a tool of policy, and she
did not see the budget as setting policy.

Ms. Gordon commented that the site-based policy did have an
opportunity for site-based schools to have additi onal

flexibility. |If there was a policy they wanted to be excepted,
there was a way to do this. She thought they had to | ook at the
opportunity to increase their commtnent to site-based if they
were serious about it, and this was a way of doing that. She
would like to see all schools have the opportunity to have sonme
di scretion in how they inplenmented Board policies. |If they

| ooked at Success for Every Student and the managenent plans
devel oped by schools, schools had to have the options they
needed. However, she agreed with Dr. Marlin that they would need
to do a trenendous anobunt of training in order to prepare people
to make those kinds of decisions. Therefore, they should start
wth the site-based schools. |[If they were successful in applying
their flexible prograns to the policies set by the Board, this
woul d encourage ot her schools to take advantage of the site-based
policy. She would agree with Option D
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Ms. Gordon asked why under Option E and D they showed an

i nconsi stent distribution of materials and resources. They were
not tal ki ng about changing the distribution that the school got,
but they were saying the schools could use those differently.
Ms. Cenberling explained that fromschool to school they would
not see the sanme type of distribution. They had run into
situations where schools did not have texts or did sonething
differently. This would increase those kinds of questions from
school to school. It would not be an inconsistency in the
original allocations but there would be inconsistencies in how
t he schools chose to distribute.

Ms. Gordon pointed out that in their current systemthey already
had that inconsistency, and Ms. Genberling agreed. Ms. Gordon
did not want people to think that under Option Dif they were

tal king about flexibility they were going to change how t hey gave
the schools their allocations. Option E stated that the budget
defense coul d beconme nore difficult. |If they used the budget to
fund prograns to enhance student success and student outcones,
she wondered why it would be harder to defend it when they were

i ncreasi ng opportunities for schools to do just this.

Ms. Cenberling replied that when they defended their budget in
front of the Council they had nade the case for the val ue of
havi ng readi ng teachers in every elenentary school. The concern
was in Option E there would be nmuch nore trading of positions,
and a nunber of schools mght want to trade the reading
specialist for a math specialist. People mght see this as a

pl ace to cut because sone schools did not want this position.
This was traditionally how they had defended their budget. They
got counselors into the elenentary school s because they had nade
a case for the value of these positions which becane a standing
position in every elenentary school.

Ms. Gordon said they were tal king about now just how t hey woul d
accept change within the system but how t he change woul d be
accepted outside of the system For this reason, they should
start with the site-based schools they had. She hoped that at
the sane tinme there would be a concerted effort to train

adm ni strators on how to nmake those kinds of decisions rather
than waiting for a school to decide whether or not it wanted to
be a site-based school. They needed to | ook at what skills an
adm ni strator needed to have to nmake the kinds of judgnents they
were trying to encourage here. How did a principal ook at his
or her managenent plan and nove away fromthis top-down decision
maki ng? They had to be ready for their adm nistrators to change
the paradigm They could have no new site-based schools or have
10, 20, or 30, or half of their schools. She hoped that if they
moved forward with the superintendent's recomrendations that the
training and the flexibility would be given in stages to al
schools to prepare them
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Dr. Cheung thanked the staff for presenting the options in a
matri x form and he appreci ated seeing sone of the sanple cases.
He worked in a nulti-institutional systemthat went froma very
centralized systeminto an Option F type system R ght now they
had di sastrous results and were hiring auditors to audit the

i ndividual facilities fromthe standpoint of accountability.

MCPS was a public institution, and they had to consider how they
provi ded accountability for the individual schools in addition to
the whole system M. Ewi ng had pointed out they had federal

| aws, state |aws, and regulations. They had the Board's policies
and the superintendent's regulations. The Board' s policies could
be waived i f requested; however, they could not do this for the
federal and state regul ations.

Dr. Cheung observed that school systenms and schools were really
for education. This nmeant they had to assure that their students
succeeded as outlined in the Success for Every Student plan.

They assuned that site-based nanagenent schools woul d sonehow

i nprove student achi evenent. He assunmed that. O herw se, why
did they doit. |If they assumed nore flexibility inproved
student |learning, they had to be assured of this. The purpose of
the school system was not to nake people feel good; therefore,
they had to have assurances that students were | earning and
achieving at a higher level. For principals and staff wanting to
undert ake school - based managenent, they had to be able to assune
responsibility and risk. He did not think all principals were
ready to do this, and training cost noney. He did not believe it
when the option showed that no additional budget resources were
needed because they woul d have to nmake a big comm tnent to
training. The principal had to have enough reasons to do this,
and they had to | ook at incentives for going in this direction.
They woul d want to get people to buy into site-based and be
notivated to take responsibility.

Dr. Cheung said he would al so tal k about nonitoring and
accountability. They needed to have better information in terns
of what they were doing out there related to student achi evenent
and performance. Wen they tal ked about flexibility, there were
classifications of discretionary and non-di scretionary. He also
| ooked at where a nunber of schools could share resources. He

| ooked at this fromthe standpoint of the need to do nore

pl anni ng before they went in this direction. He |iked the
superintendent's recomendati on, but he was very concerned
because he had seen his own work situation collapse by sw nging
the pendulumin another direction | eaving each part to fend for
itself and becone nore vul nerable. The one key was to exani ne
site-based as a neans to inprove student performance and student
| ear ni ng.

M's. Fanconi thanked Dr. Cheung for his thoughtful remarks. She
had gone back to the task force report, and they tal ked about
systemm de school - based managenent. The report nenti oned
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research, but she did not know what the research was in terns of
student achi evenent at site-based schools. She thought this was
critical for the Board to know, and she hoped that the new Board
woul d put that on the top of its agenda. For exanple, she would
li ke to know how ot her systens dealt with the issue of inequity
bet ween school s.

M's. Fanconi said they would have to | ook at whether principals
wanted to take over the program design, staffing, the hiring, the
technol ogy, the contract managenent, etc. It seenmed to her they
needed to lay out variations and | ook at which were the things
that principals would like. She asked whether they had tal ked
with principals to find out what they wanted to have first. She
t hought they had people who had dealt with sone flexible issues
and had different skills. Before they noved forward on this,
they had to go to those people and ask how they wanted this done.

M's. Fanconi noted that the task force said that MCPS m ght want
to consult outside experts to determ ne which funds shoul d be
decentralized. They suggested setting up pilots to denonstrate
di fferent ways of doing things and that MCPS not necessarily nove
forward with the whole system at once. They also tal ked about
budgeti ng by giving each school a per pupil sum based on student
need rather than the way the budget was done now. She did not
know the pros and cons of this, but she thought it was worth

| ooking at. However, one of the things that m ght get |ost was
educational |oad. They did educational |oad now by giving
certain staff positions, but schools would be able to trade away
staff positions. She suggested that the Board ought to have a
di scussi on on educati onal | oad.

It seened to Ms. Fanconi that they needed to | ook at
accountability right now They just received the mnority
student achi evenent report where they asked for sone very
specific outcones in schools where the Board had sone very
specific resources. She felt they needed to focus in on those
school s where they had given nore resources to see how t hat was
wor king out. In the budget, they needed to | ook at training for
staff, sonme increased noney to design sone accountability
measures, and the staffing allocations. She agreed with M.
GQutierrez because when she went through the docunent the
assunption was that the staffing fornulas were correct. She
wondered if they were staffed for the 1970's and not the 1990's.
For exanple, did they need nore assistant principals? She

t hought this had to be given sone focus in the budget cycle.

M's. Fanconi stated that they had limted resources, but

they had a commtnent to make sure that what they did worked.

She pointed out that principals currently had nore flexibility in
01 and 03 accounts, and the Board had received testinony that
princi pals woul d not be buying library books if they had this
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authority. She did not know what had happened, and she thought
that the Board ought to have a report on how this was worKki ng.

M's. Fanconi agreed with Dr. Cheung that what they were about was
i nprovi ng student achi evenent. The superintendent had j ust
reported that nore students were taking AP exans and were doi ng
better than they ever did. The Board needed to make sure that
what ever they did would not interfere with the successes they
were already having. They had to be very careful because the
burden placed on staff would be very different, and the supports
had to be there.

M's. Fanconi pointed out that there were sonme other initiatives
in the task force report. One of their recommendati ons was for a
training institute, and she believed that if they went forward
with nore site-based decisions they would need that institute.
She hoped that the superintendent would nove forward to | ook at a
managenent and | eadershi p devel opnent training institute and an
instructional training institute.

M. Ewing coomented that this evening the superintendent had
sliced out a piece of the whole issue and say to the Board that

t hey needed to focus on staffing and resource allocations because
if the Board wi shed to have an inpact on the budget, this was the
time. This was fair, but attenpting to focus on one piece was
difficult because of relationships to other parts of the issue.
What was difficult to do was to reconcile a variety of
potentially conflicting principles. He was a supporter of
greater school -based flexibility. He was a strong supporter of

i ncreased accountability. He was a supporter of greater
resources for public education and of higher standards and
expectations. One could have greater school flexibility, higher
st andards and expectations, and greater accountability, but it

t ook sonme very careful crafting so that these were not in
conflict.

M. EwW ng said that Ms. Qutierrez had suggested | ooking at
formulas first. Over the years the Board had | ooked at the
formul as, and those formulas constituted a body of policy. This
was the body of policy on which, in part, the budget was based.
Ms. Gordon was correct that the budget was a tool, but it was

al so a policy docunment. The fornulas reflected Board deci sions,
and if the Board wanted to change those, it would be up to the
Board. He thought that the fornulas as a whole could be said to
be focused on allocating resources either in consonance with
federal and state law and regulation or with regard to | ocal
preferences about allocating resources to schools on the basis of
need. Over the years, they had added to these fornmulas with good
intention. Wre the fornmulas perfect? No, but if the Board
started in to debate the fornmulas they would still be debating
next sunmer.
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M. Ew ng said that the nost recent exanple of what they were
trying to do was the educational load effort. This was ainmed at
an allocation of resources to ensure greater equity in nmeeting
differentiated student needs. If they went with OQption F, they
woul d still need to use fornulas in order to conme up with a
dol l ar anbunt. He hoped they did not want to give the sane
dol | ar per pupil which would be a disaster for public education.
Wiile reviewing the formul as was a good idea, he did not think
they could do it in tinme for the budget.

In his discussions with parents and staff, M. Ew ng found sone
to be anbi val ent about site-based managenent and al locations. On
t he one hand, there was the view that MCPS ought to have
standards that governed all schools in the system Therefore, if
a student noved from Takoma Park to Germant own, the student would
have the sanme kind of educational opportunity. On the other

hand, peopl e valued the opportunity to participate at the | ocal

| evel and make decisions that were flexible with respect to what
went on in that school. The question the Board had to address
was how much of each did they think they could manage and how did
they manage it. Again, this was why the continuum was so

val uabl e.

M. BEwing thought it was inportant for themto | ook at the issue
of student achievenment. There was a GAO report which said there
was no rel ationship between site-based nanagenent and student
achievenent. This was admttedly a small sanple of schools, but
it should be a sobering rem nder to the Board that they needed to
pay attention to what they were doing. |If student achi evenent
was not their objective in site-based managenent, they had to be
cl ear about what their other objectives were and whet her or not
they were worthwhile if they did not contribute to inproved
student achi evenent. He asked how the staff would suggest one
woul d go about safeguarding systempriorities as indicated in the
wite-up of Option E

Ms. Cenberling replied that they would have to have input from
the Board in terns of what was the process for naking these
decisions. |If they did not use the site-based policy which had a
set of procedures for |ooking at waivers, there would have to be
sone ot her kind of nmechanismso it would be clear how nuch range
an i ndividual school had on nmaeki ng sone choices. [In one exanple,
a systemthat had gone to site-based nanagenent went back and
said they could only trade positions when a vacancy occurred
rather than involuntarily transferring personnel. Staff felt
that the Board had to decide on the paraneters because it was
again how nuch the Board was willing to et go of to schools.

Ms. Gordon hoped that in an effort to nmake sure this was done
the right way they would not limt what the possibilities were.
When the Board first discussed the reconmmendati ons of the |ong-
range planning task force, she felt anything they did needed to
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be tied to Success for Every Student because that was what they
were using as their guiding instrunment. She hoped that by
starting with the site-based schools, there would be a ful

eval uation of evaluating of why the schools were requesting these
kinds of things and that it would be tied to their school

i nprovenent plan. Schools should be able to | ook at the
policies, outcones, and goals established by the Board to show

t hey envi si on what ever changes they m ght be considering. She
noted that they did not know whether any site-based school would
request to do anything with staffing, but it was |likely that sone
of them woul d.

Ms. CGordon stated that they had tal ked about accountability, but
she was not convinced that they had a fail-safe nethod of
assuring accountability wth what they were doing right now

They had nmeasures of accountability and nmeasures of student

achi evenment and performance, but she wanted to know what happened
when the systemthey had in place did not work. She did not see
that the recommendati on was going to set themup for additional
failure, but this was one of the things they had to keep in m nd
as schools noved forward with this. Wat were the consequences
when things were not working? Flexibility carries with it
responsi bility, and she did not know whether it would be better
or worse than what they had now because she was not sure how far
t hey had gone on the accountability issue as it was.

Ms. Qutierrez stated that in her previous comments she focused on
basic staffing formulas and had not addressed other site-based

i ssues. She believed it was inportant and val uable for the Board
to address sonme of the major staffing fornulas inpacting schools.
She appreciated it was not easy to review all the formul as;
however, they changed fornmulas at 3 a.m when they were approving
the budget. She felt that they did have to | ook at staffing
rati os now particularly those that inpacted educational |oad
because they had to be assured that the fornulas dealt with the
current situation, and she hoped the Board would do this before
they took action on next year's budget.

Ms. Qutierrez indicated that Option D was okay, but as |long as
there were no additional budget resources being provided, she

t hought it was sonewhat of a cop out. As a mninum she would
give the pilots sonme noney to recognize their efforts. |If they
wanted to encourage people to nove in this direction, they shoul d
have an incentive of additional resources. |If they did pilot,
they should pilot different options fromw thin the continuum
fromelenentary to high school. To be supportive of the site-
based managenent policy, she suggested that they had extend it
beyond just the staffing allocations. |If they were going to do
anything in this area, they would want to encourage novenent in
many of the other areas that did not have a cost. She believed
that standards were key. |[|f they had not yet conme up with
standards that were specific to student achi evenent, then if they
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nmoved into too much flexibility, they would have m ssed an
opportunity to ensure they were using the same neasures for what
the school was expected to produce. The Board mi ght need to deal
with the issue of standards prior to goi ng beyond anything that
was a pilot.

Dr. Cheung stated that decisions at the site were al ways better
He al so supported the concept of piloting different nodels and
different options. He would |like to encourage principals to do
this and not penalize them He agreed with Ms. Cutierrez that

t hey shoul d have additional resources for the pilots. He thought
that evaluation of the pilots was very inportant in ternms of
student achievenent. He would Iike to see pre and post in terns
of the pilot because often tinmes they did not do this. It was

i nportant to nmake sure that whether they did had a broader input
because site-based was nore than just the principal and school
staff. It was also the community. He had no problemin
supporting Option D. He did not know whether this issue would
come for Board action. This was an inportant concept for the
Board to try to inplenment and assure the success of the site-
based partici patory managenent nodel

Ms. Fanconi asked staff to speak to schools currently operating
as site-based nodels and what they felt those pilots had shown

t hem or what kinds of things were being tal ked about. She would
also like to hear about the Chall enge schools. Under site-based
managenent, she had hoped there woul d be sone creative

reorgani zation, but the nost creative reorganization they got was
from Wheat on under the Chal |l enge. She asked what was different
about the Chal |l enge schools that brought them nore creativity.
Staff responded that the difference was noney. Ms. Fancon

t hought they should | ook at this because they had had a site-
based managenent policy that had not gotten nuch interest.

Dr. Fisher suggested that principals of site-based and chal |l enge
grant schools give the Board sone first hand i nformation.

Ms. Felicia Lanham Tarason, principal of Weaton Wods ES, stated
t hat when schools did not have the flexibility to identify
staffing to match up with the inplenentation of curriculumthis
was an inhibitor throughout the school year. At her school, they
coul d use nore readi ng support, but they did not have the
flexibility to neet the needs of students based on their CRT
data, based on Chapter | testing, and based on the information
about their ESOL popul ation. They were working with what they
had, but it was not enough. They would |ike to hold each student
account abl e for nmaking specific gains each year, but they did not
have the support to give to the students. Wen they were not
able to have input regarding their staffing, they put additional
stress on the classroomteacher. She would Iike the opportunity
to have flexible staffing.
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Ms. Tarason expl ai ned that she practiced site-based managenent
based on a phil osophical definition. Her definition was
basically inclusion. This nmeant that staff, students, and the
teachers should be involved in decisions. It was not so nuch as
reachi ng consensus as nuch as reaching agreenent. This was the
way they had been operating at Wheaton Wods ES. She had | earned
this through the | eadership training she received during the
summer. She and her staff had gone through quite a transition,
and it helped themto begin each others learning styles. They
also learned that if a person was closest to an agenda, he or she
shoul d not be the one to facilitate it.

M. Donald Kress, principal of Springbrook H gh School, reported
that the site-based nodel practiced in MCPS was different in
every school. Springbrook had not dealt with the issue of
flexibility staffing. Their group focused on | ong-range

pl anni ng, goal setting, and school climte. However, the group
woul d wel cone the opportunity to discuss staffing. One site-
based school sought a waiver to use part of a counselor position
for sonme instructional assistant positions to relieve the
counsel ors of sone clerical duties. He said that admnistrators
felt that perhaps the best option was sone kind of fornula that
woul d provide a baseline |level of staffing to schools with
additional staffing allocated based on educational |oad and the
needs as defined by a staffing plan submtted by the principal or
a site-based group.

Dr. Steven Sel eznow, director, stated that this year Dr. Jerry
Marco, principal of Walt Whitman Hi gh School, had submtted a

wai ver to make a change in staffing for his guidance departnent.
Dr. Marco thought he needed a gui dance departnent that woul d be
able to respond nore effectively to the needs of students. \Wen
they tal ked about staffing, it was a question of whether the

deci sions about staffing were made centrally or made | ocally.

The question was whet her or not principals were able to nake good
decisions and not violate federal and state laws. Dr. Sel eznow
woul d argue that they would not, but there m ght be instances
where a principal mght determ ne the school needed nore math

cl asses and not offer home economcs. The principal could take
two hone econom cs teachers and hire nore math teachers now. The
gquestion was whet her or not parents would object, and whether or
not the Board woul d support the principal's decision.

M. Kress said that the site-based group at Springbrook and the
soci al studies departnment agreed to run smaller classes in the
national, state, and |ocal government course and to run | arger
class sizes in social studies electives. This was an exanpl e of
flexible staffing that he currently had to neet the needs in his
building. He did not think they would find a principal who would
object to enlarging the pie. However, they did believe the
formulas for staffing did need to be reviewed and revised. He
woul d encourage the Board to | ook at those deci sions.
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Dr. Marco reported that Witman was one of the original site-
based schools. They had net for a couple of years on adopting a
scheduling plan simlar to Weaton's; however, when they net with
the community they were told that parents |iked Whitnman the way
it was. The staff had spent years in training and research, but
the comunity had not approved. They had received a waiver from
the Board on class rank. He believed that principals had
flexibility if they were willing to work at it. He cautioned the
Board that while the idea of input and invol venent was a good
one, sone people wanted control and had their own agendas.

| nvol venent was difficult to acconplish in a big setting such as
a hi gh school

M's. Fanconi thanked the principals for their comments. She was
pl eased to hear that facilitated | eadership was working well.

Dr. Marco hoped that the Board would | ook at the staffing rati os.
Schools were very different in 1994 because they had demands for
safety and security and were educating a nore diverse popul ation.
He had no problemw th the issue of equity if a given school
needed additional staff to help their young peopl e.

Ms. Fanconi thanked staff for the very useful packet. She hoped
that this was the beginning of many di scussi ons.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 707-94 Re:  ADJOURNVENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
GQutierrez 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 9:45
p. m

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



