APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
26- 1985 April 24, 1985

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Wednesday, April 24, 1985, at 8 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg, President in

the Chair

Dr. Janmes E. Cronin

M's. Sharon Di Fonzo

M. Blair G BEw ng

Dr. Jerem ah Fl oyd

Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner

M's. Mary Margaret Slye

Absent: M ss Jacqui e Duby

O hers Present: Dr. Wlnmer S Cody, Superintendent of
School s
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Dr. Robert S. Shaffner, Executive
Assi st ant
M. Thonas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

Re: Meeting with Mntgomery County
Associ ation of Administrative and Supervisory
Per sonnel

Ms. Diane Ippolito, president of MCAASP, thanked the Board for their
willingness to nmeet with her association. She noted that 90 percent
of the personnel eligible to participate in the organization were
menbers, and the vote to accept the new contract with the Board was
unani nous. They saw 1985 as a turning point in their history because
of increased enrollnment, the building of new schools, and the hiring
of new staff. They were pleased with the direction the Board and
superintendent had taken in | eading education in the county and felt
that the priorities sent a clear nmessage to the schools. She
indicated their full support of Board of Education policies and
assured the Board of her association's support and cooperation.

Dr. Shoenberg commented that the Board was sensitive to and

appreci ated the support they had received from principals and

supervi sory personnel. He said they had heard comments about school s
havi ng control over their own destiny and about issues which took
away that control, and he asked for MCAASP views on this subject.

Ms. Ippolito thought that one positive thing was the m nigrants

whi ch gave a neasure of control to the |ocal schools. As they noved
down the road to inplenent Board priorities, the nminigrants gave the
school s a sense of "buying into" the priorities by determ ning what
the I ocal school thought was best for their students. Dr. Floyd

poi nted out that the mnigrant programwas mnuscul e conmpared to the
rest of the budget and asked why Ms. Ippolito had given that program
enphasis. Ms. Ippolito explained that the program gave people the



feeling they had sone inpact in terns of their own ideas on how a
program shoul d be inplenented. Ms. Kitty Derby added that the

m nigrant was directly related to a Board priority which was clear in
its direction and intent. The resources to support the priorities
were there; however, as they revised the curriculumthe supports and
resources were not always there.

Dr. Robert Anastasi thought that another inportant issue was the
addi ti onal hal f-days of in-service which enabled staff to plan

toget her during the day. Ms. Ippolito said that it was a help to
get people out of their own schools to find out what was happening in
ot her schools and to share ideas.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that the Board was getting comments about the
Acadeny proposal which contained funds for substitute tinme to take
teachers out of the classrooms. Ms. Derby remarked that there was a
feeling out there in the public that unless students were face to
face with a teacher, |earning was not occurring. Mny educators
bel i eved that because teachers had tinme to plan and to share, the
quality of their teaching was enhanced. 1In addition, they had a fine
screening systemfor hiring substitutes and substitutes were all pro-
fessional teachers. Ms. Praisner thought that MCAASP coul d hel p
themwi th this because MCCPTA had questioned the Acadeny and the
substitute teacher provision. Dr. Pitt said they should have done a
better job of explaining because the perception out there was that
there would be a nassive infusion of substitute teachers in the
schools. Ms. Slye remarked that the public concern went beyond
substitute days, and she thought that MCAASP coul d hel p the Board
conmuni cate to parents the value of the half days. She suggested

t hat perhaps the teacher visiting another school could report back on
that experience. Dr. Cody commented that it was the use of the term
"hal f day" and suggested they use "early dism ssal s" because the tine
was really not a full half day.

Dr. Cronin inquired about the negative issues. Dr. Anastasi replied
that there were a nunmber of things they had no control over. One was
the | argeness of the school system and he pointed out that they had
cut back on adm nistration because it was an easy target. Now this
was catching up with them because he was not sure the present areas
wer e manageabl e in the sense of providing good communi cati on. For
exanpl e, he pointed out that they had to include tinely eval uations
intheir latest contract because it was al nost inpossible for one
area person to do these evaluations. Dr. Cronin asked if it would be
possi ble to devise a systemwhich would bring in different

eval uators, and Dr. Anastasi thought it would be possible although

i npl enentati on of a new system woul d take tine.

M's. Derby spoke of the problemof lack of flexibility in scheduling
the area in-service days. M. Sally Wal sh added that it was

i npossible to schedule all the high school teachers of one subject at
one time because of the organization of the half days. Dr. Pitt

poi nted out that in 1971 there were six areas and now there were
three with a growi ng student popul ati on and the sane responsibilities
for staff. Dr. Cody remarked that w thout redefining sonme of the



areas roles they would continue to have a probl em because, while the
area superintendent now had 50 eval uations, adding nore areas woul d
gi ve the area superintendent 35 eval uati ons which was still too nuch.
M's. Praisner noted that the Board woul d be di scussing area

organi zation this sunmer. M. BEwi ng added that the previous Board
had wanted to have a small nunber of areas with supervisory functions
which left people without a clear understanding of their roles.

It seemed to Ms. Ippolito that a good nodel was the secondary
resource teacher who assisted teachers as well as the principal. She
suggested that the area supervisors could assist in principa

eval uations. Dr. Shoenberg believed that if they were going to nake
any significant change in and inprovenent of schools, the real change
had to conme at the level of instruction. He said that they could
tinker with the curriculum but they knew | ess about what went on in
the classroomthan anything else in the school system They had to
keep the connections between the curriculumas it was designed and as
it got delivered, not in the sense of uniformty but to nmake sure
instructional practices were appropriate.

Dr. Cronin inquired about the teacher evaluation system as to whet her
it was sufficient to identify the good and to help the weak. Ms.
Derby replied that it was fine for both ends of the spectrum but
they needed help with the mddle group. Dr. Cronin said they kept
hearing about the difficulty in getting rid of a poor teacher. Dr.
Nei | Shipman replied that it was not the fault of the evaluation
system but rather the appeals and technicalities that had to be

f ol | owed.

Dr. Anastasi said they really felt the cuts in adnmnistration at the
school level. Ms. Derby thought that the curricul um coordi nator
positions would hel p, but she worried that it would go the road of
the el ementary school counselors. Dr. Shipman suggested that they
needed to do the curriculum coordi nator position right fromthe very
begi nning. Ms. Praisner recalled that during the budget she had
suggested two nodels for the curricul um coordi nator, one assigned to
a school and one assigned to two different schools. Dr. Anastasi
felt that he would rather wait and have the one coordinator ful

time. Dr. Shipman felt it would not work as a half-time situation
M's. Praisner pointed out that if they had both nodels they could
explain howit did or did not work.

M. Ew ng comented that they would continue to have trouble in
addi ng adm nistrative people to the budget. He believed that the
previ ous Board had nmade too heavy a cut in admnistration. Dr. Pitt
t hought that the adm nistrative positions would have to be sold to
teachers as well as other citizens. Dr. Shipnman remarked that
teachers at Fox Chapel viewed the coordi nator position as the best
thing in the school in ten years. Ms. Ippolito suggested using the
secondary resource teacher as an exanple to sell the value of the
curriculumcoordi nators at the elementary level. It seened to M.
Ewing that this argued for attenpting to explain in an articul ate way
how conplex it was in a big systemto get programdelivered at the
cl assroom | evel .



Dr. Shoenberg stated that in a systemw th one high school, change
was not a problem but in a county school system people expected the
same program from hi gh school to high school. They were stuck with
the fact that anything different was seen as a variation fromthe
basi c program He wondered whet her they had a public and a schoo
systemwi lling to nove in that direction. Ms. Derby thought that
growm h should facilitate changes. Dr. Shoenberg recalled that they
had had different nodels in elenentary schools such as teamteaching,
but everyone wanted to close in the open classroons and they were
pushed toward uniformty of program

Dr. Floyd remarked that as an outgrowth of the push toward excell ence
in education they were facing the notion of a teacher teaching two or
three cl asses and aiding other teachers. He thought that they would
see nore of this and that it probably woul d be nore acceptable to the
teacher organizations. This was under the rubric of "master teacher"
and i nvol ved curricul um devel opment and year-round sal aries. He
remarked that if Boards of Education did not create such a position
they would be told to do so by state |legislatures. Dr. Cody
suggested they could approach this fromthe point of view of the high
school resource teacher. A regular elenentary school teacher could
be designed as a resource teacher with hal f-day teaching
responsibilities. Dr. Pitt recalled that this was the first nodel

t hey had approached. He felt that if they were going to have
supports in the schools it would have to be in the nodel of a
teachi ng col | eague who did not teach all the tine.

M's. Derby asked about flexibility in a school to reorganize the
staff to free up a half-time person. Dr. Shoenberg recalled a plan
wher eby el enentary school children noved fromteacher to teacher for
a half day which nade it possible for soneone to teach for half a
day. He said that having one teacher skilled in mathematics teaching
math only nade a difference in the skills of the children. Dr.

Shi pman remar ked that because of the size of his school a |ot of that
was happeni ng; however, next year with fewer students the practice
woul d stop. He felt that elenentary school children were not
confortable in noving fromteacher to teacher

Dr. Anastasi commented that because the curriculum coordinators were
teacher positions he did not think the concept would be hard to sel
to the teacher organizations. This would be a career |adder, but the
teachers would still remain in the teacher unit.

Ms. Praisner remarked that it was hard to convince people why it was
harder to teach now. Remarks were made that "a good teacher could
teach any group of kids." However, teaching was a hard job today
because students were nore difficult to handl e because of other

i nfluences on their lives. Dr. Pitt added that they were asking the
el ementary school teacher to teach a rmuch nore sophisticated
curriculumw th nore math and sci ence.

Dr. Cronin reported that the Board had di scussed alternative budget
formats with inputs fromschools. He wondered what input MCAASP
woul d want to provide. Dr. Shipman replied that he was not sure it



was possible in a systemthe size of MCPS to provide school -1 evel
input. He recalled that when he was in Frederick County each schoo
had built its own budget from specific guidelines. Ms. Derby

poi nted out that there were certain givens that nmade them a schoo
system These givens bound themin ways that made it difficult to
have flexibility. For exanple, if a school had a teacher skilled in
art, they mght not want to have an art teacher assigned to that
school. Dr. Pitt explained that they had tried sone of that
flexibility; however, when they departed from standards they tended
to lose staff through County Council budget cuts.

Dr. Cody commented that he had had experience in allocating by units
to schools with choices being nmade at the |ocal level. However, as
school conmunities changed, there were conplaints about why the

nei ghbori ng school had this kind of staffing and why they had that
kind of staffing. He noted that the State of Florida had nmandated

| ocal school councils with faculties and parents naking the choices
fromguidelines. Dr. Shipman described the process that had been
followed in Frederick County, and Ms. Slye asked whether this put
the principal in the role of being a financial manager. Dr.

Shi pman agreed that it did, but he pointed out that he did this now
by basing his financial managenment on the instructional needs of his
school. He recalled that a few years ago they had tal ked about
giving the area associ ate superintendents nore control over the
budget. The areas could play nore of a role in controlling budgets
for individual schools.

Dr. Cronin stated that there were sone principals whose strong point
was communi cati on and ot hers who were not strong in comuni cation

He wondered how t hey hel ped the weak principal in conmunication. Dr.
Shi pman replied that principals were willing to be evaluated but the
eval uation had to take place. Dr. Shoenberg said that even if people
were told about their weaknesses they did not change very nuch. Dr.
Shi pman t hought that sonmething could be done about principals in

i nproving certain skills such as comuni cations. Ms. Derby added
that in her evaluations she always identified the itens she felt she
had to work on. When she eval uated teachers, she did the sanme thing
by identifying areas where growt h was needed. Dr. Shipman suggested
that all principals should be evaluated the sanme way that Ms. Derby
had been.

Dr. Pitt recalled that at one point there were 12 adnministrative
areas. Now an area superintendent had 50 schools, and administrators
had to be evaluated every three years, two years in a rowif they
were new principals. This required a significant amount of time if
the area superintendent was to do a full evaluation and spend sone
time with the principal

Dr. Shipman commented that the county did do an excellent job of
training future principals. M. Fess asked whether the training
produced a Montgomery County style of admnistrative uniformty, and
Dr. Shi pman di sagreed because of the differences in the personne

bei ng trai ned.



M's. Praisner reported that she was serving on the Comm ssion for
School - based Admi ni stration which was | ooking at accreditation,
training, selection process, training on the job, and the job
descriptions of principals. She asked for MCAASP s perceptions of
the role of the principal and indicated that the Conm ssion would be
form ng subgroups whi ch woul d need vol unt eers.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that the Board had met with a group of junior

hi gh school students who had tal ked about the pressures they were
under to achi eve academically, and he wondered whet her MCAASP saw
that increased pressure on students to succeed. Ms. Ippolito
replied that they did see this at the high school |evel where there
was conpetition for acceptance into college. Ms. Slye remarked that
t hese students spoke about sixth grade and ei ghth grade bei ng major
steps in their academ c careers. They viewed these grades as the

i nchpin on which they had to hang their entire lives. They faced

i ncreased pressure as they entered the high schools. Ms. Ippolito
comment ed that she saw this pressure at the end of the tenth grade.
Some of this was nmanifested in the growi ng use of al cohol which Ied
to serious problenms. Dr. Shipman saw this in the el enentary school s
as the pressure of society on these children to succeed. Ms. Derby
saw a problemw th increased graduation requirenments and putting nore
and nore on these children.

M. Ewing said that parents worried about it being tougher for people
to succeed with the sane | evel of education as they had. The awful
part cane when parents and schools put undue pressure on children to
achi eve what they could not achieve. Ms. Derby renmarked that the
Ameri can econony had begun to value certain job skills that were
different fromcredential ed work. She suggested that perhaps they
had to | ook at nore vocational training. Ms. Praisner did not see

t hat happening in Montgonery County. Ms. Derby disagreed and
suggested that there were people out there that the Board was not
hearing from She was concerned because she did not see joy in
children. Ms. Slye saw a growi ng need for the skilled technical

wor ker, and she suggested that as the econony changed this type of
position woul d becone nore acceptable. Dr. Pitt remarked that they
had had the concept that success was related to a white collar highly
academ c group, and children in Montgonery County grew up with that
Vi ew.

Ms. Wal sh observed that they had tal ked about students feeling this
enornous pressure. She thought that they did not have an atnosphere
where it was okay to nake a mistake or okay to be silly. Teachers
were not willing to try new ideas and to take risks.

Dr. Shoenberg thanked MCAASP for their remarks, and Ms. Ippolito
said that they would be sharing the results of the neeting with their
menber shi p, especially the feeling of trust and nutual cooperation
with the Board. She reported that Dr. Anastasi would be the new
presi dent next year, and she thanked the Board nenbers for their
support.

Re:  Adj our nnent



The president adjourned the nmeeting at 9:45 p.m
Pr esi dent
Secretary
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