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12-1991 February 11, 1991

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on February 11, 1991, at 8:35 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: M. Blair G Ew ng, President
in the Chair
Ms. Frances Brennenman
M. David Chang
Dr. Al an Cheung
M's. Sharon D Fonzo
Ms. Carol Fancon
Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez
Ms. Catherine E. Hobbs

Absent : None

O hers Present: Dr. Harry Pitt, Superintendent
Dr. Paul L. Vance, Deputy Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

Re: WORKSESSI ON ON M NORI TY EDUCATI ON
| SSUES

M. BEwi ng announced that this was the first of four worksessions
pl anned on various topics covered in Dr. Ednund Gordon's mnority
report to the Board. The purpose of the neeting was to | ook at
recommendations fromthe comunity over the past several years
using this report to put it all together. The |arge books
prepared for Board nenbers represented a conpilation of various
reports, a notebook of unfinished business. The other three
schedul ed wor ksessi ons woul d be held on March 7, March 26 and
either April 10 or April 11, all at 7:30 p.m Dr. Gordon would
be available on April 11, so that would probably be the date of
the fourth worksession. On February 20 a public forumwould be
held with the public being invited to share their views on the
final version of the report. The Information Departnent and
Brian Porter would be handling sign-up tinmes for those persons

Wi shing to speak. The neeting would begin at 3:30 p.m with a
break for dinner, and then resune until 9:30 p.m A hearing on
tentative reconmmendations on all the issues nade by the Board was
schedul ed for May 23. Final decisions wiuld be made by the Board
approxi mately one week later, so that by the end of May the Board
woul d have conpl eted the work and review of the actions needed in
this area. M. Ewi ng explained that this particular neeting
woul d be on staff developnent. Dr. Gordon would give a brief
summary of his recomendati ons and observati ons concerning the
broad area of staff devel opnent and its inportance, then Dr. Pitt
and staff would nake comments on present staff devel opnent
efforts in the school system to be followed up with discussion
fromDr. Gordon. By the end of the evening sone things should be
identified to be acted upon by the Board around which sonme



consensus and issues would develop in this arena. The other
wor ksessi ons woul d probably follow this sane fornmat unl ess

anot her way woul d be better. A subcommttee of the Board chaired
by Ms. Gutierrez and conposed of Dr. Cheung and M. Ew ng woul d
devel op the framework for topics of the remai ni ng worksessi ons.
These woul d be laid out shortly. Public comments woul d be

wel conme either in ternms of personal contact with Board nenbers,
t he superintendent, Dr. Gordon, or in witing. Dr. Pitt had
asked Dr. Vance to work with the Board and Dr. Gordon to put
these materials together and to help staff the effort to make
sure it flowed snoothly and the Board and community had the
informati on needed. M. Porter would continue to informthe
public about the Board's activities in these sessions. These
sessions woul d be tel evised.

M. Ewing invited Dr. Gordon to share with the Board and audi ence
a summary of his recomendati ons and thoughts related to the
report. Dr. Gordon began by rem nding the Board that many of the
Board nenbers had already heard that by July 1, 1991, he would be
professor eneritus at Yale so that he could stop teaching and
sl ow down and do sone other things. One of his students had her
five-person hearing where it would be determined if she were
ready for her dissertation. Dr. Gordon described her research
and sonme of her problens and findings, and he found that he was
thankful that his life as a professor was comng to an end. Sone
of the things she was tal king about were beyond him The field
of psychol ogy was rapidly changi ng, where there were new i deas
and new findings. Sone things that used to be accepted were now
recogni zed as being in error. Dr. Gordon wanted to point this
out because he thought people tended to forget that they needed
to continue learning. New information, trying to nake sense of
it, discarding old information, and finding new ways of doing
t hi ngs shoul d be ongoing. |If one becanme too lazy or too tired or
too senile, it was tinme to becone eneritus. Dr. Gordon's hope
was that nost of the people in the systemwere not as tired as he
was and not as senile and who were prepared to continue | earning.
The Board had to assune the responsibility to enabl e that
process for teachers to continue to |earn.

Dr. Gordon rem nded the Board that traditionally staff

devel opnent was t hought of as being sonething done by teachers on
their owm, using their own tinme, sonething that was personally
notivated. Sone people did try to do it this way, taking
opportunities to seek know edge, but others found that |ess than
desirable, finding it harder to do. Current thinking about staff
devel opnment was the nost effective staff devel opnent was defi ned
as part of one's professional job, not to be done solely on
personal tinme, but as part of the job. For instance, the
wor kl oads of professors at the University were | ess classroom
oriented than the workl oads of public school teachers. Dr.
Gordon rel ated that he taught two, three or at the nost four
courses in a year, with his usual |oad being a sem nar or |ecture
course and a second sem nar and | ecture course in a nine-nonth
period. The expectation that the University holds, however, was
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that in return for that schedule, time was spent in the library
and | aboratory doing research, reflecting, thinking, redesigning,
etc. Dr. CGordon conceded that this probably could not be
duplicated in the public school arena, but thoughts about demands
upon staff should be considered and tinme to "renew' should be
made available to the teaching staff so that they could renew,
reflect, retool, retread.

Sonme of this time could be used for relearning, for exanple,
psychol ogy, even though one m ght be an expert in the field.

Many teachers needed to have tinme to relearn, or learn for the
first tinme considering how things were changing so rapidly, in
order to catch up with the know edge base that was foundationa
to pedagogy. Dr. Gordon nentioned a paper he was working on
concerning the preparation for careers in teaching. 1In this
paper, Dr. Gordon called attention to the fact that education as
a field was very nuch about where nedicine was at the turn of the
century. People |learned how to be physicians by going to smal
preparatory training centers that were staffed largely by

physi cians in practice teachi ng woul d-be physicians how to
practice nedicine. Reflecting on that, these appear to have been
nore art training centers than scientific institutions. One

| earned the art of nmedicine. At about the tinme of World War |

t he Carnegi e Foundation for the Advancenent of Teaching

comm ssioned M. Flexner to study nedical education, and his
report becanme the basis for radical changes in the way physicians
were prepared. He concluded that the know edge base for nedicine
had changed and outdi stanced the training centers for nedicine
and that the preparation for careers in nedicine needed to be
brought into the university where the sciences were. The
preparation for education was in the university, but the sciences
of pedagogy were not necessarily a part of the curriculum of npst
of our schools of education. There were educational
psychol ogi sts, but the field of educational psychol ogy seened to
have noved al ong parallel Iines with cognitive psychol ogy.

Cogni tive psychol ogy was part of a larger field of cognitive

sci ences. These were fundanental to nental activity, nental
processing and | earning. Yet what was being done in school s of
education was not rooted in the sciences of cognition. There
wer e ot her social sciences, biological sciences that were now
recogni zed in formas educational processes, but education did
not systematically tap these areas. These areas seened to be
nmovi ng i ndependently. In our schools of education we tended to
focus on the teaching of techniques with only a sanpling of this
know edge.

It would not be feasible to send all staff persons back to
schools to be re-educated and since the Board woul d have these
persons for many years to conme, Dr. Gordon thought it would be
prudent and wi se for the Board to enable the teachers to obtain
this knowl edge that would be the foundational know edge for
pedagogy in the future. People were talking about the
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interfacing of anthropol ogy and educati on and the ways in which
the processes of |earning could be informed by a study of

ant hr opol ogi cal concepts. Folk in sociol ogy were tal king about
ways in which the sociol ogy of know edge and the soci ol ogy of

| earning could better informwhat we do. Dr. Gordon was
suggesting that one aspect of staff devel opnent needed to be the
exposure of persons now in service to sone of these new bodi es of
knowl edge which could better informwhat was done in education.

The second content area concerned the subject matter itself. Dr.
Gordon expl ai ned that the biology he learned in college was quite
different fromwhat his children were learning as they were quite
beyond what he had | earned. Yet there were still teachers who
were taught at about the sanme tinme Dr. Gordon was | earning and
they were expected to teach children today things that were not
concei ved of when they were taught. In specific content areas of
physi cs and chem stry and the natural sciences and nost of the
soci al sciences, these bodies of know edge have changed.

Teachers needed opportunities to renew, catch up and be

rei nt roduced. Wi | e sone bodi es have not changed drastically,
i.e., languages, the context for understanding themcertainly had
so people teaching literature were confronted with varieties of
literary expression that were not considered a part of the canon
20 or 30 years ago. There were new ways of interpretation and
criticizing. In alnost all areas of know edge included in the
curriculumthere were opportunities for teachers to renew and
refresh. Dr. Gordon's recomendati on goes far beyond mnority
educati on because problens of mnority education go far beyond
mnority status. |If able people were not in the classroons,
mnorities and everybody el se would be cheated. It was nost
inportant for |ow status nenbers of the systemthat teachers had
the opportunities to enhance their conpetencies, their
understanding and their knowl edge. It was Dr. Gordon's feeling
and observation that when one was not sure of what he was
teaching and not in control of the know edge others nust |earn,

t hen that person becane defensive, anxious and | ess able to reach
out, nurture, encourage and support others.

Dr. CGordon related that he had heard people claimng that they
wanted to and were ready to inprove mnority education, but they
did not know what to do. He felt that they thought there were
sonme things peculiar to mnority education that they needed to
know in order to do their jobs better. And this m ght be true.
Dr. Gordon felt it was easier for himto teach young wonen in his
cl asses because he had spent a fair anmount of tinme trying to
understand his wife and two daughters. This m ght not have been
true if he had not had this experience with wonen. Therefore, he
felt that it was terribly inportant to | earn sonethi ng about

ot her people. However, Dr. Gordon thought that |earning about
peopl e m ght not be as inportant as understandi ng what it was
that one was trying to teach because generally when one felt
confortable with oneself and with what he was doi ng, one did not
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find it so easy to let his ignorances, biases or predeterm ned
assunptions get in the way of relationships. |If a teacher was
not doing his job well, he usually found a scapegoat at this
point and it usually was soneone different fromhimto put the
bl ane on.

In social psychology there was a termcalled "eval uative bias."
This was a fancy termused to describe the finding that when you
have to explain the behavior of another person |like yourself, you
were likely to try to find out what it was in the environnent and
what was happening to this person that caused this person to fai
or not do well. If that person was unlike ne, you were nore
likely to |l ook at that person and say, "Wat is wong with this
student that is causing himor her to fail?" When the conpetence
brought to the classroom was shaky or tenuous, the inclination
was to |l ook to the people with whom one was interacting.
Assunptions were then drawn to |i ke people that sonething was
getting in the way of their |earning, whereas to unlike persons,
the fault was in themthat they couldn't learn or the parents
didn't want themto learn. The concern with staff devel opnent
was basic to pedagogy itself, but it had special rel evance when
one tal ked about the youngsters served who were | ess weal t hy.

Dr. Gordon further explained that there was a widely held
perception that the expectations of staff were relatively | ow or

| ower for mnority students than for majority students. This was
reported in Dr. Gordon's report, noting an underlying residual

bi as or racismperceived to be operative in this system

Whenever raci smor bias was tal ked about, people becane
unconfortable. Dr. Gordon related that in his early life he
spent alnost all of his tinme being exposed al nbst entirely to

bl ack people and therefore devel oped a greater affinity for

bl acks than whites. 1In the course of his growh and maturation,
he said he had | earned to appreciate white people. He continued
t hat everyone had baggage that was brought fromthe past, sone of
whi ch we can take pride in and sone not. As a professional
person, Dr. Gordon said he could not let attitudes towards his
students get in the way of the discharge of his professional
responsibility. Therefore, even though his early experience nade
hi m nore confortable with blacks than whites, he had | earned as a
prof essor at Yale he could not let that unfortunate circunstance
be reflected in his professional work. It had becone easy for
himto do that because he did know what he was doing. He knew
his field. The bottomline was sinply that if you wanted people
to do a good job for you, to rise above the |imtations that were
i nposed by their prior experiences, you nust help themconstantly
work at it, constantly renew, develop new skills and conpetencies
and confidences which would enable themto deliver the kind of
services needed. Dr. Gordon said he was delighted that they were
toni ght tal king about staff devel opnment and hoped that during the
course of this discussion, they could identify areas where they
coul d give greater attention
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Ms. Qutierrez asked Dr. Gordon to expand a bit nore on the fact
that his val ues were acquired about the age of 9 or 10. There
was a common theory that that was when we instinctively acquired
val ues fromour environnment. How did one recogni ze that sone of
t hose val ues may no | onger be conpatible, and how did you change
that? He said you nust know what you are doing. M. Qutierrez
asked if he could explain about when you realized that this was
not the appropriate behavior for that case. It was a val ue
shifting that he was trying to get at.

Dr. Gordon said it would be hard for himto pinpoint where he
came out of this. He renenbered nmaki ng sone derogatory conment
directed toward anot her group of people when he was around the
age of 10 or 11 and he received sone direct instruction fromhis
not her about this. The major differences occurred in the course
of his encounters with varieties of people under varieties of

ci rcunst ances so that he began to naturally appreciate sonething
that Tiage tal ked about and that was perspective. Sone people
had soci alization experiences where that happened early. Qhers
did not. He had been talking with Ms. Katheryn Genberling,
associ ate superintendent for instruction and program devel opnment,
about the ways education could contribute to nulti-perspectivism
hel pi ng youngsters to early appreciate the inportance of multiple
perspectives as opposed to a single perspective. To answer Ms.
Qutierrez's question, it cane with experiences, learning to
appreciate that others were different but just as good, different
but val uable. These differences were both acceptable.

Dr. Gordon's feelings were that teachers who could help
youngsters had those kinds of experiences and were better
teachers than those who did not. He thought that by the year
2000, teachers would be |l ess concerned with teaching facts than
teachi ng ways of view ng things. Wen we thought about w se
peopl e, they were the people who could step back and | ook at the
phenonena, recognizing that there were a variety of ways of
understanding it and then making a judgnment by yoursel f about
what your position would be.

Dr. Cheung said that the National Acadeny of Science and the
Institute of Medicine was thinking about devel opi ng an aut onmat ed
clinical information systemwhich they called the second-com ng
of Fl exner whereby they would have scientific facts and
information to provide higher quality of care as well as a
scientific base. This information system would becone the key
for future quality nedical care and the body of know edge in
clinical nedicine. Dr. Gordon added that MCPS was trying to do
sonething simlar to that with student information systens.

Dr. Pitt said that superintendents were generalists, having to
know a great deal about everything and ending up knowng a little
bit about a lot. Dr. Pitt introduced Dr. Stan Fagan, Director of
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the Departnent of Staff Devel opnent, and asked himto give an
i dea of where he saw MCPS going or not going. He noted that
there was a | arge nunber of staff in the audience and that Dr.
Gordon was the draw.

Dr. Fagan thought it was fitting for the first worksession to
focus on staff devel opnent and recalled how Dr. Gordon had
enphasi zed this in his report. MCPS had a strong conm t nent

to staff devel opnent. He stated that the growh and caring of
chil dren depended upon the effectiveness of a staff, and the
teachers were commtted to encouraging children and giving
credibility to the learning process. To this end, the Departnent
of Staff Devel opnent played a large role to pronote the success
of all students while enhancing systemm de efficiency. He
stressed, however, that the departnent was only one conponent of
a very broad based, multi-faceted staff training effort for
mnority education.

Dr. Fagan highlighted the 12 initiatives noted in Dr. Pitt's
paper on pages 4 through 7. Secondary principals were trained by
t he Departnent of Academic Skills in math efforts focused on
hel pi ng students becone nore attracted to the math curricul um
Teachers were trained in pre-algebra and algebra to help mnority
students to feel confortable in mastering this program Project

| npact training focused on primary | evel teachers enphasi zing
active learning and mani pul ative materials, so students could be
nmore successful. This programwas in collaboration with the
University of Maryland and the National Science Foundati on.

In the science area, there were hands-on science research nethods
for high school students who worked with the National Institutes
of Health and the Hughes Medical Institute. A new program
initiative wwth Montgonery Col | ege enhanced hands-on sci ence,
high interest materials for elenentary teachers to use in their
cl assroons. These teachers in turn would be denonstration
teachers for others. The Math, Science and Mnorities Project
was started by the Departnment of Quality Integrated Education in
ei ght schools with American University Center for Race Equity and
focused on inproving attitudes of students towards math and
science. The Summer Institute for Achi evenent, a four-week
program worked with average students to boost themin reading
and math i nto above-average levels. This program focused on
cognitive learning strategies where students could be taught
vi sual i zing, mani pulating and estimating for better performance.
One hundred sixty-one teachers participated in this program |l ast
summer. Further, 60 additional teachers were trained to observe
t hese teachers so they could take these strategies back to their
school s and expand the instruction to others. These skills were
bei ng expanded to | ower achieving students.

The Successful Practices program now in 34 schools, was designed
to dissem nate practices that have sone validation by the
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Depart ment of Educational Accountability. Staff Devel opnent and
the area offices worked together on this program The M ni-G ant
program had a strong staff devel opnent program Dr. Fagan
expl ai ned the Summer Search program where students | earned to
expand their career awareness was located in QE This was a
good neans of hel ping students to gain confort about their
potential for experiencing success in science and math and
technol ogy areas. School counselors and teachers were encouraged
to participate and help recruit students to nove into this
program Also within QE was the Effective School s Project
targeted in six elenentary schools, based on the national node

of effective schools, which has had consi derabl e research.

Fam |y Math, focused on famlies working with their children in
concert with staff, hel ped children appreciate that they could
gain concepts in math through a hands-on materials strategy.

El ementary school teachers participated in this project. This
proj ect was based on the Equals programat the University of
California. The nentoring initiative, wdespread at all levels
in Montgonery County, was devel oped through Q E and many school s
had adapted nentoring strategies in their own way, many of which
were quite outstanding.

The Human Rel ations Departnent had a systemm de approach to
advance the Board's priorities for integration. The thene of

| ast year's Human Rel ations experience was "A Shared
Responsibility, School and Famly Community in the 90's." This
year's theme was "Val uing Diversity--Mxim zing Achi evenent."
The Departnent of Staff Devel opnment had been working on infusing
teaching strategies to pronote adaptive education, nulti-cultural
teaching, into all credit and non-credit offerings and at al
levels, including A & S, teachers and support staff. Dr. Fagan
said there were several initiatives to bring mnority
instructional assistants into the teaching ranks through sonme new
Creative prograns.

Dr. Fagan expl ained that the essence of these prograns was MCPS' s
commtrment to building skills for neeting the diversity of the
children through a multi-cultural, nmulti-perspective approach and
hel pi ng schools to have flexibility and capability to train for
i ndi vi dual enpl oyee and school inprovenent. The current enphasis
was on school - based staff devel opnent. There were five thrusts
to this school -based effort. The school as a social system was
involved with all staff participating in a school-w de effort.
This involvenent allowed for staff and community deci sion making
and created nore diversified educational treatnents for children.
The school -based effort trained school teans so the school could
be nore self-sufficient to carry out quality in-service within
the building. WMterials and resources were provided fromcentral
and area supports into schools. An exanple of this was the
Comput er Bank, accessible to all schools. The departnment was
wor ki ng on di ssem nati ng successful practices and strategies from



9 February 11, 1991

all innovative projects. Dr. Fagan said they were al so working
on forging a partnership with all enployee organi zations and the
community to oversee a responsive school -based training effort
whi ch could neet the Board's priorities, especially Priority 2,
to give respectful and hel pful treatment to all nmenbers of the
school comunity. The countyw de staff devel opnent managenent
team was designed to pronote a nore coordi nated conprehensive
approach with the enphasis on | ocal school change and i nvol venent
of staff. Presently, the CSDMI was devel oping a staff

devel opnment pilot in ten schools using this approach, and the
initial reports from DEA were very prom sing, indicating strong
i npacts on staff and school inprovenent.

Dr. Pitt said he asked that this teambe fornmed as a part of the
Commi ssion on Excell ence Report to focus on schools in an

organi zed way so teachers could gain areas of help where needed
and to nodify staff devel opnent to neet their needs. It was
still inits early stages in these ten schools.

M's. Fanconi thought the Board needed to take sone action soon.
The Board needed to nove toward setting up a structure to define
what the Board wanted to do and how it could be done within the
exi sting budget. Ms. Fanconi thought that teachers wanted to
succeed, and a staff devel opnent effort should acknow edge that.
Dr. Gordon was asked for his input on budget cuts and how t hey
m ght affect mni-grants and departnents that | ook at mnority
and nmulti-cultural issues. Dr. Gordon had spoken earlier about
the necessity for teachers to have nore individual tine with
students, and the budget cuts would inpact this area of staff
devel opment if class sizes were larger. Ms. Fanconi was
soliciting Dr. CGordon's assistance to tackle these kinds of
pr obl ens.

Dr. Pitt nentioned that the County Council had just recommended
an affordability limt for the MCPS budget at $708 nmillion, which
is $70 mllion under sanme services. Never in his thirty years of
service to MCPS had this school system suffered such a
significant fiscal inmpact. It would be a real challenge to find
ways of doing what had to be done in this area of staff

devel opnent .

M. Ewing thought it was inportant to note these fisca
constraints, but also inportant for the Board to decide what it
needed to do. If it were not possible to do what needed to be
done this year, then the Board should have a plan to say it
shoul d be done in the next year and the foll ow ng year,
monitoring things as they went along to avoid any waste or danmage
that could occur. In this particular area, there had been del ay
to do other than what shoul d have been done, and now it was tine
to do what had to be done, what could now be done and what had to
be done later. He hoped it wouldn't be approached with too
constrictive a view.
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Dr. Cheung asked Dr. Gordon for his response to Dr. Fagan's
report and if there were any alternatives which would be nore
effective to achieve the goals in Dr. Gordon's report. Sone of
these alternatives seened to be random i nnovations and Dr. Cheung
di d not know how they could be instituted and eval uated. What
shoul d the Board's approach be in order to be nore effective and
f ocused?

Dr. Gordon was unsure whether these questions needed answers or
were they part of the Board agenda? He nentioned that he was
unconfortabl e maki ng eval uati ve statenents about the staff

devel opnent program H's recommendati ons regardi ng staff

devel opnent cane out of his hearing that the system had been
criticized because it had people who were perceived as not
knowi ng the fact that people were prepared to nove but needed
nore direction. GCenerally, Dr. CGordon said schools were in sone
difficulty wth respect to "know how. "

Dr. CGordon asked to give sone inmmedi ate perceptions. After
reading Dr. Pitt's nmeno, he was aware that the systemwas in no
way short of good ideas. Major and prom sing practices from
around the country had been identified in this report. However,
it was difficult for Dr. Gordon to know the nature and content of
staff devel opnent. For exanple, he could nount a tutorial
program train people to do it and get "brownie" points for doing
so before tutoring began. But until the nature of the program
and training were exam ned as regards priorities and val ues of
the program its appropriateness to a particular problemcould
not be intelligently discussed. And this was a problemin

tal ki ng about MCPS staff devel opnent activities. It mght be a
good idea for the Board to | ook nore closely at the content and
nature of staff devel opnent and ask staff to nore specifically
address that. Dr. Gordon felt MCPS had a very interesting math
programgoing. He felt that they were on target based on results
he had seen. Dr. Gordon stressed that his statenents were

i nferences because he did not really know what was bei ng done for
the teachers. It was inportant to know the major thrusts of the
pieces in addition to sinply know ng sonething was in place.

He noted the double period algebra. Fromwhat he knew and had
heard about it, it seened like a very fine program Regarding
the other initiatives, the fact that they were on paper and in

pl ace, did not nmean they could just go on to sonething else. It
was conceivable that too nmany areas had been targeted. This

m ght not be too big a "nmenu," but the Board shoul d be assured
that the "nenu" was appropriate to the needs of the system and
appropriately delivered. It was inportant not just to eval uate
the inplenentation, but the outcone as well. |In other words, was
the patient getting the nedicine. Another way to say this was,
"I's what is described in the program being delivered and what is
the nature of the preparation of the people delivering it."
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Ms. Brenneman went a step further by noting that it was
inportant to see if the nmedicine did, in fact, effect the cure.
Are these progranms being evaluated to see if they were successful
or not?

Dr. Pitt said there was a | ot of evaluation of program The math
programwas a two-year effort. FEvaluation now was based on
teacher grades, and 73% of the students in algebra now had a
grade of C or better. Dr. Pitt noted that by any standard sone
of the existing prograns were relatively successful. However,

| ooking at the whole picture, Dr. Pitt said his real concern was
nmoving the programto a | ot nore people. This had not always
been successful. Maybe rather than noving toward flexibility,
MCPS shoul d focus on a small nunber and get to a |arger nunber

qui ckly.

Dr. Gordon said in their review of MCPS prograns, they did not

| ook at a | ot of evaluation data because there were so many
factors that influenced the hard data outcones that the decision
was made to determ ne the goodness of programrather than its

i npact as reflected in changed outcones for particul ar
youngsters. Looking across the population, it did not appear to
Dr. Gordon that these progranms had significantly reduced the |ag
in mnority achievenent in the county. However, if you | ooked at
the descriptive quality of what was being done, it was about as
good as what was happeni ng el sewhere. It was a conplicated

eval uation task of trying to decide whether to ask if the
delivery was as good as it could be or was the outcone as good as
hoped. Personally, Dr. Gordon would prefer to | ook at outcone.
This was also the case fromthe Board's perspecti ve.

M's. Brenneman di scussed attitude and behavior, especially of

t hose persons who deal regularly with mnority students, i.e.,
bus drivers and secretaries. Ms. Brenneman asked Dr. Gordon if
the human rel ati ons courses were adequately addressing
appropriate attitudes and behaviors to this group of people. The
first inpressions were very inportant. Support staff should be
included in this area as well. Dr. Gordon agreed that clinate
perneated the system He would not advise the Board to invest a
| ot of noney to teach people howto do that. He did not feel

t hat nost peopl e needed to be taught how to be decent to others.
VWhat had to be done was to | ook at factors that enabled or

requi red people to be decent. Wat was sensed fromthe mnority
communities was that they felt that too many people in the system
did not care about that part of their behavior and there was the
perception that they could not care and could get away with it.
Dr. Gordon nentioned in his report that this had to be nade cl ear
to MCPS enpl oyees that this was sinply unacceptabl e professional
behavi or. These things should be expected of enployees. It may
be that teachers needed to be helped with their skills, but it
was i nconceivable to himthat people had to be taught how to
respect other human bei ngs.
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Ms. Brenneman agreed with Dr. Gordon that people could not be
taught how to be nice to others. That was the issue of attitude
versus behavi or, and she noted that it was difficult to change
attitudes where behavior could be changed and taught. Sone
peopl e m ght not be accustoned to dealing with peoples from

di verse cultures, and they could benefit from |l earni ng about
different cultures. On the other hand, Ms. Brenneman nenti oned
speci al education situations where sonetines mnority students
were over-represented. There was uncertainty about whether sone
behavi ors were special ed behaviors or just behaviors. |[If staff
and teachers were aware of the differences, there m ght be
benefit in behavior training.

Dr. Gordon said this was one area where he woul d make a
recommendation to staff devel opnent. There was a maj or problem
in the perception of the over-representation of mnorities in
speci al education, and too many of MCPS clients were distrustful
of the system by which these children were assigned. |If there
were a priority in staff devel opment, maybe the fol k who had this
responsi bility should note this as a primary target, giving them
the benefit of the doubt that it was their |ack of understanding
of diverse folk that was contributing to the "m sdi agnosis."

Ms. Brenneman questioned Dr. Gordon if that wasn't where it
actually started. Dr. Gordon agreed, but thought that if the
task were to be manageable, it should begin with the EMI"s so the
youngsters that were so placed, had been placed by well -prepared
prof essionals and were appropriately placed. At the nonent, the
perception was widely held that the screening process was not
done with sufficient care and too many children were taken out of
the classroons. It seened to Dr. Gordon, that under those

ci rcunst ances, teachers ought to have a greater responsibility if
t he resi dual youngsters have been overscreened, that was to say
that the disturbed children as well as the disturbing youngsters

had been placed. |f adequate resources were avail able, a
systemn de effort at helping all teachers learn to handle a w de
variety of students would be quite useful. Wat Dr. Gordon had

recommended was that there ought to be a team of fol k avail abl e
to teachers to advise the teacher whether or not he or she had a
probl em and what then he or she should do about it if it were
real. Dr. CGordon's preference was to invest his effort here
rather than in "pull-out" staff devel opnent activities. At the
top of Dr. Gordon's list for staff devel opnent was technica
assistance. Hs feeling was to help the teacher in the setting
where the teacher had to deal with the situation every day,
rather than pull the teacher out for a hour or so a week for a
speci al experience.

Dr. Gordon nentioned three categories of activities that the
Board should try to inplenment. The first was a needs assessnent
wher e supervi sors should be asked what they perceived the needs
to be. He was not sure if Staff Devel opnent had al ready done
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t hat needs assessnent, but it was inportant to do. Beyond that,

t he assunption was that supervisors were spending tine in the

cl assroons talking to teachers and that information was being
generated. He felt that teachers and staff ought to be
encouraged to nmake specific requests for group and i ndivi dual
efforts and, third, given the inproved student data systemw thin
23 of MCPS schools, it mght be useful to start there, and this
m ght have to be negotiated with unions, trying to identify
pockets of problems. Dr. Gordon felt it was inportant to
identify students and teachers who were regularly in trouble. He
woul d want to begin staff devel opnent wth them sending them
sonme technical assistance, initially diagnostic and then hel ping
the teacher to deal wth the problem At the top of Dr. CGordon's
list of staff devel opnent woul d be a needs assessnent.

Dr. Gordon said he thought the assunption could be nade that
generic problens did exist in Montgonery County, and he noted
that MCPS was al ready addressing sone of these problens, i.e.,
adapting instruction to | earner characteristics, individualizing
instruction, but the nost effective educational experiences were
t hose | earni ng experiences inforned by the characteristics of the
persons who were | earning. That process was one that should be
given a lot of attention. |If there were such a nodel in staff
devel opnment, it should be given sone priority. Dr. Gordon
stressed his belief in diagnostic and prescriptive instruction.

| f teachers did not know how to do this, they should be given
hel p. Teachers should know how to di stingui sh between di sturbing
and di sturbed behavior, children who were hard to teach as
opposed to children who were uneducatable. The major thrust of
the DP training for teachers would be helping themto better
under stand the needs of youngsters and to plan for their
intervention. Sonme of this was not terribly sophisticated. Ben
Bl oom said 25 years ago that one of the best predictors of

achi evenent was prior achievenent, prior learning. |f teachers
knew what the youngsters knew and then built on that, they were
likely to be nore effective than if they took a "shotgun"
approach to teaching. Dr. Gordon said that if he didn't help
teachers do anything else, it would be to help them better
under st and what youngsters already know, what the prior |earning
experience was. Teachers needed to be taught how to be sensitive
to this.

Third, was Bob Slavin's cooperative |learning. Two of the nost
effective kinds of |earning seened to be discovery |earning and
the I earnings shared with others. The notion of getting children
i nvol ved in cooperative | earning experiences where they hel ped
each other and | earned together and shared the |earning
experience was terribly inportant. This would be a good place to
build a new staff devel opnent activity.

Dr. Pitt noted that the sunmmer program was focused on that. A
teacher could not put anyone in special education. The
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Educati onal Managenent Team made up of a nunber of different
peopl e, observed the youngster and there was a psychol ogi cal done
up and special efforts. That did not negate anything Dr. Gordon
had al ready said, but Dr. Pitt wanted everyone to know t hat

t eachers cannot nmeke this decision. Qbviously, the skill of the
teacher m ght have a lot to do with begi nning judgnents about
youngsters, and Dr. Pitt agreed with that view

Dr. Gordon said MCPS m ght want to invest sone staff devel opnent
time in the EMI. The assunption was that if the over-
representation of mnorities was not a function of the
characteristics of those students and deliberate intent of the
peopl e maki ng the judgnent, the assunption was that there nust be
sonme error in their judgnment and they m ght need sone help in
maki ng better judgnents in respect to these children. Dr. Gordon
added that it would not be sufficient for that group to send

| ar ger nunbers of youngsters into regular classes wthout sone
preparation on the parts of the teachers for the absorption of
those kids. Dr. Gordon thought that probably the nost cruel
thing to do to the teacher and youngster was to send a youngster
that the teacher clearly did not want, was afraid of and thought
that he could do nothing with into that setting w thout
preparation.

The |l ast two generic issues that should be given attention to was
teacher as coach, resource person. Dr. Gordon nentioned the
error of tradition in education. W are a didactic profession,
tal king at people. This was not the nost effective way to teach
peopl e things. There was a great deal to be learned fromways in
whi ch coaches worked with athletes and the way a resource person
wor ked with people to do work independently. These people were
nore inportant than those who tried to pour sonmething into a
child s head. It was not unrelated to the |ast generic issue

whi ch was better use of group dynam cs. About 30-35 years ago
there was a new sub-specialty in social psychol ogy called group
dynam cs. The sinple notion was that when we functioned as a
group of people the dynam cs, the psychol ogy of what we were
doing, was different fromwhen we functioned in one-to-one
relationships or individually. There were techniques. There was
a scientific basis for the managenent of groups, and a | ot of
teachers did not have that. To this extent, they could teach
better, manage groups better, handl e discipline problens better.

First it was inportant to focus attention on needs assessnent,
nmeeting with staff devel opnment people to di scuss generic probl ens
t hat needed attention, ways in which the staff devel opnent
experience was delivered to teachers. Dr. Gordon began by
suggesting that attention needed to be given to ways of buil ding
in that staff devel opnment experience in the work day for

t eachers.

M's. Fanconi said that MCPS did have EYE days for teachers and
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had half days during the year where groups went to schools and
worked with staff. This was already built in, but better use
shoul d be made of it. Dr. Gordon said that ideally it would be
good to find sone ways to manage | arge nunbers of children for at
| east one day out of five to free up half the staff for continued
education. This type of radical solution was very inportant for
teachers who were taxed heavily keeping up with students for
hours at a stretch every day. Tine should be nmade for this.
Secondl y, technical assistance and denonstration were ot her areas
where Dr. Gordon was convinced that just pulling people out of
their classroons to talk at themwas not as effective as sendi ng
sonebody in to show them help them and work with them |In
addition to cooperative |l earning was the idea of cooperative
t eachi ng, where teachers worked together to teach. Dr. Gordon
said he did not have the answers to the systen s probl ens, but
they had to work them out together. He had found that if people
coul d get together, they generally could work out their problens.
The solutions nmay not always be |iked, but people could |earn
fromeach other in this way. Teachers could benefit fromthat,
hel pi ng each other to I earn how to teach. Bob Shaker had a
notion of teaching as inquiry where teachers are encouraged to
experinment and learn fromthese experinents. |f MCPS were to buy
into Dr. Gordon's notion to invest nore heavily in research and
devel opnent, nmaybe one of their functions would be to help
teachers get involved in research in their own work, the
schol arly analysis of their practice. There was no better way to
learn, i.e., looking at video tapes of oneself, listening to
audi o tapes, and having soneone else criticize hinifher.

Additionally, Dr. Gordon said it was inportant to have better use
of academ c and industrial |aboratories to allow teachers of math
and science an opportunity to spend nore tine in this area. Not
to do this bordered on immorality. If it were Dr. CGordon's

drut hers, he would have people in the business of math and
science spend tine in the classroons and have teachers in these
fields spend tine in the | aboratories rather than the isolation
that they now are in at the nonent. These would be the
directions Dr. Gordon woul d recomrend now.

M's. Fanconi asked Dr. CGordon to go one step further in terns of
accountability. Dr. Gordon reiterated that MCPS needed two

| evel s, one to help staff begin to have a higher sense of
accountability to each other and the other to have staff eval uate
itself. The Board and staff could not abdicate their
responsibility for repeated failures of having one in the wong
pl ace.

M's. Hobbs asked Dr. Gordon if in his previous neetings in
January he had tal ked about specific reconmendations with staff
and if so, what were their responses. Dr. Gordon said he did not
recall anyone openly challenging the direction he was talking
about in the three neetings he had that day.
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M. Ewi ng nmade an observation of where the Board was at the
moment and what needed yet to be done. M. Ewing said his

i npression of the staff devel opnent programwas that it was one
built over the years by highly conpetent people, responding to
the requirenents that they had been given. What MCPS had today
was an accretion of successive waves of ideas, many of them
excel l ent, about what the needs were in the staff devel opnent
area. The difficulty now faced was that MCPS had a set of
resources devoted to all of that that in sone respects was

i nfl exi ble. That was not a consequence of anything staff did.
They had responded magnificently and had gi ven excel |l ent service
in all respects. M. Ewing said nowit was tinme to decide what
the appropriate thenes were and what priorities should be
pursued. It would be necessary to take a | ook at the nature and
content of what was being done. This was inportant because if it
were not done, there was the possibility of elimnating the nore
i nportant things and keeping the |east inportant things. That
may mnmean sone things may have to be elimnated or downscal ed
because it was inportant to set priorities and deci de what nust
be done to be nost effective. This nust be described in terns
that the average citizen could understand, wth sinple enough

| anguage in ternms so convincing that even the budget cutters
woul d be reluctant to reach in and cut. Dr. Gordon had provided
the Board with a series of priorities, themes and areas of focus
and concentration and he thought the Board needed to determne if
they wanted to nove in that direction. It would be necessary to
group the things being done into priority statenents and then
determ ne whi ch ones should be continued. M. Ewing cited giving
techni cal assistance in sone formas an exanple. To sone extent
this was being done now. |If, during the course of budget
cutting, area office staff were cut back and this could not be
done, would the Board al so want to reduce central office
capability to do that? He did not think so. That would nean

t hat resources would have to be found and they woul d have to be
identified and protected. Regarding the three things Dr. Gordon
tal ked about, teaching skills, mastery of content and subj ect
matter and | earning nore about others, this was another dinension
around whi ch adequate attention should be given. MCPS was doi ng
a lot of things to inprove teaching skills at this time, to help
teachers | earn about ot her people.

One of the things not being done much with was mastery of subject
matter. Some was being done through the contract wth enpl oyee
unions, permtting them sone noney to engage in university
education at school system expense. Staff devel opnent m ght

i ndeed need to focus on that nore.

M. Ewi ng continued that another dinension of this was the
formula that Dr. Gordon tal ked about was not one that said nore
nmoney must be spent on sone aspect of this because that one
aspect would help mnority students. He was really saying that
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staff devel opnent was inportant to everybody and it woul d be
inportant for mnority students because it would inprove teaching
skills, mastery and | earni ng about others which would benefit al
students. That was an inportant thene. MCPS should not |ose
sight of the inportance to mnority students of the effort and
shoul d pay attention to that in terns of what the outconmes were
for mnorities as well as for other students. Watever was being
done shoul d be designed to benefit mnorities as well as al
students. M. Ew ng said what was needed was a solid description
of the efforts focusing on priorities. This should be limted to
certain kinds of things and the know edge that all things could
not be done. Further, in future years there would be ot her

t hings that would be done, with a formal nonitoring and

eval uative process so that MCPS coul d know whet her what was bei ng
done was satisfactory. This way it could be denonstrated and
shown to the world that what was bei ng done was working with
teachers and was beneficial to the students.

In short, M. Ewing said what was needed was a programthat coul d
be described in those terns. This now existed, but he was
suggesting a different format for that program a different
design and set of priorities, upon which to focus.

Dr. Pitt said in terns of these assessnents MCPS was trying to
focus devel opnent on those areas related to goals in terns of
program Maybe that focus could be sharper. The elenents were
there. Dr. Pitt's concern was that they nmay be going too many
different ways and in that sense not focus enough on a few areas
that woul d be of nost value. In looking at particular needs of a
school and trying to develop a programfor that school and
teachers and staff, it nmust fit those students in that school
Part of the MCPS approach had been to nove froma centralized
approach which was now just in the first stages, assess the
needs, | ook at how well the needs are being nmet in that
particul ar school and then try to focus training to help those

teachers do a better job. |If this was not the right direction,
t hey should change it now That individualized and separated it
out much nore. It should be exam ned as to whether this was the

way to go or if there was a better way.

M . Chang observed that two areas Dr. Gordon had nentioned had
been di scussed by student governnents for a few years now. One
was the issue of student participation, group dynam cs and
cooperative learning. This was being utilized nore strongly in
the elenmentary and m d-level and he hoped that it would be
utilized nore in the high schools because it was his
under st andi ng that students worked better when they were actively
involved. From a student perspective, that woul d be appreciated.

Anot her point was teachers |learning fromother teachers and their
own students. The system now was doing a great deal with teacher
exchanges and wor kshops. School - based managenent made this
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easier for schools to do this; however, M. Chang said froma
student perspective the student evaluations of teachers needed to
be inproved. Student governnent |eaders were currently focusing
on devel oping a better eval uati on process.

Regar di ng contenporary teaching and | earning styles, one thing
M. Chang noticed that contenporary teaching called for keeping
students notivated and interested. This was hard. Students got
attitudes fromthe entertai nnent industry and society and used
these bad role nodels. M. Chang had seen a tel evision show
about the use of videos and "rap" nusic in teaching. Students

| earned a | ot from nusic.

M. Chang asked Dr. Gordon if he could counsel the Board on how
to inprove teachers' and adm nistrators' respect for other
cultures in order to better relate with students to nake their

| obs easi er.

Dr. Gordon said this was easy to explain. It would depend upon
the interest, goodw Il and intellectuality of staff. There was a
fair amount of "new know edge." There was a femnist literature,

African and Asian-Anmerican literature, Latin-Anerican, that had
been off on the side and not a part of the mainstream Certainly
the system coul d nake that body of literature nore avail able and
encour age people to becone famliar with it. Those who were
intellectually serious and notivated would dig it out because it
was avail able, but others would not want to. Dr. Gordon's

i npression was that nost teachers were sufficiently serious about
their jobs so that if they knew that this know edge was readily
and easily available, it would be used because it would be

di scerned as part of the job. Mking this "newl y" discovered
know edge avail abl e woul d cost sone noney.

Dr. Cheung added that it is very difficult to change people's
behavior if people do not want to change. There needed to be
sone incentive, sone environnment where people could be notivated
to change. It seened that we were "do gooders."” \Wat kind of
incentive or environnent could be created to all ow teachers and
staff to be notivated within thenselves to do sonet hi ng about
this? This was a key element. People could do all the right
things and without the incentive or climate, it was difficult for
peopl e to change.

Dr. Gordon recalled a reference made in the staff devel opnent
report to the work wwth the two unions, and he wanted to bring
this up again in this discussion. He agreed with Dr. Cheung that

unl ess peopl e wanted change, it would be very difficult. 1In his
| ast nmeeting with the Board, Dr. Gordon called attention to the
experience in New York City with the nore effective schools. 1In

addition to tine spent negotiating salary and benefits with
uni ons, the unions should be encouraged to tal k about educati onal
policy and where they were going and how they were going to get
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there, wwth an effort to have thembuy into the things the Board
was di scussing at this neeting.

Dr. Gordon said he had nmet with one group fromthe teacher's
union, and they had either not had the nerve to di sagree or they
were not the eneny. They had told himthat they wanted to see
sonet hing being done. It was Dr. Gordon's feeling that they
should be invited in to help.

M's. Fanconi responded that she thought it was inportant to get
teacher buy-in. This could be done if the teachers were included
and nmade part of the process. They could be asked to conme up
with strategies within their own schools and then asked to tel
the Board what was needed to acconplish their strategies. They
would in this way begin to think about what was needed. This
woul d involve themactively in the | earning process. Ms.

Fanconi gave Dr. Gordon a copy of "Attracting and Enabling
Teachers" for himto read. Ms. Fanconi said that the system had
to develop an ability to accept inperfections where they could
say it was OK that there was a particular area where they were
not doing as well as they should, as long as they knew they could
do better. It was her thought that the Board was struggling with
criticism The Board was trying to show how well they were
doing, while at the sane tinme asking for Dr. Gordon's gui dance
because they were not doing well. This needed to be

acknowl edged. All the hard work and efforts by the system were
to be acknow edged, but there were still areas where hel p was
needed. Ms. Fanconi said often teachers, principals and
children were not allowed to have these feelings. Teachers
shoul d be allowed to ask for help wi thout having a threat of no
rai se or probation. She thanked Dr. Gordon for giving his
criticismand asked himto give themnore as to how he saw t hem
as a Board in response to his report, how they were goi ng about

it and whether it was the nost effective use of tinme and com ng
to grips with it.

Dr. CGordon begged shortage of tinme on that request. He was

pl eased to have been invited back to the Board and to conti nue
planning with the Board. H's reaction to what had thus far taken
pl ace was positive. D alogue was going on and this was good.

M's. Fanconi said the Board had not gone to MCEA, MCCSSE, and
MCAASP to ask for group input about how to go about it. She
asked if the Board was goi ng about their study in the best use of
Dr. Gordon's tinme. Dr. Gordon did not want to answer off the top
of his head and said he would get back to Dr. Vance or Dr. Pitt
and nake ot her suggestions after thinking about it.

Dr. CGordon added one point that he had neglected. He did not
know if the Mnority Advisory Commttee had been involved to this
point. In these discussions, he thought it was terribly
inportant that they be included. Ms. Fanconi added that they
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shoul d have been at the table and M. Ew ng agreed. He added
that they would be having a full neeting with the Board on
February 21, and they would be invited to join the Board. Dr.
Gordon said that although it mght be tinme consum ng and sone of
it mght be confrontational, his perception was that a segnent of
the mnority community viewed the systemas not being with it.
Whet her they were right or wong, if that was their perception,
MCPS was in trouble. It seenmed to Dr. Gordon that they had to
cone together to work on this.

M. Ewi ng observed that it was inportant for the Board to make
full use of Dr. Gordon's expertise and know edge. At the sane
time it was inportant for the Board to debate these issues anong
the Board nenbership and to conme to sone resolution. Dr. Gordon
could not be used as a crutch forever. The Board had to nake

t hese decisions, not Dr. Gordon. At sone juncture, the Board
woul d have to |l ook less at Dr. Gordon and nore at one anot her and
cone to grips with these issues. The Board needed to cone to the
concl usi on about what was reasonable to do and then ask for input
on this. The community had the right to expect of the Board sone
conclusions. M. Ewing said the community wanted the Board, at
sone point, to stop talking and start acting.

Ms. Qutierrez said she saw this as an enornous project with a
relatively short tinme to look at it, think about it, evaluate and
analyze it and cone up with conclusions. She hoped that Dr.
Gordon woul d be a facilitator in this process. M. Qutierrez
said that a |l ot of her questions had been answered. How do we
identify where we are? How do we eval uate what was bei ng done?
How do we understand the training staff devel opnent issues in the
worl d today, and Dr. Gordon had given them his thoughts on these
guestions. M. Qutierrez wanted Dr. Gordon's input in outcones.

How effective was the Board being in staff devel opment? This
did not appear to be a one-shot deal. It would have to have a
built-in check mechanismto show that the Board was i ndeed
staying on the right track. Wat kind of neasures, indicators
were a valid assessnent of the outcone that were not |ong-term
assessnments, such as SAT's. The Board needed to have a pul se on
t he heart beat.

Dr. Gordon said his prinme candi date woul d be uni on invol venent.
First he would Iike to see changes in the behavior of staff. He
woul d use indicators of good pedagogy as his criteria. |If the
Board agreed upon the extent to which teachers were able to

i nvol ve youngsters in the production of answers rather than in
the receipt of them i.e., Socratic teaching, then he would want
to know if nore teachers were doing that. More inportantly, was
M. Jones doing that? Dr. Gordon related that New York and
Connecti cut would have problens in getting i nmedi ate agreenent on
this. |If the unions, however, were working together on this, it
woul d not be as objectionable, particularly if the Board bought
Ms. Fanconi's notion that a climate could be devel oped where it
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woul d be acceptable to not quite be there as Iong as you were
getting there. Dr. Gordon would want to see behavi oral
indicators in staff as his first line of criteria. Once this
woul d be in place, then he would want to | ook at the |long-term
effects on student achi evenent.

M. Chang asked if the Board had questions, if they should submt
themin witing or how they should be handled. M. Ew ng asked

t hat questions be collected. |If nore tinme were needed on staff
devel opnment in the next worksession, the Board could take this
time. They were not bound by these Iimtations. |[|f questions

could be nore easily answered by a yes, or no or naybe, this
could be done without a lot of tinme. He asked M. Fess to
col |l ect questions and funnel themthrough Dr. Vance and see if
the Board had or did not have answers.

M. Qutierrez said she had a | ot of questions on what she had
received and there was just not enough tinme. She thought this
woul d be a good way to handl e questions and share themw th the
rest of the Board.

M. Ewing said that if the Board did need nore tinme on staff
devel opnment at the next session, by all neans the Board shoul d
take it and not be inflexible about the schedul e. | f anot her
session were needed, this could be done. The Board could see if
Dr. Gordon woul d be avail abl e and make choi ces then. The Board
shoul d do justice to the job, and not worry about fitting
everything in a certain anount of tine.

M. EwWng felt that the Board shoul d have ongoi ng pl anni ng on
each of the topics. For exanple, the point Dr. Gordon nade about
knowi ng nore about the nature and content of existing staff

devel opment efforts was extrenmely inportant. Perhaps Dr. Pitt
and the staff could give the Board for each of the ngjor
prograns/ courses a paper that was organized in the sanme
categories, i.e., objective, audience to which it is targeted,
specific content and resources associated. That would give the
Board sonme sense of what it was all about, what it cost and what
it was intended to acconplish. M. Ew ng thought Dr. Fagan could
have provided this if the Board had given himnore tine. The
Board shoul d have this kind of information.

M. Ewing said that Dr. Pitt and Dr. Vance m ght want to add nore
things. Further, M. Ew ng said he thought the Board needed to
take steps on its own to sumup what direction the Board wanted
to take. The Board m ght want to constitute a small commttee,
either of the Board or Board/staff commttee, to pull together

t hought s about where the focus ought to be. It mght be that the
Board should wait until it had the material on existing staff
devel opnment efforts, because it was hard to say what shoul d be
done unl ess you knew what was being done. M. Ew ng said that
the Board commttee could take a first look at it and conme to
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grips with what it wanted to do.

Dr. Pitt said it mght be well to define what was nmeant by staff
devel opment. This was a very broad topic. Every principal in
every school was expected to be a trainer, a nmaster teacher, to
hel p teachers assess needs and eval uati on and focus on areas
needi ng strengthening. There was a whole range. Where did the
Board want to focus and put resources? This should be defined.

M's. Fanconi asked what was being required of principals now that
was interfering wwth the nmaster teacher theory and how shoul d the
priorities be changed? Wuo could assist? Ms. Fanconi nentioned
that there were so many | ayers, she was frustrated with the

short period of time in which the Board had to do this job. This
had to be an active process involving staff, bringing ideas to
the Board. Dr. Pitt suggested that the Board should narrow their
focus. M. Ewing had tried to set that and Dr. Gordon showed
which priorities to look at. The Board should pick their
priorities and define what it was they wanted to do.

M's. Fanconi said she sawthis as taking the priority and setting
out the paraneters to nmake it happen. For exanple, if the Board
deci ded that the master teacher was their priority, then the
Board shoul d renove sone things, not add nore on top. She saw
this as the problemthat the Board kept on addi ng and addi ng and
addi ng and not taking anything away.

M. Ewi ng quoted Dani el Mynihan as saying that the thing that
frustrated planners was that they soon | earned that everything
related to everything. M. Ewing said initially they should take
a chunk of the world and focus on that chunk, and when the pieces
started to cone together, the Board would find that there were
guestions about the relationships of the pieces and how they did
or did not fit together. It seened to M. EwW ng that the Board's
job was to decide, based on the best data they could get, where
it wanted to go, what objectives were to be achi eved, what

probl ens were to be solved. The Board would need staff help to
do these things, but the Board would have to tell staff the
policy paraneters, the priorities, and the problens to be
addressed. Dr. Pitt agreed with M. Ew ng.

Ms. Qutierrez said that they could not overl ook the fact that
staff devel opnent was very nuch involved in evaluating teachers.
Ms. Qutierrez asked if this was directly built into teacher
eval uations and how that was linked with training. That piece of
the picture was necessary for the Board to have. Dr. Pitt noted
that Dr. Vance was the |liaison for this purpose. M. Qutierrez
noted that the Board did not want just the training. M. Ew ng
said they would get information about each of the major areas
within staff devel opnent, | ook at that, the Board woul d deci de
how it wanted to take next steps, which was to get sonebody to
focus on the Board' s judgnent about where to go fromhere, and
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al so how the rest of the community could be involved in | ooking
at those issues.

M. BEwi ng thanked Dr. Gordon for his hel pfulness. He said the
meeti ng was useful and productive and gave Dr. Gordon the Board's
appreci ation.

Re: ADJOURNVMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 11:10 p. m
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