APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
38-1992 August 24, 1992

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Mbnday, August 24, 1992, at 8 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Catherine Hobbs, President
in the Chair
Ms. Frances Brenneman
Dr. Al an Cheung
M. Blair G Ew ng
Ms. Carol Fancon
Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez
M. Jonat han Sins

Absent : Ms. Sharon D Fonzo

O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy

M. Thomas S. Fess, Parliamentari an

#i ndi cat es student vote does not count. Four votes are needed
for adoption.

Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

M's. Hobbs reported that Ms. D Fonzo was hone with a sprained
back and had sent her regrets. At the conclusion of the neeting
with MCEA, the Board woul d take up two transfer appeals.

Re: MONTGOMERY COUNTY EDUCATI ON
ASSOCI ATl ON

Ms. Phyllis Parks Robinson stated that MCEA had requested this
meeting prior to the beginning of contract negotiations. They
hoped to di scuss issues of major concerns but would not get into
the issues of salaries, benefits, or stipends because the Board
was well aware of their concerns in these areas. She comment ed
that this was the evening before teachers reported to work to
prepare for the opening of school. Normally teachers had a | ot
of butterflies in their stomachs prior to the start of a new
year, but this year there were a |ot of butterflies because of

| ow norale. She had had the opportunity of neeting wth new
teachers who were enthusiastic about starting school but
concerned about the governor's announced cuts in educational
funding. Wiile she didn't know how the reductions woul d work
out, she had reassured the new teachers that MCEA would work with
them She called on MCEA nenbers and officers to discuss issues
confronting them
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Ms. Barbara Beadles, a fourth grade teacher at Candl ewood,

expl ained that this was her 25th year in teaching; however, she
was scared because enrollnment in her school was down and art,
musi ¢, and physical educati on had been cut back fromfive to four
and a half days. This loss affected her planning tinme. She had
been teaching in a portable at Candl ewood for five years, and the
portable did not have water and at tinmes the heating and air-
conditioning failed. There were tinmes when she could not get to
t he bat hroom because of her schedule. Because they no | onger had
| unch room ai des, she had |unch duty one day a week. Because of
the |l oss of her planning tinme, she would not have the opportunity
to do a thorough job of incorporating SES in her planning.

M. Mark Sinon stated that after six years as president of MCEA
he had returned to the classroom where he was now teaching five
different courses in social studies. Planning tinme shoul d
provide himw th the opportunity to devel op creative | essons;
however, while the planning tinme had not decreased, the demands
on teachers had been increased. They were faced with curricul um
changes, MSPP, and SES. The expectation in SES that they teach
to every single student required planning tinme, and SES had a
strong enphasis on a nulti-perspective curriculumrelying on a

| ot of different sources for information which also required
planning time. He felt that it was ironic that they were facing
t hese chall enges at the tine when budget cuts were taking away
what they needed to neet the challenges. He was worried about
the ability of teachers to neet these hi gher expectations.

M. Charles Barkley commented that he had taught mathematics for
20 years at the mddle level. Wile he agreed that the concepts
of the m ddle school were great, he thought that m ddl e school
teachers did not have the tine to plan and work together. The
mat h curricul umwas good, but staff did not have the time to
teach it. He believed that m d-level teachers were beginning to
burn out. The changes in the program were good and were
necessary to neet the needs of these students, but unfortunately
they did not have the tine to do all that was expected of them

Ms. Bonnie Cullison said she would like to speak for the nusic,
art, physical education, special education, reading, and ESCL
teachers who felt like third class citizens. The present
contract did not begin to neet the needs of these educators in
giving themtine to plan. They were asking for the ability to do
their jobs better and neet the needs of their students. In her
14 years of teaching, she felt that her best |essons cane when
she was able to plan for hours, but she wasn't able to do that
with only one hour a day of planning tine. It was inpossible to
pl an, individualize instruction, and evaluate the | esson. For
exanpl e, a special education teacher m ght have students up to 10
sessions a day. |In one session they mght be working with a
group of kindergarten children, and in the next session they

m ght face third graders. Each one of these students had speci al
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needs, and they couldn't switch gears that fast w thout adequate
pl anning tinme. She cited the paperwork demands pl aced on speci al
education teachers and tal ked about folders three inches high.

M. Ewing recalled that in MCEA's letter they tal ked about

adm ni strators who converted planning time to other uses. M.
Sinmon replied that at the high school the instructionally-related
activity area was in direct conflict with planning tinme. For
exanple, this year they were starting a peer nediation programto
cope with discipline problens in his school, but they didn't have
staff to inplenent this. Teachers would handle this program and
this would conme out of their planning tine.

M. Randy Changuris reported that while their planning tine was
the same, the curriculum demands had expanded. To neet the needs
of students through SES, the updated curriculum or MSPP required
planning time. At his school there were 20 or so speci al
prograns that the principal had put in, and it took tinme to plan
for these progranms. They had students with nultiple problens,
and they tried to nmeet their needs. The question was whet her
teachers worked on curriculumor worked with students. They
coul d not just abandon these students who faced probl ens of

sexual abuse, drug abuse, or poor nental health. This was where
the noral e problem canme in because teachers could not neet the
curricul um demands and the soci al demands.

Ms. Phyllis Jaworski commented that as an English teacher at
Kennedy if she followed the loss of credit policy it would take
her planning tinme every day to talk with students and to talk
with parents. Wen a teacher deals with 140 students every day,
they mght find 10% absent at any given tinme, and it took time to
foll ow up on absenteei sm

Ms. Beadles remarked that in an elenentary school they had

pl anning time when the art, nusic, and physical education
teachers were there, and when these people were absent, the
teacher |lost the planning tine. Assenblies were often schedul ed
during the teacher's planning tine. She had kept a record and

| ast year out of 180 days, she had | ost 26 days of planning tine.

Ms. Whyl a Berman noted that in a mddle school such as Banneker
teachers nmet for one period as a team \Wile this was a good
concept, they spent a |ot of tinme working on the probl ens of
students at risk. EMIs were often schedul ed during a teacher's
pl anni ng period. As a special education teacher, she spent her
pl anni ng periods working with students who needed special hel p.

Ms. Robinson said that the next issue was class size and case
load. M. Cullison rem nded the Board that she had spoken to
t hem about case | oads, and right now all special education case
| oads were high in all areas. Special educators had the goal of
hel pi ng these students succeed, but it was difficult to do with
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the present loads. |If they had fewer students, they would have
nore planning tine.

Ms. Robinson called attention to the issue of special education
students returning to their home school. Wen these youngsters
were mai nstreaned, their teachers had to be trained to deal with
t he speci al needs of these students. Dealing with the needs of
t hat one student and the inpact on the other students took

pl anning time and coordination with the special education
teacher. 1In addition, teachers needed tine to neet with
col l eagues to deal with that student as well. Educators wanted
to do the best job they could, but they needed training, the
support of the special educators, and tinme to talk with other
teachers and parents.

M. Sinon conmented that class size and planning tine illustrated
the gap between rhetoric and reality. He believed that SES and
the m ddl e school policy were hinged on the assunption that class
sizes would be lower. |[If they inplenented prograns requiring
nore individualization of instruction and nore team ng and didn't
decrease cl ass sizes and increase planning tine, they were |eft
with the rhetoric. M. Robinson noted that this year they had

hi red new staff whose nunbers barely covered the nunbers of
retirees and they had al so reassigned area staff to the school s.
She wondered what woul d happen next year when they needed nore
staff in the schools. She questioned whether the stress, the
noral e problem and strain that people were experiencing right
now woul d provi de the program of excellence they had conme to
expect in MCPS.

Ms. Beman tal ked about paperwork involved in special education
because they had | ost aides. They could not take this work home
and had to stay in school to handl e the paperwork which inpacted
their jobs even nore.

M. Ewing said it would be helpful to himto hear fromthe
superintendent about reporting requirenents--what the

requi renents were and why the requirenments had growmn. It would
be useful if MCEA could give the Board sonme recommendati ons on
containing the paperwork. M. Karen Craney replied that MCEA
went above and beyond what was required at the state and federal

l evel. VWhile nunerous conmttees had | ooked at the paperwork
issue, it seenmed to her that the demands grew after each study.
They needed to look at it fromthe point of view of those filling

out the forns rather than fromthose creating the forns.

In regard to noninstructional duties and unnecessary paperwork,
Ms. Jaworski reported that teachers were overwhel med by
instructional duties, and the noninstructional duties often got
in the way of teaching. They had to contact parents of children
with attendance problens, follow up on | ost books, and plan for
back-to-school nights. They couldn't do this w thout additional
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planning time. After 25 years of teaching, she still spent

ni ghts and weekends preparing for her classes and correcting
papers. For exanple, it took her 35 hours every two weeks just
to review the English papers she assigned to students. She
resented being assigned study hall, hall duty, and cafeteria duty
when a less qualified person could do the job.

M. David Kahn indicated that as a resource teacher at

Gai t hersburg H gh School he had just spent a day unpacki ng and
counting books, pencils, and paper clips. There were things that
teachers did on a routine basis that had little or nothing to do
with the classroom He pointed out that it did not take a
master's degree and 25 years of experience to handle bus duty.

He needed tine to talk with other teachers and neet with students
with problens. He felt that study hall was a holding area for
students who had no cl asses and that a teacher did not need to be
there to supervise. These were irritants that got in the way of

i npl enmenti ng MSPP and pl anni ng, and he wondered whet her he was
fulfilling the function of an expensive clerk or a cheap

pr of essi onal .

M. Sinon cited the renmediation for the state functional tests
whi ch was becom ng an instructionally-related activity that
teachers were assigned in |lieu of preparation tinme. He was not
sayi ng that teachers should not help with the renedi ati on, but he
was saying that it should not be an add-on to their duties. This
should be a regular class with a regul ar teacher assigned to it.
There were many duties given to teachers that could be perforned
by teacher ai des.

M. Changuris pointed out that the contract guaranteed a 30-

m nute duty free lunch, but during that |unch period he ran
practice tests for students. |In addition, his principal had
assigned teachers 10 m nutes of |lunch duty out of their 40 m nute
lunch period. Wiile this only happened 20 days a year, his job
was to stand by the recycling bin to nake sure that students used
the bin. He asked whether his tinme would be better spent hel ping
st udent s.

Ms. Robinson said that their next issue was tuition rei nmbursenment
and opportunities for professional devel opnment. She commented
that prior to the changes in staff developnment, they felt they
had a mni-university in MCPS which gave teachers an opportunity
to hear about and use new technol ogi es and teaching strategies.
Ms. Mary Pat David reported that she worked with Staff

Devel opment and i nforned teachers about opportunities avail able
to themfor training. She had recently discovered that al nost
all of the tuition reinbursenent funds had been encunbered by
teachers taking summer courses and fall senester courses.
Teachers knew that the MCPS university would no | onger be there
and while they had had no salary increases they still needed the
course work. The nmessage she was hearing fromteachers was they
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wanted to i nprove professionally but they were finding the course
work to be expensive.

Ms. Craney said that since 1987 she had been involved with staff
devel opnent, and she, too, was concerned about the |ack of in-
service courses. She had taught a course which was a state

requi renent in special education and was tailored to the needs of
MCPS. Now teachers would have to take a course sonewhere el se
whi ch was not related to what actually happened in MCPS. They no
| onger had teacher specialists and supervisors to help teachers,
and they had to cone up with creative nethods of giving people
the staff devel opnent courses they needed. She wondered how t he
various requirenents for in-service training in many MCPS
initiatives would be delivered. It was M. Ew ng' s understandi ng
that the Board woul d be discussing this on October 13, and he
hoped that MCEA coul d be present for that discussion.

Ms. Robi nson pointed out that there had been an increase in math
and science requirenents for teachers, and she conplinented staff
on the math training this sumer. However, she pointed out that
this had conme out of the remaining staff devel opnent funds, and
they still needed training in science. She said that their next
topic was transfers and assi gnnents.

Ms. David conmmented that over the sunmer she assisted people
faced with involuntary transfers. She had worked on this issue
for four years and woul d have guessed that involuntary transfers
af fected 300 to 400 peopl e every year, but she had di scovered
that it was only 125. However, this was very traumatic for the
peopl e i nvol ved. She was concerned about ganmes being played and
the devaluation of staff. M. R ck Bank added that this one

i ssue was probably the biggest waste of staff time. The problem
was there was no procedure, and everything was deci ded on a case

by case basis. |If they had tinelines and procedures, it would be
a blessing for all involved. M. Beman commented that this one
i ssue was the biggest norale buster they had. |In the case of

i nternedi ate schools changing to m ddl e schools, she found that
di fferent schools were getting different answers fromthe
Personnel Departnent. The answers were vague, and even the
principals didn't know what was going on. This was a problem
that could be solved w thout additional funds--just sonme
consistent rules for the process.

M. Ewing noted that a statenment had been nmade that games were
being played. He felt that if there were cases like this, the
superintendent needed to know about them M. Bank replied that
in sonme cases principals hide positions, and in his experience
the principal had the final say-so about which people got
transferred and which people got hired. He could provide the
Board with informati on where people in exactly the sane situation
were treated differently. Wen a person was faced with an
involuntary transfer, it was about the nost stressful thing faced
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by a teacher. The econony was bad, the teacher didn't know what
was happeni ng, Personnel didn't provide information, and the

i ndi vidual felt helpless. M. Jaworski cited the case of a 60-
year old teacher with arthritis who was assigned to Mark Twain
where she was told about having to use physical restraint with
students. Ms. David added that she did not want the Board to get
the idea that people in the areas or in Staffing were bad peopl e,
but without rules, a lot of staff tinme was being wasted and the
situation was causing disconfort for all involved.

M's. Hobbs pointed out that they were at the end of their tine
schedul ed for this neeting, and Ms. Robi nson suggested that they
seek another date to continue the discussion.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 640-92 Re: BCE APPEAL NO T-1992-11

On notion of Dr. Cheung seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adopt its Decision and
Order in BOE Appeal No. T-1992-11, a student transfer matter.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 641-92 Re: BOE APPEAL NO T-1992-12

On notion of Dr. Cheung seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adopt its Decision and
Order in BOE Appeal No. T-1992-12, a student transfer matter.

For the record, Ms. Qutierrez thanked Ms. Phyllis Parks Robinson
and the nenbers of MCEA for a very valuable and informative
sessi on.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 9:30 p. m

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



