APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
44-1993 Sept enber 30, 1993

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Thursday, Septenber 30, 1993, at 7:30 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Al an Cheung, President
in the Chair
M. Stephen Abrans
Ms. Carrie Baker
Ms. Frances Brennenan
M. Blair G Ew ng
Ms. Carol Fancon
Ms. Beatrice Gordon
Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez

Absent : None

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

Re: REPORT OF THE CORPCORATE PARTNERSHI P
ON MANAGERI AL EXCELLENCE I'N THE
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLI C SCHOOLS

Dr. Cheung stated that on behalf of the Board of Education he
woul d i ke to thank the Corporate Partnership and M. Larry

Shul man for their dedication, commtnent, and support in

i nprovi ng the school system He thanked M. Shulman for his

t enaci ous and passionate pursuit of this project as well as for
his | eadership. He assured the partnership that the Board woul d
listen to their recomrendations with the greatest care. The
superintendent had assured the Board that the superintendent's
response to the report would be schedul ed as soon as possi bl e.

M. Shul man t hanked the Board for the opportunity to work with
MCPS staff over the past nine nonths. This evening they would be
presenting the 11 reports contained in "Investing in a Comm tnent
to Quality."” Eight of these were the original areas selected by
Dr. Vance and the Board, and three were added as they worked
together. These involved total quality inprovenent,

comuni cation, and strategic planning. There were 20 conpanies
involved in the project, and each conpany paired up wth anot her
conpany or undertook an area by thensel ves. They had deci ded
that the best approach was to have a peer on peer approach. For
exanpl e, the personnel people fromthe Howard Hughes Medi cal
Institute were working with MCPS personnel people. Hundreds of
hours were spent by each of the teanms in working with people in

t he school system They had an opportunity to work together to
see the kinds of things going on in the school systemand to
relate those things to their own experience in their own
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conpani es. They found MCPS staff to be very open to what the
partnership was doing. He believed this happened because the
peopl e on the corporate side were vested with know edge of the
area they were working with. He said that people fromthe school
system and fromthe corporate world had becone friends, and he
could not think of a nicer way for people to work together and
cone to an understanding of a situation.

M. Shul man remarked that the result of this was a 374-page
report, and the first 18 pages consisted of an executive sumary.
In putting together the executive summary, they discovered four
maj or findings which crossed many areas of the study. They found
the need for |long-range strategic planning to focus on the
effectiveness and the efficiency of the adm nistrative functions
of the school system They found the need to revise the budget
process to accommbdate the many nul tiyear investnents and to
project life cycle costs on a nultiyear basis. They found the
need for significant automation and an increase in the use of
technol ogy. They al so found an area that was perhaps beyond the
reach of the school system and of the county governnent. This
had to do with mnim zing the duplicative reporting requirenents.
MCPS had 275 reports to conplete with 250 different formats. He
t hought that the corporate partnership could help in this regard.

M. Douglas Schiffman, president of O fbeat Mrketing, said he
wanted to tal k about the people and the process, the consequences
of not doi ng anything, and experiences people in business had
had. In the report they stated that the problens MCPS was facing
were process and not people problens. They found energetic and
creative enpl oyees who were often forced by the systemto do
things in non-energetic and non-creative ways. He called
attention to the purchasing process which was shown in the report
as a 10-page flow chart and described the process the Purchasing
Departnent nmust go through to fill a request for an itemthat was
not a stock item They suggested that automation could inprove
the process. However, they could automate a faulty process and
end up with an automated faulty process. Enpl oyees needed to be
enpowered to suggest and to neke inprovenents in systens and
processes that they already knew to be faulty. Unless this type
of quality managenent could take hold, they could not expect
process i nprovenents to take hol d.

M. Schiffman noted that many recommendations in the report cane
from MCPS staff. It was unfortunate that sonme of these had not
been able to be inplenented already. It should be no surprise

t hat the purchasing process was unw el dy, buses were grow ng nore
expensive to maintain, and their conputers were outdated. MCPS
needed an environnment in which enployees could ask why they were
doi ng sonet hi ng and whether there was a better way to do this.
Enpl oyees shoul d have the authority to make those changes.
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M. Schiffrman said there were consequences of doi ng nothing.
They understood the enphasis that had been placed on the
educational side over the last few years, but they would rem nd
t he Board of the consequences of ignoring the adm nistrative
side. They were running out of places to cut costs and to save
noney. Systens were overl oaded, and the fact that paychecks
managed to get out every week to himwas nothing short of a

m racl e and one day soon they m ght not.

Teachers, principals, and parents expected sonething to be done,
and these were the custoners. |If they had to enphasi ze one
message, it would be that change was not a one-tine event. |If

t hey enbarked on a course of change they would be commtting
thensel ves to a new way of operating and constantly seek new and
better ways of doing things. They were not saying that business
knew best or that they had all the answers. He thought that MCPS
had to be willing to change and to get out of the "business as
usual " node. |If they did, they would create new opportunities
for enpl oyees, unleash ideas, and find energy to attack probl ens.
It had been their experience that nost enployees could handl e

t hese challenges. It would not be easy. The school systemwas a
huge entity with many appetites for a limted pie. People were
going to need to be trained or retrained. Hardware and software
will always take | onger than prom sed, would al ways cost nore,
and woul d never work the way it was expected to. Strong

| eadership fromthe top was needed to notivate, set the tone, and
recogni ze and acknow edge performance.

M. Schiffman pointed out that MCPS had good people who could
help to fix cunbersonme and agi ng processes. |If they continued to
run their admnistrative operations the way they had been run,
MCPS was going to be in crisis and soon. Help was avail able and
was being offered. This help was in researching options,
observing operations, training staff, |obbying federal and state
agencies, and brainstorming with staff. He urged the Board to

| ook at the school systemthrough the eyes of staff and give them
the tools and resources needed to operate the system nore
effectively.

M. Shul man said they had been asked where they thought the
corporate partnership was going. They |ooked at it as a
partnership with the school system Rather than suggesting a
course of action, he thought that the Board and the partnership
shoul d get together for dinner to discuss |ooking to the future.
They would like to do this within the next 30 days.

M. Wayne M| Ils, Washi ngton Gas Conpany, stated that his conpany
and Conputer Science Corporation had | ooked at transportation.
They had tal ked about strategic planning, life cycle costing on
bus repl acenent, facilities managenent, and a conputerized
routing system He would like to discuss out-sourcing certain
functions and the ability to right-size. During the course of
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their investigation, they canme across information which gave them
reason to believe there mght be potential to | ook at out-
sourcing certain things in the transportation sector. They were
reconmmendi ng continued investigation be conducted there. This
m ght be part of the continuation of the partnership and involve
transportation, facilities managenent, and finance people. Wth
regard to right-sizing, the private sector had had to reduce

| ayers of managenent and increase flexibility. Al of that
required the latitude to nove and make changes. In |ooking at
the adm ni strative side of the transportation group, they were
inpressed with their plan to straighten out sone |ine
responsibilities and to increase productivity and efficiency.
However, they were di sappointed by sonme evidence of mcro-
managenent. Dr. Vance did not have the latitude to delete, add,
or change positions without comng to the Board. He recommended
that the Board give this sone serious thought, | ook at the
reorgani zation, and enpower their CEO to carry out that
reorgani zati on.

In regard to depreciation of buses, M. Abrans asked how this
related in the public sector and whether it mght lend itself to
a different style of ownership and/or |easing of vehicles as one
of the options. M. MIIls replied in the case of life cycles it
was not appropriate to | ook at one year's worth of operation.
They had to look at a life cycle including depreciation and
operating expenses and make an i nfornmed deci si on what the npst
positive net present value was. M. Abrans asked how they were
using the term"depreciation" in life cycle costing as it applied
to a public sector entity. M. MIls coomented that it cost
$1.56 a mle to operate buses over the age of 12 versus $.56 a
mle under 12 years. This would give themthe expected life for
the bus. For exanple, it m ght be econom cal to keep a bus 12
years but not 13 years. Therefore, they woul d depreciate their

I nvest nent over 12 years.

M's. Brenneman said the report contained a discussion about
nmovi ng the depots; however, it was pointed out that any such
deci sions would be politically sensitive and should not be made
w t hout significant economc benefits. M. MIIls replied that
sonme years ago a consultant had done a study to suggest certain
geogr aphi c nodes to | ocate new bus parki ng and mai nt enance
facilities. It was intelligent to plan ahead and build ahead,
but this was not being done and the transportation tines and

di stances went up every year. There was opposition in the
community to locating such facilities, but he thought they needed
a progressive and proactive attitude toward this or operating
costs would continue to escal ate.

In regard to out-sourcing, M. Abrans said the out-sourcing in
the report tended to be in service areas relating to
transportati on but not out-sourcing transportation or parts of
transportation conponent. M. MIIs replied that they were
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recommendi ng this be explored in depth. They did not have the
time and information to do this. They did have the benefit of a
study done in Baltinore by Peat Marwi ck. M. Abrans asked if
their fully | oad cost of conparison could be used across the
board or was it limted to transportation. M. MIIls explai ned
that the two alternatives were increnmental cost pricing versus
fully |l oaded cost pricing. One renoved overhead and the ot her
retained it. There were probably areas where it was appropriate
to either. They would like to work with the finance people to

| ook at this specifically.

Ms. Qutierrez said they had nmentioned m cro-nmanagenent in the
areas of additions and del etions of personnel. She indicated
that the Board got one crack at approving the superintendent's
recomendati ons at budget tine. She thought the report inplied

t hat any changes had to be brought before the Board, and that did
not happen. The superintendent had the authority to handl e al

t he normal personnel issues. M. MIls said they had the
understanding that to delete a position, create a position, or
change a position would require sone Board action. M. Qutierrez
said that this would be done in the budget because it was
required by law. M. MIls felt that the CEO needed the | atitude
to be able to nake changes during the year. He was pl eased that
t he superintendent had enbraced the managenent process approach
of total quality because that would enpower the entire work force
to speak the sane | anguage spoken by the corporate partnershinp.

Dr. Cheung stated that their budget was by category, and they had
to deci de how many personnel were in each category. This was
nore macro than specific.

M. Swetnam GITE Governnent Systens, said that his area was
financi al managenent. He commented that the people fromhis
organi zation | earned how t hings could be done when the noral e was
high in an organi zation that had been cut back. 1In regard to
strategic planning, there needed to be a closer |ink between the
operating and capital budgets. This was one nore step in

i npl enmenting a strategic approach to budgeting. They could only
calculate full life cycle costs when they | ooked at both budgets.
MCPS staff had the structure to do this, but they did not have

t he resources.

In regard to the payroll system M. Swetnam said that staff
menbers were doing a trenendous job with a systemthat was

pat ched together. This needed to be fixed because the payrol
system was being held together only through the efforts of sone
har d-wor ki ng people. It would break if not addressed. He

of fered the services of the partnership to address the issues of
the reporting requirenents to the state and federal governnent.

M. Abranms said it would have been hel pful to see the 200 pl us
formats broken down by the different |evels of jurisdictions.
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They were now in a circunstance where there were wai ver
opportunities in reporting. He asked if anyone | ooked to see if
there were sonme commonality in reporting so that a universa

cover formcould be devel oped that would be acceptable to all of
the different sources. M. Swetnam said they had a one page
summary of 109 state reports specific to the State Departnent of
Educati on, another 30 state agencies, and the rest to the federal
agencies. Wth the exception of 15 or 20 reports, each one was
specifically tailored to one grant program They asked for the
sanme information, nonth by nonth, quarter by quarter, and year by
year. |f they could get the requesters to accept the federal
accounting, this would be progress. They were going to pursue
this with the commttees in Annapolis, the State Board of
Education, and federal authorities. Ms. Brenneman noted that
when they tal ked about partnerships, they expanded to the greater
community. She thought they would find a ot of support in the
del egati on and el sewhere.

Ms. Qutierrez said that industry did out-sourcing in payroll, and
she wondered whet her they had given consideration to this. M.
Swet nam said they did not look at it fromthat point of view
They | ooked at the systemcurrently being inplenmented in payroll.
It was a patched-together system but they did not ook to see if
there could be a totally different process that could be
automated that would be better. They had not done this analysis
which mght lead to out-sourcing. They were recomendi ng that
MCPS nmake the investnent to fix the existing systemso that there
woul d be back up and nore automation. This reconmendati on was
not as closely tied together in the report as they felt it should
be with recomendati ons for personnel. The personnel and payrol
systens were tied together, and this was a trenendous opportunity
for a greater partnership.

M. WIliam Chandler, Vitro Corporation, stated that his report
was on data operations. They found many tal ented and dedi cat ed
people in that departnment. Two of the major thenmes in their
report were investing in a variety of new conputer automation
projects and to budget differently. Hi s teams reconmendations
covered both of those thenes. They recommended that specific
conput er applications devel opnent projects be funded by the user
organi zations and fromthe Departnment of Technol ogy, Pl anning,
and Data Processing's budget. The current process was to |unp
all requests for conputer applications devel opnent into their
annual budget. Therefore, autonation projects were viewed as
just another cost to be mnimzed. Even though user requesting
organi zations had strongly felt their specific project would

i nprove efficiency, it was hard to get the nessage out because
projects were |lunped together with other costs.

M. Chandl er explained that this change would directly connect
each project with the user departnent's mssion. |t would give
t he users nuch stronger control and invol venent because they
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woul d control the budget. It would open up the conputer
applications devel opnent process itself and give the

adm nistration and the Board a better understandi ng of the inpact
of each project on the main m ssion of the organizations. It
woul d change the current concept of conputer applications

devel opment from an expense to one where each project was seen
and evaluated on its potential as a | ong-range investnent to

i nprove efficiency.

M. Chandl er reported that many organi zations routinely included
maj or automation projects as capital instead of expenses. |If
they wished to inplenent any automati on projects reconmended in
the report, they recomended that the budgeting process be
changed first. Their next recommendation was to establish broad-
based gui delines for mcroconputer hardware, software, and
networks. The idea was to assure that prograns and hardware were
conpatible wwth all the other sets. The trick was not to inpose
rigid standards that would stifle initiative and creativity.

Wt hout guidelines they m ght have E-mail systens, networks, and
prograns that worked in their |ocal area but would not be able to
talk to each other across the w der area.

M. Chandl er said they noted that three different organi zations
wi thin MCPS were responsible for installation and mai nt enance of
conputers. Mich of the work was under the deputy superintendent
for instruction; therefore, it was outside the scope of their
review. However, it should be viewed as an opportunity to

i nprove efficiency and reduce costs by perhaps consolidating
functions.

M. Abrans said that the budget change coul d be done for the

pur pose of devel oping an internal annual operating budget, but it
di d not change how the Board presented its budget to the County
Council. M. Chandl er suggested that they m ght want to consi der
maj or automation projects as capital. M. Qutierrez thought that
this was an excellent recomendation. She did not know if they
had ever attenpted to do any maj or automati on projects as
capital. She asked whether they had reviewed whether this was a
| egal | y accept abl e approach to preparing budgets. M. Chandl er
said that this never cane up, but he thought it would be

f easi bl e.

Dr. Cheung asked about the optimal percentage of budget that
shoul d be allocated in data processing in terns of project,
program and system M. Chandler replied that they needed a
core budget for systens application devel opnent to maintain
training, to maintain a core group of senior people, and to

mai ntain skills. They also needed the central data processing
operating itself, but all the applications work should be in the
user departnments. Dr. Cheung said he had been told that in the
private sector it was 3 to 5 percent in ternms of information
systens. M. Chandler thought this was a good nunber.
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Dr. Cheung noted that there was a life cycle for conputer
hardware, and there were changes in software. M. Chandler said
they had not | ooked into this because MCPS was al ready doing
this. They were nmaintaining the life cycle applications and were
not doi ng nmuch new devel opnent.

Ms. Qutierrez comrented that the mainfrane was a very costly
operation. She asked whether the mainframe was still the best
choi ce for supporting these nmajor operations. M. Chandler
replied that they had thought about it. MCPS had invested a | ot
of noney in equi pment and software, although they were |easing
sone of it. They also had a |Iot of noney invested in prograns

that ran on the mainframe. |If they were starting fromscratch
t hey probably woul d not want to do that, but they had already
spent the noney. |If they changed it, they would have a | ot of

problens. They had a systemthat worked now but needed
i nprovenents. He thought that out-sourcing the nmainfranme
operations woul d not save anything at this point.

M. Shul man i ntroduced Ms. Susan Plotnick, M. Larry Driskill,
and Ms. Ceorgi a Johnson from Howard Hughes Medical Institute.
Their team worked on personnel issues.

Ms. Plotnick reported that they had 40 recommendati ons, many of

t hem f ocused on the areas of automation and technol ogy. The Post
had featured a story on the 16,000 i ndex cards used by Personnel.
The index cards were a low tech solution to a problem and she
and her group wanted to nmake recommendations to get rid of the
cards. They had recommended | onger termsolutions to the index
card issue. They had a departnent maintaining the index cards
because it was the easiest way to get history information on

enpl oyees. That information was avail able in other places, but
it was not easy to get to. They saw the index cards as a synptom
of a larger problem

Ms. Plotnick stated that she wanted to tal k about communi cation
bet ween Personnel Services and the users. |In general they found
t he comruni cati on between the users and the systens devel opnent
peopl e to be inadequate. The consequences of this were enornous.
They had systens devel opers devel opi ng systens sonewhat in a
vacuum because they did not know the operational inpacts of their
decisions. Users were not able to obtain needed information and
devel oped subsystens. There were many PC-based subsystens and
manual systens. They knew the Departnent of Technol ogy had
l[imted resources as did every departnment in MCPS. They thought
the way the resources were being allocated was not in the best
interest of the users in the personnel office.

In some cases such as the applicant tracking system the users
were not 100 percent clear as to what the outconme of that system
woul d be. Therefore, they could not pre-plan and devel op ways to
operate under the new environnment. At Howard Hughes, they had
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i npl emented a nunber of fixes. They had regul ar progress
reporting, and they used a structured managenent approach where
user requirenents were defined. M. Plotnick suggested that

Per sonnel Services mght want to designate a full-time person to
be the application systens representative. They also saw the
human resources system as bei ng sonewhat inadequate. A new
system was purchased in 1988 and was fairly high tech, but it had
never been fully inplemented. It was tied to technol ogy that was
23 years ol d, and because of that the users could not get
everything they needed out of it.

Ms. Plotnick said they were struck by how nmuch tinme and resources
was being spent to get data into the system so that paychecks
could be cut. Very little managenent information was avail abl e
out of the system and because of this, staff devel oped
subsystens and were doing duplicative data entry. They thought
that one of the first priorities in that department should be
finalization of inplenmentation of the HR system They believed
that the on-1line comuni cations should be broadened to principals
and staff. They had a | ot of people spending a lot of tine
trying to get information they needed to do their jobs. People
were on the phone, and principals were driving to Personnel to

|l ook at files. This was not an effective use of tine.

M's. Fanconi asked if they had any idea of what it would cost to
i npl ement the human resources system M. Driskill replied that
it was nore an effort issue than a cost issue because it would

i nvol ve allocation of staff that were already there. M.

Pl ot ni ck added that they had suggested resources be diverted to
finish the system

M. Abranms asked whet her optical scanners would be reliable for
data input. M. Driskill replied that it was highly reliable for
docunent scanning versus data scanning. They could put an
application in and reference it by social security nunber, but it
woul d be less reliable for scanni ng dat a.

M. Abranms asked whether it was conceivable that they coul d have
a unified systemfor student and enpl oyee records. M. Driskil
expl ained that this recommendati on was far down on their |ist
because it would an expensive project in ternms of infrastructure.

M. Paul Blumhardt, Martin Marietta Corporation, stated that his
section was on strategic planning. One of his job
responsibilities was to wite corporate strategic and | ong-range
operating plans. It was his job to facilitate the planning
process. A strategic plan was a macro-vi ew of what executive
officers believed the corporation needed to do to fulfill its
obligations to its owners, enployees, custoners, and the
community. It contained a m ssion statenment and objectives of
the corporation and it provided guidance to the operating units
in ternms of strategic directions, goals, and resource
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all ocations. The corporate operating plan was an aggregati on of
unit managers' commitnents regarding their contributions toward

t he achi evenent of the corporate goals and objectives. Their
performance eval uati on as managers was based on how well they did
in achieving these commtnents. This provided an effective
incentive for managers to prepare and inplenent effective plans.

In review ng the strategic planning process used in MCPS, M.

Bl unmhardt said he found the preparatory process to be excellent.
However, the inplenentation process was frequently inhibited by
external influences. Public institutions and corporations were
struggling to neet a conplex and overriding challenge: howto
gai n maxi mum benefits fromthe technol ogy that continued to

revol utionize the way they worked. Conputers, television,

el ectroni ¢ publishing, teleconmmunication technol ogy, and

el ectronics were creating the new nedium of the information super
hi ghway. As these technologies nerged into a single interactive
information industry, changes in access to and use of information
services and tools would profoundly influence and even drive
educational goals, content, and structure. MCPS nust not only

i ncrease the use of technology to inprove teaching, |earning, and
adm ni stration, but also expand this training so that thousands
of enpl oyees and students would be able to use the new technol ogy
tools and resources to broaden and manage opportunities.

M. Blumhardt reported that the issue of instructional and

adm ni strative technol ogy had been identified by the Board of
Education as one of its top priorities during the next two fiscal
years to assure that MCPS would continue its tradition of
academ c excellence. A standard of technol ogical equity was
necessary so that all students would have opportunities to |l earn
and benefit fromtechnology. Additionally, there was a grow ng
need to train MCPS staff in the use of technol ogy in classroons
and adm ni strative offices to broaden, enhance, and nanage
instruction as well as inprove such support systens as student
transportation and procurenent. The Board was currently working
to devel op an educational technology policy to provide the

phi | osophi cal framework to guide this effort. Meeting the

t echnol ogy chal |l enge had major financial inplications for both
the operating and the capital budgets.

M. Blumhardt quoted from prior MCPS technol ogy plans and noted
that as a result of budget cuts nany of the technol ogy prograns
had to be curtailed. 1In FY 1993 only $185, 000 was appropri ated
for instructional microconputers to neet a proposed plan of $2.5
mllion. |In addition, operating and capital construction funds
had not been approved to add conmuni cations | abs at el enentary
school s which did not have them Many classroom and | aboratory
conputers were rapidly reachi ng obsol escence. This was
particularly true in elementary and m ddl e school s where al nost
50 percent were five or nore years old and needed to be repl aced
in the near future.
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M. Blumhardt stated that unless the Board of Education becane
involved in the planning process and took ownership in the
strategies, the school system would not receive the resources it
needed to fulfill its | ong-range vision.

Ms. Qutierrez requested a copy of M. Blumardt's renarks because
he had done an excellent job of summarizing the issues.

M. Blumhardt felt that MCPS faced a trenmendous chal |l enge. He
said that when he started the study he knew not hi ng about
education but a | ot about planning. Upon reflection he would
change sonme of the statenments in his portion of the report. For
exanpl e, many high costs had nothing to do with |earning. People
gquestioned why the adm nistrative staffs were so |large, but it
becane apparent when one | ooked at what the school systemhad to
do. Wen he started he did not understand this, and he knew t hat
only one famly out of four in the community had children in
MCPS. They had a changi ng student body and expected nore from
hi gh school graduates. |If problens with students were not caught
before fifth grade, there was no way these students could catch
up. The other problemwas getting students ready for the first
grade. Conpani es today needed to worry about the skills of their
current work force and future work forces. They needed to
participate and help their enpl oyees.

M's. Fanconi hoped that M. Blunmhardt would help them get the
informati on out to people about what he had | earned. She
suggested that he mght wite a letter to the editor to help
peopl e understand what a big business MCPS did run. They needed
peopl e of his stature to say it was okay to build the

adm nistrative structure and to have good busi ness systens.

Ms. Brenneman stated that she was struck by one section of the
report which stated that the conmmunity needed to becone nore
involved in nurturing the education process. She agreed that it
needed to be said again and again that only one out of four had
children in the school system She would say that "nore" of the
comunity needed to be involved. M. Blunmhardt comrented that
busi nesses were happy to help, but the people in MCPS were the
only ones who knew what kind of hel p was needed. Dr. Cheung
asked Dr. Frankel to contact M. Blunmhardt regarding
accountability measures.

M. Kevin Cosimano and Mark Lynch, Bechtel Corporation, headed
the group studying logistics. M. Cosinmano stated that he and
M. Lynch both had young children in MCPS. He would echo the
support of all the corporations for MCPS and for the nessage that
had to get out to the public. He suggested that they visualize a
1968 battl eship nmoving up 270 at rush hour in the snow right
before the holidays. There was a |og jam behind that ship, and
the financial situation had made it difficult to navigate that
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ship. He said that Gles Benson and his staff were to be
commended for their efforts trying to keep the ship going.

M. Cosimano stated that in nine nonths they could not resolve
all that had to be done; therefore, they focused on a few areas.
The first recommendati on was automation and full inplenentation
of the 1988 system The first procurenment nodul e had been

i npl enented, but there were five nodules in the process with a
four to five year plan for inplenentation. They were talking
about |inking systens for procurenent, inventory, fleet, and
property managenent. MCPS had the technical staff to do this,
but it had to be declared a priority. Another area of concern
was the damagi ng budget cycle. MCPS had a "spend it or lose it"
mentality. There was no incentive to save because of |ate
allocations and early budget freezes. Schools and offices bought
everything early whether they needed it or not. M. Cosinmano
said that they al so needed to enpower people to nmake deci sions
and | et them nmanage the process, not just supervise the process.

M. Lynch reported that they were recomendi ng a fundanent al
restructuring of the procurenment process. The current procedures
had evol ved over tinme w thout anyone's having ownership. They
had i nsisted on the inclusion of the flow charts in the report so
peopl e could see the very |l abor intensive process. They believed
that everything had to be stream ined and a conprehensive set of
gui del i nes be established to inprove the efficiency of the
process, heighten the cost awareness of the process, and continue
to provide quality service.

M. Lynch said that their second i ssue was continuous

i nprovenent. There was no feedback systemin the current
procurenent process for performance or product quality. The
users did not call the buyers. The buyers did not have tine to
call the users. They tried to get the best price, but no one
knew about the quality. This limted the creativity of the

wor kforce, and it required a top-down commtnent that TQM woul d
be the structure that the system was reorgani zed under. The
peopl e doing the work were the best ones to determ ne the best
way to do it, but they did not think their opinions mattered
much.

M. Lynch indicated that they had invited M. Benson to Bechtel
in July for continuous inprovenent coaches training. M. Benson
attended for four days and asked that two nore peopl e be trained.
He and M. Cosinano were prepared to provi de whatever gui dance
they could on how to buy goods and services. M. Lynch said he
did not know the school system but had worked in procurenent for
20 years. He knew how to buy things and how to specify needs so
that dollars were spent wisely. This could save sonme of the $30
mllion they spent every year.
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M's. Fanconi knew that the statistical tools used were part of
the TQM process. She thought this would give their enpl oyees
energy and enthusiasm A lot of themfelt that sonething was
wrong, but until they had the tools they could not assess this.
It excited her to know that Bechtel was training MCPS staff.

M's. Fanconi stated that right now they were reinventing
governnent at the national |evel, and they were tal king about
getting rid of the lowest bid. She wondered if any of this was
happening at the state level. She thought MCPS needed to | ook at
whet her the | owest bid was getting themthe best quality. She
said that the partnership m ght have the clout to do sonething
about this. She has spoken to soneone who said he was pl eased
that the Board was accepting the report as well as it was, and
she was shocked because the Board wanted all the help it could
get. She thanked the partnership for the efforts they had made.
M. Thomas Doherty, Bell Atlantic, and M. Robert Bozarth,
Marriott Corporation, headed the group |ooking at facilities
managenent. M. Doherty thanked Bill WIlder for all his help and
the cooperation of his staff. The issue before themwas to think
about what the business partners were doing to be nore effective.
The focus was on nanagi ng change through nanagi ng i deas such as
cost, quality, and innovation. |f MCPS addressed those three
areas, they would be well on their way to a world class support
servi ce organi zation

M. Doherty said that as they | ooked at facilities, it seened
appropriate for themto develop a strategic plan so that they
could create a foundati on upon which decisions could be nade | ong
term In order to bring value to the process they needed to
communi cate strategic planning. They focused on cost, quality,
and innovation. First of all, MCPS had to understand its costs
whi ch was the total cost which did include depreciation. They
needed to think of facilities as being a financial asset. They
addressed out-sourcing in the report as well as sone gate-keeping
responsibilities. The quality side of the issue cane down to
being a provider of choice. They did that through managi ng
costs, the cost structure, and the quality. They did not want to
focus only on the cost structure because there was a relationship
bet ween cost and quality. Facilities organizations within
corporations were subject to a fair amount of conpetition because
of the potential for out-sourcing. Accountability, trust, and
enpower ment were inportant issues in their report.

M. Bozarth said that he had one exanple which was typical of
their recommendations. This was the building service worker at
an individual school. That person took a |ot of day-to-day
direction fromthe principal, and their job description was not
clear. The nonies in the budget to pay for that person were in
t he operations budget. The biggest part of the job that person
was supposed to do was preventative maintenance. |In addition,
they did not know what this person was acconplishing on a day-in
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day-out basis. |If they wanted to | ook at costs, this clouded the
issue. |If they wanted to | ook at out-sourcing, they could not
define the duties to be out-sourced and cut across organi zational
i ssues.

Ms. Brenneman said she was not sure of the purpose of producing
the total cost of operation by discrete cost category per school.
M. Doherty replied that the idea was "whol e occupancy cost"

whi ch i ncluded house service, repair, naintenance, utilities,
security, cost of the fixed asset, etc. The value in doing this
was the ability to conpare like facilities and |ike processes to
gain insights as to how they were doing things differently and
the opportunity for inprovenment. For exanple, they could have
one school where it cost $1.80 per square foot and another one
where it was $ .90, and they could | ook at why this costs

di ffered.

In regard to regul atory accounting on cost reduction, M. Abrans
said he presuned they were doing the sane thing and using

regul atory accounting to attribute the savings on a per school
basis. M. Bozarth explained that they were trying to get to the
energy savings that MCPS had done so well which could be applied
to next year's energy costs as opposed to using themfor
sonething else. M. Abrans comented that right now they were
doing a system capture, and he asked whether this was tied in

wi th the school -based capture of costs. M. Bozarth replied that
t he reconmmendati on was on regul atory accounting, but it would be
folded into the other cost structure to get a clearer picture.
M. Abranms asked whether the incentive would be the saving which
woul d be used in that school for other purposes, and M. Bozarth
replied affirmatively.

Ms. Barbara Hunpton, |BM Federal Systens Conpany, said she was
proud to be here as a nenber of the partnership and equally proud
to be a parent of a first grader at Rosenont ES. She commended
the MCPS adm nistration for wanting to pursue total quality
managenent and for inviting the corporate partners to help them
in that pursuit. They were recomrendi ng a four-phased approach
to inplenenting total quality in Dr. Rohr's offices to help
extend the vision of Success for Every Student so that it would
be clearly understood by all adm nistrative support staff.

Ms. Hunpton said their recomendations reflected sonme stunbling
bl ocks they had encountered in inplenenting TQMin their

busi ness. First, MCPS was encouraged to extend SES rather than
starting a new programand calling it total quality. The
corporate partnership has asked to be allowed to help with the
trai ning phase, and currently Marriott was providing training for
Dr. Rohr and his staff. |In the near future, the staff would be
visiting | BM Federal Systens Conpany for IBMto share its best
practices.
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Ms. Hunpton enphasi zed that in this journey they needed to be

rel entl ess because it was easy to pick the lowhanging fruit.
They were recommendi ng that the adm nistration regularly access
their total quality system In this way, MCPS would be able to
set higher and higher goals for the system She commented that
managi ng in TQM was very different from managi ng according to the
old style. It was inportant for the Board to understand in order
to support the efforts of the adm nistration.

M's. Brenneman commented that the Board of Education set policy
for the school system but the Board had never discussed or
endorsed the idea of total quality managenent. Sone Board
menbers had been trained in TOM and sone others had not. She
asked whet her the policy nmakers were in conflict with the

adm nistration. M. Hunpton replied that there could very well
be conflict. It was her belief that wwthin any part of a system
they coul d understand and i nplement TQM but they would only have
success with the entire system based on the support the system
provi ded. She believed they would reap far greater rewards if
the policy nakers enbraced the concepts of TQV

M's. Fanconi suggested that the partnership m ght want to extend
an invitation to the Board to attend training or a semnar. They
had spent an afternoon at Xerox which had been an effective

i ntroduction because Xerox had provi ded exanples of how TQM coul d
be used in a school system She comended Dr. Rohr for the work
he had done with the partnership. On behalf of the corporate
partnership, Ms. Hunpton stated that they had been delighted with
their interaction with Dr. Rohr.

M's. Fanconi commented that school systens tended to be very
rigid. It would be a real challenge for MCPS to respond and

| oosen up and enpower people to nmake their own deci sions.

M st akes di d happen, and the community was not forgiving of

m st akes. Therefore, they would need a | ot of help and

encour agenent. She hoped that the partnership would stick with
t hem because MCPS had limted training funds.

Ms. Qutierrez thought that the nost valuable thing in the whole
partnership was TQM She recalled their first breakfast neeting
when they tal ked about what the partnership m ght be, and al nost
in unison all the executives had stated that they could not help
MCPS unless it helped itself. This was the heart of TQW

conti nuous process inprovenent. She had run for the Board on
TQM but in 1990 no one knew what TOM neant. She was delighted
to see how nuch TQV as a phil osophy had becone part of MCPS. She
commended the adm nistrative | eadership for their efforts despite
the fact that TQM had been devel oped for the manufacturing sector
rat her than education. 1In education, it was easier to translate
in operations, and the partnership had exam ned these areas.
There was incredible value in having peers talk to peers and
professionals talk to professionals. In the analyses they had
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used TQM as well in defining the custoner in each process. She
t hought this had been a very fruitful experience, but the key
woul d be for the partnership to continue to share training
because TQM requi red continous training, not one-shot efforts.

M. Ewing coomented that the discussion of TQM spoke to the need
to assess the organi zation, neasurabl e goals, and nanagenent t hat
was fact based. They did not say nmuch about the kind of
systematic feedback to the decision nmakers to nake this all work.
He thought that sonetinmes TQM cane across as an approach that did
not enphasi ze data as a support for decision nmaking. He asked
Ms. Hunpton for her views. M. Hunpton replied that in her
organi zati on people felt that TQMwas far too neasurenent driven.
Her organi zation had attenpted to establish neasurable goals for
themto pursue and had asked themto report how they were doing.
Many of the corporate partners were suggesting that by changi ng
sone data nmanagenent systens they would be able to better
under st and whet her the school system goals were being achieved.
Managenent by fact was a critical part of TQM The framework
shared by IBMwith Dr. Rohr included a very crisp feedback
mechani sm whi ch | ooked for information com ng back fromthe
school systemto assure themthey were achieving those goals.

Ms. Sondra G llice, CGuest Services, stated that her area was food
services. They had several suggestions. The first one was an

i ncentive conpensation for the school -based food service managers
who nmet or exceeded "financial" goals. Now food service nanagers
were budgeted wthin and carried as an FTE in the budget of food
services, but for sone reason their reporting relationship was a
solid line into the principal. |[If that individual had a direct
reporting relationship into food services and had goals for
inproving their bottomline even if it nmeant that |osses woul d be
reduced in FARMS schools, the I oss could be reduced. They felt
there should be a way to build in incentives.

Ms. Gllice reported that they had al so tal ked about having sone
focus groups involving adm nistrators, teachers, visitors, and
students. The groups could be asked what they wanted and what
could be done better. M. Gllice said they had al so tal ked
about enhanced nerchandi zing of the |ine, and she was working
wth Ms. Brown and her staff. The nmarketability of products
coul d be increased by such things as bundling or offering a coke,
sandwi ch, and an apple for less than they would cost if purchased
i ndi vi dual |y.

M. Abranms commented that this was the one area which really put
MCPS on the cutting edge. What he read was that they had a very
effectively run food service operation. On the debit card, he

t hought he had seen a recommendation of a smart card as opposed
to using bar code or mag strip. M. Gllice replied that both
were on the market, and she did not know whether one was
preferred over the other. She thought they were getting ready to
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do a pilot. M. Abrans noted that Fairfax was already using the
bar code, and he wondered why they had to start with a pilot.

Ms. Gllice pointed out that a large capital investnent would be
required if this were introduced in all schools. Her approach
would be to try it in two or three different schools with two or
three different kinds of denographic configurations. M. Abrans
was concerned that they m ght be re-inventing the wheel here
because school systens el sewhere were already using this.

Ms. Gllice stated that she was extrenely inpressed with the job
Ms. Brown and her staff did. They ran a $21 million enterprise
with fewer and fewer resources, an increased popul ation, and an
i ncreased FARMS program

M's. Brenneman reported that her elenentary school did use a
debit card, and it had been working for two or three years.
However, this was not formalized with a bar code. M. CGutierrez
asked if training had been oriented on how to conduct focus
groups. M. Gllice replied that they had not done that
training, but they had | ooked at custonmer service training and
mer chandi zi ng.

M. Theodore Urban, Ferris, Baker & Watts, explained that his
group | ooked at educational accountability. They had one core
finding which was that the original objective of DEA was not
bei ng adequately nmet. Many functions were cluttered by an excess
of routine tasks, and many routine tasks were nmandatory and
including tests adm nistration, retrieval of records, etc. This
meant there was |less tine available for the evaluation function
whi ch was i ntended as the core of DEA.

M. Urban indicated that DEA was an amal gam of unrel at ed
functions. In the audit area, they felt there was too much of a
focus on small expenditures. The audit group should | ook at the
| arger dollar expenditure areas. The school systemdealt with

| arge sunms of noney and had excellent staff, and the | osses had
been small. They also felt there should be a greater discipline
internms of the schedul e and objectives of the audit teamand in
the teamis communi cation with the Board. Because of budget

cut backs and the addition of other tasks, many of the objectives
of the audit teamitself were not always net. |t should be the
Board's function to set those priorities and to give the audit
team greater gui dance as to where the Board wanted those
resources depl oyed.

M. Urban said that another area in DEA dealt with policy,

regul ation, and adm nistrative services. This group handl ed
records mai ntenance, transcript provisions, and the setting of
various policies. Their recommendati on was that the

adm ni strative tasks should be noved out of DEA into sone of the
support service organi zations, and the policy function should be
noved to the office of the deputy for instruction. He said that
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the testing area was one of the nore frustrating one. There had
been a great proliferation of tests, and test achi evenent had
becone the objective rather than the neasure of the academc
performance. It was also the area that the Board and the school
system had the | east control over because of state mandates. It
was al so frustrating because of the tinme DEA staff had to spend
adm nistering the tests and had little tine to anal yze test
results. Testing was also the nost closely related area to

i nstructional evaluation which was the core of DEA. It was the
area that was probably of the greatest interest to the Board's
custoners: the students and parents. Because of all the
mandatory adm ni strative functions, they felt there was

i nadequate tine for many of the evaluations to be perforned.
There was | ess opportunity for Dr. Frankel and his staff to
exercise their creativity.

M. Urban noted that a very small portion of the budget of MCPS
was truly within admnistration. The greatest portion of the
budget was for instruction. |f they were concerned about the
cost effective use of buses and conputers, they should al so be
equally, if not nore concerned, with the cost effectiveness of
the instruction provided to students. The data and the neans
were avail able for that, but this evaluation was | ow on DEA' s
priorities.

Ms. Fanconi renmarked that the Audit Conmttee had net earlier
and had | ooked at recommendations specific to the commttee;
however, there were four people in the roomand five
interpretations of the third recommendati on. Wen they tal ked
about auditing activity funds she wondered if they were
suggesting these audits should be done nore frequently or have
the fund itself hire an accountant. M. Urban replied that the
recommendati on was closer to her last coment. It was not so
much the frequency but the fact that these funds involved a snal
anount of noney. They would | ook for volunteers within the PTA
or support systemw thin MCPS for people with an auditing
background. These volunteers could provide gui dance and do an
audi t .

M. Shul man reported that the group working in the area of

communi cations were not able to attend. Board nenbers and Dr.
Vance expressed their appreciation to M. Shulman and the nenbers
of the partnership. They wel coned the idea of a dinner with the
partnership and were awaiting the superintendent's
recommendati ons on the report.
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Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 10:25 p. m

PRESI DENT
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