APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
14- 1994 March 9, 1994

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County net in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Wednesday, March 9, 1994, at 7:30 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: M's. Carol Fanconi, President

in the Chair
M. Stephen Abrans
Ms. Frances Brenneman
Dr. Al an Cheung

. Blair G Ew ng

s. Beatrice Gordon

Ana Sol Cutierrez

O hers Present: Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
s. Katheryn W Cenberling, Deputy
Philip Rohr, Deputy

Thomas S. Fess, Parliamentari an
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Vs
Absent : Ms. Carrie Baker
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(Y8
Dr. H
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Re: MEETI NG W TH MCCPTA

Ms. Fanconi wel coned nenbers of MCCPTA to the Board table. Ms.
Nancy King, president of MCCPTA, indicated that they had a |ist
of questions to present to the Board. The first one was the
process for determ ning school closings because of the weather.

Dr. Vance stated that if possible they tried to make the deci sion
by 10 p.m the preceding night; however, the nore typical process
i nvol ved sending out teans at 3 a.m to every section of the
county. From3 to 5 a.m these teans checked out road
conditions, going in and out of subdivisions. In addition, MCPS
used two weather services to aid in its decisions. Shortly
before 5 a.m the teans reported to Dr. Rohr, and at the sane
time contacts were nmade to ot her school systens, the Council of
Governnments, and the County Departnent of Transportation. At 5
a.m the superintendent was called, and by 5:15 a.m the
superintendent made a deci sion based on the recomendati ons of

Dr. Rohr and the director of transportation. Wen the decision
was made, the nedia and other school districts were contacted.

As far as making up days | ost to snow energencies, Ms.
Genberling reported that the Board had requested an exenption to
extend the school day rather than the school year. On April 5,

t he school day woul d be extended by half an hour at the end of
the day, and this half hour would be student instructional tine
and would continue to the end of the school year. Wdnesday,
June 15, would be the last day of school. Information on the

i npl enmentation of this decision wiuld be out in the schools next
week.
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Dr. Vance expl ained that they planned to work with the state
superintendent and state Board of Education to allow for greater
authority for |local decisions on the school calendar. 1In

Mont gonery County they built in five days above the state m ni mum
of 180 days, and in view of the weather pattern they m ght have
to | ook at building nore snow days into the calendar. In
response to a question about the extended school day, Ms.
Genberling replied that they were trying to allow |l ocal staff to
deci de on the best use of the tine; however, sone decisions such
as transportation and athletic events would have to be nade
systemm de. They also had to | ook at the issue of norning and
afternoon kindergarten. It was decided that MCPS woul d provide
information to the Spotlight on the extended school day.

Ms. King inquired about the status of the task force on year-
round education. Dr. Vance replied they had been busy with the
eastern area boundary deci sions and were now ready to begin

di scussing the profile of the year-round education task force.

He assured Ms. King that MCCPTA woul d be represented on the task
force. Ms. King stated that they were pleased with the
presentation on year-round education at their del egate assenbly
meeting. She felt it was inportant for people to understand what
year -round education was, whether or not MCPS did anything about
it. Dr. Vance agreed and expl ained that their purpose was to
revi ew year-round education and analyze it for Mntgonery County.

M. Terry Roche reported that at the end of January at a ful

del egate neeti ng MCCPTA had adopted a conpact for the FY 1995
operating budget. This had been sent to Board nenbers, and he
would like to discuss the six itens with the Board to get a sense
of what the Board had done about these itens or intended to do
about them The first one was to nodify the way in which future
enpl oyee contracts were negotiated to assure greater public
accountability. M. Roche pointed out that 90 percent of the
oper ati ng budget was determ ned by negotiations which took place
out of the public eye. What they had in m nd was open
negoti ati ons, and he wanted to know the Board' s thoughts on how
to make contract negotiations nore publicly accountable.

M's. Fanconi commented that the Board as a whol e had not
di scussed the MCCPTA conpact; however, Board nenbers m ght w sh
to respond as individuals.

M. Ewing remarked that there was nothing in the |law that said
negoti ati ons could not be done in public. The difficulty with
public negotiations was he was not sure they would ever reach
agreenent with any of the unions. He explained that the purpose
of managenent was to keep pay increases to a reasonable size and
not | ose managenent prerogatives. Unions wanted to naxim ze the
opportunity for inprovenents in wages and sal ari es and wor ki ng
conditions and to encroach on managenent prerogatives. |If
negoti ati ons were open, the ability of both sides to maxim ze
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their owm interests would be greatly reduced. At one point, the
Board decided it would participate directly in the bargaining
process, but this was not a success. The Board nenbers who
attended bargai ni ng sessions were chal |l enged by ot her Board
menbers about their presence and whether or not they were
reporting informati on back to the Board accurately. This created
di ssention and did not inprove the process. It seenmed to him
that i nstead of open negotiations, they should ook to letting

t he public know nore about what the issues were, what both
parties cared about, and what the public ought to be interested
in.

M. Ewi ng pointed out that the Board had the sane problens as any
| ar ge organi zation. For exanple, health care costs were up, and
this issue canme up during negotiations. He suspected that a | ot
of information could be public, but he did not think open

negoti ations were the best way to |l et the public know what was at
stake. He also commented that accountability came for the Board
at election tine which was the ultimte formof accountability.
He thought that they did have an obligation to informthe public
better about these issues.

Ms. Qutierrez remarked that negotiations were quite conpl ex
because of |l egal constraints and a |l ong history of |abor/
managenent relations. She thought the Board was ultimately very
account abl e when the results of the contracts becane public. |If
t he public was not happy with the contracts the Board was
agreeing to, the ultimate public responsibility was in the

el ection of the Board nenbers. She did not know about ot her
groups that did have public negotiations, but at one point they
had tried to accel erate the negotiations process to nmake it nore
inline with the budget process.

Ms. Mbna Signer said that open negotiations was a broad termthat
could run the ganmut of having caneras in the roomto having a
public observer. \Wat they were tal king about was a better way
of making the proposal s and counterproposals known to the public.
She noted that the Carroll County Board of Education had opened
up its negotiations process. MCEA s Advocate stated their
positions in negotiations, but no one knew the Board' s position.
The public perception was the Board was bei ng whi psawed by the
unions. M. Qutierrez replied that according to the negotiations
| aws, the Board had all the power in the world. The unions could
say all they wanted, but the ultimate decisions, whether there
was nedi ation or negotiations or not, rested with the Board.

Dr. Cheung commented that froma nmanagenent and | abor

rel ati onship perspective, they were dealing with three enpl oyee
units and they did not negotiate with themat the sanme tine.
Wil e they had common interests, the unions al so had demands
unique to their unit. During negotiations there was a give and
take, and for accountability they had to | ook at the outcones
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within the contracts. By |looking at the contracts, the public
coul d eval uate whether or not the Board had done its job.

M's. Fanconi pointed out that the discussion about negotiations
was the first of a six-part question, and she wondered how nuch
ti me MCCPTA planned to spend on this. M. Roche commented that
MCCPTA had conme to this conpact with a great degree of
seriousness and a lot of frustration about the way the Board had
done business in the fiscal area over the | ast several years.
M's. Fanconi pointed out that as a Board they had not di scussed
the conpact, and it m ght be appropriate to schedule a separate
meeting to tal k about the conpact. Ms. King agreed that they
shoul d not cover all the questions this evening and suggested

t hey put together a package to give the Board tine to discuss

t hese i ssues.

M. Roche assuned that Board nmenbers had had an opportunity to

| ook at the conpact. The next question had to do with what kinds
of incentives the Board had thought about. |If the Board had not
t hought about this, they could schedul e another neeting. Ms.
Gordon commented that this was MCCPTA' s opportunity to discuss
what they wanted to discuss. She knew that MCCPTA had put a
tremendous anount of tinme into the conpact, but the Board did not
have the conpact in front of them She suggested that M. Roche
list the questions for them because the Board had to know whet her
or not this was the focus of MCCPTA. She said MCCPTA woul d have
to understand that the Board could not give six or seven answers
to every question.

M. Roche suggested that at sone point they come back together
again on the follow ng topics:

The feasibility of |inking conpensation with inprovenents in
student academ c achi evenent and ot her neasures of
educational quality; rewarding increases in productivity,
where relevant. They were not necessarily tal ki ng about
merit pay, but they were including school incentives such as
t hose adopted by Cncinnati. They mght go with nore
guantifiable things in the support services area. They were
| ooki ng for sone thought on how MCPS coul d nove to those
sorts of things at a tine when revenue were limted and
student growth was rapid. There was also a notion of what

m ght be done to extend the site-based participatory
managenent pl an.

Information to the general public, particularly parents, who
m ght be interested in analyzing the cost/benefits of
budgets and expenditures particularly at the |ocal |evel.

G ncinnati presented school -1evel information for both CIP
and operating budgets. This would help carry a nessage to
the public and the County Council.
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Long-range planning. They believed this was the job of the
Board and not the job of a volunteer citizen commttee. |If
Boards did anything, they ought to be doing | ong-range

pl anning. Wsat did the Board plan to do about | ong-range
pl anni ng?

Cost-savings. The Board was caught in a public relations
bind. They had a group tell themthey could save a whol e

| ot of costs if they created a |ot of efficiencies, but the
group was not specific about cost savings and how much it
woul d cost to save those costs. How far had the Board gone
beyond the earlier discussion of cost savings and
efficiencies? Were were they going? They were
particularly interested in transportation. It cost $19.50 a
day to transport one special education child, and they
wonder ed what coul d be done about that.

Priorities. Wat thinking had the Board done about how to
set priorities on various programelenents? Were was the
Board going with long-termpriority setting?

Ms. Fanconi thanked M. Roche for restating the conpact and
suggested that the Board respond at another tine.

M. Ewing coomented that there were no new i ssues on the |ist,
and there was no |lack of sensitivity on the part of the Board to
comng to grips with these issues. The hardest thing to do was
to plan | ong-range because they were a public body subject to the
annual deci si on-naki ng process of another organi zation
responsi bl e for funding. Over the years the Board had adopted a
nunber of |ong-range plans which went by the waysi de when the
Board did not receive funding. He did not sense a recognition by
t he MCCPTA budget committee that the Board faced a structure for
deci si on-maki ng that was resistant to the various things they all
wanted to do. There were |[imts to what the Board coul d do.

This meant they should pursue their objectives with the
recognition that there were severe limts on what they could
acconplish. For exanple, there was hardly a | ong-range plan in
the public sector that had been systematically inplenented over
two or three years.

Dr. Cheung remarked that MCCPTA had posed good managenent
guestions, but sonetines theories did not work. Corporate
America was giving up on strategic planning because | ong-range

pl anni ng was not fl exi ble enough to respond to environnent al
changes. He, too, pointed out that the Board did not have the
authority to generate revenue, and he did not know how they could
plan if they had to depend on others for funding. However, it

m ght help if they had a two-year budget planning cycle.

Dr. Cheung stated that he would like to have the public | ook at
how wel | the Board was doing in terns of what a student should
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know and what resources were needed to have students achieve. A
public agency could not be truly efficient because of many
factors. In the private sector, conpani es nmade noney and managed
their resources. |In the public sector, they were distributing
resources and requesting noney rather than making it.

Ms. Gordon noted that they did not have a Board position on

t hese i ssues. However, the Board had tal ked about site-based
managenent, and they had heard fromthe Corporate Partnership
that there did need to be nore responsibility at the |ocal |evel
for decision-making. The Board did have a site-based policy.
She agreed they did need to be nore and nore accountable to the
public in tight fiscal tines because they did have to have

def endabl e budgets. She believed in |ong-range budget pl anning
wi th the understanding that fiscal conditions changed. She did
not see there were many of the things on the MCCPTA |ist that
were in direct conflict wwth the Board' s goal s; however, they
m ght be able to | ook nore to the local |evel to nake sone of
those fiscal and educational decisions. She would like to see
t he Board have sone substantive di scussi ons about sone of the
MCCPTA i ssues, and she expressed her appreciation to MCCPTA for
rai sing these questions.

Ms. King requested an update on the technol ogy plan. Ms.
Fanconi replied that all PTA presidents should have received the
superintendent's recommendati ons. There woul d be public hearings
on March 23 and 24 on the superintendent's recommendati ons and a
Board alternative giving priority to high schools in years two
and three of the plan. M. CQutierrez urged PTA nenbers to take a
good | ook at the plan because it did an excellent job of

i npl enenting the Board's policy dealing with equity. She would
appreci ate feedback on the big picture rather than which schools
were chosen to be the prototype schools.

Ms. King suggested that they turn to the final topic which was
"diversity in the schools.” M. Mm Hassanien asked how t he
Board addressed the needs of students who canme fromdifferent
cultures and different backgrounds, socially, economcally,
educationally, and religiously. Sone schools addressed these
needs through cul ture awareness prograns and hol i day
celebrations. It was asked if the Board ensured that each school
had a cultural awareness programthrough social studies or the

| anguage departnent or international weeks.

Ms. Gordon reported that the Board did have a human rel ations
policy, and there were options for each school in devel oping
their plans for inplenenting the policy. They knew that sone
school s did an excellent job and other schools did not do as
much. She thought that with the changes in the Human Rel ati ons
Departnent and the focus on inclusion, outreach, and awareness,
this would nean a redirection for their human relations efforts
this year. However, the new Human Rel ations staff had just cone
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Ms. Qutierrez comrented that sone schools had incredible

| eadership fromprincipals, and these schools created a wonderfu
climate for the whole year, not just a special week. In other
schools, it was as if nmulticulturalismwas not an issue. The
question was what could the Board do to encourage and set a
climate, and she thought that the Board had not done anything in
that area that would be significant. They had had severa

di scussi ons about comng up with a nulticultural cal endar for
every classroom but the Board had not accepted this. She
believed there was a lot of roomfor themto nove in a focused
way to support a multicultural environnment in the schools. The
end result would be an infusion of multiculturalismin the
curriculum and while sone efforts were being nade, there was no
pl an or a dedi cated approach. She was speaking froma personal
per specti ve.

M. Ew ng suggested that the superintendent provide MCCPTA a |i st
of what was happening in staff training, curriculum devel opnent,
human rel ations, and other areas. Wile this mght not be a

Boar d-endorsed plan, it was a substantial initial effort to begin
to address these issues. He agreed that the major shortcom ng
was that they did not require this of every school. This was an
i nstance of the case where | ocal decision-making ran up agai nst
systemm de priorities and requirenents. He said that addressing
diversity in the schools was a major priority and should be in
every school's managenent plan; however, the question was how
they were going to get this done with the small managenent staff
t hey now had.

Dr. Cheung thought that the Board, superintendent, and executive
staff believed in diversity and nulticulturalism but even though
they had a new structure for Human Rel ations they only had four
staff nmenbers to serve 180 schools. |In the schools that had done
wel |l there was strong | eadership in the school as well as active
community | eaders. He believed that the PTA could help to

i mprove awar eness here.

Ms. Hassani en expl ained that she and her commttee were asking
the Board and the superintendent to encourage principals to
include multiculturalismin the curriculumand to invite parents
and community nenbers to participate when a culture was studi ed.
In response to a question about homework, Dr. Vance stated that
their honmework policy was very clear. Each year a nenop was sent
to principals at the start of the school to rem nd themthat
homewor Kk was not to be assigned on major or mnor religious
hol i days. He suggested that his office be called when situations
arose about honework or field trips occurring on religious
hol i days so that the Human Rel ations O fice could work with the
school. Ms. Samira Hussein called attention to a bookl et on
hol i days which was distributed that her child' s school and which
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did not nention her famly's religious holidays.

Dr. Vance expressed his delight that this was one of MCCPTA's
areas of concern. To himthis was by far the nost inportant

i ssue they had di scussed this evening. Their ability to
incorporate this increasing sensitivity would hel p them maki ng
meani ngf ul change. He suggested that staff be invited to a
future del egate assenbly to present and respond to questions on
this issue. Wth MCCPTA s continuing involvenent, they could
systematically correct issues and problens that were of concern
to parents, particularly those under-represented in curricul um
initiatives.

Ms. Qutierrez suggested that the Board take up this issue on a
future agenda or reconsider what they m ght be able to do at the
policy and | eadership level. Ms. Gordon thanked MCCPTA for
their efforts in the area of human rel ati ons because MCPS was now
addressing sone very difficult issues. She was glad that Ms.
Hassani en and Ms. Hussein were providing their |eadership. She
enphasi zed that the Board was conmmtted to having MCPS as open
and welcomng as it could be. The Board had taken a nunber of
steps, and while it was not a perfect system the Board was
willing to work with the PTA. She thanked MCCPTA for the steps
t hey had taken. Ms. Fanconi commented that all Board nenbers
coul d endorse Ms. CGordon's remarks.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 9:40 p. m

PRESI DENT

SECRETARY
PLV: M w



