APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
52-1987 Decenber 16, 1987

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Wednesday, Decenber 16, 1987, 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Sharon D Fonzo, President
in the Chair
Dr. Janmes E. Cronin
M. Blair G BEw ng
M. Bruce A ol densohn
M. Andrew Herscowitz
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner

Absent: Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg
M's. Mary Margaret Slye

O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Deputy Superintendent
acting in the Absence of the Superintendent
Dr. Carl W Smith, Executive Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

RESOLUTI ON NO. 618-87 Re: BCE APPEAL NO. 87-30

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

RESOLVED, That the Board of Education adopt its decision and order in
BOE Appeal No. 87-30.

Re: ANNUAL MEETI NG W TH MCEA

M's. Di Fonzo wel coned the executive Board of the Mntgonmery County
Educati on Associ ation. She suggested that they have a round table,

i nformal discussion between the Board of Education and MCEA.

M. Mark Sinmon, president of MCEA, congratul ated Ms. D Fonzo on her
el ection to the presidency and extended best wi shes for a successful
year. He recalled that |ast year they had gotten into sone neaty
issues in the neeting and had suggested foll ow up nmeetings which had
not occurred because of the Board' s schedule. For this evening, MEA
was suggesting one topic of discussion.

M. Sinon stated that the Report of the Comm ssion on Excellence in
Teaching represented a bold vision of the future of the Mntgomery
County Public Schools. Therefore, the report should be considered
with caution. He reported that MCEA was enthusiastic about the
recomendati ons but did not agree with everything in the report. The
report was a serious attenpt to conme up with a long-termstrategy for
i mproving MCPS. It addressed one of the nost serious flaws in the
system whi ch was the gap between what teachers were asked to do and
what teachers were capable of doing. M. Sinon said that they
denigrated the capabilities of teachers. Teachers, in turn, accepted
the hierarchy and passed on to students an acceptance of a passive



rol e.

M. Sinmon said there were three exanples of the hierarchica

approach. They were the minority student achi evenent plan, the snowy
day, and the assertive discipline issue. In regard to mnority
student achi evenment, MCEA and teachers were supportive of that

effort. However, this was a plan di scussed by the Board and

i npl enented by the superintendent and Dr. Scott. The nessage

conmuni cated to over 6,000 enpl oyees was that comruni cati on was
perceived as a threat in sone instances. |In sone cases principals
perceived it as a threat, and they communi cated the goals of the plan
in such a way that they were not seen as totally supportive. Wile
MCEA was out front and aggressive in its support of the goals of the
program they felt that teachers were being underutilized in this
process. |If a programwas going to succeed, people had to buy into
the program at the teacher |evel.

M. Sinon stated that the next exanple was the snowy day. MCEA had
felt fromthe outset that having a make-up day for the parent
conferences cancell ed on Novenber 11 nmade sense. They had talked to
Dr. Pitt and Dr. Vance about using Decenber 10 for this purpose and
had communi cated with their nenbership about this issue. However,
while principals had total authority to deci de whether to use
Decenmber 10, they had little information. M. Sinon felt there
shoul d be a better process of conmunication between teachers and
principals and for decidi ng how the nake-up day coul d have been

achi eved.

The third exanple was assertive discipline, and sone parents and
teachers had al ready rai sed concerns about this. M. Sinon said the
problemwas not with the programitself because the techniques had
been available to teachers for sone tine. The problem cane about
when principals took it upon thenselves to decide to inplenment the
program and to provide in-service training for teachers. The
teachers fond t hensel ves doi ng sonet hing that they had no opportunity
to decide whether to do or not. He thought that the essenti al
problemw th the assertive discipline issue was the process that |ed
toits inplementation.

M. Sinmon congratul ated the Board for establishing the Conm ssion on
Excel | ence and even nore for not shelving the report of that group.
It was clear fromDr. Pitt's inplenentation steps that they were
nmovi ng forward. However, it was not clear on a phil osophical |evel
the extent to which the Board had bought into the principles of the
report. He noted that the Board had spent time at several neetings
di scussing the role of the principal, and concl usions reached at
these neetings may well contradict sone fundanental issues raised by
the Conmi ssion's report. In the nmeantinme the inplenmentation steps
were going on. He said that for themthe two central issues in the
report of the Comm ssion were Recommendations 22 and 27.

M. Sinmon said that Reconmendati on 22 states, "Teachers and
principals be given increased responsibility, authority, and
accountability for determning the structure of their school and how



they will achieve the goals for |earning established by the Board of
Education.” Recomendation 27 is to "provide teachers the anenities
that other professionals take for granted.” For exanple, teachers
did not have opportunities to confer with coll eagues and did not have
clerical support. He said that what was called for was the
recognition that the primary responsibility for education rested in
the hands of the teachers and that the structuring of education
shoul d be around the teachers. He recalled that during a discussion
of the heavy burdens on principals, Dr. Cronin had asked if any of
the principals had thought about sharing these responsibilities with
other staff nenbers. No one responded.

M. Sinmon remarked that it was his fear that the Board did not agree
with this recommendation. Clearly there were things that nust give

t he Board of Education pause. These included a potential |oss of
managenment prerogative as teachers were given nore responsibility and
budget inplications for staffing schools so that teachers had the
time to do this. He explained that MCEA was not advocating rushing
into do these things. They recognized that this effort would take a
long tine and that the best way mght be to pilot sone of these

i deas. However, he wanted to see a recognition that the ideas in the
report did have potential. They wanted the Board to begin to build a
relationship with MCEA that would permt this to nove forward. They
understood that Dr. Pitt was including noney in the budget for this
pur pose, and they suggested that the pilots occur in fewer schools
but in nore intensity so that they could really get into this.

M's. Di Fonzo asked if they were intimating that teachers had probl ens
with this because they did not think of this plan, did not initiate
it, or did not owmn it. M. Sinon explained that it was not the "not

i nvented here" syndrome. |If a school was going to inplenent a
program the staff needed to have an opportunity to decide if this
was what they wanted to do and not have a deci sion nmade by one
person.

M. Randy Changuris reported that Seneca Valley had just finished its
M ddl e States evaluation, and one criticismwas that the

deci si on- maki ng was top down and there was no comuni cation fromthe
bottom up. Therefore, teachers did not take ownership in what was
goi ng on and noral e was not as good as it should be. He hoped that
they would be able to discuss the Mddle States report with Dr. Vance
because here woul d be an excellent place to nake a start in involving
teachers in the goals of the school

Dr. Cronin commented that in the three exanples cited by M. Sinon
what he saw was a comuni cati ons breakdown. For exanple, there was
concern when decisions cane fromthe top and when information cane
fromthe bottom He personally |iked Reconmendation 22, and wondered
how t hey could go about this. M. Richard Jaworski replied that he
woul d recomend using surveys. For exanple, in the case of
conputer-controll ed heat and air conditioning, they mght give nore
aut onony to people in the building who knew what the needs were in

t hat bui |l di ng.

Dr. Cronin commented that he saw in the superintendent's proposals an



el ement whi ch woul d | eave an individual school much nore potential

for developing its own future because the principal and staff would
jointly decide what their goals would be. He reported that two Board
nmeeti ngs ago, the Board had given basic support to the principles of
the Conmi ssion and Dr. Pitt's proposed inplenmentati on schedul e.

In regard to the three exanples, M. Sinon explained that it was not
just conmmuni cation. For exanple, in assertive discipline there was a
nmechani smin each school for a staff to decide whether to use the
program but these nmechani sns were not used. The principals made the
decision. In regard to the snow day, sone principals decided to do
i n-service on Decenber 10. Dr. Vance put out a nmeno to principals
saying it was to be a nake-up day for conferences unless the staff
and the principal decided it was going to be used for sonething el se.
Until that neno went out, the staff had no role in the decision

what soever. He suggested that there had to be a structured way for
teachers to make deci sions.

Ms. Phyllis Robinson conented that MCPS was a | arge school system
There were nanagers in MCPS who were intimdated by staff
participation and others who wel comed participation. She felt they
were tal king about a conbi nation of issues, not just conmunication
Ms. Jane Stern added that a good exanpl e of the top-down syndronme was
the way in which they had been handling the eight half-days when
there was an early dismssal of students. Mst of these prograns
were structured wi thout teachers ever being asked what they felt they
needed. She said that they had a captive audi ence and al ways pitched
t hese progranms as though everyone was at the sanme | evel of
understandi ng. There was alnost a feeling that unless this tine was
structured, the teachers would fritter away their time |ike young

st udents.

M's. D Fonzo asked whet her MCEA nmenbers felt that this "benign

di ctatorshi p” ran across grade levels or was nore noticeable at one
level. M. Sinon replied that it mght be linked to the training

t hat people had. For exanple, they often used the word, "collegial,"
and yet nost did not know what that meant. Ms. Stern thought that

t he problem was worse at the el enentary school |evel and seened to

| essen at the secondary |evel.

Ms. Phyllis Cochran reported that in her school, the teachers did
define the program needs. She suggested that where good things were
happeni ng they needed to | ook at these and provide sonme training to
refl ect what was going on in those schools. Ms. D Fonzo conmmented
that she had been in Ms. Cochran's school and teachers appeared to
be buying into the program M. Cochran noted that this was a huge
school systemw th nmany nodels out in the schools, and they really
had to accentuate the positive.

M. JimPolitis agreed that the problemwas nore severe at the
elementary level. The smaller the faculty, the nore it was possible
for the principal to keep his finger on every pulse. He noted that
Gai t hersburg Hi gh School was an exanpl e of how things could work
well. In regard to Decenber 10, Dr. Masci was persuaded to let the
liaison conmttee decide, and the conmttee used their expertise to



put on an in-service programthat was well received because it was
put on by teachers.

M. Seth Col dberg stated that an inportant goal was to try and see
whet her the Board of Education and the Board of directors of MCEA
were readi ng the same words the sane way and tal ki ng about the sane
thing. For exanple, sonme had interpreted Recormendati on 22 as saying
the [ ocal principal needed nore authority to run his or her kingdom
MCEA agreed with the national reports that this is a real problem and
that somet hing had to be done about the current hierarchica
arrangenents in schools. The power relationships in schools were
such that teachers were disfranchised. He reported that in the text
of the recommendati on there were sone | oaded statenents which spoke
to a need to have a shift in the | ocus of power in the school system
MCEA agreed because when a | ot of schol arshi p peopl e studied
education they had cone to the sane concl usion. He wondered what
Recomendati on 22 was saying to Board nenbers. For exanple, did this
recomendat i on enpower teachers and recommend a shift in

rel ati onshi ps.

Ms. Carole Lowe reported that at the secondary |evel teachers
appeared to have nore inpact on deci sions because of the | eadership
team However, sonetines as the | eadership teamworked with the
principal, the teachers felt they were not being well represented
because this team was assuning a | eadership role.

M. Ewi ng said that the section of the report MCEA had called
attention to was the heart and the hardest part of the report to cone
to grips with. To him it said there needed to be a profound change
in the way the school systemdealt with the professional. 1In the
United States they did poorly in inproving productivity because the
nmet hod of work was hierarchical and authoritarian. This was nore
pervasive in education than el sewhere, he thought. The probl em was
that in the | ast 40 years they had a generation of people who were
wel | educated and would not tolerate situations in which they could
not participate. He thought it was necessary to nove in that
direction as rapidly as they could. They would not attract people
into the classroomunless they did this. Many young peopl e were not
choosi ng education as a career because it was not well paid and was
not held in high regard. This would not change unl ess they changed
the way they treated the professionals. There were sonme school s
where this worked well, and there were tines in some schools where it
wor ked wel |, but the nodel they were using in Montgonery County was
one of authority.

M. Ewi ng said that people were worried about where accountability
turned up. On pages 48 and 49 the Commission did talk about this
including identification of neasures of results. He said they were
at fault for not determ ning what results they wanted to achi eve.
Instead they failed by trying to control. They would be better off

if they would start to discipline thenselves regarding results. He

t hought that this was fundanental, but he felt it did fly in the face
of the whole tradition of education in Mntgomery County and in
Anerican life.



Dr. Cronin cited his experiences in two schools in New York. One
where the deci sion making came fromthe top down, and the other with
a faculty council, and a quasi-partnership with the principal. In
MCPS he would like to see a partnership between the principal and the
staff; however, at sonme point when they did have a knotty issue the
princi pal would have to make that decision. He felt that nost
decisions could be arrived at communal ly.

M's. Praisner said she was a little confused about their perception
of a contradiction between the recommendati ons of the Conm ssion and
the di scussion of the role of the principal. For exanple, they

tal ked about appropriate in-service training for principals.

Al t hough the Board had spent the primary focus of its time on
attracting and retaining teachers, they had to be concerned about

ot her enpl oyees i ncl udi ng supporting services and principals. M.
Simon commented that it was not the amount of tine the Board spent on
t hese di scussions. Rather it was the imge of the | onely individua
out there making all the decisions and evaluating staff and
curriculum Not once was there any hint that anyone else could
participate in this process. Wen it was suggested that other people
could hel p, no thought was given by principals to the possible

i nvol venent of teachers. This evening he was asking the Board for
SOMe reassurances.

M's. Praisner noted that there were sone good nodels out in the
schools. Their concern was to assure that individuals exhibiting
appropriate behavior received recognition for this, and that people

| ook for other strategies. M. Cochran comented that MCPS had a
good situation in many ways. M. Sinon had raised the point that
principals were overwrked and had not been able to del egate certain
responsibilities. |In negotiations they had raised the concept of
team | eaders on the elenmentary school level. She could cite a nunber
of instances where her principal would be supported if she could

del egate out sonme of her responsibilities. She said that fromthis

| ast round of negotiations with teachers she now had half a day to do
her report cards, and they were now begi nning to address pl anni ng
time for elementary school teachers.

M. Sinmon remarked that the distinction was being nmade that there
were better situations in some schools, but they did not have a nodel
to follow Ms. Praisner commented that there was not a perfect
nmodel . She thought there should be differences fromschool to schoo
and said that could not happen if they had only one nodel. M.

ol dberg expl ai ned they were | ooking for support fromthe Board.
When he saw there was to be a discussion on the role of the
principal, he thought it would be foll owed by a discussion on the
role of the teacher. Ms. Praisner comented that having started to
di scuss the recomendati ons of the Conmmission, she did not see

di scussing the role of the principal as slighting that issue. Dr.
Cronin pointed out that they were discussing the role of the teacher
right now M. Sinon pointed out that MCEA had initiated this

di scussi on.



Dr. Cronin suggested they might be |ooking into what Frank Masci was
doi ng at Gaithersburg H gh School which caused himto be recognized
for running a good school. M. Sinon said that what they were

| ooki ng for was a fundanental reexamination of these nodels and a
break frompast tradition. There were no nodels for the
recomendati ons the Conmm ssion had made on authority and
responsibility. He asked if the pilots would be ground-breaking
efforts.

Ms. Marsha Smith commented that the instructional councils consisted
of resource teachers and others who were to make policy. One problem
with the councils was that nmenbership was sel ected by the principal
One break mght be for these nmenberships to be selected by their
peers. Mentoring was another possibility. They agreed there should
be soneone like a nentor in the schools, but they di sagreed over who
was to select the nentor. She believed these people could be

sel ected by their peers, and these were two suggestions to break with
tradition.

M. Changuris stated that this came down to | eadership. The schools
wor ki ng well were the ones where the | eadership on both sides was
taking risks. The schools not working well were the ones where the
i nes of comunication were one-sided. He suggested they should | ook
at the training and selection of adm nistrators. He thought that if
t hey had good | eadership they woul d get nore value for their
educational dollars. For exanple, the staff at Gaithersburg would do
anyt hi ng because of the |eadership in that school

M. Politis stated that there was the feeling that the new crop of
adm nistrators were turned out with two cardinal principles in their
m nds. The first was "don't let the teachers get anything over," and
the second was "grind themdown." The perception was that principals
like Dr. Masci were a dying breed. M. Changuris explained that
being a principal was nore than having a degree in admnistration

The person had to let teachers have sonme input if he or she wanted
themto follow This was risk taking

M's. Praisner asked if they had any sense of variations in the

di fferent assessnment center nodels. M. Smith replied that the MCPS
center was geared for people who had stepped over the bodies of their
col l eagues to get to the top. Another inportant thing was to |learn

t he bureaucracy better than another person and to |earn the fastest
way to do things; however, a ot of things done in a school could not
be done quickly. She thought that the assessment center was
produci ng achi evenent-ori ented people rather than cooperative
managers. Ms. Praisner said she was interested in their views about
the process and the nodel. It was inmportant to strengthen the
process so that teachers were confortable with the sel ection process.

M. Charlie Barkley commented that the perception in the school s was
that the people getting the jobs were the people who could

razzl e-dazzle the interviewers. The coll eagues nost respected by
teachers often did not make the |ist.



It seemed to M. Ewing that as he reviewed the literature, there did
not seemto be anything about |ooking for people who had skills in
partici patory managenent. |In addition, he did not see training
offered in this area. M. Coldberg said that even if they had those
things built into the principal ship they were not |ooking at the
central issue of orchestrating change. There was some agreenent that
the problens | eading to disenfranchisenent of the teachers were al
structural, and the structure of the school systemhad to be
addressed. If they nmade structural changes of how principals and
teachers related to each other at the [ocal school |evel, nuch |ess
woul d be left to chance.

Ms. Cochran remarked that she had been listening to the discussion
and part of the problemwas that people kept referring to the
principal as "he." They sawthis role as male, and yet this

prof essi on was popul ated nostly by wonmen. The other thing was

| eadership by exanple. MCPS had to increase the nunmber of fermales in
positions of |eadership. She pointed out that they were putting
woren in training prograns that were probably led by nen. She felt
there were schools out there where there was opportunity for
equality. She suggested they do different styles of pilots in
different settings. She pointed out that Dr. Masci and his teachers
were doi ng a good job because collectively they made hi m| ook good.
M's. Praisner commented that they did not have principals comng to

t hem and questioni ng why there was no conm ssion to study ways of
attracting and retaining good principals. M. Sinon pointed out that
there were no teachers on the Conm ssion, and Ms. Praisner pointed
out that there were no principals. M. Cochran expl ained that she
did not want a discussion of the role of the principal separate from
a discussion of the roles of those who worked with the principal

Dr. Cronin reported that at a recent neeting with student
representatives they had tal ked about snmoking in the schools and the
superintendent's recomendati on that student snmoki ng be banned. The
students had asked what teachers were teaching if they continued to
snoke. M. Sinon commented that the Board was going to hear severa
different viewpoints on this issue.

Ms. Stern remarked that she did not know how MCEA coul d handl e the
wor kl oads if disciplinary action were taken agai nst teachers. She
poi nted out that there were a lot of things that it was ok for adults
to do and not for students to do. A lot of adults got into the
snoki ng habit when not as rmuch was known about the effects of

snoki ng. These people would like to stop and probably could if their
profession was | ess stressful. The best thing was for young peopl e
not to start snoking.

M. Col dberg conmented that he had been addicted to cigarettes since
he was 11. He did not think there was a difference between adult and
student addictions. Prohibiting snmoking canme out of seeing students
in a hierarchical relationship to adults. They had to accept the
responsi bility of doing sonething for students that would help them
with this problem Both adults and young people wanted to quit
snoki ng. He suggested there m ght be things that schools could do to



help with that. There were a |ot of successful support groups to
hel p keep people from snoking. They could ask sone insurance
carriers to run prograns in the schools and encourage staff,
students, and parents to get involved with these progranms. He

t hought about havi ng students and teachers team ng up and hel pi ng
each ot her.

Ms. Smith reported that she was a non-snoker; however, she recalled
not being able to go into the bathroonms when she was in high schoo
because of the smoking. She asked about the consequences for
students who were caught snmoking in school. |If the ultimte
consequence was suspensi on, she wondered if they were ready to see

t he suspension rates go up. She noted that in public places there
were areas where snoking was permtted, but now they woul d have no
areas for students. She suggested designating outside areas for
staff and students. She al so asked who woul d do the enforcing,
because teachers were not going to do it.

Ms. Smith reported that she taught the unit on al cohol /tobacco/ drugs
to eighth graders. She recalled that when the snoking areas were

est abl i shed, the nunber of students snoking actually decreased. M.
Cochran pointed out that they had to worry about the effect of snoke
on non-snokers because the governnent had tackled this issue in their
buil dings. M. Stern suggested having a faculty snoking | ounge and a
facul ty non-snoki ng | ounge.

M. ol densohn reported that Wotton H gh School had two | ounges, but
someone had put the soda machine in the snokers' |ounge. He noted
that there were pressures on the Board to make a decision soon. |If
they rejected the superintendent's proposal, they would have to cone
up with sonething else. M. Changuris asked if they had seen the
prelimnary reports from Seneca Valley. He had not thought it would
wor k, but he had seen little evidence of snoking in the rest roons.
M. ol densohn reported that the students thensel ves were enforcing
the ban. M. Changuris added that if students were going to snoke,
they did so off the school grounds. As far as penalties, the
students were given five or six warnings before anything happened.
They did not have many staff people who snoked, and they now had a
roomon a |oading dock for this purpose.

M's. Di Fonzo conmented that if they passed a no-snoking policy, a
student not wanting to be suspended would go off school grounds. |If
the student went off the property, the student woul d be suspended.
VWhen she had attended high school, snoking was not permtted, but
students wanting to snoke stepped off the school property.

M. Jaworski remarked that society had to buy into |l aws, and the
guesti on was whether the students would buy into this one. He would
argue for a lot of assenblies at the beginning of the school year to
present prograns about the dangers of passive snoking and | ung
cancer. He thought they needed a conbinati on of education, peer
pressure, and the law to make this work. M. Gol densohn understood
that Seneca Valley and Walt Wiitman H gh School s had done just that.
He noted that it was against the lawto sell cigarettes to people
under 16 as it was against the law to drive over 55 nph on 1270. If



he drove over 55 nph, he was giving his daughter a nessage. If a
rul e was no snoking, once in a while an exanple had to be set. He
reported that with his own daughter it was peer pressure. Her
friends pressured others to give up snoking. Ms. Stern said that
teachers woul d not police the washroons or give up their free tine to
add this to their duties.

M's. Praisner asked what teachers were doing in Seneca Valley, and
M. Changuris replied that teachers were not doing anything. The
adm nistrators and the hall nmonitors were handling this. M.
Herscowitz reported that according to students there was a group of
students who | eft the school to snoke, but the adm nistration was
choosi ng not to suspend these students. As a non-snoker, M. Lowe
said she was in favor of the ban. 1In her work in junior high schoo
they had concentrated on enforcing the ban, only to see snoking
permtted in senior high schools.

In regard to the proposed bill on Anne Arundel County, Ms. D Fonzo
expl ai ned that the proposal was to have the Board of Education

appoi nted by the county executive rather than the governor and the
county executive wanted line itemveto power. Ms. Praisner reported
that she had served on a panel at the recent MACO conference that had
i ncl uded a di scussion of the Anne Arundel county executive's desire
to do the negotiations on salary and financial issues. She said MABE
was followng the bill and would continue to do so. Ms. D Fonzo
expl ai ned that they were concerned about the precedent-setting nature
of this bill.

M's. Di Fonzo thanked the nenbers of MCEA for attending the neeting
and expressed her hope that the lines of communication between the
two boards woul d stay open

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the nmeeting at 10:10 p.m
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