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The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Thursday, August 30, 1990, at 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg, President
in the Chair
Janes E. Cronin
Blair G Ew ng
Bruce A (ol densohn
Cat herine E. Hobbs
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Absent : Davi d Chang
Shar on Di Fonzo

Marilyn J. Praisner

won-

O hers Present: Harry Pitt, Superintendent
Paul L. Vance, Deputy Superintendent

Thomas S. Fess, Parliamentari an
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Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

Dr. Shoenberg announced that Ms. Praisner had a previous
engagenent whi ch had been schedul ed before a date was sel ected
for the neeting with the Montgonery County Education Associ ati on.
Ms. Di Fonzo had a fam |y energency and woul d be unable to
attend, and M. Chang also had a famly comm t nent.

Re: MEETING WTH THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY
EDUCATI ON ASSOCI ATI ON

M. Mark Sinon, president of MCEA, reported that they had
requested this neeting to tal k about issues that had not been
resol ved after the negotiations process and the budget adoption.
They had found it difficult to understand sone actions of the
Board and hoped that the Board would listen to MCEA' s point of
view. They felt pushed out of sone issues, and it was their

intent to be involved in those issues. |If the Board continued to
i gnore MCEA and | ock them out of discussions, they would be
forced to become outspoken adversaries. In addition, they would

have to reconsider their involvenent in cooperative ventures with
MCPS.

M. Sinmon provided the Board with copies of the ADVOCATE whi ch
spell ed out their negotiations goals which were devel oped as a
result of a survey of their nmenbership. They recognized that
there were fiscal constraints and did not conme to the bargaining
table with outrageous demands for salary proposals. One of their
maj or concerns was workload and tinme spent in non-instructional
duties. They felt that the Board and its negotiators paid lip
service to a problemsol ving approach to bargai ning. MCEA had
stressed that the non-instructional duties issue was a key one,
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but at every turn the Board seened to want to narrow t he

di scussion to salary and benefits. Wen the Board was forced by
Council action to renegotiate the contract, the Board stuck to a
hard-1ine position and did not | ook at non-salary ways of
resolving the issue. It seened to themthat the sumtotal of
negoti ati ons and renegotiati ons was to squeeze MCEA out of having
an inpact on working conditions, the work day structure, and
potential refornms in the school system This was ironic because
MCEA had chanpi oned the educational reforminitiative fromthe
begi nning and had tried to grapple with the quality of education
in the county. They felt the Board was trying to push them back
to a narrow concern wth salary and benefits.

Dr. Shoenberg replied that he could provide a personal response
to this issue. It seenmed to himthat the problenms MCEA tal ked
about and the solutions were not wthout cost. For exanple, it
cost sonething to relieve teachers of non-instructional duties.
The Board had to take into consideration the inpact of those
costs on the noney available to carry out progranms. |In his view
it was not possible to do everything, particularly when the
County Council did not fund the budget. The Board coul d have
taken what the Council allocated, but it did not do that, and

t hey knew t he consequences of the budget cuts to accommodate

sal ary increases beyond what the Council allocated. It did not
seemto himto be reasonable to accuse the Board of being hard-
nosed and unwilling to discuss issues when the Board was
struggling to find cuts that woul d not be damaging to the
instructional program The vast mpjority of people comunicating
with Board nenbers were nore interested in noney for prograns
than additional salaries for teachers.

M. Sinon agreed that non-instructional duties did have a cost.
However, if what Dr. Shoenberg said was true, they would have
been faced with a choice of six percent and no non-instructional
duties or seven percent and the duties. However, they were never
presented with this option.

M . ol densohn stated that he had been reasonably satisfied with
the salary portion of the original contract, but he would have

i ked nore for MCCSSE because of his concern about their nenbers
at the bottom of the scale. However, as a candidate for the
County Council, he was now faced with questions about his support
for teacher salaries and the overall county budget. He had told
peopl e he supported the sal aries because they were a product of
the collective bargai ning process. The reality had set in when
the Board was forced to cut positions to fund the contract.

M . ol densohn expl ai ned that the Board had wor ked behi nd the
scenes to support the budget, and he had heard criticism about
that. In the early fall, they did not know what the fiscal

pi cture woul d be. By Decenber when they were at inpasse with the
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unions, the tax revolt had hit its peak. He did not think the
Board had as much | eeway as it had hoped. The Board attenpted to
spread out the inpact and sone of the instructional issues MCEA
was interested in were lost as a result of conprom se. He wanted
to see the educational budget process change so that the Board
had nore control over finances to fund contracts that it had
negoti ated. He shared MCEA' s frustration over the negotiations
and fundi ng processes. He, too, had an agenda of issues for
negoti ati ons which did not work out. He thought that in the
future the Board should have a closer relationship wth MCEA

| eadership during the negotiations process.

M's. Hobbs suggested establishing a buddy system bet ween Board
menbers and nenbers of the Executive Board of MCEA. This could
be an informal but frequent |ine of comrunication between the two
groups. She was angered by sone statenents in the press that the
Board did not do all it could to get the contract funded. She
felt that this was an unfair charge because MCEA was not aware of
all the things the Board did do. M. Seth CGol dberg understood
what she said about being angered, but there was a w despread
position on the part of teachers that the Board did not support
the contract.

Dr. Cronin stated that the Board had supported the Conmunity
Coalition and the efforts of MCEA to support the budget. He,
too, was angered to read in the newspaper that the Board had not
supported t he budget when they had worked to get as much out of
the process as they could. Dr. Shoenberg remarked that during
this period he had started a consulting business and, although
bei ng a Board nenber was not supposed to be full-time, during the
negoti ati ons and budget process he was working full-tine

def endi ng the budget at Council neetings and being in touch with
Council nenbers, all of which was to the detrinment of his own

i ncone.

M. Ewing was glad they could tal k about issues and seek
cooperative approaches. He hoped that in the future the Board
would see it as its job to propose and to fund actions designed
to make teaching a truly professional career. They should find
ways to utilize the training and ability of teachers in teaching
and working with children rather than spending tinme supervising
the lunch room They needed professional devel opnent for
teachers and tinme for teachers to work with other teachers and to
plan activities. Wile they had done sone of those things over
time, he felt that the job was half done. He believed the Board
did do what nenbers felt was appropriate, but in the course of
budget deliberations there were maj or di sagreenents over the
scope of the budget. He hoped that in the future there would be
a different focus and that they woul d nake teaching a

pr of essi onal occupati on.
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M. Ewi ng thought the Board needed to take the initiative to
reach out to MCEA and the teacher community and becone advocates
for what it believed. The Board al so needed to exam ne the
negoti ati ons process. Although they were bound by law to

negoti ate, he was not satisfied with the process and did not
believe it served the interests of the Board and MCEA. \Wile the
negoti ati ons process was adversarial, it did not have to be
antagonistic and bitter. Last year the process was bitter and

hi ghly personal. He hoped they could focus on the future and
find a way to nake teaching a better profession.

M. David Kahn commented that as he listened to the Board he was
struck by the enphasis on finances. No one was happy with the
process or the results of the budget, but MCEA was not here this
eveni ng because of the difference between four percent and seven
percent. They were | ooking at the fundanental relationship

bet ween MCEA and the Board. MCEA represented the collective
expertise of teachers, and they believed that teachers had a
legitimate role in education and in changing the direction of
education. Wen the recommendati ons of the Conm ssion on
Excel |l ence started being inplenmented four years ago, he felt that
t hi ngs were begi nning to happen. However, when they went into
this round of bargaining, they were disillusioned because it was
apparent that the only issue to be resolved was noney. MCEA was
going to continue to play a role in the issue of educational
quality, but they would prefer to play this role in conjunction
wi th MCPS and the Board of Educati on.

Dr. Cronin recalled that he and M. Sinon had tal ked about a
whol e series of things. He saw a distinction between MCEA in
bargai ni ng versus the ways in which MCEA could be a force in
educational issues. He and M. Sinon had tal ked about goi ng out
to high school faculties and asking for views on what teachers

t hought students should know by the time they graduated. He had
told M. Sinon that there would be a role for MCEA in this
process. This did not have to be at the bargaining table. For
exanple, M. Col dberg had appeared before the Board on numerous
occasions. However, when they got to bargai ning the focus
narrowed into dollars.

M . Kahn expl ained that when the Board refused to negotiate on
certain issues teachers perceived the Board as paying only lip
service to the invol venent of teachers. M. Karen Craney
reported that she had given of her owmn tinme to work on the staff
devel opment and prof essi onal devel opnent issues. The Board had
put funds into the pilot prograns, but in bargaining the Board
refused to change the | anguage in the contract to |let teachers
choose their courses for their own professional devel opnment.

Dr. Shoenberg noted that the Board got very little in the
contract that was in furtherance of the Board's goals. Three
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years ago one of the Board's issues was to encourage teachers to
do graduate work in subject matter as opposed to work in skills
devel opment. Therefore, the Board was willing to put noney in
the contract with the limtation to which MCEA was objecting.
The Board has not abandoned that goal and insisted on those
limtations. He did not see this as being hypocritical. They
had one situation where they had a pilot which was not the sane
as the purpose for the article in the MCEA contract.

M. Col dberg said the rule of thunb was to put down agreenents on
paper and have both sides sign off. However, they felt that when
it cane to certain issues, the Board pulled up short. One
inplication was that while the Board was willing to go along with
sonme things, they wanted to retain control. He had been spending
his time convincing teachers that the Board was sincere about
school - based managenent, and he believed they were noving toward
a partnership. Now it appeared to himthat the Board had backed
away froma commtnent, and it was difficult for himto convince
teachers of the Board's support.

M. Rick Bank reported that a | ot of practical issues canme out of
the rank and file. They had focused on non-instructional duties
during negotiations. He hoped that one thing would result from
this evening's neeting which was that the Board would take their
concerns seriously because they cane fromreal people out in the
cl assroons. He was not offended by tough bargaining, but he did
think there was a perception that MCEA cane in with demands on a
range of issues but was really only concerned with salary. The
perception was that the other issues were only bargaining chips
that would drop off the table for a chance at dollars. He was
worried that the pressures for educational reformwere not being
dealt with in the bargaining area as they should be. He agreed
that there were costs associated with these issues, but there
shoul d be tradeoffs. The issues were real to them and

negoti ations was an inportant forumto get issues resolved.

M. Bank said that while the MCPS negotiators were top flight
people, there was a difference between the negotiations process
and renegotiations. During renegotiations there was an absol ute
refusal to discuss any issues other than salary. Wen they took
t he conbination of an unwillingness to deal with these issues and
the stylistics of the process, this damaged their ability to
believe in the process. He indicated that many tines they saw
the cost issue as a facade for not dealing with other issues, and
they felt that the real issue was control. They could not back
of f these issues because they were real issues. They had a good
record of noving in positive directions, but they felt that this
year was an unfortunate set-back. |If they did not re-establish a
sense of trust, they were all going to be in big trouble.
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Ms. Phyllis Robinson pointed out that over the years the Board
and MCEA had changed. The present Board of Directors of MCEA had
made real efforts to work cooperatively; however, next year the
conposition of the MCEA Board was going to change and their

| eadershi p woul d change. M. Sinon agreed that MCEA shoul d be
able to work wwth the present Board of Education and the Board
shoul d be able to work with MCEA, but the situation had to

i nprove. He thought they needed publicity about joint efforts
for educational reformand about the positive cooperation between
MCEA and MCPS.

Dr. Shoenberg said that concern had been expressed that sone of
the Board's unwillingness to put things in the contract m ght be
an i ssue of control, and he thought they were right. There was a
limt to how nuch control a Board of Education could give up and
still exercise its responsibilities. For exanple,
decentralization of the decision-nmaki ng process was an exercise
in giving up authority. Therefore, they did these things
tentatively and slowly. There was another aspect to this issue.
MCEA was not the only group with which the Board was in
partnership. Wile they did not have a contract w th MCCPTA,
they did have a working rel ationship. Therefore there were sone
i ssues they were unwilling to put in a contract with MCEA because
they were matters of concern to other segnents of the school
comunity.

M. Charles Barkley agreed that the Board had sone |imts to the
anmount of control it gave up, but the perception was that the
Board had not given up any control. One issue was the |oca
school budget. He saw no reason why teachers could not know the
anount of noney the principal had to run the school, but no one
was wlling to share that information. M. Sinon said this issue
was raised in negotiations and was rejected by the Board. Dr.
Pitt reported that no one had ever brought this to his attention.
When he had been a principal, he had shared this information with
his staff. Dr. Cronin comented that this wasn't sonething that
needed to be in a contract because this was basic information
that should be available. Dr. Pitt suggested that this should
have been brought to his attention during his nonthly neetings
wi t h MCEA.

M. Sinon explained that they were neeting with the Board this
eveni ng because they perceived the Board was unwilling to work
wth MCEA and wanted to retain control. If this was not so, they
needed to work out sonme avenues of cooperation. They felt that

t he recommendati ons of the Conmm ssion on Excell ence had not been
accepted by the Board. There were issues that had not been
addressed, and they would like to see them addressed by task
forces. They suggested groups on non-instructional duties and on
educational reform particularly school -based deci si on naki ng.
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Dr. Shoenberg remarked that he would be willing to consider ways
in which the Board coul d be responsive to their request; however,
they had to be consci ous about how far they could go with these
di scussions without getting into an awkward situation. He was
willing to nake a commtnent to have the Board consider ways to
di scuss this. He would also like to add a task force. Wile

t hey had sone good progress on the recomendati ons of the

Comm ssion, they had cone to a stalemate on the issue of teacher
eval uati on.

M. Richard Jaworski pointed out that as far as site-based
managenent was concerned, Montgonery County was probably the only
maj or school systemthat had noved this far based on good faith
Time was noving al ong, and there would be new | eadership and they
were the only ones with nothing in witing. Teachers had

vol unt eered hundreds of hours of their personal tinme to work on

t hese prograns, and if the programfailed teachers would be
unw I ling to extend thenselves in the future. Dr. Cronin thanked
MCEA for Seth CGoldberg's |leadership in this area.

Dr. Shoenberg thanked MCEA for their straightforward presentation
and hoped that the discussion had net their goals. M. Sinon
said the neeting had net their objectives because they did not
expect it to lead to resolution. He hoped the Board would comm t
to the idea of setting up task forces to consider these issues.
Dr. Cronin suggested that the Board officers consider this
request at their next agenda-setting neeting.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 9:55 p. m
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