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ANNOUNCEMENT

M's. Hobbs announced that M. Ewing and Ms. GQutierrez were out of
town and had sent their regrets.
Re: MEETI NG W TH MCCPTA

M's. Sharon Friedman, president of MCCPTA, stated that this year
had been a difficult year for everyone, and the one thing they
had tried to do was to educate their locals as to the Board
budget, Council activities, and what was going on in Annapolis.
They tried to involve as many | ocals as possible in the decision-
maki ng process by sending materials to themto secure their
positions on issues. This year had been a quandary for parents
because of conflicting wants and needs, but the bottomline for
MCCPTA was that they were advocates for children. They had to
ask thensel ves about what they had to say and do that woul d | east
i npact the child in the classroom

Ms. Friedman said it had been necessary for MCCPTA to expand on
their January budget priorities. Therefore, they brought their
del egates together and presented themw th sonme resol utions from
t he budget commttee and the executive board. She expl ai ned that
they tried hard not to look at things in a vacuum They had

t aken votes on local and state issues and tried not to isolate
one part of the budget crisis. MCCPTA had been to Annapolis to
advocate their positions, and their first resolution was on the
state budget and supported increased taxes with a fair share of
the state revenue for Montgonery County. When they |obbied in



Annapolis, they had presented a fact sheet about MCPS whi ch spoke
to the conposition of the student body and the honors that the
school system had achi eved. They had defined MCCPTA for the

del egates because they felt strongly that people in the greater
community had to know what MCCPTA was doing in ternms of | obbying
for education. They wanted people to know that while individual
menbers of MCCPTA had varying priorities, their menbership was
out there pushing for the school system

Ms. Friedman said they were now doing outreach with the
community, and they had nmet with the Montgonery County Chanber of
Commerce, and as a result of this outreach the Chanber now had an
education subcommttee. The chanber's subcommittee was | ooking
into taking positions on the budget, but nore inportantly, they
wanted to get involved at | ooking at the school systemon a |ong-
termbasis. They were currently preparing a survey which would
be dissemnated to their entire nmenbership which asked for views
about MCPS.

Ms. Friedman indicated that their second resolution had to do
wi th overriding Question F which they supported. The third
resolution had to do with the MCPS enpl oyee agreenents. During
debate about this resolution there was a |ot of pain involved
because many parents were suffering job | osses thensel ves but
felt very strongly that they wanted to support teachers and
staff. Regretfully, they could not support fully funding the
negoti ated contracts, and Ms. Friedman pointed out that this did
not necessarily nean they were tal king exclusively about salary.
The priority for parents was the MCPS instructional program |If
the salaries were fully funded, a trenmendous anount of people
woul d lose their jobs with MCPS. The next resolution dealt with
user fees and the fact that PTA was being called on to do nuch
nmore for the schools. They had concerns about what woul d happen
to the schools that could not afford to suppl enent the budget,
and they would like to be involved with the Board in | ooking at
this problem

The last resolution had to do with the budget process. Ms.

Fri edman expl ai ned that they were concerned about the future of
MCPS, and they wanted to see MCPS survive and survive well. They
wer e concerned about the budget process being |ooked at in a
vacuum wi t hout considering the instructional program For
exanple, they would like to see the Success for Every Student
pl an bei ng used as a guideline for maki ng budget decisions. They
supported educational decisions going hand in hand with the
budget process.

Ms. Diane Kartalia, MCCPTA budget chairman, explained that they
want ed t he budget process to nmesh with school systemgoals. They
had received a very noving presentation fromDr. Vance on SES,
and MCCPTA want ed success for every student. As parents, they
knew that children canme in all shapes, sizes, and abilities, and
they wanted the school systemto deal with this. This did not
mean an equal dollar for every student, and they wanted the
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budget to reflect that goal of success for every student.

Ms. Kartalia remarked that they had a budget process that worked

well in a boom period, but they now had spending affordability
guidelines. This year they were facing a gap of $49.5 mllion,
and it was now the mddle of March, and parents still did not

know what was going to be cut. Wuld there be all-day
ki ndergarten or a magnet program next year? They just didn't
know. MCCPTA wanted a budget process that worked in a recession,
and they wanted the process for FY 1994 to start now. They
wanted a different way of |ooking at the budget to support the
educati onal programand to develop alternatives for delivery of
services. They were pleased that Dr. Vance had presented the
non-recomended options early this year, and they thought the
staff comrents were very hel pful. However, they did not see why
the Board could not have a spending affordability alternative
budget in January. They wanted plans for different funding
| evel s, and they hoped that MCCPTA could participate in the
devel opment of a new process that dealt with limted resources.
They didn't want to appear before the Board next March and be
saying the sane things. They had a great admration for MCPS
staff, and they felt if they could work together they could avoid
the situation they were in this year with the $49.5 mllion gap.
This resol ution was adopted unani nously by the budget comm ttee,
unani nously by the executive conmttee, and overwhelmngly in the
del egat e neeti ng.

Ms. Charlotte Joseph, second vice president, described their

del egate assenbly prograns for 1991-92. They had covered budget,
| egi sl ation, and testing, and they planned to have di scussions on
staff evaluation and curriculumin the near future. In
Septenber, they would have a forum for Board of Education
candi dat es.

M's. Nancy Jacobstein, facilities co-chair, reported that this
year 16 school s banded together and agreed to testify as one for
PDF for nodernization. They agreed that nodernization was the
way to go and that schools were willing to have their projects
deferred to get a full nodernization for an equitabl e education
in Montgonery County. She praised the work of Ann Briggs, Deanna
Newman, and Robin King in providing her commttee with good and
honest information. They did have one concern about the area
restructuring plan because of the lack of staff there to interact
with the clusters, and they felt that at some point this should
be di scussed.

Ms. Di Fonzo asked what they would be willing to put aside to
make sure that SES was funded. Ms. Friedman expl ai ned that as
the Board | ooked at different policies it was inportant to see
how they fit with the financial picture. For exanple, they had
SES and the early chil dhood policy to consider, but they did not
have unlimted resources. It seenmed to Ms. D Fonzo that they
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were tal king nore about discussion tinme as opposed to specific
budget items. Ms. Friednman agreed that it was nore

phi | osophi cal, but the bottomline was that next year they

shoul dn't be working fromlists but rather they should be com ng
fromthe sanme place as to their priorities for education.

Ms. Kartalia explained that there was a timng issue invol ved.
The di scussion about the interimrestructuring should have
occurred in the fall. For next fall and in the future, they
shoul d di scuss the prograns they wanted to support so that they
woul d have hel d these di scussions before they cane to the budget.
They had to build in adequate tine for Board and staff
di scussions. Ms. Friedman said they had suggested a nunber of
task forces be sent up to look at a variety of issues and to nmake
t he school systemnore effective. One of them was procurenent,
and the county was already | ooking into this. The Board should
be | ooking at efficiency neasures now and do it with a | arger
goal in mnd. |If MCPS cane out |ooking efficient to the parents
and the greater community, this would inprove the perception of
MCPS in the eyes of the comunity.

Ms. Kartalia comented that part of the budget process had to be
t he enpl oyee contracts. They wanted the Board to nake the best
prom ses to their enpl oyees and honor those prom ses; however,
the Board had to | ook at the total picture. The budget was | abor
i ntensive, and they were a grow ng school system but this had to
be part of the budget process. Ms. Joseph renarked that
spending affordability was now a way of life. They had to | ook
at how much noney they had and how they coul d use those funds to
i npl ement a program such as SES. They did not need to have a
perpetual litany of what was going to be lost in the budget
process.

Ms. Di Fonzo asked about the nunber of people attending the

del egate assenbly. Ms. Joseph replied that usually it was 200,
but there were only about 150 people voting at the resol utions
nmeeting. Ms. D Fonzo asked what they were |ooking for as far as
information on the role of the area office. Ms. Jacobstein
expl ai ned that they | ooked to the area superintendents when they
went through the facilities process, and she wondered with whom
the cluster coordinators would interact to get needed
information. They also wanted to know about the area office
functions so that MCCPTA coul d respond organi zational | y.

M's. Di Fonzo expl ained that she had cone through the PTA ranks,

and the area office was the first |line of defense and

communi cati on between the schools and the central office. The

superintendent and the Board woul d have to cone up with a node

of who handl ed what so that parents would know where to go to get

their questions answered. This year, wth the positions they had

| ost, the area offices were being stretched to deliver services.
Ms. Joseph felt that people needed reassurances. They knew it
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was not going to be the sane as al ways, but they did not know
what it was going to be. They had to not | ook at the | oss but
t he chal | enge of doing things better.

M's. Fanconi thanked MCCPTA for the work they had done in
educati ng people. She was particularly pleased about their
community outreach effort, the briefings in Annapolis, and the
wor k on noderni zati on versus renovation issues. She, too, was
not clear what the cluster/area office process would be although
she knew they woul d not have the support in the area offices they
had before. Anytine they had a task force involving staff, they
m ght not have the staff to assist the way they used to.

M's. Fanconi thought that the Board had shown its priorities in
its budget actions. For exanple, there were a |lot of things they
coul d have put on the non-recomrended |ist dealing with early
chi | dhood education, but they did not put themon the list. Ms.
Kartalia pointed out that the non-recomended |ist submtted by
the Board | ast year bore no resenblance to the Board' s actual
final budget. Qut of 34 itens on the non-recomrended |ist, only
11 becane cuts. Ms. Fanconi pointed out that |ast year they did
not go down to the level the |ist addressed.

In regard to alternative budgets, Ms. Brenneman pointed out that
t he county executive had one figure, the Council another, the
superintendent had his recommended budget, and the Board had its
budget anmount. She asked whet her they were suggesting anot her
budget be prepared for the Council or county executive |evel.
Ms. Kartalia explained that what they were saying was there
should be a plan for a |lower funding | evel which was nore than a
list of itenms. Ms. Brenneman pointed out that they were
obligated to fund enpl oyee contracts, and she asked whet her they
wer e suggesting the $49.5 nmillion difference between the Board's
budget and the executive's budget conme fromprogram Ms.
Kartalia replied that they were suggesting the Board devel op a
couple of scenarios to fit the budget situations.

M. John Jam eson, Poolesville cluster coordinator, stated that
they had to work out an affordabl e budget and then | ook to
enpl oyee negotiations. This was difficult to do with a multi-
year contract, but the Board would be negotiating this year.
M's. Fanconi pointed out that when the contract was negoti ated
three years ago, things |ooked very different. She pointed out
that by state | aw the Board had to advocate for what was needed
for education. She said they had to think about the total of
services to children and wondered whet her these services should
be bal anced the sane as all of the other things in the budget.
She was concerned about where society was goi ng regarding
services to children and pointed out that nost of the cuts in the
Heal t h Departnment budget had a direct inpact on children in MCPS.
She remarked that even in a recession there were choices to be
made in these services, and those choi ces should not made on "the
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backs of children.” They should fight for all services to
children, not just those for education. Ms. Joseph replied that
when MCCPTA testified before the Council they would be advocating
for children, as they always had. She indicated that with the
budget process they were suggesting the Board do it differently
in bad times and good tinmes. They had to acknow edge the

exi stence of spending affordability. She pointed out that nost
peopl e had a fam |y budget and knew that they had to live within
t hat budget.

M. Ed Silverstein, Area 1 co-vice president, stated that the
superintendent could present the Board with three budgets, one
that was necessary to carry out his responsibilities, the second
to match the County Council's spending goals, and the third as to
what he could do with what the county executive was proposing.
This woul d show the total budget picture.

Dr. Cheung did not disagree that they needed to | ook at different
ways of doing things and doing them better. As a Board nenber,
he was mandated by the state to make sure they had the best
educational systemfor the county, but they had to depend on

ot her areas of the governnent for the funds to do this. H's
first responsibility was to nake sure they had what they needed,
and for several years now the percentage of the school budget as
a percent of the total county budget had been decreasing, yet
they had increasing enroll nent and a changi ng student body. They
had i nproved their efficiency as nuch as they could. They had
little experience with spending affordability, and what they

| acked was the analysis of the inplication to the quality of the
instructional program not just the dollars. It was easy to cut
nunbers, but it was nore difficult to know the inpact. He

poi nted out that the superintendent and staff al nost burned out
through this process. Now they m ght have the tinme to | ook at
the future in terns of restructuring the budget process and try
to have nore analysis. He believed they had to budget for what
t hey believed was needed, and if officials raising the revenue
declined to fund the budget, they had to state that they were
going to accept |ess than the best educational system

It seened to M. Pishevar that in his year on the Board he had
seen a lot of things on the verge of being destroyed. The
community was dividing into groups and becom ng divisive in
pronoting their owm interests. He saw MCCPTA as a healing force
and one to unite the comunity. |If they all were not united in
keeping the child in mnd, they would | ose sonething that would
be hard to reclaim The budget process was very confusing, and
in his discussions with the Council and busi ness people, he had
been shocked by the amount of m sinformation out there. He
bel i eved they should unite with MCCPTA and nmake a stronger effort
to get the correct information out. Ms. Hobbs thanked M.

Pi shevar for doing a nice job of expressing what they were all
feeling. She appreciated the efforts that MCCPTA had made in
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inform ng | ocal PTAs about the issues. She had shared one of
their newsletters with M. Potter, and he was i npressed by how
much PTA had done in being a strong advocate for MCPS.

Ms. Barbara Wells, Watkins MII| C uster coordinator, commented
that Dr. Vance had brought the Board a conprehensive budget
package, but the Board had tinkered with it and added $3 mlli on.
When they started getting into affordability, they were no

| onger | ooking at a conprehensive bal anced school system They
trusted Dr. Vance and the staff to at | east present a bal anced
package, and they wanted to know what the school system would

| ook l'ike before it was dismantl ed piece by piece. They were
asking to be shown what the school systemwould | ook |ike at $738
mllion if the Board was bound by its enployee contracts. A |ot
of people didn't believe that this m ght happen, and that $738
mllion meant there would be 40 children in a cl assroom w t hout
an aide. People would be down in Annapolis testifying if they
had this information. They no | onger knew what they woul d have
in the school system except a |list of non-recommended cuts.

Ms. Eileen Shea, Gaithersburg C uster coordinator, explained
that they were not criticizing the Board for the three-year
contracts, but they should not do it again. They were the PTA,
and the "T" stood for teacher, but they now found thensel ves
pitted agai nst teachers. They wanted teachers to teach and not
work to the rule. The Board had to get a reasonable contract and
not dismantle the school system piece by piece. No one touched
al | -day ki ndergarten, and yet the Board included an increase in
class size. In her cluster the average in kindergarten was 5.5
above the county average of 21.4, and she wanted to know what
woul d happen if they put another .7 in there. They had cl asses
wi th wheel chairs and standi ng boards. She thought they had to
| ook at the big picture regarding class size and all-day

ki ndergarten.

Ms. Hobbs thanked MCCPTA for their presentation and di scussion.
Re: ADJOURNMENT

M's. Hobbs adjourned the neeting at 9:35 p. m
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