APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
24-1994 May 11, 1994

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County net in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Wednesday, May 11, 1994, at 7:40 p.m

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

Absent : None

O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parliamentarian

Re: MEETI NG W TH MONTGOVERY COUNTY
EDUCATI ON ASSCCI ATl ON

Ms. Fanconi wel coned nenbers of the Montgonmery County Education
Association. She noted that the Board had received MCEA' s
agenda, and many of the issues they raised were issues that the
Board di scussed froma policy point of view and sone issues had
bargai ning inplications. She said she would turn the neeting
over to Ms. Phyllis Parks Robinson, president of MCEA

M's. Robi nson thanked the Board for com ng out for one nore
evening neeting. She did not see this as MCEA's neeting but
rather a neeting of people who nade policy and people who worked
for the school system She did have one other itemto add to the
agenda which was their full retirenent plan. Her first topic was
i nproving the effective use of teacher tinme, and she had provi ded
the Board with an MCEA briefing paper as well as a copy of "It's
About Tinme," an NEA work group report on the use of teacher tine.
She quoted fromthe NEA paper, "The assunption that teachers and
their tinme use nust be 'controlled enmanates fromthe
historically I ow status of teachers and is related to issues of
trust and respect.” She pointed out that every part of a
teacher's work day is controlled by sonmeone el se, and teachers
had little time to do planning and to work with each other. This
was a very significant issue for MCEA, and one they had raised in
bar gai ni ng.

M. Tom lsrael, executive director of MCEA, said they would be
interested in the Board' s reactions to the NEA report. Ms.
Fanconi commented that she had not had time to go through it and
woul d appreciate a quick summary of the docunent.
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M. Israel called attention to page 4 of the report which
conpared to Anmerican teaching and Asian and European teachi ng.

In Asia it was a group effort, and teachers were in charge of

cl asses only 60 percent of the tinme, or three hours a day, and
the sane was true in a nunber of European countries. This got to
the view of the role of the teacher and the idea that the only
real teaching tinme was when a teacher was standing in front of a
cl assroom

Ms. Qutierrez remarked that in the past several years as

organi zati ons had | ooked at thensel ves, a key conponent of that

exam nation was to |l ook at the professionals in the organization

and focus on the enpowernent of the individual. The current

theory was that organi zations functioned nost effectively when

t hese people were trusted, respected, and able to nake deci sions.
Li ke Ms. Fanconi, she had not had the time to review the report

and woul d be interested in knowi ng what were the things that

could provide nore freedom of action of pronote an environnent

Wi th greater trust and respect.

Ms. Bonnie Cullison, treasurer of MCEA, stated that trust could
be built if they were given flexibility and allowed to nake

pr of essi onal decision. She was being told every m nute what she
had to do and that during her planning tinme she had to do
everything related to teaching, and that planning tinme was not
enough. The Board of Education made the decisions about how much
time teachers had to be in front of children and how nmuch tinme
they had to prepare. |f the Board adopted a new curriculum she
had to spend a ot nore tinme preparing for her |essons and a | ot
nore tinme gathering materials. It would be easier to teach rote
menorization in mathematics, but in order to integrate nmath into
mul tiple situations it took teacher tine. She also worked as a
speech/

| anguage pat hol ogi st and these people were only give one hour a
week to plan and do the paperwork required by MCPS, the Maryl and
State Departnent of Education, and the federal government. Wen
the art, nusic, and physical education staff were given only one
hour a week to plan, the nessage to themwas that these subjects
were not inportant.

M. David Weisberg said he had been an Intensity 5 classroom
teacher and an Intensity 4 teacher in a self-contained classroom
Now he was a resource teacher working with students in general

education. It was his experience that there were maj or changes
in the delivery of service. Mre and nore students were not
being identified as disabled but received services in the
classroom He had to tie these services to the curricul um across
all grade levels, but he had no tine to plan with the ot her grade
| evel teans because he only had one hour a week The regul ar
teachers had nore planning tine and nore access to nmateri al s.
Wiile they net state guidelines for case | oads, this was an



3 May 11, 1994

average and there was a wide variation in actual |oads with
teachers functioning with | oads above state regul ati ons. These
teachers mght also be working in a school that was heavily

i npacted because nore and nore special education students were
bei ng educated in their home schools. This placed an additional
demand on all teachers in these buildings, and school s needed
nore creative ways of dealing with this which required nore
interaction and nore tine to do that planning.

M. Abranms said he was hearing a m x of things, including
planning time within the envel ope of the school day and

conpari sons with other school systens. There were other el enents
that had to be consi dered because of cultural differences on how
prepared students were and cl ass size differences. Casses in
Asia were twice the size of American classes. He asked whet her

cl ass size was a barrier to providing what they wanted. The
second issue was site-based managenent. |f they noved to an

out cone approach, did it matter what forns were submtted? D d
si te-based managenent have the potential for addressing this?

The third issue was professionalism and as a | awer he could
related to this. |In preparation for a hearing, litigation, or
tasks in the |l egislative process, experience inpacted on how nuch
time he was going to need even if the process changed. He
wonder ed about repetitive teaching of the curriculumeven if
changes were nade. It mght be that | ess experienced teachers
had a hi gher requirenment for planning.

M's. Robinson quoted fromthe NEA report, "The conceptualization
of what teaching is has been shaped by traditions fromthe past.

School s today are a reflection of the organi zational theories of
Frederick Taylor and scientific managenent. Teachers, as well as
ot her 'touch workers' on the bottom of the organizational

pyram d, were expected to be 'doers.' Planning, decision nmaking,
probl em sol ving, and other 'managerial' functions were reserved
for higher levels of the organization. 'Teacher-proof' pedagogy
and curriculumwere determ ned by the decision makers." She

continued, "Research concludes that coll aborate tine anong
teachers and ot her school personnel is essential in sustaining
reflectiveness and coll ective sel f-exam nation so necessary for
effective functioning, self-renewal and reform?"”

M's. Robi nson comented that site-based decision making clearly
reflected a new way for teachers to operate. The public and the
menbers of the Board renenbered their school days when the
teacher did stand in front of the classroom Today they were
dealing with new waves of students wth many chal | enges for
experienced teachers. Having nore experience did mtigate the
situation to sonme extent, but their tasks were constantly
changing. They were beginning to deal wth students who brought
chal | enges they were not prepared to deal wth including al cohol,
crack, and other abuses. This required nore education, nore
training, and nore tinme. The issues raised by M. Abranms should
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be the topic of nore frequent conversations. She believed that
this issue needed a | ot nore discussion and encouraged the Board
to utilize MCEA as a resource because their nenbers had asked
MCEA | eadership to serve as a conduit to get these issues to the
ears of the Board.

M. Kalani Smth said he would like to respond to the comments
about professionalismand planning tinme and nore experience.

This was true to a point. The first year he taught he arrived at
school two hours early and left two or three hours after school
ended, but now with experience he arrived an hour early, left an
hour after school ended, and took hone two hours of work rather
than three or four.

M. Abrams remarked that this was not nmuch different fromthe
experience of the clerk hired on the House Appropriations
Commttee. He brought this up in ternms of the context of
contenporary society. The nature of work was changing. M.
Smth said that even if the curriculumdid not change, he did not
have the sanme students fromyear to year. Last year's |esson
plan m ght not work with this year's students and wth students
who had special needs. M. Abrans noted that teachers had
certain skills and had a better reach to sone students, but their
cl ass make-up depended on the luck of the draw. He wondered

whet her technol ogy today would permt themto do a better match
of teaching skills with learning skills.

M. Weisberg replied that on the surface matching a teacher's
style to students sounded |i ke a good idea; however, one goal of
education was to prepare students to live in an inclusive world.
They did this by learning in a classroomw th children of al
types, and it sounded as if M. Abrams woul d be segregating
children by their learning style.

Ms. Phyllis Jaworski remarked that in addition to planning tine,
teachers were concerned about control of tine. At Kennedy High
School, teachers were allowed to take this control. Study hal
was now for only those students who wanted to study. O her
teachers took advantage of this by providing other options. A
teacher m ght have a di scussion group on current events or a
group |l ooking at howto wite coll ege essays. The teachers had
made better use of the tine because they were enpowered to do so.
The liaison commttee got together with the principal because
study halls were not working, and it was decided that teachers
coul d make better use of this tine by selecting their IRA
activities.

M. Abrams asked what would prevent this fromoccurring in al
schools. M. Israel explained that nost principals saw the I RA
as theirs to dictate how it should be done. He wanted to revisit
t he question of professionalismbecause a fundanmental way to

i nprove the quality of the educational programwas to allow
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teachers nore tinme to prepare and work as teans. A | awer was
not in court 70 percent of the time, but teachers were on stage
70 percent of their tinme. 1In regard to Asian classroons, they
wer e nore honogenous which argued for nore preparation tinme for
Anmerican teachers. Teachers were subject to the dictates of the
principal inregard to the IRA. There were half days built into
t he school cal endar, and in buildings where teachers had input
that half day was nore neaningful. Mddle |evel schools had lots
of team neetings which took up their free tinme and was dictated
by the principal.

Ms. Gordon expl ained that the phil osophy of the mddle |evel
school was to give professionals the opportunity to neet and

di scuss issues around their students She would hope this was
what was happening with that tine, and if it was not happeni ng,
she would like to know why it was not. Ms. Robinson replied
that there was a big difference in giving people the opportunity
to coll aborate and mandating a neeting. This was another issue

t hat needed nore exam nation. Wre they really neeting the goals
of the md-1evel policy?

As to experience decreasing the anount of planning tine, M.
Cul i son comrented that the nore she knew, the nore she needed to
do. She had to find nore materials and be nore creative in order
to inprove her teaching ability. Ms. Robinson added t hat
teachers also need tine to rejuvenate thensel ves.

Dr. Cheung stated that he had recently read an article that spoke
to everyone's being a prisoner of time. They did not have enough
time, and tinme was the mssing elenent in the debate about

| earning. Schools and the people involved in education were
prisoners of time, captives of the school clock and cal endar, and
the article suggested they | ook at new ways of using tine not
getting nore tinme. He would like to hear how the tinme could be
better used to maxi m ze what could be done for students and
staff.

M's. Robinson indicated that the next topic was about the |ong-
range planning task force report. MCEA had been followi ng this
closely and had a nmenber on the task force. They thought this
was a great report, and it said things they had been trying to
say to the Board for a nunber of years even before the Comm ssion
on Excell ence report had been published a nunber of years ago.
They needed to | ook at how they did things in MCPS, not only the
issue of tinme. They had been tal king about giving teachers

prof essi onal consideration. Mst teachers had been on the job
for a nunber of years, and they had great ideals that the Board
should listen to. She asked how the task force recomendati ons
were going to be inplenented. They would urge the Board to take
a strong stance and nove quickly on it. She asked M. Bill
Brown, MCEA' s representative on the task force, to give an
overview of their work.
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M. Brown stated that the biggest thing about the task force was
the frustration of going through so nuch material that had been
presented to past Boards and to realize that these issues were
still being discussed. The site-based managenent process was one
area that had been studied in depth to | earn how the policy broke
down. He felt that this issue would not go away, and this was
the time to deal with it. The Board would be getting nore
background information fromthe task force, but they should not
expect another report fromthe group. He believed that the
report was a great tool to take to the comunity because this was
an inpartial outside group which that studied MCPS in depth
before making its recomendati ons.

M. Mark Sinon commented that he would echo Ms. Robinson's
praise of the report. To himit said that MCEA had consistently
been ignored by the Board. There needed to be a culture change
in MCPS, and it had to cone not just fromthe Board but the Board
in cooperation with other institutions. He felt frustrated
because every overture that MCEA had nmade over nine or ten years
had been rebuffed. MCEA had reinvented itself to beconme a change
agent a decade ago and had taken up site-based nmanagenent and
evaluation. They needed to grapple with the year 2000 issues,

but the nmessage from Enpl oyee Rel ations was not to listen to MCEA
because they were the union. For ten years they had been
offering to work with the Board as partners, but the Conm ssion
on Excellence report was put on the shelf and the nessage from
the central office was that there was no interest in change.

M. Sinon said that to himthe indication that the Board was
serious about change woul d conme when the Board agreed to sit down
with MCEA and di scuss the issues, particularly the Professional
Devel opnent Institute. They needed to tal k about how they could
set up the institute and run it together. Reinventing the school
system shoul d begin with a new rel ati onshi p between the Board and
its enpl oyees. The question was whether they would be able to
talk as people who were willing to work as partners or would they
be treated as underlings in a hierarchy. The task force has
cited Jefferson County, Kentucky as NEA's first |earning |ab.
This had been proposed to the Montgonery County Board several
years ago, but there was no interest.

M's. Robinson reported that Seth Gol dberg had been chair of the
site-based conmittee, and a nunber of MCEA nenbers had worked on
the original group. The issues raised by M. Sinon had been
considered many tinmes by many people, and MCEA was tired of
heari ng about it and wanted to do sonething. She asked what the
Board was wlling to do.

M. Col dberg observed that he did not see any reason to believe
that teachers were any nore ready for educational reformthan the
| eadership of the school system The only way it woul d work
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woul d be to get teachers and adm nistrators in line. MCEA and
the Board had no choice but to work together if they were serious
about change. They wanted to support the Board and woul d be
partners in getting the teachers noving. There was never any
evidence of this intention in the site-based nmanagenent policy.
He said he felt the same way about this report as he had about

t he Comm ssion on Excell ence report, but that was ten years ago
and not hi ng happened.

He assured the Board that MCEA would not | et that happen with
this report.

M. Abrans stated that he did not speak for the Board, but there
were two other players who needed to be included in that

partnership -- parents and the financial establishnment of the
community. There was site-based budgeting that went along with
site-based managenent. |f the budget were not part of the

process, change would be difficult. The question was how t hey
constructed a framework that allowed this. He felt that a | ot of
the el enments were right for change, but a couple were not. There
was a lot of insecurity throughout Mntgonmery County because of

t he denographic changes in the county. For a long tine he had
used the argunent that MCPS was excell ent because of a

denogr aphi ¢ accident, but now they had to work for this
excel l ence. Now they were conpeting with others for the
resources. He wondered if they could | ook ahead rather than
fighting old wars because the report was very exciting to him

M. Sinmon did not think that all parties had to be invol ved
because it would hanstring the process. |f they wanted to nove a
process, the key parties had to cone together first and they were
the teacher representatives and the admnistration. On the issue
of budget, if they noved to site-based budgeting w thout taking
care of the climate in the schools the teachers and MCEA woul d
resist it. A change in the climte was a prerequisite.

O herwi se they would have a lot of little dictators with noney to
spend. Resources were key, but he disagreed that the resources
were not there. They did have to work smarter, but he believed
the resources were there to a nuch greater extent than the report
al l owed. The nunbers about a shrunken fiscal pie were open to
guestion. He said that MCEA woul d not be here raising this
agenda if this were about old battles. They were extrenely
serious about noving forward with this because anyone who was in
t he cl assroom knew t hat change had to happen, and MCEA wanted it
to happen right and to be a key conponent in that change.

M. Ewi ng observed that he had been in on a lot of wars while
serving on the Board of Education, sone |ong and sone short, and
sone whose outcone was totally unclear. This was the nature of
the culture in Montgonery County, not just in the schools but in
the county as a whole. Board nenbers had had great difficulty in
reachi ng sonme ki nd of consensus about change and the nechani snms
for change. He said it was hard to get the Board to agree on any
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fundanmental kind of change, witness the 12 years it took to get
an early chil dhood education policy adopted. It was his view
that it was not that the Board was unwilling to engage in serious
di scussions with MCEA and others but that the Board was engaged
in addressing so many issues with such intensity that they had
difficulty in focusing on key issues. He did not think they were
bogged down in m cromanagenent, but they were involved in a range
of issues. He tended to agree with M. Sinon that the recipe for
stal emate was to engage everyone at once because nothing would
happen. On the other hand, the Board fromtine to time had
called on outsiders to give advice. They had the Excellence in
Teaching report and the Corporate Partnership report and now t he
report of the Long-range Planning group. He hoped that the Board
woul d spend nore time with each other, teachers, and ot her

st akehol ders to seek nore consensus about the nature and

di rection of change.

M. Ewing said it was inportant to find a way to nove from where
they were. He noted that the math and science policy was

genui nely revolutionary and the early chil dhood policy would be,
if they had the noney. However, they had not changed their
mechani snms for decision making very nuch, and they had not found
good ways to do that. He thought they were not going to do this
by sinply speaking in general ternms. They needed to nove from
the general to the specific by discussing what they wanted to
happen and what it would nean to change vi ews about educati on.
They | acked tine to explore issues with stakeholders, and if they
did take the tinme to talk to everyone, the greater the likelihood
they would find that they had encouraged people to cone forward
with ideas that contradicted those of other groups. Therefore,
the Board had to see that there were significant educati onal
benefits in whatever changes were made. This was sonething the
Board had to do on its own. Until the Board did this, it would
be hard for themto engage in discussions with anyone with the
prospect of any success com ng out of that process. The Board
did not know what it wanted to do and did not yet have a vision
of how things mght be. |If they sat down with MCEA and MCCPTA,
they mght find eight different views anong Board nenbers on how
to proceed. The Board itself needed to devel op cl ear notions of
how to proceed.

Ms. Qutierrez comented that as a Board they were not ready to
take the step to engage in what was presented in the report.
Transform ng the school systemwas a major challenge and a

comm tment the Board woul d have to make. She envied MCEA because
they could conme to agreenent on a unified position. She knew it
was not based on one recent discussion but on years of
considering the issues and necessary changes. She was frustrated
by the lack of will of the Board to | ook squarely in the face of

i ssues before it and to make the necessary comm tnents when there
was sone risk involved. She felt that the mnute there was risk
the Board tended to shy away, and com ng up with consensus gave
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t he Board an excuse to continue the discussion but not take
action. They needed to say what they were about as a Board and
as a school system |If they were able to do this, they should
because they were running out of time. |If they waited for a

f ool proof plan, they would not succeed. All of these things had
to do with real displays of |eadership. MCEA was proposing that
t hey engage in a real dial ogue about the fundanental existence of
t he school systemrather than an annual neeting with the Board.
She reported that she had proposal different things that they
could do as a Board, but the Board seened to put up barriers.

Ms. Gordon remarked that she shared some of the frustration.
She had been on the other side of the table for a long tine, and
there was nothing new in the long-range report. It had been said
time and tine again. It had been brought to the Board by all of
t he stakehol ders at various tinmes. She did not see how t hey
could ignore this. They had enpl oyees, parents, and the
corporate partnership comng to them and the Board had to take
sonme action. This was the year to stop tal king and do sonet hi ng.
Not everything would work, but if they did not take the risk
they would not know if it would work. Everyone had to make
significant changes because their students, the county, the
wor kf orce, and the tools were changing. She did not see as many
of the obstacles as others mght. MCEA was facing these issues,
and all of the other stakeholders had conme to the sane
concl usi ons.

Ms. Cullison concluded that if the Board did not take action they
woul d be taking a big risk. They risked credibility, being
called intransigent and unwlling to nove. The Board

conmi ssioned the report because it recogni zed there were
problens. |If the Board ignored the report, the public would know
they ignored it.

M's. Robi nson pointed out that the report suggested a neeting
where everyone could cone together in a forumon an

enpl oyee/ managenent partnership. They could al so work together
to fornul ated the professional devel opnent institute. Their
col | eagues in Kentucky had set a good exanple, and MCEA had many
nmor e exanpl es of enpl oyees and nmanagenent wor ki ng toget her across
the country. She felt it was about time they stopped talking
about this and started doing it. |[If this was not going to
happen, they were not interested because there were nmany nore

t hings they coul d expend their energy on.

M. Ewing noted that the Board received |lots of advice. Wen

t hey asked a group to be an advisory conmttee, they rarely had a
cl ear notion of what they would cone up with. Sonetines the
Board was pleasantly surprised, and sonetines they accepted sone,
none, or all of the recommendations. He thought they need to
have the time to come to sone resol ution on these issues.
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M's. Robi nson asked for feedback fromthe Board on the ful
retirement issue. They had received a letter fromthe Board, and
they wanted to know what the issues were and when they planned to
revisit this. Ms. Fanconi explained that they did not feel they
could inplenment the plan this year, and they had turned it back
to the superintendent for consideration for next year. Ms.

Robi nson offered their services in facilitating the process.

M's. Fanconi thanked the nmenbers of MCEA and noted that they had
given the Board a nunber of chall enges. She hoped they woul d
recei ve the appendices fromthe |ong-range report wthin the
month. Ms. Qutierrez was concerned because they did not have a
timeframe for action and felt the Board needed to cone up with an
action plan for the report.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 9:15 p. m

PRESI DENT
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