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Preface

It is my thesis that Montgomery College both reflects and molds the community in which it exists.  Throughout its history, the school has been affected by historical developments in Montgomery County and the region, such as demographic changes, the growth of ethnic minorities, and the intellectual and social preparation of students coming to the College.  In turn, those who work at Montgomery College have attempted to prepare the students for transfer to four-year colleges and universities, for entry into the technical work force of the region, and for  cultural enrichment and life-long learning experiences.  Public and private agencies outside the school have evaluated how well we at the College have done our jobs.  In their reports, these agencies note or suggest that the College cannot stand still and rest on its laurels.  The school must constantly reinvent itself to meet the changing needs of its students and to fulfill the evolving vision of its own employees.

When the Executive Assistant to the President, Mr. Robert Watson, suggested in 1993 that I write a history of Montgomery College from 1970 to the present, I felt very proud but humble that I was being asked to carry on the work of Dr. William L. Fox, my teacher and mentor and the author of the Colleges history during its first twenty-five years.  I can only hope that I have maintained Bill Foxs traditions of careful research and deep commitment to Montgomery College.  In my assessment of the last twenty-five years of the Colleges history, I have tried to be objective, but if my work shows bias, it, like that of my mentor, stems from my dedication to this institution.

As I began to peruse the documents and historical materials and as I interviewed individuals who had contributed to the Colleges history over the last twenty-five years, I was reminded of many developments and events that had been part of my personal involvement with the school during my career as a teacher at the Takoma Park and Germantown campuses.  But I also became aware of things that I knew little or nothing about.  I have learned much about Montgomery College while researching and writing this short history, but I have not learned everything.  The responsibility, therefore, the omissions and for the interpretations I have included is mine.

During the long process of producing this history, I fretted about including the names of those employees and alumni who have contributed so much to the college and to the community.  I did not want to slight anyone who had distinguished herself or himself as a member of the Montgomery College family.  The stylistic device I settled upon was to give credit to groups and to categories of people and to the institution in general.  I have mentioned, however, the work of the Colleges two presidents during the last two and a half decades because they bear the responsibility for the policies and decisions of their administrations.

There are many people to thank for helping me bring this work to fruition.  President Robert E. Parilla and Mr. Robert Watson asked me to undertake the project.  Once I started to work on the history, I received invaluable help from the recently retired college archivist, Ms. Joan van der Slice, and her temporary successor, Ms. Shirley Oshinsky.  An important part of my research rests on interviews with men and women who have in one capacity or another served or have been served by the college.  I thank each of these people for her or his time and patience.  Thank are also due to those who read the manuscript and who made suggestions and to the secretarial staff in the Humanities, Social Sciences, and Education Division at the Germantown Campus, especially Ms. Betty Chang, who typed the manuscript.  Finally, I owe a debt of gratitude to my family for their tolerance and patience during the gestation period of this history.

The Student Body from 1970 - 1995

For the last fifty years, Montgomery County and its community college have experienced historical parallels.  The county achieved independent local government, home rule, in 1948, two years after the founding of Montgomery Junior College, Marylands first public community college. In 1970, the citizens of Montgomery County elected their first county executive, a year after the Montgomery College Board of Trustees, the institutions chief policy-making body, gained its independence from the County Board of Education.  The College had even received a new name, Montgomery College.  A change from the original Montgomery Junior College seemed fitting in view of the increasingly important role that this and other community colleges had begun to play in American higher education.

Although not exactly paralleling each other during the last twenty-five years, both the county and its community college have experienced growth in the numbers of people who have become residents of the area and students at the College.  In 1970, the staff enrolled and taught approximately 8,500 students at the Colleges two campuses, Rockville and Takoma Park.  Community Services, a division of the College, which offered short term non-credit courses at numerous off-campus locations in the County, enrolled over 6,800 students in 1972.
   Enrollments continued to grow during the 1970's, and by 1980, the student population at the campuses had more than doubled to 17,700 men and women.  The Rockville Campus was home to over 11,500 of this number, and the recently renovated Takoma Park Campus provided educational services to approximately 3,500 students.  A new campus at Germantown in the northern area of the county had almost 1,800 students, and over 900 students took credit courses at various off-campus sites.  Community Services offered non-credit courses to over 12,000 students in 1978.
  During the 1980's, College enrollments continued to grow and reached their peaks at the beginning of the 1990's.  Continuing Education, the new name for Community Services, enrolled 23,285 students in 1990, and 23,931 men and women took credit courses at the three campuses in 1991.  These figures represent the peak years for enrollments at the campuses and in Continuing Education.  Although enrollments have declined slightly during the last few years, in 1995 over 38,000 people received instruction and assistance at Montgomery College.

Not only did the numbers of students who attended the College change, but the ratio of part time to full time students, their average age, their gender, and ethnic composition also underwent transformation.  A dramatic change in student enrollment status occurred during the period 1970- 1995.  In the earlier year, fifty-eight percent of Montgomery Colleges students were classified as full time students, i.e., those who took twelve or more credits each semester.  By 1995, the number of full time students had declined to 29.7 percent, a reduction of over twenty-eight  percent!  This decline probably resulted from several factors.  The United States waged war in Vietnam during the early 1970's.  In order to avoid conscription, many American males attended colleges and universities as full time students, a requirement if a young man was to keep his student deferment status.  When American involvement in Vietnam ceased, full time male enrollments dropped.  Another reason for the increase in part time students stems from the growing enrollments during the 1980's and 1990's at the College of older citizens, especially retirees.   These older students usually take only  a course or two for intellectual enrichment or enjoyment.  A third factor derives from the increase in the number of hours students work at outside jobs.  Working full time or almost full time limits students to one, two, or three courses a semester.
  Another change in the student body that correlates to the full time-part time ratio has taken place over the last quarter century.  In 1971 the average age of those who attended the College was 23.2 years; in 1995 that average had increased to twenty-nine years.  The main factor driving up the average age of the student body has been the enrollment of more and more retirees and senior adults.

A third statistic that has changed in the last twenty-five years has been the gender statistic.  Almost fifty-eight (57.9) percent of those who enrolled in 1971 were males.  In 1995 that same percentage (57.4) of students was female. The number of women in the population at large has increased during the last twenty-five years.  Now that the war and conscription have ended, males no longer consider it a necessity to enroll in college courses.  But one of the main reasons for the increase of female students at the College has been the appearance of returning women, i.e., those women who had postponed their post-secondary education or those who had left college to have families.  Others are those married women who have subsequently divorced and who have returned to school to start careers, to change careers, or to upgrade their skills preparatory to entering the work force.  To help these students pursue an education, the College has provided financial aid and child care services.  This combination of phenomena has led to dramatic increase in female students at Montgomery College.

Although statistics regarding the nationality and ethnic composition of students at Montgomery College did not appear until the mid-1970's, the figures reveal a great increase in students who come from other nations or those Americans who classify themselves as ethnic minorities.  Approximately 1,500 students were classified as international students in 1975.  By 1994, the number of students from other countries had increased to over six thousand.  In 1975, the College staff enrolled 834 African American students; over 5,000 African Americans attended Montgomery College in 1994.  One hundred thirty-nine students from Spanish-speaking families and backgrounds came to the College in the mid-1970's; in 1994, the number of Hispanic students grew to over eighteen hundred. The same rapid rate of growth occurred for Asian Americans.  In 1979, students who classified themselves as Asian Americans numbered 653; and in 1994, that number had increased to more than 3,150 students.  These statistics on the ethnic diversity of Montgomery Colleges student body coincide with the changing demographics of Montgomery County, whose percentage of minorities has climbed to 23.3 percent by the last decade of the twentieth century.  Because ninety percent of those students at the College who have consistently indicated on their admission applications that Montgomery County is their place of residency, it seems clear that Montgomery College has reflected in the past and continues at present to mirror the county which it serves.
   

Physical Expansion of the College During the Last Twenty-five Years

Population growth in Montgomery County and increasing enrollments at Montgomery College pressed the school’s administrative leaders to consider expanding physical facilities at the College.  The Rockville Campus, open for classes since 1965, neared completion in the early 1970's.  On May 6, 1972, there occurred a dedication of the buildings that marked the final phase of construction for the second campus of Montgomery College.  The new buildings included a seven story Campus Tower which housed the library and learning resources facilities along with offices and conference rooms; an art building; a music building; Science West, a second structure containing science classrooms and laboratories; and additions to the already existing Fine Arts and Physical Education buildings.  At the time of its dedication, the Rockville Campus had become the largest community college campus in Maryland.

It was, however, the redevelopment of the older Takoma Park campus during the decade of the seventies which proved to be so problematic for College, county, and state officials as well as for those residents who lived in the vicinity of the campus.  During the 1960's, discussion of the fate of the Takoma Park Campus had taken place within the College and in the community at large.  The possibility of expanding the Takoma Park Campus first appeared in the Master Plan for Takoma Park-Langley Park, created by the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning commission in 1963.  Referring to the Takoma Park Campus of Montgomery Junior College, the Master Plan states that there exists “a possibility that the campus will be expanded in the future.... A logical direction for expansion would be the block northeast of New York Avenue.”

In 1967, two independent sources studied higher education needs in the down-county area, and both recommended retention of the Takoma Park campus in addition to acquisition of another site for a down county campus.  The College’s budget for fiscal year 1969 contained funds to initiate planning for expansion of the Takoma Park Campus as well as monies for site acquisition.  And in March of 1969, a committee called Educational Planning for Lower County Facilities of Montgomery Junior College (EPIC) recommended that with regard to the development of the Takoma Park Campus additional property across New York Avenue be acquired.  This suggested area for expansion was a block of residential properties just to the east of the existing campus.  This area, known as Block 69 in Takoma Park Loan and Trust Company’s subdivision of the town, contained 7.9 acres bounded on the north by Chicago Avenue, on the east by Philadelphia Avenue, on the south by Takoma Avenue, and on the west by New York Avenue.  In January of 1969, the College purchased its first properties in this area.

Montgomery College officials sought matching funds from the Maryland State Board of Public Works in their efforts to acquire property in Takoma Park.  This Board’s three members initially refused the request because they considered the College’s request for $325,000 of the state money, i.e., half of the money requested for purchasing property, exorbitant.  Board members began to reconsider the request, however, when they heard concerns from local officials about the physical and social deterioration of Takoma Park and the possibility that the college would have to abandon the Takoma Park Campus if it could not expand.  Two of the Board’s three members visited the campus in early 1970, and in the spring of that year, the State Board of Public Works reluctantly appropriated the State’s share of site acquisition money.

College officials sent out letters to the residents of Block 69 in early June indicating interest in purchasing their property.  Even though the College had already purchased two properties on Block 69, sixteen of the nineteen families living on the block later protested to the Takoma Park City Council that they had never been contacted by the school prior to receipt of this letter.  Furthermore, in later years as relations between the College and Block 69 citizens deteriorated, the residents contended that College officials mentioned the possibility of condemnation if they refused to sell to the College. Those who represented the College responded that the Board of Trustees had held public meetings on the proposed expansion for several years prior to the sending of the letters and that at one public meeting in May of 1969 a resident of Block 69 had been in attendance.  Furthermore, College officials stated that they had never intentionally kept plans for redevelopment of the campus from the community.  All the meetings had been public and were a matter of record.

Despite the growing resistance on the part of some Block 69 residents to the expansion plans, the College board of Trustees appointed in September 1970 the architectural firm of Skidmore, Owings and Merrill to study and submit redevelopment plans for the Takoma Park Campus.  This firm had designed the United States Air Force Academy in Colorado and the University of Illinois Campus in Chicago.  In April of 1971, Skidmore, Owings and Merrill presented several alternative redevelopment schemes to the Board of Trustees, and that June the board adopted the scheme that envisioned constructing several learning pavilions spread over the existing campus and the property of Block 69.  This model could be completed by late 1974 or early 1975, if property in Block 69 could be quickly acquired.

Expansion into Block 69 had now become the cause celébre in the redevelopment of the Takoma Park Campus.  The possibility that the college might resort to the condemnation of property in order to keep to the proposed schedule made property acquisition an even more emotional issue.  In June of 1971, the Board of Trustees notified eight property owners most affected by the redevelopment that the College desired to obtain a mutually acceptable and appropriate agreement to purchase their properties.  These residents were advised that if an agreement could not be reached by July 19, 1971, the Board would consider more direct action to acquire the properties.  Residents of Block 69 felt threatened by the possibility of condemnation and communicated their fears to the Montgomery County Council.  Some residents said that they had sunk roots into Takoma Park and did not want to move at all.  Others explained that the college did not offer enough money for their property.  The Board of Trustees expressed deep concern about the homeowners’ plight, but some of the Board thought that “the College must serve the greater community.”
  Members of the Board considered the Takoma Park Campus a stabilizing factor in a part of Montgomery County that was undergoing great change.  They pointed out that the Takoma Park mayor, city council, and Takoma Park-East Silver Spring Civic Association had supported the College’s plans to remain and expand at its present location.  In a memorandum to the Board of Trustees, President William Strasser said that assistance and consideration should be given to residents in Block 69 in acquiring their property, but time was of the essence; the old campus buildings must be replaced.  The President recommended that the Takoma Park Campus be abandoned if the property could not be acquired within a year and a half.

Some members of the Board began to doubt, however, the wisdom of condemning property in order to expand into Block 69.  One member had voted against property acquisition if “more direct action [were] to be taken,”
 and another member spoke out against condemnation.  In the fall of 1971, the Board deferred action on using condemnation procedures to acquire Block 69 properties.  By then the Montgomery County Council had become aware of the conflict, and some of its members wanted the College to consider alternate redevelopment plans for the Takoma Park Campus which would preclude acquisition of property in Block 69.  The Council took up the issue in part as a result of pressure from residents of Block 69 and in part because the State Board of Public Works wanted to know the Council’s position before giving its approval for funds.

Opinion was divided on the County Council regarding the redevelopment of the campus at Takoma Park.  A Council vote in October of 1971 supported the expansion of the campus into Block 69 and rejected a plan proposed by an architect hired by Block 69 residents which called for expansion west of the existing campus into Jessup Blair Park.  County Council members wanted the College “to avoid condemnation [of Block 69 properly] whenever possible,”  however.
  Vacillation on the subject of expansion occurred the next month.  In November, the Council voted to reconsider its October decision in order to review another alternative redevelopment plan submitted by the Block 69 group.  After reconsideration, the Council once again voted to support the College’s original expansion plan.

In that same month, some citizens from Block 69 filed suit against the College in Montgomery County Circuit Court to stop further redevelopment.  The Circuit Court’s decision went against the Block 69 residents, but, undeterred, they went to the Maryland Court of Appeals in early 1972.  For its part, the College forged ahead with its plan to develop the Takoma Park Campus on those ten properties in Block 69 which it had already purchased.  In May the Board of Trustees approved plans for Phase I of construction which was slated to begin in the fall.

The level of controversy reached the stage of direct confrontation in September 1972.  When the College sought to raze one of the homes that it had purchased on Block 69, several citizens from the neighborhood and elsewhere physically sat in at the demolition site.  Dr. Robert W. Wiley, who was Dean of the Takoma Park Campus at the time of the incident, recalls the unfolding of events:

The Suplee property was the first home in Block 69 to be torn down.  Sky [Schuyler] Conklin was in charge of construction and he and Harry Packard, the Takoma Park business manager, had everything set for the house to come down early in the morning.  The bulldozer was in place.  Folks from PEPCO [Potomac Electric Power Company] had been in the day before to remove all electrical connections and wires.... The Suplee house was a large Victorian home with a wide overhang under which a car could be parked...  The bulldozer knocked down the overhang and a corner of the right front of the house when the operator noticed an exposed electrical wire...leading into the house.  He had to stop.  PEPCO was called, but they responded too slowly.  Etta Davis, the staunch protagonist of our opponents, moved in front of the bulldozer and sat down.  She was soon joined by a number of others and later by folks I called the fringe people from D.C.

Sky [Conklin] got them protective hats to wear.  It was getting hot.  We were concerned about Etta Davis.

...

PEPCO finally got the wire removed and a decision was made to try to wait out the group.  So we sat. ... Late in the afternoon, police from Montgomery County were parked several blocks north of the campus; Takoma Park Police were located several blocks south.  Finally, a decision was made to eject the group forcibly.  Then came the question as to which police group would do it.  Understandably, neither Takoma Park nor Montgomery County officials wanted to be the bad guys and order their police to remove the group bodily.  The attorneys then got involved and we were told that we would be held personally liable if that house were not completely torn down that day and watered down [to prevent fire.] TV newspeople were all over the place.  Finally, a decision was made about the police action and those in front of the bulldozer were forcibly removed and booked at the Silver Spring police station.  That was the big story that evening on all the local TV newscasts.

Such direct action, combined with the pending lawsuit in the Court of Appeals, caused politicians in the State and County to delay the issuance of construction monies for the proposed redevelopment of the Takoma Park Campus.

Residents of Block 69 suffered a setback in their efforts to keep the College from expanding when the Maryland Court of Appeals ruled that Montgomery College had not denied residents their due process and had not engaged in an unconstitutional use of public money when purchasing a piece of church property on Block 69.  Immediately after this favorable ruling by the Court of Appeals, College officials urged the State board of Public Works to release $2.2 million in funds in order to begin Phase I of constructing the new buildings at Takoma Park.

While exploring the possibility of suing in federal court, residents of Block 69, now organized as CLOUT (Citizens League of Outraged Underprivileged Taxpayers), went to the Montgomery County Council in order to convince its members to reappraise support for expansion of the Takoma Park Campus.  The Council voted to reopen discussion of the issue, but after much debate, it once again decided to support the redevelopment of the campus into Block 69.  At the same time, the Council voted to recommend that the College Board of Trustees conduct a feasibility study of developing a new campus in the Wheaton-Silver Spring area.

It seemed like the end of the line for the residents of Block 69 in early 1973.  They had lost the court case; the County Council had voted to support redevelopment of the campus; the State Board of Public Works approved its share of funds; and the College Board of Trustees let the contract for construction of Phase I of the redevelopment.  But CLOUT had sought and gotten support from others who resisted development.  Rose Crenca became director of CLOUT.  She thought expansion of the Takoma Campus was ill-conceived and was politically motivated.  Another member, Sam Abbott, had led a successful effort to stop the building of a freeway through Takoma Park.  Robin Ficker, who headed the Save The Trees Committee in Silver Spring, joined CLOUT.  These activists brought new energy and strategies to the campaign.

Beginning in mid-1973, residents of Block 69 and their supporters tried to thwart redevelopment of the Takoma Park Campus.   Mr. Ficker began a petition drive to change the county charter in such a way as to require voter approval for most local bond issues that would be used for capital improvements.  Passage of this alteration of the Charter would affect both new construction and redevelopment projects at Montgomery College.  When the College awarded a contract to begin the first phase of campus redevelopment at Takoma Park, twenty five citizens picketed the campus to protest the expansion.  At the same time, Block 69 residents appeared before the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission to lobby for a postponement in granting to the College a water and sewer permit.  Members of the neighborhood near the campus protested the removal of trees from the expansion site.  They urged the County Council not to authorize a bond issue which would fund the redevelopment.  Some protestors tried to use the dearth of parking on and around the campus to stymie development.  In 1975, they formed a Parking Action Group (PAG) which attacked the College for not considering viable solutions to the parking problems.

Another group, whose acronym was CURE (Citizens United for Responsible Expansion) tried for over two years to prevent the demolition of a house in Block 69 that the College had already purchased.  CURE members confronted the Board of Trustees about the property, called the Carroll House, in the fall of 1977 and asked that the College sell the house and property back to a private buyer.  The Board agreed to sell the house if the prospective buyer would move it to a different location.  James P. Gleason, the County Executive, ordered the County Department of Environmental Protection to refuse a demolition permit to the College for the Carroll House.  College attorneys appealed the department’s refusal but lost in Circuit Court.  Gleason recommended that the county Council appropriate money to buy the Carroll House from the College.  The council appropriated $36,000 for the sale, but it was not consummated.  The issue remained unresolved and became one of the responsibilities of Montgomery College’s next president, Robert E. Parilla.  His administration decided in 1980 to sell the Carroll House and property to private buyers, a suggestion made by nearby residents, now organized as the North Takoma Citizens Association.  The college wanted to retain some of the Carroll House property to serve as a buffer between the house and the Fine Arts Pavilion, a new classroom building located right next to the Carroll House on Block 69.  Citizens demanded that all the property be included in the sale.  The college reduced the amount of property it would keep and sold the remainder and house to private buyers in the spring of 1980.  For all intents and purposes, the citizens had won; they had successfully pressured the College to sell back to a private owner the first piece of property it had acquired on Block 69.  Mr. David Weisman, a Block 69 activist and member of the Takoma Park City Council, summarized the recent history of Carroll House and said that the college’s new leadership had promised a “Good Neighbor Policy.”  But he concluded that other problems continued and “...our concern and vigilance remains [sic] steadfast.”

The Members of CURE had claimed that they did not want to stop redevelopment of the campus, but they did want “up-to-date and accurate information.”
  When the College and County Council tried to alleviate the parking problem by purchasing land in the area owned by an automobile dealership to be used at first for surface parking and perhaps later for building a parking garage, CURE, PAG, and other civic groups in the area criticized the action.  After construction of the garage began, these citizens called the project a waste of money.  As delays postponed its completion, these same citizens demanded its speedy completion.  What began in the early 1970's on the part of residents of Block 69 as concerns about the fate of their homes had begun to look by the end of that decade as vindictive obstructionism.

Redevelopment at the Takoma Park Campus had always been filled with emotion.  Dean Wiley recalls a meeting on the Takoma Park Campus with groups opposing redevelopment:  

If I recall correctly, Bill Strasser [Montgomery College President] and I were the only College representatives there.  And they went after him.  In my life I have never heard or seen anything like it.  He took unbelievable personal verbal abuse.  It was not a discussion; it was a vindictive attack.  It was unfair and it was vicious.  I greatly admired the way he handled it.  He kept his cool; he did not respond with anger.  But I’m sure he paid a price internally.  Frankly, I was kind of proud of him.

At the same time, the dean had this observation about Ms. Etta Davis, a resident of Block 69 who opposed expansion of the campus into her neighborhood:

She fought us for what are truly legitimate reasons--we were possibly going to take her home, and I understand that.  Every so often she came to my office and we talked about the Bible, gardening and the like.  One of the last things she ever said to me was that she wished that she and I could be on the same side of a fight some day.  I believe she had cancer the day she sat in front of the bulldozer.  She died not too long after.

The irony of this drawn out, emotional confrontation is that the Takoma Park Campus redevelopment did take place.  Phase I, whose contract was awarded in July 1973, ended with the dedication of six new buildings in October of 1975.  Subsequent phases of construction ensued, and by the 1980's, the redevelopment of the Takoma Park Campus was complete.  The American Institute of Architects bestowed a design award to the campus for being innovative and maintaining integrity consistent with a suburban setting.
  Today the Campus serves almost five thousand full and part time students, almost double the number of students who attended the campus in 1970.


Development of the Germantown Campus

In 1967, the Montgomery County Board of Education, which also served as the Board of Trustees of Montgomery Junior College, authorized the formation of a Community Advisory Committee charged with developing a long range master plan for the College.  Aware that the population would expand into the northern part of the county, this committee recommended in 1968 that a campus of the College be built somewhere along the Interstate 70-S (presently Interstate 270)  corridor north of Gaithersburg.  The Board accepted this committee’s report as a guideline for future development of the College.
  A year later, the College hired a firm, Real Estate Central, to evaluate possible locations for an up-county campus.  Seventeen sites were initially considered, but this number was reduced to five.   In 1970, the architectural consulting firm, Daniel, Mann, Johnson, and Mendenhall, reviewed the five sites and recommended acquisition of approximately two hundred acres near Germantown on Riffle Ford Road at Maryland State Route 118.  The Board of Trustees had requested monies in the capital budgets of 1970 and 1971 for planning a campus in the northern end of the county.  Help for the College from the State came in the form of a recommendation from the Maryland Council for Higher Education to have the State help buy the land in the Germantown area for a third Montgomery College campus.  The Maryland Department of State Planning recommended appropriation of $750,000 of State money for the purchase of property to develop a campus in the Germantown area.  The State Board of Public Works approved this allocation in April of 1971, and in the next April, the College Board of Trustees approved the Riffle Ford Road site.
  

Disagreement over this location arose then the Montgomery County Planning Board recommended in the summer of 1972 that the new campus should be moved to a site closer to the town center of Germantown.  A joint Board of Trustees and Planning Board committee agreed to consider five alternate sites.  Of these alternate sites, members of the Planning board favored a piece of property east of the interstate highway just south of Route 118 which was bounded on the east by Route 355 and Middlebrook Road on the south.  Although the College Board of Trustees had opted for the Riffle Ford Road site, they agreed to compromise and accept the location recommended by the Planning Board members.  Dr. Royce Hanson, who chaired the Planning Board, was instrumental in negotiating the compromise.

At hearings before the Planning Board on the Germantown campus in the spring of 1973, another problem arose in the form of criticism by down county residents who argued that an up-county campus was not needed.  These citizens opined that the money could be better spent developing a new campus in the Silver Spring area.  A major critic of the Germantown campus was Rose Crenca, who also provided leadership in the effort to curtail redevelopment of the Takoma Park Campus.

Despite the criticism, the Montgomery County Council voted to appropriate $8.3 million for constructing a campus of Montgomery College in the upper county.  The College had requested additional monies for planning a second phase of the new campus, but the Council rejected the request.  Council members said that before Phase II could begin, another down county campus should be developed.  The Council then approved $60,000 for planning another campus in the southern part of the county.
  In response to the Council’s suggestion the College Board of Trustees appointed an 18-member Advisory Board to study the development of a down county campus.  Early in 1974, the Advisory Board reported that, in the members’ judgment, an additional down county campus was not needed.

Events leading toward developing a campus at Germantown moved quite smoothly in 1974.  State appropriation of funds for architectural planning and Phase I of construction arrived in the spring, and the Board of Trustees appointed Cohen and Haft, Holtz, Kerxton, Karabekir, and Associates to provide a master plan for the new campus.  In November, the Board approved the architect’s master plan and prepared to go ahead with construction of the campus.  But several factors intervened to cause further delay in building a campus at Germantown.  The national and regional economy underwent some adjustment because of the aftermath of the Vietnam war.  Declines in public school enrollments prompted county leaders to review plans for development of a new college campus.  The building of the Takoma Park Campus was underway and was costing the county and state several millions of dollars.  Furthermore, those down-county people who opposed a new up-county campus kept up their public criticism of the Germantown campus.  County Executive James Gleason proposed the postponement of continuing with campus development at Germantown.  Gleason had a new ally in this campaign to put off constructing an up-county campus.  A number of faculty at the Rockville and Takoma Park campuses of the College supported the county executive’s suggestion.  These faculty opposed building a new campus at this time because it would reduce resources for the other two campuses.
  The Montgomery College Faculty Senate took out full page advertisements asking county citizens to contact County Council members and demand information on the expenditure of resources for the Germantown Campus.  Other faculty held press conferences asking council members to delay construction of the campus.  Although one member of the council thought the faculty position “selfish and short-sighted,” the local government body voted to spread out over two years appropriations for developing the Germantown Campus.
  Having no other option, the College Board of Trustees indicated that the first campus building would be started in 1976; and, at the same time, the Board approved preliminary plans for the second building.  Classes were scheduled to begin at the new campus, now officially named the Germantown Campus, in the fall semester of 1978.

At the end of 1975, Mr. Gleason renewed his proposal to defer construction of the campus, adding that the project should be dropped from the current Capital Improvement Program.  Such an action would mean that construction of a campus at Germantown would not be considered until 1982.  The county executive recommended that under-utilized public school classrooms should be used for college courses.
  Courses under the supervision of the Germantown Campus staff had started in the fall semester of 1975 at the Seneca Valley High School, but College officials were dismayed that Mr. Gleason’s proposal would delay construction of the new campus for almost six years.  The first phase of construction of the new campus was due to go to bid in early 1976.

Several actions no doubt contributed to relief among the College administrators from the roller coaster ride of on-again-off-again plans for building the Germantown Campus.  In February 1976, the County Council voted to proceed with construction of the campus and committed $5.65 million in bonds to go ahead with the project.  Montgomery College faculty dropped their objections to developing the campus.  The Planning Board voted in favor of the campus, and citizens’ associations and newspapers in the up-county gave strong support to get the project started.  President Strasser acknowledged this support at the campus’ ground breaking ceremony in June 1976.  He spoke of the “sense of community” among citizens in the northern part of the county and indicated that this attitude was responsible for getting construction of the campus started.

Down-county critics of the campus maintained their anti-Germantown stance during construction.  Some charged that the Board of Trustees violated the Maryland Environmental Policy Act because of failure to file an Environmental Effects Report in connection with construction of the campus.  Others saw the construction of the campus as an attempt to give preferential treatment to developers and speculators.  One county council member tried unsuccessfully to get the legislative body to vote to stop construction.  Another effort to close the campus occurred after it had opened for business in fall 1978.  Low enrollments, due in large part to the gasoline crisis of l979 and sewer moratoriums in the up-county, gave critics an opportunity to suggest that the buildings at the Germantown campus be used as a junior high school.  Much discussion arose over the need to build a new junior high school in the Germantown area.  Those who had been against the Germantown Campus recommended that the public school system take over the campus and use it as the new junior high.  This campaign died out when the new county executive, Charles W. Gilchrist, favored building a new junior high and when the County Council voted in August 1979 to spend $5.7 million on the new public school.

The Germantown Campus opened in the fall semester of 1978.  A formal dedication of the campus occurred on October 21 of that year.  Two classroom buildings were essentially finished by the time the campus opened its doors to students.  A third building, the gymnasium, was still under construction.  The Potomac Valley Chapter of the American Institute of Architects bestowed on the campus two awards for architectural excellence.  A unique feature of the two classroom buildings was the placement of solar panels on their roofs.  These were to be used to supplement climate control in the buildings.  Another special feature was located in the Science/Applied Studies Building.  It consisted of classrooms, offices, and a large multiple use interdisciplinary laboratory.  Several lab sections could be held simultaneously in this huge lab- without-walls.  Students were encouraged to travel around the room and observe and discuss their work with other students.  Campus facilities, such as the library, were planned and designed to be used jointly by community groups and residents.  One wing of the Humanities and Social Sciences building housed the Northern Area office of the Montgomery County Recreation Department.  The College and Recreation Department cooperated in use of the gymnasium and later in use of the indoor swimming pool.  A final physical structure that set off the campus was the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission’s two million gallon water tank called the “Big Blue Marble.”  This award winning spherical tank had been painted to look like the earth from outer space and gave the campus an easily recognizable landmark.  The tank and idyllic campus setting also gave the campus its first motto, “Almost Heaven.”

With the dedication of an olympic-size indoor swimming pool in late 1982, the first phase of construction ended.  But continuing population growth during the 1980's in that part of the county served by the Germantown Campus convinced President Robert E. Parilla that plans for physical expansion of the campus should be developed.  In 1984, he charged administrators at the central and campus levels to begin the planning process for a new classroom building at Germantown.
  Working with College staff, public school officials, local business leaders, and residents, the Campus Provost, Dr. Stanley M. Dahlman, developed a plan to construct a new building that would meet enrollment needs at the campus into the twenty-first century.  In order to get State monies for building the project and in order to help meet the growing demand for technicians in the businesses located along the Interstate 270 corridor, the Provost and his staff opted for constructing a high technology center.  The structure would have over 75,000 square feet and would include general classrooms, computer classrooms, specialized state-of-the art laboratories, and a conference hall which would seat five hundred people.  Its cost was estimated ultimately at approximately $12.8 million.

When monies to help fund the project were cut from the budget of the State Board for Community Colleges in 1989, Dr. Dahlman sought support from the local community.  College staff wrote letters to show support.  Over three thousand letters went out from the campus to up-county citizens soliciting their support.  A committee chaired by Dr. Jerry Duvall, former chair and trustee of the College’s Board of Trustees and up-county resident, canvassed the business community for their help.  A public forum on the proposed high-tech center was held in late 1990
 at the Germantown Campus, and in early 1991, the Montgomery County High Tech Council co-sponsored a luncheon for members of the Maryland House of Delegates to urge restoration of funds for the proposed high-tech center.

State and county funds were appropriated in 1993, and in April 1994, the cornerstone for the Germantown High Technology and Science Center was laid.  In addition to seeking public funds for completing the Center, the staff at the College has invited businesses and individuals in the county to make contributions toward furnishing and outfitting the building.  To date, the community and local businesses have given approximately $500,000 to help equip the Center.  Seeking support from private industry and local citizens is a relatively new activity at the College.  Its importance has grown in an era of tight fiscal budgets.  Furthermore, the phenomenon helps establish and maintain ties between the College and local businesses.  As the brochure advertising the High Technology and Science Center states:

The Center offers significant involvement by corporate partners in designing new curricula, implementing technological and academic innovations to better prepare students for the workplace, strengthening cooperative efforts with high schools and universities, and expanding faculty/industry exchange programs.  It is a visible way to recognize the role our business community plays in supporting higher education in the community.

New Additions to the Rockville Campus:  The Performing Arts Center and the Homer S. Gudelsky Institute for Technical Education.

On the Rockville Campus, two new buildings have been added in the last twenty‑five years.  The campus has always enjoyed the advantage of having been funded, designed, and  built as a complete entity.  When dedicated in 1977, the campus physical plant contained adequate facilities to fulfill the academic mission of the College.  One structure, the Fine Arts Building, had been a compromise.  Some members of the Board of Trustees wanted to keep building costs down.  To achieve this and to adhere to the multi‑purpose philosophy that was popular in the 1960's, these members suggested that the Fine Arts Building reflect the cost savings of a multi‑purpose structure.  No permanent seating existed in the building, classrooms as well as a theater were located in the structure, the walls could be moved, and the stage was small.  As early as 1972,  theater arts faculty and staff recognized the inadequacy of the structure, and they recommended that the Fine Arts building be remodeled.  The problem with renovation revolved around funding for the project. State funds were not available for renovation projects, but the State would contribute to new construction. In 1973, the Board of Trustees hired a firm to provide cost estimates for renovating the building, and in 1975, some funds were appropriated by the Board for undertaking the project.  But funding proved insufficient, and the idea of renovating the Fine Arts Building slid into limbo.

In 1980, the issue of the Fine Arts renovation received attention once again.  This time some members of the campus community suggested that a new structure, a true theater, be built on the campus.  It was calculated that the College could construct a new theater building for $3.6 million, while a renovation of the present structure would cost approximately $3.2 million. Furthermore, they argued that the new building should be a true center for the performing arts with permanent seating, large stage, and modern technical facilities.  To help secure funding for the project, they recommended that the theater should be available for community use.

In December 1980, the Board of Trustees voted to request $3.9 million in funds from the county

for a new fine arts center at Rockville, and in the spring of 1981, it selected the architectural firm of Cohen and Haft, Holtz Korxton, and Associates to design the building.  This firm designed a state‑of‑the‑art theatrical facility that would serve the community as well as the College.  Ground

breaking took place in mid‑1982, and the Performing Arts Center raised the curtain on its inaugural year in January 1984.                 

Structurally the center is a gem. The auditorium seats five hundred people.  Its seating design is based on the continental model and has no central aisle.  Plenty of legroom exists between the rows.  The tower over the stage is high enough to hide the scenery easily; it can be quickly raised and lowered during performances.  The stage measures forty feet wide by thirty feet deep and is designed to give slightly under the performer's weight.  This feature helps minimize injury to actors and dancers.  The orchestra pit is designed so that music is first projected onto the stage before it reflects out toward the audience.  Acoustics are good, but the deep stage requires actors to project their voices.  Lighting is computerized, and the theater is wired for cable television.  The theater has functional shop space, dressing rooms, showers and lockers, and a Green Room.  It has room for ten wheelchairs and an audio loop for the hearing impaired.  Restrooms are designed with the handicapped in mind.

The concept of shared used with the community, already used at the Germantown Campus, figured heavily in the planning of the Performing Arts Center at Rockville.  It was an important consideration in the County Council when they appropriated the entire funding for the building.  President Robert E. Parilla termed the theater "a symbol of Montgomery College to the community."  After a gala inaugural year of performances planned by members of the College staff and assisted by a public relations firm, the theater has been available for rent to outside groups.  In addition to student and faculty productions and performances and professional presentations, the Center offers theater craft workshops and master classes.  The goal of the Performing Arts Center has been to offer high quality entertainment at a reasonable cost.  Its motto is "Downtown Entertainment at Out‑of‑Town Prices."

Another structure, the Homer S. Gudelsky Institute for Technical Education, has been constructed on the Rockville campus.  In an effort to expand training programs for technicians and workers in the trades in Montgomery County, educational and political leaders in the mid​1980's intensified their efforts to improve vocational‑technical facilities.  At first, the discussion  revolved around cooperation between the College and the public school vocational‑technical training system.  The result of discussions about such cooperation was the articulation of a 2+2 concept whereby a high school student would receive training in mechanical skills at a vocational‑technical high school and education in management and communication skills at the College.
  This concept was implemented in a 2+2 program arranged between Watkins Mill High School in Montgomery Village and the Germantown Campus, and it ultimately contributed to support for the construction of the High Technology and Science Center at that campus.

But one of the problems of developing a system of vocational‑technical training in the county was to decide which programs to develop and where to locate the training centers.  For years, the Rockville Campus of Montgomery College had offered programs in automotive technology, printing technology, and the construction trades.  Facilities for these programs needed to be expanded and improved if these programs were to continue.  During the early 1980's, the College offered courses in these fields in buildings at the former Peary High School, which had closed earlier due to changing enrollment patterns at the county.  These classes had to be abandoned because of an asbestos problem at the former high school and because county leaders were discussing other possible uses for the closed high school.  As a result, College and county leaders opted to build a new vocational‑technical training center on the Rockville Campus in the mid‑1980's.  The County government would pay one half of the building's cost, and the College would raise the remaining monies from private sources.
  College and County officials did not seek state funds because the new facility was to be used for locally structured programs and would provide technicians for the more than thirty thousand jobs in the trades that planners anticipated would be needed in Montgomery County by the year 2000.

Private fundraising introduced a new idea into the operation of Montgomery College.  The first effort to garner private funds for College business occurred when the administration created the Montgomery College Foundation in 1982.  This non‑profit organization, managed by a board of

volunteer directors, sought alternative sources of funding for College projects, programs, and scholarships.  But seeking private donations for a capital improvement had never been tried

before.  In the fall of 1988, Milton Clogg, a member of the first graduating class of 1948 and senior partner in the law firm of Clogg, Hollis, and Moffett, volunteered to chair a committee which would seek to raise private funds to finance one half of the vocational‑technical institute. By the spring of 1989,  the committee had raised $800,000.
  But it was in October 1990 that the Clogg committee scored a coup when it received a $1.5 million contribution from the Homer and Martha Gudelsky Family Foundation.  This donation and donations from more than 350 businesses and individuals in the area helped the College reach its goal of $3.4 million in private monies which now would be matched by a dollar‑for‑dollar appropriation from the county government. In early l991, the College awarded a contract for construction of the Homer S. Gudelsky Institute for Technical Education.  The construction contract was a design/build concept in which the architect and contractor work together on the bids in order to reduce the time needed to complete the entire project. Ground breaking occurred on September 12, l991, and the new building was completed and opened its doors to students in the fall semester of 1992.
  In the academic year 1994‑1995, over 4,500 students enrolled in 392 courses.

The Governing Body: The Board of Trustees

Montgomery Junior College was the first community college in the State to take advantage of legislation passed by the Maryland General Assembly in the late 1960's which permitted community colleges to separate from county boards of education and form independent governing bodies.  Up to this time, the Montgomery County Board of Education members had performed the dual mission of running the countys public schools and the College.  The new independent College Board of Trustees was sworn in on January 7, 1969, and would take over policy-making for the College on July 1 of that year.  The appointment of the Montgomery Junior College Board of Trustees was one of Governor Spiro Agnews last official acts as executive head of Maryland before he left to assume the duties of Vice President of the United States.

According to the bylaws of the Board, the body consists of eight appointed members and the President of Montgomery College, who serves as Secretary-Treasurer of the Board.  Beginning in 1976 one of the eight appointed Board members had to come from the student body of the College.  With the exception of the student member and the President, Board members serve a term of six years and may be reappointed.  The student member serves for one year, and the President serves at the pleasure of the Board.
 Candidates for a position on the Board were originally nominated by the state legislators and others prior to selection by the Governor of Maryland and confirmation by the State Senate.  In 1974, the nomination process was changed by law to a five member nominating committee, consisting of Montgomery County citizens, two of whom are appointed by the Montgomery County Executive, two by the County Council, and one recommended by the Montgomery College Alumni Association.  These five people consider names and suggest the candidate to the Governor, who makes the appointment subject to confirmation by the Maryland State Senate.
   Officers, with the exception of Secretary-Treasurer, are chosen from among the Board members.  At first, a chairman and vice chairman led the Board in its deliberations.  These officers served one year terms but could be re-elected without term limitations.  Changes in choosing the leadership occurred in the late 1970's.  Board members chose two of their number  to serve as co-vice chairs, and they limited the term of the Chair to one year with the possibility that the incumbent chair could be elected to a successive one-year term.  Before becoming elegible for the chairmanship, a member must have served a minimum of two years.  Eligibility requirements for the vice chairs set the minimum period of prior service on the Board at one year.
  In 1985, the co-vice chairmen became the First Vice Chair and the Second Vice-Chair.  Traditionally, the succession pattern runs from Second Vice Chair to First Vice Chair to Chairman of the Board.  Such a pattern gives the leadership of the Board of Trustees substantial experience and continuity.
 

Generally the duties of the Board of Trustees are to determine the execution of the statutory mandate and the goals of the College and to direct its personnel.  More specifically, the members of this body determine salaries and job tenure of all College employees, acquire and sell property for expansion of the College, determine entrance requirements and approve curricula within the framework of state standards, set tuition and fees, prepare capital and operating budgets, and appoint the President.  Collective responsibilities of the Board in the by-laws seem to concentrate on policy-making.  The Board defines the mission of the institution, encourages planning, preserves the Colleges independence, stimulates innovation and engages in self-evaluation.  Some of the duties could involve the Board in micromanagement of the school.  It is supposed to monitor instructional programs and curricular offerings, ensure that that College is well-managed, and evaluate how well the institution performs its mission; the Board is to be completely informed on all aspects of the College.
  These duties and responsibilities have led some Boards to interpret their mission as manager of the College while other Boards seem to be satisfied to set general policy and let the College administration carry out the management function.

Although the Board of Trustees normally operates as a committee of the whole, its members can establish smaller committees to investigate particular issues.  Some special committees include those that review the budgets, discuss strategic issues, evaluate the President and the Board, and analyze technical occupational programs.  Two standing committees are the Audit Committee, which consists of the Board sitting as a committee of the whole chaired by the first vice chairman, and the Executive Committee, which consists of the chair, the two vice chairs and the College President as Secretary-Treasurer of the Board.

The Montgomery College Board of Trustees holds regularly scheduled meetings once a month, but it may also call special meetings, conference sessions and executive sessions. With the exception of the executive sessions, all of the meetings are open to the public.  Members of the staff, faculty, student body, and community are invited and encouraged to attend these meetings of the Board.
  Agendas are prepared and widely distributed within the College community and available upon request from the secretary-treasurer.  The bylaws spell out the process and parameters for communications between the Board and various constituencies within the College.  Written communications normally reach the Board of Trustees through the President who is the official channel of communication between the Board and the members of the college community.  It is the Presidents responsibility to present all views, including dissenting opinions, to the Board.  Members of the administration, faculty, staff, and students may also address the Board orally during a comments period at the beginning of every Board meeting.

Members of the Montgomery College Board of Trustees serve without compensation.  They are expected to attend and be prepared for meetings; they must maintain confidentiality on any matters discussed in closed meetings and must refrain from engaging in any activity that might seem to be a conflict of interest.  Members are to speak and act only in the best interests of Montgomery College.

Over the past two decades and a half that the College has had its own Board of Trustees, the citizens who have served have been, by education, training, and experience, well suited to make policy for the school.  Many have come from educational institutions, usually post-secondary schools. Several have either attended or graduated from Montgomery [Junior] College.  One member, who began his service on the Board representing the students of the College, returned to serve two terms as a regular appointee and for two years chaired the policy-making body. Board members who have come from the local business community have brought with them considerable management experience.  Civil servants, lawyers, doctors, dentists, and union officials have contributed their knowledge and expertise to the Board.  Two members left the Board because they had been elected to public office.  Six women have served on the Board.  Jean Ross, an original member of the first independent board of Trustees, served as its chair from 1971 to 1979, longer than any other person.  Since 1990, five females have represented the students of the College on the Board .  The Board has also counted several African American and Latino citizens from the county among its membership, both as regular and as student members.  As in other aspects of the institution, the Board of Trustees reflects the community from which it emanates.

A perusal of documents depicting business before the Board of Trustees reveals that, in addition to matters dealing specifically with the operation of the college, Board members also have had to decide issues that have paralleled and mirrored community concerns.  In-house matters revolve around capital and operating budgets, tuition levels, academic policy, personnel actions, and relationships with outside private and government agencies.  Other business before the body indicates that the College has not operated in a vacuum in the County.  During the 1970's, a decade of growth in the country, Board members deliberated long and hard on the physical expansion of the College.  During this time, the Rockville Campus reached completion, in theTakoma Park Campus underwent expansion and renovation, and the Germantown Campus was born.  In their deliberations, Board members had to balance the needs and desires of individual constituencies with the welfare of Montgomery County citizens as a whole, a time and energy-consuming task.  Although the facultys collective bargaining campaign in the late 1970's seemed like an in-house issue, it reflected what had occurred among the public school teachers and county government workers, both of whom had formed unions and were bargaining with their administrations.  Other issues in the eighties that reflect community sentiment revolved around the application of technology to pedagogy in order to promote distance learning, the growth of sensitivity toward an awareness of women and minorities in higher education, the need to provide better technical education and apprenticeship training to county citizens, and the realization that a general educational core would have to be made available to all students.  Another reflection of the state of public education in the County was evident when the Board members had to begin to address the issue of mandatory testing of incoming students in English and mathematics and subsequent placement of students into remedial courses.

For Board members, the 1990's continued to witness a swing of the pendulum in the direction of serving an increasingly diverse community.  Business before the Board revolved around providing facilities and programs for students with disabilities, establishing tuition waiver programs for senior citizens, promoting educational opportunities in science and engineering for women, and approving the expansion of programs to teach American English to non-native speakers.  Through the Office of Continuing Education, they set up a Latino Business Support Program.  In order to increase employment opportunities in technical vocations and in the trades, members of the Board of Trustees deliberated on cooperative education mechanisms.  Furthermore, they made decisions which were instrumental in the construction of technology training centers at the Rockville and Germantown campuses.

Throughout the last twenty-five years, the trustees of Montgomery College have sought to provide the best possible education for the most reasonable cost to a county citizenry that has expanded in number and that continues to grow in class and ethnic diversity.  During this time, county and state financial resources have sometimes limited the hopes and dreams of College leaders in fulfilling their goals.  Meeting the needs of and providing services for more and more constituencies while continuing to maintain an adequately compensated staff and an efficient physical plant have challenged the creative energies of virtually all Board members who have served during the last two and a half decades.  For the most part, they have made decisions which have not only benefited Montgomery Countys citizens but which have maintained the vision of an institution that will continue to be an educational leader in the future.

Administrative Organization of Montgomery College

During the last twenty‑five years, the administrative organization of Montgomery College has undergone several major changes.  For the most part of his presidency, William C. Strasser organized the administration of the institution along traditional lines.  The College had separated from the public school system, and it was necessary to create administrative services that previously had been performed by the school superintendent and his staff.  In Strasser's administrative scheme, he recently appointed Board of Trustees, responsible to the citizens of the county, headed the administrative flow chart.  Directly under the Board's authority was the President, who also served as Secretary‑Treasurer of the Board.  The President, assisted by the

Assistant to the President, Administrative Assistant to the President, and Dean of the Faculty, managed the Central Administration through the Dean of Education  and the Dean of Administration.  The Dean of Education supervised such academic areas as program development, off‑campus teaching, and student affairs.  The Dean of Administration took care of

the day‑to‑day operations of the College, including personnel, finance, facilities, data systems, and business operations.  Various committees existed which advised the President on matters of interest to the several constituencies in the College and in the community.  These included the Administrative, Faculty,  and Staff Senates and the President' s Advisory Council, among others.
 Under President Strasser's organizational structure, Campus Deans headed up the two campuses at Rockville and Takoma Park.  At this level, the organizational chart indicates differences in administrative structure.  These differences probably resulted from the differences in size of the two campuses and from historical precedents.  The Campus Dean at Rockville had an Assistant Dean, and these administrators supervised the academic program through the Academic Dean, who, along with Assistant Academic Deans, oversaw the various Department Chairs and the Director of Athletics.  At Takoma Park, the academic mission was under the control of Division Chairs who presided over the chairs of the academic departments and over the Director of Athletics.  Student affairs at each location were under the supervision of an Associate Dean of Students whose duties included oversight of admissions, student activities, counseling, and financial aid.  A Business Manager at Takoma Park and a Campus Facilities Manager at Rockville looked after day‑to‑day operations at the two campuses.

President Strasser's organizational structure underwent a slight change in 1975.  He created two offices, Academic Vice President and Administrative Vice President.  The former office had responsibility for overseeing the Campus Deans whose number had expanded to three with the creation of the Germantown Campus.  The position, Dean of Education, was retained, and it was now under the aegis of the Academic Vice President.  The Dean of Education now oversaw the Dean of Student Affairs, the Departmental Specialist, and the Veterans' Counselor.  The latter position was instituted to help advise those students who had served in the military, some of whom were Vietnam war veterans.  Also retained in the revamped structure was the Dean of Community Services, the administrator in charge of off‑campus non‑credit instruction.  This office, formerly under the Dean of Education, had become a separate entity, and its administrator

now ranked in authority and responsibility as an equal with the campus deans.  Added to this position was Associate Director of Community Services and an Advisory Committee for Community Service Activities.

The Administrative Vice President, who now had an assistant, supervised the everyday operation of the institution.  This office was responsible for overseeing eight major sections: Data Systems,  Finance, Personnel, Facilities, Budgeting, Public Information, Procurement, and Affirmative Action.  The latter position reflected federal legislation which created the Equal Employment Opportunities Commission, an agency whose mission was to help with the employment of women and minorities.  Some offices which had been under the Dean of Administration's authority were now placed under the Executive Assistant to the President.  This position now upgraded the former Assistant to the President, and its head now managed institutional research, internal management, internal auditing, and the College archivist.

At the Rockville and Takoma Park Campuses, administrative oganization in 1975 remained the same.  The new campus at Germantown had a Dean, but its operation and structure were in the

early stage of development.  No campus buildings existed at this time, and classes for fewer than two hundred students were being held at Seneca Valley High School.

During the years 1976‑1977, the organizational flow chart changed very little.  Most notable was the addition of Director of Auxiliary Enterprises.  This office handled most non‑tuition, profit​-

making functions, such as food services at the campuses, vending machines, day care centers, and copying services.  The director of this office reported directly to the Academic Vice President. Another change occurred when the Dean of Education evolved into the Dean of Academic and Student Affairs, a position that had previously been subordinate to the Dean of Education.

In 1977, President Strasser presented to the Board of Trustees a report entitled, Across New Thresholds: Changing Dimensions of the Presidency of Montgomery College.  The purpose of the report, stated Strasser, was "...to establish a contemporary and reasonably forward‑looking framework for the definition of the role and responsibilities of the President of multi‑campus Montgomery College in 1977, with some thought as to the nature of that role in the more immediate future five years."
   Strasser had spent time as a Visiting Scholar at the University of

California at Berkeley in the summer of 1977 to research and prepare this treatise. In the report, he discusses the state of higher education, especially public education, in the United States, its major challenges and future prospects.  A point of focus in the work revolves around the management of multi‑campus systems.  The President mentions a recommendation from a Carnegie Commission document, Governance of Higher Education, which says that there should  be " 'reasonable decentralization to the campus level' in multi‑campus systems."
  This idea and the notion that the President should give less attention to the day‑to‑day operation of the College seem to be the central feature in Across New Thresholds.
Strasser then outlines the matters to which the President should give greater attention.  These

include maintaining overall vitality and continued renewal of the College, evaluating  institutional effectiveness, obtaining financial resources, dealing with externally related

requirements, orienting the Board of Trustees to internal and external matters, assessing resource allocation, relying on Vice Presidents to give leadership, communicating with various groups in the College and community, and supporting the professional development of employees.
  The President, says, Strasser, should give less attention to day-to-day operations of the College, matters that affect the mission and governance of the campuses, and monitoring of the operations of the campuses.  These areas of reduced attention on the part of the President were to become the main responsibilities of the Academic and Administrative Vice Presidents and the Assistant to the President.  Together with the President, these three administrators and their staffs would comprise the Office of the President, i.e., the Central Administration of the College.

Under President Strasser's reorganization of the College, the campus deans received new titles, chancellors, and these chancellors enjoyed greatly expanded authority on their own campuses. Campus administrators now had the responsibility to lead their campuses in creating new programs and services.  They were to establish priorities within fiscal and policy constraints,

create campus advisory and participatory governance systems, use resources effectivelly, and maintain programs and services. These people also were to manage campus resources, communicate the mission of the campus to its community, and control credit course offerings at off‑campus sites.  Perhaps the key duty of the campus administrative leaders was to create "greater campus identity and a greater sense of direction for the campus."
  Included in the campus category was the former Dean, now Chancellor, of Community Services whose exclusive responsibility lay in administering the continuing education non‑credit programs and services of the College.

The reorganization, which began in the fall semester of 1978, included the following administrative positions for each campus:

1.  Chancellor

2.  Academic Dean or Dean of Instruction

3.  Dean of Students

 
4.  Associate Academic Dean, Institute Dean, or Cluster Coordinator 

5.  Director of Admissions, Registration, and Records

 
6.  Director of Financial Aid

7.  Director of Educational Support Services, Director of Library/Learning resources, or       similar position

      
8.  Campus Facilities Manager

This devolution of authority and responsibility to the campuses coincided with the opening of the third campus at Germantown.  The new structure seemed ideal for the Germantown campus which had its detractors both within and outside the College.  Operating with a great deal of independence from the central administrative staff and from the staff and faculty of the other two campuses, the Germantown administrators, faculty, and staff could devise and execute strategies which could and did contribute to the survival of the new campus. 

William C. Strasser resigned as President of Montgomery College in 1979 and was succeeded by Robert E. Parilla.  The new president seemed committed to recentralizing the administration of the College, and in 1982, he and his vice presidents put forth a proposal entitled, "Administrative Streamlining.''
  This proposal derived from a position paper, "Concepts for Administrative Streamlining," which President Parilla presented in November 1981 to the Board of Trustees.  In his paper, Parilla states four major objectives of the reorganization of the College's administration: 

1.  to reduce administrative costs and overhead

2.  to direct administrative savings into instruction

   
3.  to make the resultant administrative structure more efficient, effective, and responsive

   
4.  to acknowledge and respond to an organizational environment that stresses a one​

     
     College structure.

In addition to these objectives, the President and his Vice Presidents argued that, "It was necessary that all students receive an equivalent education regardless of the location of their home campus and that efficient use of resources be promoted by avoiding duplication of effort."
  The authors pointed out that in the 1970's the College administration had been over​centralized, and this promoted the decentralized organizational plan in the latter part of the decade.  They claimed that as a result of "Across New Thresholds" the College became over​decentralized, however.  The new challenge came in the form of a question, "How can Montgomery College organize itself to increase efficiency and effectiveness while providing sufficient campus individuality to encourage the unique development of each campus within its micro‑community and for its special focus?"
  The challenge could be met by refocusing campus activities on the instructional program and by reorganizing the support activities on a collegewide basis.  The examples presented were instruction and security.  Instruction should be directed by campus administrators and coordinated by central administrators.  Security should be directed by central administration and coordinated by the campuses.  Such an organization would eliminate the need for independent administrators at each campus.

"Administrative Streamlining" recommended that several operations currently under the authority of the Campus Chancellor be organized on a collegewide basis.  Those reorganized areas which were to report to the Academic Vice President included the College Director of Financial Aid and the College Director of Educational Support Services.  Several name changes were recommended for the various campus administrators.  The Chancellor's title became Provost; the various campus academic deans' titles were changed to Instructional Dean;  the Dean of Students was to be renamed the Dean of Student Development.  Variety in the campus academic organization continued, however.  At Germantown, three Instructional Deans headed a Humanities/Social Sciences Cluster, a Science/Mathematics Cluster, and an Applied Studies Cluster.  The Rockville Campus had four Instructional Deans; one for the Visual, Fine, and Performing Arts; one for Science, Mathematics, and Engineering Technologies; another for

Business Management and Physical Education; and a fourth for Humanities and Social Sciences. The Takoma Park Campus called its academic divisions institutes.  Instructional Deans had authority over the Humanities/Social Sciences Institute, the Natural Sciences Institute, and the Applied Sciences Institute.  Community Services had no Instructional Dean in the early streamlining plan.  Like the campuses, it was headed, however, by a Provost.

The one administrative service that was recommended for reorganization was Facilities. Under

Across New Threshold, facilities offices existed at both the campus and at the central level. The College Director of Facilities was responsible for planning and construction of new

facilities, for energy conservation measures, for utilities management, and for directing many of the trades and crafts personnel.  The campus facilities manager controlled custodial services, grounds maintenance, and some trades workers, such as painters.  The new proposal suggested creating a central Director of Facilities and Associate Directors on the three campuses.  Each

Associate Director would also be responsible for a collegewide facilities function, i.e., Facilities Planning and Construction; Plant Operations and Maintenance; and Safety, Security, and

Communications.  Other than these recommended changes in Facilities, the seven other offices reporting to the Administrative Vice President retained the same organization and functions as they had under the decentralized plan.  These seven central offices included Affirmative Action,

Auxiliary Enterprises, Computing Services, Finance, Personnel, Procurement, and Public

Information.  In addition to the changes in campus and central administrative organization, new offices appeared which reported directly to the President.  A General Counsel and Government

Affairs Officer handled legal matters for the College, and a Director of Employee Relations dealt with collective bargaining with the faculty.   

Fine tuning of President Parilla's "Administrative Streamlining" continued for a few years during the mid‑1980's.  Community Services became Continuing Education in 1986, although its Provost at the time, Dr. Noreen Lyne, had been using the latter appellation since 1984. Continuing Education added a Dean of Extended Learning Services who managed the scheduling of off‑campus credit courses, many of them taught by television and by computer‑generated electronic mail.  The President also restructured the Office of Planning and Management by elevating it to the vice presidential level.  The Vice President for Planning and Advancement oversaw the revamped Office of Institutional Research, now named the Office of Planning,

Marketing, and Research and the combined Office of Budget and Audits.  Also added to the new

vice president's domain were College Relations, formerly the Office of Public Relations; the

Development and Grants Office; and a program manager of the Job Training Partnership Act.

Another major administrative restructuring of Montgomery College began to take place in the late 1980's.  The idea of rethinking the administrative structure of the College resulted from a finding in the 1986 reaccreditation self study that, despite the perception in the community that Montgomery College was providing excellent programs and services, its employees were dissatisfied, especially with the perceived dearth of communications among the various groups in the College.  Over fifty percent of the College employees categorized morale at the institution as low to very low in a questionnaire.  President Parilla reflected on this state of affairs and, after a sabbatical leave, he articulated his thoughts in late 1988 in a paper entitled, "Revitalization: Introductory Papers."  Dividing his analysis into four parts the President looked at the issues

facing Montgomery College, its mission, values and ethos, its general processes and attitudes, and finally its organization and structure.  The main issue, in Parilla's opinion, was to achieve excellence in the quality and service of the College's educational programs.  He considered hierarchical structures and organizational specialization hinderences to excellence.  To achieve excellence "we must release the individuals on the line from organizational and procedural restraints of their talents.''
 

The ethos of the institution would hereafter build on a number of principles, based on characteristics for success put forth in the book, In Search of Excellence.  The twenty‑six principles which the President listed focus on people, on help and cooperation, on eliminating layers of bureaucracy, on honesty, on taking chances to improve the mission of Montgomery College.  Also important was to simplify the organization of the College and give more authority to those who were closer to the students.  Parilla then listed some procedures which he thought would help empower the people at the heart of the organization.  He encouraged College employees to be creative, even at the risk of failure.  In his discussion of failure and mistake, the President stated, "Making a mistake while actively doing can be tolerated.  Making a mistake due to failure to act is less tolerable.''

In the final section of the paper, Dr. Parilla introduced a new organization plan.  He suggested eliminating the three vice presidents and replacing them with a chief administrative officer (CAO).  This officer would administer the College based on the President's direction and would be comparable to a chief of staff.  The President's two other assistants were to split their duties and functions . One would work with internal operations and the other would focus on external functions of the President's office.  Dr. Parilla wanted to reduce the size of the central administration and send the people and functions to the campuses.

On the campuses, the key positions would be the instructional and student deans.  These administrators were to have direct access to the President and the President's Office.  Upon approval of the deans' plans and budgets by the CAO and the President, they were to have final authority in conducting the operations of their units.  The President envisioned the deans thusly: they must be action‑oriented and they must form teams to facilitate the teaching/learning process. They must have frequent dialogue with students, faculty, and staff.  "They will not be dictators nor isolated individuals.  They will be team builders and star makers.  Their success will be judged by the success (stars) of the faculty and students"

The role of campus provost also needed clarification.  Dr. Parilla said that the provost would remain responsible for the campus but "...must operate by letting go, by solving problems and by facilitating the dean's work.''
  The President envisioned the provosts as "chief facilitators, coaches and cheerleaders for their campuses.... and will control through plans and information and setting high expectations for educational programs and services."

Another paper emanating from the Office of the President discussed Revitalization.  This document introduced Total Quality Management (TQM) into the presentation.  The author of the paper indicates that ...TQM offers a number of related ideas and tangentially related thinking....
  Focus on the principles of total quality control is the crux of this discussion of TQM.  The author lists and discusses six principles of quality control, e.g., make constant improvement the number one priority, focus on service receivers, focus on prevention, provide administration.  Following these principles will foster a work place that allows people to grow, to make use of their abilities, to increase in self-esteem, and to make a valid contribution.
  But the paper emphasizes that TQM and Revitalization are not synonymous.  TQM principles are useful in Revitalization, but the latter concept is really a much more focused attempt to effect a cultural sea change at Montgomery College which ultimately will improve student success.
  In Revitalization, College employees are asked to abandon the hierichical mind set, to develop more flexible practices to achieve individual job objectives within the umbrella theme of promoting student success, and to make a personal application of revitalization tenets to individual job performance.
  The author concludes that Revitalization is a way of viewing the mission of the College and the responsibility and the accountability of each member of the College community.

Officially introduced in July 1989, Revitalization is the current administrative system.  The traditional rectangular flow chart has been replaced by an upside down triangle with the community at its base and apex.  The community supplies the students who are educated by the faculty.  In turn, the College and its Chief Administrative Officer, President, and Board of Trustees are responsible to the community.  The educational mission is supported by the Presidents Office and the Central Administration.  A few consolidations and name changes are apparent in the Central Administration.  The Office of Personnel and the Office of Employee Relations have been combined into Human Resources, and the name of the office of College Relations has been changed to Media and Public Relations. The President's Office is indicated by function instead of personal titles.

A perusal of the organizational flow charts of the three campuses and Continuing Education reveals less dramatic changes. Germantown and Takoma Park instructional deans have been reduced to two because of consolidation of academic disciplines. The flow of authority emanates from the Provost through the Instructional Deans and Deans of Student Development to the Department Chairs. Some departments have consolidated in order to reduce the numbers of chairs. Revitalization at the campuses, therefore, has resulted less from organizational changes than from changes in attitude and personal interaction. Another reason that Revitalization has had a more subtle impact on academic instruction stems from the independence and academic freedom enjoyed by the faculty. These qualities have been relatively free from administrative interference under any of the organizational structures created during the presidencies of William Strasser and Robert Parilla.

Perhaps Revitalization has had a greater impact on the support staff of the College. In 1993, the Chief Administrative Officer, Dr. Charlene Nunley, requested a study to learn how the staff perceived Revitalization. The Staff Senate and the Special Assistant to the President for Staff Concerns conducted a collegewide study and presented its findings to the President's Cabinet in the summer of 1993. A result of this effort was the formation of a Revitalization Committee by the staff which worked on the issue and in the spring of 1994 made suggestions on how the staff could be revitalized. This succinct report pointed out what Revitalization provides the employee and indicated steps to facilitate the development of this phenomenon. President Parilla received the recommendations enthusiastically and transmitted them with a cover memorandum to the entire College community.

The Staff Revitalization Committee continued to meet throughout 1994 and in early 1995 presented another document to the President which put forth strategies for promoting Revitalization and which outlined a comprehensive action plan. "It is our hope that this document will lead to greater cooperation, understanding, and respect among Staff, Faculty, and Administrators and that it will be a catalyst for positive change at the College.
  The essence of the plan is that Revitalization must be accepted and understood by all College employees, communication of its principles are necessary for its operation and that the necessary machinery and rewards must be created to ensure Revitalization's success.

Financial constraints in the 1990's have adversely affected the implementation of revitalization.

To help overcome fiscal problems facing the institution, the Chief Administrative Officer commissioned a number of Budget Policy Teams to investigate various ways to make the operation of the College more cost effective. One of the teams looked at organizational structure. In their report, the team set forth certain assumptions. Montgomery College must operate under a one‑college concept; competition among the campuses "...encouraged by the current structure is destructive to the institution.
  Another assumption stated in the report is that greater coherence of course offerings is necessary for student success. A final assumption is that many outside the College presently "...have no idea who [sic] to contact at the College on issues related to academic matters, transfer, outreach, and similar activities.

The team recommended that several new central administrative officers be created to replace and supplement the existing organization.  An Executive Vice President, a Chief Academic Officer, a Chief Student Affairs Officer, and a Chief Administrative Officer would comprise the highest administrative leadership of the College.  The Executive Vice President would deal with the increasing demands of outside governmental agencies and regulations.  The Chief Academic Officer, mandated by the State of Maryland, is to be responsible for the academic program.  Student service functions would come under the purview of the Chief of Student Affairs, and the Chief Administrative Officer would supervise some of the central administrative offices under the current organizational structure.  Each of the three campuses would house one of the chief officers, but these administrators would exercise collegewide responsibilities.

Another suggested change coming from this team is the replacement of campus instructional deans with five collegewide deans.  Each new collegewide dean is charged with managing one of the following discipline areas:  mathematics/natural science, allied health/physical education, technical/nonallied health, humanities/social sciences, and business/management /information sciences. These collegewide deans are to work with department chairs on the campuses to "ensure integrity of the academic programs" and efficient and responsible resource allocation...."

A final recommendation concerns Continuing Education.  The team suggests that all credit courses and precollege noncredit courses (developmental education) be transferred from Continuing Education to the various academic areas.  Continuing Education would focus on conferences, noncredit business courses, programs for talented and gifted young people and other enrichment noncredit courses.  Continuing Education would lose its provost but would be administered by a director.

The team report concludes that the suggested reorganization can serve students and external publics more effectively and, in the long run, will result in financial savings.  Whatever conclusions can be drawn from this team's recommendations, it seems evident that the administrative organization of Montgomery College constantly needs to be rethought and reworked.  The multi‑campus nature of the College has caused the last two presidents to swing between a cost‑effective centrally organized administration and a more decentralized structure that is more sensitive to differing identities and environments of the several campuses.  Despite these periodic changes in administrative philosophy and structure, the education of students, continues unabated.  More than likely, this is due to the people who work at the College. Good people can make any organizational structure work well.

Faculty

As makers of policy for their institutions, boards of trustees and other governing bodies have become increasingly important in the community college phenomenon over the last two or three decades.  Central administrations, as executors of the policies set forth by the governing bodies, have played key roles in the professional management of community colleges.  But the raison dêtre of any educational institution is teaching, and the faculty is entrusted with teaching.  Montgomery College has, since its inception, had an enthusiastic, energetic, and well-prepared faculty that has exhibited the single word quality in its teaching.
  Those who have evaluated Montgomery College for accreditation have consistently praised the high quality of the faculty and classroom instruction at the school.  Furthermore, the evaluators emphasized in their reports the facultys willingness to spend time to find pedagogical techniques designed to help fulfill individual student needs.

The number of full time faculty at the College has increased moderately during the last twenty five years.  In 1970, two hundred seventy full time faculty taught and counseled students at the school; in 1995, that number had increased to four-hundred thirty-three teachers and counselors.
  These people had prepared themselves well to offer courses at the college level.  In the early seventies, about 17 percent had earned a PhD or its equivalent, and in 1995, 26.1 percent of the Colleges faculty had achieved similar degree status.  The gender balance of the faculty has remained fairly even; in 1972, 35 percent of the faculty were women, and in 1995, that percentage had climbed to over 43 percent.  Statistics on the ethnic background of the full time faculty are not available for the early years of this study, but as of 1995, there were forty-nine African Americans, twenty-four Asians, seven Hispanics and two native Americans who taught and counseled students at the College.  In the composition of its faculty, therefore, Montgomery College has striven to reflect the ethnic diversity of the County.

Trying to meet the needs of county citizens also is reflected in the curricula that are offered at the College.  Through its Curriculum Committee, the faculty is responsible for introducing, maintaining, revising, and deleting curricula and courses offered to the students by the College.  In 1970, nineteen transfer curricula and sixteen career curricula were available to students.
  

Twenty-five years later, the College catalog lists thirty transfer curricula and, if options and certificates are included, sixty-one career and technical programs.  Some of these curricula are offered at the three campuses of the College.  But others are taught at one or two campuses.
  A campus that offers certain curricula almost exclusively earns the reputation of being known as the allied health campus (Takoma Park), the performing and fine arts and vocational technical campus (Rockville), and the high technology campus (Germantown).

But each of the campuses offers general educational courses to fulfill state requirements for community college degrees.  In order to meet these state regulations and in order to be exposed to what faculty members consider the basic necessities of a college education, students are required in all degree curricula to take a General Education component.  Since the mid-1960's, the faculty has considered that every student should have ...some insight into, and some opportunity for, the exploration of the basic areas of knowledge....
   In the early seventies, the general education requirements in most curricula demanded that the student take a minimum of six semester hours in each of three areas: humanities, science and/or mathematics, and social sciences.  All students were required to take six semester hours of English composition, freshman seminar, principles of health, and general physical education courses.

Refinements of the general education program came in the 1980's and 1990's.  Courses which all students, regardless of curriculum, must take are categorized as foundation courses.  In addition to English and mathematics and health, students are required to take a course in speech and communication.  In all degree-producing curricula, the foundation course requirement amounts to thirteen semester hours.  Additionally, students pursuing degrees from Montgomery College fulfill a General Education distribution component at Montgomery College .  This category is designed to broaden the students educational experience and help prepare him or her to be a knowledgeable citizen in the community.  Students in the various degree categories, such as Associate of Applied Science, Associate of Arts, and Associate of Science, take from thirty-one to thirty-three semester hours in four areas: the arts, behavioral and social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences.  Students have a broad array of courses in each of the four categories.  There are sixty-four courses in the Arts Distribution ranging from art and architecture to dance, music, and theater.  The Behavioral and Social Sciences Distribution lists forty-nine courses, including anthropology, economics, geography, political science, psychology, and sociology.  Sixty-five courses fill the Humanities distribution which includes English literature, foreign languages, history, philosophy, and womens studies.  The Natural Sciences category has thirty offerings ranging from astronomy, biology, and chemistry to geology and physics.
   The faculty at Montgomery College intends to educate students in the broadest sense, that is, make them aware of the world in which we live.  At the same time, the teachers want to give students the specific training that they will need to succeed in their chosen field of endeavor.

Faculty members have debated long and hard over the General Education component at the College.  Some have opposed requiring numerous general education courses for fear that they will leave less time for specialized courses in the students major area of concentration.  Others considered the requirements and infringement on a students right to choose what he or she would like to study.  Yet another concern has revolved around the transferability of General Education required courses to a four year college or university which might have its own requirements for general courses.  During the 1980's, leaders of the General Education requirement movement were attacked and criticized by their colleagues.  Teachers lobbied hard for keeping their courses in the requirement, if they taught in the disciplines that had been or would be included in the General Education requirements, or for keeping the general courses outof their curricula because they might squeeze out specialty courses in the field of specialization.  One group did not want its courses included in the General Education requirements during the 1980's revision of the program.  These teachers were concerned that the general students would not have enough specialized ability to do well in their courses.  They lost the debate but, in time, came to love the way general students embraced the special skills included in their courses.  The whole process of building and revising a General Education requirement involved a lot of politics and resulted in much compromising.  But it has been led by faculty members, conducted by faculty members, and approved by the faculty as a whole.  It is the answer of the faculty of Montgomery College to the question, What is an educated man or woman?
 

In addition to the work which they have done on general education, faculty members have developed several additional academic programs.  Since 1964, the College has offered honors courses to students of special ability and motivation.  In the early 1970's, the program included special courses in humanities, the social sciences, and mathematics.  These courses investigated various topics in these fields in greater depth and detail than regular courses.  Different pedagogical approaches, such as independent study, seminars, and interdisciplinary work, marked the early honors program.  During the early years of the program, only students who had completed a minimum of twelve semester hours of classes and who had attained a 3.00 grade point average or freshmen who had ranked highly in secondary school and who were endorsed by high school counselors and principals could sign up for honors courses.
  The Honors Program began to stagnate in the late 1970's, and in the early 1980's, a collegewide committee was formed to look into the honors program and recommended changes.  After many months of deliberation, the committee suggested that the traditional honors course approach be retained but that they be augmented by honors modules in regular courses.  Another new feature of the revised program was the Honors Scholar Program in which students would complete ten to twelve semester hours of honors work including specially designed interdisciplinary honors courses.  All honors students must have a 3.2 grade point average.  Any graduate from Montgomery College who has completed the Honors Scholar Program and who has earned the requisite grade point average will be accepted automatically into the General Honors Program at the University of Maryland.
  In 1995, the Rockville Campus added two new permanent features to its Honors Program.  The Honors Exchange gives students a chance to exhibit their work to other students on an informal basis.  The Honors Colloquium, also instituted at the Rockville and Germantown campuses, is a more formal presentation of honor student work to members of the College community and to the public.

In the early 1980's, several faculty became interested in developing academic programs focusing on womens issues and contributions.  A faculty administrator steering committee which focused on Integrating Women into the Curriculum had been established in November 1983.  Part of the committees activity was to organize lectures given by women at Montgomery College and the University of Maryland during the fall of 1983 and spring of 1984.  In March 1984, Womans History Week was observed at the College.  The observation was continued throughout subsequent years and was marked by a lecture series and study groups.  In the summer of 1985, a faculty-administrative team from the College attended an institute at Wheaton College which investigated Cross Cultural Perspectives and Womens Experiences.  The results of these efforts was the establishment of a Womens Studies Program at Montgomery College.  As stated in the 1995 - 1996 catalog, The program is designed to explore the experiences and contributions of women to their cultures.
  Courses in womens history, literature, sociology, film, and psychology challenge assumptions about women, encourage investigation of women in society, and support womens development as individuals.  In addition to courses and honors modules in traditional courses, the Womens Studies Program offers seminars, speakers and a variety of programs.  In 1988, the annual Womens Week Scholarship Breakfast took place and continues to honor women at the College who excel academically.  The Womens Studies Reading Room, located on the Rockville Campus, provides reading materials on womens issues and since 1992, the Montgomery College Cable TV Channel airs a program, Pandoras Box, which covers topics of current interest about women.  In 1993, members of the womens studies and physics faculty at the Rockville Campus founded WEST, Women in Engineering, Science, and Technology, a support group for women interested in scientific fields.  WEST is open to female students throughout the College; it provides mentoring, counseling, placement, and financial assistance to women in academic areas where they have been traditionally under- represented.

In 1990, the Takoma Park Campus established a cooperative education program.  The foundation of the program was facilitated by a $341,000 grant to the College targeting cooperative education.  Students throughout the College may participate in the program.  It combines academics and work in such a way as to enhance a students preparation for the world of work.  Before entering the program students must complete a minimum of twelve semester hours of classes, six of which must be in their major field.  Furthermore, they must maintain at least a 2.0 grade point average while participating the cooperative education.  Once in the program, students work a minimum of 225 hours a semester.  They may apply up to six semester hours of this work experience toward their associates degree.  Close cooperation between the College and employers has led to a successful effort to provide well-trained and well-educated employees for 

the local workforce.

Another area of growing interest and development has been international education.  In 1987, administrators and faculty established the Steering committee of International Education and Cultural Exchange Programs.  This committee tackled the issue of deciding how to coordinate existing efforts and promote new undertakings in international education.  Members of the committee focused on two areas: introducing courses that would add international perspectives to the curricula and organizing study abroad programs and cultural exchanges.  Faculty added new courses emphasizing international cultures and history, and students seeking the Associate of Arts or Associate of Science degrees must take a course in the arts or humanities or behavioral and social sciences that has been designated as a multicultural course within the General Education distribution component. Organizing and coordinating exchange programs and study abroad opportunities proved to be more difficult.  Establishing contacts in other countries was not easy.  Then, too, studying abroad costs considerably more than taking courses at the local community college, and many students at Montgomery College have limited financial resources.  To make more opportunities available for overseas travel and study, the College joined the College Consortium for International Studies.  This agency lists and coordinates long term study abroad courses at numerous institutions.  As a member of the consortium, Montgomery College grants students credit at the College for taking courses at these schools.  Several faculty at the College have worked out short term exchange and study programs on their own, based on contacts in other countries they had made during their own travels abroad.  To facilitate these short term programs, the College has made arrangements with private companies specializing in foreign travel and study abroad.  The Coordinator of International Education, a faculty member, organizes study trips, encourages faculty to sponsor trips, and publicizes the opportunities  provided by the CCIS.  In the mid-1990's, the College is involved in about a dozen foreign study and exchange programs for students and faculty.

The obverse side of internationalization and cultural diversity is evident in the influx of many immigrants into the United States.  Many have only minimal skills in our language and this has necessitated the creation of an American English Language Program (AELP).  AELP is divided into American English for Academic Purposes (AEAP) which provides instruction in American English at the campuses and into American English for Special Purposes (AESP) which offers courses in basic literacy through the Office of Continuing Education.  Students are tested to determine their current level of English proficiency.  Then they receive appropriate instruction in grammar, composition, speaking, and listening comprehension.  Only when they reach the advanced levels of proficiency in the AELP program can they take courses required and recommended in the various curricula.  In this way, those who have recently migrated to the United States with the intention of staying can compete for the same opportunities as native-born citizens.

Testing or assessment of any students level of skill in English and mathematics has long been a policy of the College.  In the early 1970's, all students were required to have taken the American College Test (ACT) prior to admission.  The scores of the ACT helped counselors recommend appropriate placement in English and mathematics courses. A student was not bound to take the advice of the counselor, however.  A Blue ribbon Committee, created in 1987, discussed the Colleges assessment policy among other issues.  This group of faculty and administrators recommended to the Board of Trustees mandatory assessment and placement of all incoming freshmen.
  Board members discussed the proposed policy change for several years.  Two important issues were the impact of a mandatory assessment and placement policy on enrollment and the cost of preparing the many students who were not ready for college level courses.  But the data gathered by the College revealed that students who had graduated from public high schools in Montgomery County and who applied for entrance into Montgomery College clearly demonstrated a need for english [sic] and math assistance.
   During the years 1990 - 1994, students who tested into developmental English courses increased from 39 percent to 50 percent, and those who tested into developmental mathematics courses increased from 68.7 percent to 70.9 percent.
   Finally in 1994, the Board of Trustees accepted the recommendation to phase in over three years a mandatory course placement process.  Beginning in spring semester 1995, students assessed as needing a basic reading course were required to take that course.  In 1996, students needing any or all courses in remedial reading, English, and/or mathematics would have to take these courses as well.  These students would be allowed to take other courses in the class schedule, if these courses had no prerequisite.

Faculty have not only considered curricula, academic programs, assessment, and placement important, but they also supported the idea of faculty governance, that is, the existence of an institution and procedures by which the faculty could help play a role in formulating policy for the College.  The idea of governance by separate constituencies within an institution of higher education has undergone great change in the last twenty-five years.  The birth of separate boards of trustees, the introduction of professionally trained managers as presidents and administrative staff, and the increasing involvement of governmental agencies in college administration have affected how schools are managed.  As Montgomery College has expanded in the last two and a half decades, the role of the faculty in setting policy has changed.  As early as the mid-1960's, a study of the Colleges administration by an outside consultant recommended the elimination of the existing faculty governing body and the introduction of two faculty governance institutions, the Faculty Senate and the Faculty Advisory Committee.  The Senate would have jurisdiction over academic affairs, and the Faculty Advisory Committee would have input into promotions, tenure, and salaries.

The recommendation of the consultant became a partial reality. A Faculty Senate was created, and this body considered faculty status matters as well as academic affairs.
  This eleven member body with representatives chosen from both campuses appointed members to faculty committees, developed the academic year calendar, and called faculty meetings.  Its chair represented the faculty to the Board of Trustees.  The permanent committees of the Senate reveal the main aspects of its jurisdiction, such as curriculum, academic regulations, calendar, contracts, rank and tenure, and faculty status.  Members of these committees made decisions and recommended them to the Board of Trustees.  At the same time that this collegewide Faculty Senate existed, there were also campus Faculty Councils at Rockville and Takoma Park.  These elected governance bodies considered matters pertaining to the academic affairs on each campus.

On the collegewide level relations between the Faculty Senate and President William C. Strasser grew increasingly strained during the decade of the seventies.  In retrospect, it seems as though President Strasser viewed his role as the responsible manager of all aspects of the College.  He took the initiative in areas viewed by the faculty as their domain.  Counselors sued the College when the President recommended to the Board of Trustees that their employment during the summer be reduced.  Another clash came when Dr. Strasser recommended that English requirements be reduced or abolished altogether. He suggested eliminating Freshman Seminar, an orientation course for incoming students taught by counseling faculty.  In the middle of the decade, the President put forth a statement revising tenure for faculty.  The document proposed limiting tenure and gave administrators more authority over dismissal of faculty members.  This conflict led to a faculty vote of no confidence in the president, but the vote failed to pass.  At the same time, a faculty group circulated a petition asking the County Council for local legislation which would permit collective bargaining between the faculty and the Board of Trustees. Tight budgets and physical expansion of the College during the 1970's also raised tensions between president and faculty.  The teachers opposed the building of the Germantown Campus.  During the same period, the Board of Trustees withheld a percentage of an appropriated salary increase.  Some faculty thought the Board withheld the money in order to spend it on development of the Germantown Campus.  This led to a vote among the faculty to demand President Strassers immediate resignation.  A few months later, the teachers voted no confidence in the Board of Trustees.  This deterioration between the faculty and president and Board of Trustees led to a renewed drive on the part of the teachers to get a collective bargaining law enacted.  State legislation was passed in 1978, and in 1980, teachers at the College voted to accept collective bargaining.

During the period of tension between the faculty and the president each side expressed displeasure about a lack of communication and understanding of its point of view.  The faculty, through the Faculty Senate and its chairs, considered the presidents administrative style autocratic, and the president responded that the faculty did not realize the impact of the Colleges growth on the role of the president.  In addition to the specific disagreements, therefore, the conviction by both sides that each party did not respect the role and authority of the other party contributed to a transformation of governance, especially faculty governance, at the College.

With the advent of collective bargaining, the Faculty Senate became defunct.  Matters of faculty status, such as salaries, tenure, benefits and working conditions, would now be negotiated between the Board of Trustees and the duly elected faculty agent, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).  A major issue of the negotiations for a contract revolved around management rights.  The administration, now led by a new president, Dr. Robert E. Parilla, proposed an extensive management rights clause which, among other things, gave management the right to establish, in consultation with faculty members, governance and other procedures which will enable faculty to advise Management....
  The AAUP negotiating team supported the idea of faculty governance but wanted a system in which the faculty played a stronger role.  During negotiations, the new administration, with the help of some faculty, finalized in 1980 a new faculty governance body, the Faculty Congress.  This body, consisting of fifteen members, five faculty from each of the three campuses, served in an advisory capacity to the President and his top administrators.  The Faculty Congress was considered a joint committee which deliberated and gave advice in conjunction with but separate from the recommendations of the College Committee on Curriculum, the College Committee on Academic Regulations and Standards, and the Sabbatical Leave Committee.
  

Ex post facto, the Board of Trustees in 1981 recognized and reaffirmed the principle of faculty governance; and during 1981 and 1982, the Academic Vice President worked with faculty groups 

to establish a philosophical framework for faculty governance.  The institutions and procedures were defined as those by which faculty advise decision-makers and participation in these bodies should follow a representative model....
 Because the Faculty Congress had no direct authority over the other joint committees reporting to the administration and because its members perceived the bodys advisory role as too limited, frustration arose among the teachers about the ineffectiveness of the Congress.  Among the recommendations about governance in the Colleges 1986 Reaccreditation Self-Study was the suggestion that the Faculty Congress and the administration should clarify the role of this governance body.
  By the early 1990's, a faculty group developed a proposal to revise the collegewide governance system which would increase the authority of a collegewide governance body.  The results of the committees deliberations are found in a Proposal for Collegewide Academic Governance; A Partnership Approach which, in the spirit of revitalization, recommended the establishment of an Academic Assembly.  The new governance body would include faculty, staff, and administrators.  Its authority over collegewide academic committees would be more clearly delineated than the old Faculty Congress.  The Academic Assembly allows for the continuation of campus faculty bodies which have traditionally advised campus administrators on local issues.  Although there is no mention of whether the new Assembly has more authority in the decision-making process or remains purely advisory, the implication remains that the function of faculty governance is advisory.  The main difference in the Assembly is the inclusion of staff and administrators because of the premise ...that administrators and staff play important roles in the provision of the academic program of the College.
 

If the first contract negotiations between the College administration and the AAUP hit a snag over governance, the second major contract negotiation produced a confrontation over the nature of full-time faculty employment.  Since the beginning of the College in 1946, the traditional contract that a new faculty member received provided for a probationary period after which the successful faculty member was granted tenure or permanent status.  In the mid-1970's, President William C. Strasser proposed and the Board of Trustees adopted a system of extended temporary contracts to supplement the traditional tenure track appointments.  The temporary contracts would terminate at the end of the spring semester of the academic year and could be renewed at the beginning of the fall semester of the next academic year.  During the summer, the faculty member on temporary contract was virtually unemployed because benefits, such as health insurance, were suspended.  Furthermore, the faculty member received no guarantee that he or she would be rehired the next semester.  The result was that ...a new category of second class citizens had been created at Montgomery College.
  This type of contract dominated the hiring policies of the College from the late 1970's and became a sore point in faculty-administration relations.  Although the issue was not resolved during contract negotiations in 1985-1986, shortly after the ratification of an agreement, President Parilla suggested that his administration would discuss with the AAUP the types of faculty appointments.  Three administrators and three union leaders worked on the issue for many months.  The group recommended without dissent that the temporary contracts be replaced with a system of term appointments.  A new faculty member would receive a series of three one-year appointments during which the new teacher would be evaluated by peers and administrators.  If the faculty members evaluations were satisfactory, a three year appointment would follow; and after satisfactory evaluations, the three year term would lead to a six year appointment.  Every three years the faculty member on a six year appointment would be evaluated and, if satisfactory, the faculty member would receive three years attached to the remaining three years of the six year appointment.  Faculty immediately dubbed this procedure the rolling six.  In 1988, this system of faculty appointments was added to the recently negotiated contract with the provision that the settlement would not be subject to renegotiation before the year 2000
. Subsequent contract negotiations between the faculty bargaining agent and the administration have revolved almost exclusively around working conditions, salaries, and benefits.

During much of the history of negotiations between the AAUP and the administration, the atmosphere has been charged with emotion and sometimes with acrimony.  Negotiations of complete contracts have usually ended in both sides resorting to outside parties to help resolve contract issues. Some of the differences may be due to differing conceptions of the status of a union in Academe.  Management seems to want to keep the unions role as limited as possible.  Adversarial relations seem to fly in the face of collegial principles, and some in the administration think that the true relationships between faculty and administration are based on the collegial principles of discussion and cooperation.  Some in the union argue that college administrators, trained in professional management principles and techniques, cannot manage by collegial principles. Others think that the administration maintains a tough posture because Montgomery College is the only public community college in the State of Maryland that has collective bargaining, and a tough stance in negotiations is necessary to discourage other faculties in the state from organizing.  Whatever the reasons for the differences, both management and union leaders have behaved toward each other in a civil manner, and both sides are aware of the complexity of the problems facing Montgomery College as it enters the twenty-first century.


The Staff

In public and private educational institutions, some employees project a high profile while others do their jobs without much fanfare.  Such is the case at Montgomery College.  Teachers are in constant contact with students; Board of Trustees members meet in public; the President and key administrators are known in the community.  But members of the support staff perform their jobs with dedication and efficiency out of the limelight.  They register students, administer financial aid, provide classroom support and technical assistance to teachers, perform clerical duties, publicize the College, maintain buildings and grounds, patrol the campus to keep people and property safe, and preserve the records of the College.  Without their knowledge and services, Montgomery College could not function.

During the last twenty-five years, the staff at the College has increased from just over three hundred to over seven hundred men and women.  This increase coincides with the expansion of the physical facilities and with the growth in the numbers of other personnel at the school.  The staff at the College are divided into Central Staff and Campus Staff.  The former support the central operations of the College, such as the facilities and educational support services staff.  These staff members work at the several campuses but are under the authority of a central administrative department.  They can be transferred from one campus to another, and this sometimes causes problems for staff members.  They become attached to a campus and its personnel and sometimes find transfer disconcerting.  Decision-makers have to take this into consideration when dealing with Central Staff members.  Campus Staff support the academic mission at each of the campuses.  They are permanently assigned to a particular campus but may transfer to another campus if and when they desire a transfer and the opportunity to change presents itself. On rare occasions, they may be transferred, like the Central Staff, from one campus to another.

Compared to the faculty, the staff at the College have less independence from the administration. Yet awareness on the part of the administrative leadership that staff members had concerns specific to their role in the operation of the College led to the birth in 1970 of a governance body, the Staff Senate.
  Over the last twenty-five years, the Staff Senate has represented the staff in matters concerning their employment, such as salaries, benefits, and working conditions.  Although state legislation permits staff members to engage in collective bargaining like the faculty, they have chosen not to pursue that option.  The Staff Senate remains the agent of contact between the staff and the administration and operates as an advisory group to the President through the Director of Human Resources.  Senate members and alternates are elected for two year terms by the campus staff and by the staff who work at the Central Administration building.  The exception to this electoral procedure is the at-large Senator, who is chosen collegewide.  Members serve for two years, and terms of office are staggered in order to provide continuity on the Senate.  This governance body meets monthly during working hours.  Emergency meetings may be held if twenty percent of the staff deem the meeting necessary or if any three senators call a special meeting.  Each new Senate elects a chair and vice chair who serve a one year term.  Once a year,  the Senate holds an informational meeting to which all staff at the College are invited.

During recent years, the staff at the College have become increasingly dissatisfied.  One of the major complaints emanated from the feeling on the part of staff members that their place in the college community is unclear and unrecognized.
  To improve this condition, the Staff Senate and the administration have worked to foster better communications between the staff and the rest of the College community.  The Senate has created a Climate Committee as a permanent part of staff governance;
 a Staff newsletter, called The Senate Page, appears regularly and is widely distributed throughout the College; staff representation on collegewide committees has increased; and the chair of the Staff Senate has been given a more active role in college affairs.  Perhaps one of the most welcome moves on the part of the administration was President Parillas creation in 1989 of a new staff/administrative position, Special Assistant to the President for Staff Concerns.  The President appoints to this post a respected senior staff member, who serves at the pleasure of the President.  The position provides a more direct communication link between the Office of the President and staff employees in the hope that this will foster an institutional climate in which people are supported in their work and given every opportunity to reach their fullest potential.
  It has been this officials function to consider the concerns of individual staff members, whereas the Staff Senate has traditionally taken up the concerns of the staff at large.  Now the staff have one of their own who looks at individual problems and recommends solutions, who provides a liaison between the President and the staff and, perhaps most important of all, who serves as an advocate for staff members at the College.

In part, the improvement in staff outlook was due to President Parillas Revitalization effort.
  With encouragement from the administration, the Staff Senate formed a Revitalization Committee in 1993, and after much time and effort, this group developed a comprehensive Revitalization action plan.
  The document sets forth a number of strategies to make Revitalization work.  These include communication, interaction, and confirmation of Revitalization concepts at all levels and among all groups at the College.  Managers and supervisors must demonstrate their commitment to the idea and make decisions which reflect support of its goals and values.  Evidence of the philosophy of Revitalization must be reflected in communication among all constituencies at the College, in hiring of new employees and in training these new hires and current employees, in evaluating and developing accountability of Revitalization, in rewarding and providing incentives for employees, and in the establishment of networks and support groups.  Following this committees strategies would truly empower the staff and other employees at Montgomery College.

But, as indicated earlier, financial constraints and budgetary concerns of the 1990's have adversely affected employee relations in the College.  The issue which has caused problems with the Staff has been an effort to revise the quantitative job classification system.
  A report prepared by the consulting firm that carried out the project sets forth the rationale for the revision.
  The College had instituted a quantitative job evaluation system for staff in 1982.  It was extended later to include administrative positions.  The system was modeled after one used by the federal government and is similar to a system that Montgomery County uses for its governmental employees.  But this system was based on an hierarchical structure and did not reflect the management changes brought on by Revitalization.  The administration wanted an evaluation system that would reflect revitalization and charged the consulting firm with revising job descriptions and with implementing the updated system. The consulting firm recommended that staff be evaluated by the position they hold, not the class of job they perform.  Such a system provides a sound basis for differentiating positions for purposes of pay and career progression. The factors are appropriate for the kind of work performed by administrative and staff positions in the College and reflect, uniquely, the values of the institution.
  Some staff members, however, have not been happy with the results of the proposed revisions and have appealed decisions made by the consulting firm.  In some cases, the problem is connected with a loss in salary; in other instances, the staff member has not liked being placed in the same classification with another staff member who does not have the same level of education.  Staff members at the smaller campuses complain that they perform the tasks that several staff at the Rockville campus are hired to do, yet these talents are not recognized in the new classification system. And others are unhappy that some people whom they formerly supervised were now placed in grades that were higher than their own grades.  But the main complaint has been the breakdown in communications between the staff and the Human Resources Department and the consultant.  This complaint, in turn, has led some staff members to criticize the process of Revitalization, not so much in its concept but in its execution.  The problems of the present do not obliterate, however,  the many contributions which the staff have made to ensure the success of the Colleges mission and the progress which the administration has made in recognizing these valuable contributions.

Services to the Students and Community

Community colleges pride themselves on the services they make available to students and the community.  They have set the pace in the field of higher education with regard to citizen access to facilities, programs, and services at the institution.  During the last twenty-five years, Montgomery College has expanded greatly its services to its students and the residents of the county.  Crucial to the services provided by a community college is the staff.  It is the primary mission of the staff to accommodate students and the community at large, and the staff at Montgomery College perform this function in such an exemplary manner that the school has gained the reputation as one of top schools in the nation in student and community services.

Educational Support Services
Historically, colleges have provided their students with library access.  But with the introduction into the educational process of the electronic media, libraries have taken on new roles.  They have no longer remained just places where books and periodicals are housed but have become repositories for a vast array of technological educational innovations.  At Montgomery College, the growth of educational technology necessitated splitting the structure of this important educational service.  All three campuses of the College divided this service into library and learning resources units.  The latter area focused on the organization, storage and utilization of non-print materials.   Until the early 1980's, these services remained under the direction of the separate campuses.  Germantown had two divisions, Library and Learning Resources, headed by a single director.  Rockville called one of its two divisions Library and Reader-Technical Services and the other division Educational Development, Television, and Learning Resources Support.  A Director of Educational Support Services exercised authority over these two units. At Takoma Park, separate directors managed the Office of Learning Resources and the Office of Library Services.
   Under the Colleges reorganization plan of the early 1980's, called Administrative Streamlining, the positions of campus director of Educational Support Services were abolished and a single collegewide director assumed the responsibility of administering all library and learning resources units in the school.  The original Administrative Streamlining plan envisioned a staff coordinator of Educational Support Services on each campus who would work with campus administrators on library and learning resources matters.  During the implementation of the plan, however, each campus received an administrative position, Director of Educational Support Services.  These campus directors reported to a collegewide Director of Educational Support Services.  But budget constraints and a new reorganization effort in the latter part of the decade brought about a reevaluation of the units structure.   When the collegewide director of Educational Support Services left the College in 1990, one of the campus directors was elevated to the position of acting collegewide director while continuing to perform the functions of campus director.  This move reduced the number of administrators in the unit by one and resulted in budgetary savings.  In 1991, the interim positions became permanent and they now comprise the current organizational structure of Educational Support Services.
 

Over the years, the functions of Educational Support Services have increased.  In addition to selecting, acquiring, organizing, and maintaining a wide array of reading and media instructional materials and equipment, Educational Support Services manages Instructional Television, a unit which, among other functions, supplies technical assistance to Channel 51, the Colleges cable television station.  The staff of the Institutional Television unit work together with their counterparts in Extended Learning Services, a part of the Continuing Education division, to serve the educational needs and entertainment interests of over 160,000 households in Montgomery county.  Just recently, Educational Support Services added the College Archives to its organizational chart.  This unit is responsible for preserving the records, documents and history of the College.
  Because of the expanded mission and because of competition for declining budgetary funds, the burdens of supplying both pedagogical and technical services to students and the community have become increasingly heavy for Educational Support Services personnel.  But the dedication and skills of the staff have helped continue the high level of service this unit provides to the educational mission of the College.

Continuing Education 

Montgomery College has long provided educational opportunities outside the traditional campus settings.  During the decades of the 1950's and 1960's, evening courses were offered at various high schools in the county.  Later, the College organized an educational program at the National Bureau of Standards for the technical/secretarial staff.  The value of these programs caused the College administration to create a Director of New Programs and Community Services in 1967,  and in 1971, after the College became an independent entity, this position became the Dean of Community Services.  The new dean and his staff set out to develop both credit and non-credit courses at off-campus sites.4  By 1973, over nine thousand men and women enrolled in almost three hundred short term courses offered by community Services at twelve off-campus locations.  Throughout the mid-1970's, enrollments held steady or gradually increased in both credit and non-credit offerings.  In 1976, the Board of Trustees, in order to ensure faculty input into all credit course offerings, requested the President to bring off-campus credit courses under direction of the campuses.  There had occurred some overlap of credit offerings prior to 1977 because Community Services and the campuses both offered off-campus credit courses.  From 1977 to 1985, however, all credit courses taught at the campuses or at off-campus sites came under the direction of the faculties and administrations at the three campuses.  Focusing solely on non-credit programs, the staff of Community Services leased three major off-campus sites and developed a wide range of offerings in real estate, personal development, small business management, apprenticeship training, allied health, computer applications, and secretarial and language training.  Enrollments expanded from 11,520 in 1977-1978 to 15,440 in 1981-1982.5
During the decade of the 1970's, Community Services operated quite independently from the central administration of the College.  Operating funds came from tuition, student fees, and from the State of Maryland.  Increased enrollments contributed monies for expansion, but in the early 1980's, increasing costs, coupled with inadequate program budgeting, little consolidated marketing, and administrative overlaps, produced a budget deficit....6  Programs were cut back, training centers were closed, administrators left, and staff were reduced.  The unit was reorganized to increase support from the central administration.  The goal of Community Services was to move to a position fully integrated with the colleges mission on all three campuses, sharing students, faculty, and facilities.7  

Administrative leadership was provided by a Provost whose stature now equaled that of the three campus Provosts.  Community Services, whose name officially became Office of Continuing Education in 1986, was divided into three major areas:  Extended Learning Services, Professional and Community Education, and Business, Industry, and Government Services.  By the 1990's, however, Extended Learning Services absorbed the latter two units; it now administers the entire Continuing Education program.

With the creation of Extended Learning Services, the Office of Continuing Education once again administered off-campus credit courses, a function which the campus administrations had performed since 1977.  Extended Learning Services personnel marketed off-campus credit courses and found locations in the community where these courses could be taught.  In 1989, Extended Learning Services took over the administration of the College of the Air telecourse program, which had begun at the Takoma Park Campus as an exploratory program in 1975 as the Maryland College of the Air Takoma Park Campus and which offered students opportunities to earn college credit for courses based on televised subject matter.8  At the same time Extended Learning Services offered on a pilot basis with support from a federal grant courses via electronic mail.  Electronic mail is a means of communicating by computers, each of which is connected to the others by way of a modem, a device that sends these communications over telephone lines.  A teacher can communicate subject matter and course assignments from a campus site to students home computers.  After completing the assignments, the students can then transmit their work back to the instructor at the campus via computer.  During this same time, the Extended Learning Services unit also developed an Accelerated Degree program.  Adult students can earn an associate in arts degree on a part-time basis in three years by taking evening and weekend courses on campus and by enrolling in electronic mail and telecourses for home study.  Focusing on serving the adult part-time student with distance learning options has ensured that this unit of the Continuing Education division will continue to play an important role in carrying out the mission of Montgomery College.9
In addition to integrating more fully with the academic mission of the three campuses, Continuing Education staff in the 1980's and 1990's have sought to upgrade the units efforts to answer the education and training needs of the communitys special populations, including senior citizens, unemployed/underemployed workers, gifted and talented youth, and those in need of literacy training.10  Courses designed specifically for senior citizens have been offered at the campuses and various other sites, including nursing homes and senior centers, throughout the County.  These courses included art, music, nutrition, retirement planning, physical education, health and wellness, psychology, history, creative writing, self-enrichment, and horticulture.  In order to meet the needs of the unemployed/underemployed the Office of Continuing Education has launched programs in travel training, allied health, secretarial training, career planning, technical and child care provider training.  The Countys gifted and talented/honors students in the public and private pre-college grades have benefited from Continuing Educations programs.  Colloquia, offered by faculty at all three campuses, attracted over one-thousand students in the first year of its operation.  These were augmented by summer programs for students in grades 8 - 11 and a short course, Kids and Small Business for County youngsters who might be interested in starting their own business.  The newest program, Kids on Campus, began in 1995 to offer courses for any pupils (not just gifted and talented pupils) in grades 4 - 8 on Friday afternoons and Saturday mornings at the Rockville and Takoma Park campuses.  Another special population targeted by Continuing Education staff has been those workers whose literacy skills need improving.  Montgomery College has cooperated with the General Services Administration to test employees and develop a program to improve mathematics and communications skills.  The College has also won a contract with the National Institutes of Health to upgrade the skills of its blue collar employees.  Continuing Education also offers courses at the Montgomery County Detention Center.  The latest programs initiated by Continuing Education staff are the Institute for Lifelong Learning, American Sign Language programs, and American English for Special Purposes.11 

Much of the reorganization of the Office for Continuing Education has resulted from declining enrollments in its programs and courses during the last several years.  After reaching the highest enrollments in its history, Continuing Education has experienced a downward spiral in the numbers of people signing up for its programs.12  These declining student enrollments in recent years have caused a rethinking of the way the Office of Continuing Education does business.  Continuing Education staff have concluded that redesign of course offerings, advertising of programs, pricing policy, course delivery systems and changing the units administrative structure would be necessary.  During 1994 - 1995, the staff began to set up a new administrative organization, based on the concept of self-directed work teams.  This major administrative reorganization caused the staff to scale back projections, but Continuing Education did end the 1995 fiscal year in the black.  In 1995, a collegewide review of virtually all operations in the College concluded that the Provost for Continuing Education be redefined as a directors (staff) position and that Extended Learning Services be abolished and some of its mission be absorbed by campus or collegewide units.  After reviewing these suggestions, President Parilla has recommended that further study is needed.13  Finally, a role for the Office of Continuing Education in the management of a pre-college developmental educational program continues to engender discussion within the College.  Whatever the outcome of this further study, however, the Office of Continuing Education has provided, and will probably continue to provide, important services to the citizens of Montgomery County and the region.14
The Montgomery College Foundation

Throughout most of its history, Montgomery College has relied almost solely on public monies to perform its mission.  But in recent years, the operating budgets of public institutions have experienced increased scrutiny from government officials.  Those in government who have had control over the funding of the College have began to question projects in the budgets that were not absolutely essential to maintain the current operation of the institution.  During the last year of Dr. William C. Strassers presidency, there was discussion in the administration about creating a non-profit foundation that could serve as the vehicle for private donations.  These would be used to fund those projects that the politicians had considered non-essential but that College leaders thought important to enhancing the schools image and mission.

Several years elapsed before the Montgomery College Foundation was approved by the Board of Trustees.  Those in the administration and on the Board of Trustees who supported the idea of creating a foundation, after visiting other institutions which already had established charitable organizations, worked on setting up by-laws and drafting the articles of incorporation.  With the support of the new president, Dr. Robert E. Parilla, and Board of Trustees member, Dr. Robert C. Maddox, the Board approved the establishment of the Montgomery College Foundation in 1982.  The purpose of the organization was to use monies donated by private sources to supplement and assist the educational mission of the College.  Over the years, the Foundation has provided funds for cultural programs open to all members of the community, has awarded scholarships to needy students and has supported projects and grants for faculty professional development.  More recently the Foundation has been involved in fundraising efforts to build the Homer S. Gudelsky Institute for Technical Education and in a campaign to provide equipment for the High Technology and Science Center at Germantown.  Individuals, businesses, and groups can have buildings, classrooms, laboratories, or endowed chairs named after them by making donations to the Foundation.

A Board of Directors manages the Foundation.  At least three but no more than thirty men and women may serve on the Board.  Of this number, the President of the College is the president and chief executive officer of the Foundation, and he exercises control over the organizations business and affairs.  Other College employees play a role in the operation of the Foundation.  The Colleges Director of Institutional Advancement is the Executive Director of the Foundation, and the treasurer and chief financial officer of the Foundation is the Colleges Director of Finance.  Any full-term members of the College Board of Trustees may serve as a voting, ex officio member of the Foundation in addition to the thirty Foundation Board members provided for in the bylaws.  The Directors elect a chair and may choose a vice chair who call meetings and serve as the principal officers of the Foundation.

The function of the board of Directors is to establish policy for the Foundation and guide the work of the staff.  Directors have the right to create special funds and establish committees for the purpose of fundraising.  Currently, the thirty-member Board of Directors contains a good representation of the business and professional communities in Montgomery County.  A number of Board members are alumni of the College.  To date, these hard-working Directors and other friends of the College who have volunteered their time and talents have raised millions of dollars for buildings, equipment, scholarships, and professional development grants.15
Alumni 

Alumni are crucial to the health of any educational institution, especially in higher education where alumni can enhance the schools well being through contributions of time and money.  During the last twenty-five years, interest in an alumni association has waxed and waned.  At times a formal association thrived; at other times, interest was so low that the organization was non-existent.   In 1983 the Alumni Association was reorganized, and a new Board of governors began a concerted effort to increase membership and participation. In 1986, the College funded a part-time staff position and the Association began to flourish. By the early 1990's, the Association included over five hundred members.  By 1995, that number had jumped to twelve hundred.   Members of the Board of Governors who number twenty-nine,  have helped establish and manage workshops, reunions, banquets, dinner dances, money-raising phonathons, and golf tournaments.  Also, they have endowed scholarships at the College for the sons and daughters of alumni.  Through the efforts of the reorganized Board of Directors, alumni have been canvassed to help support the Montgomery College Foundation.  Alumni responded by playing a prominent role in the capital campaigns to raise monies for the Homer S. Gudelsky Institute for Technical Education.  They have also played a role in supporting the High Technology and Science Center at the Germantown Campus.16
Several groups of alumni have formed within the Association individual chapters which include those alumni who studied in certain specialized fields.  The nurses have formed their special group; medical assistants and mental health alumni have also created their special chapters.  Athletes have formed an alumni MC club.  An important special chapter is the Bliss Electrical Society which consists of those who attended the Bliss Electrical School at the Takoma Park Campus.  This group also includes alumni from the electronics and computer technician programs.17
In 1985, the Montgomery College Board of Trustees established the Outstanding Alumni Achievement Award.  The Trustees wanted to recognize alumni who have distinguished themselves through exemplary professional achievements, exceptional service to the community and/or outstanding contributions to the College.18  Since 1987, the recipients of this award include the following individuals:

1987
Dr. Harold S. Glazier 60





1988
Mr. Wallace H. Becker 57

Mr. Ronald C. Howard 72

The Honorable James S. McAuliffe 51

1989
Mr. Milton F. Clogg 48

1990
Ms. Sandra Jacobs Morse 61




Ms. Susan Carson Rogers 76





1991
Mr. Socrates P. Koutsoutis 56

1992
Mr. Stephen H. Fisher 75

Dr. R. David Pittle 61

1993
Ms. Ruth Y. Becker 82

Mr. Alexander B. Bell 82

1995
Mr. Eric G. Mohn 68

Mr.  Shorieh Talaat 77

A few years later, the MC Club and College athletic coaches created the Athletic Hall of Fame to recognize students who demonstrated outstanding athletic achievement while studying at the College, who have made contributions as a player or coach after leaving the school and/or who have distinguished themselves in their professions or in service to the community.19  Inductees into the Athletic Hall of Fame include the following individuals:

Dr. Maurice Collins 53






Mr. Donald Drown 61 - 93 






Mr. Robert Windsor 65

Mr. Morgan Wooten 52

Mr. Joseph W. Caw 49

Mr. Sheldon Ormeland 49

The late F. Frank Rubini

Mr. Donald B. Benson 51

Dr. Louis G. Chacos 58 - 83

Mr. George E. Hackey 69

Mr. Don A. Comer 57 - 85

Dr. R. Thomas Walker 57

Mr. James M. Davis 64-88

Mr. Martin T. Gallagher 55

Through celebration of those who have attended the school and who have succeeded in their professions and served the community, the Alumni Association has been instrumental in keeping alive the spirit of Montgomery College.

Financial Aid

During the last twenty-five years, one service available to students that has grown in importance has been financial aid.  In 1965, only $20,000 was available for student financial aid, but by 1971, this amount has grown to more than $400,000.  In part, this was due to the increased availability of federal and state government money in the form of grants and loans.  But the expanded aid program was also the result of computerized processing techniques which the College had recently installed.  Prior to the introduction of computers, the College did not have adequate staff to process large numbers of student financial aid applications.20  Financial aid came in several different forms: loans, grants, scholarships, and student employment.  The granting of financial assistance to students depended upon need and academic record.  In order to prove need students and their parents had to fill out a confidential statement about family finances and send it to a private company which evaluated the students and parentsfinancial situation and informed the College.  To be eligible for financial aid, a student had to be a U.S. citizen or permanent resident, had to be enrolled in a degree or certificate program, had to be enrolled for at least six semester hours, and, if required, had to be registered with Selective Service.  The student Financial Aid Officer at the college, using the information provided, then determined the resources available to help the student and made up a financial aid package.  This package usually consisted of a combination of loans, grants, scholarships, and employment opportunities to help the student meet College tuition and expenses.21
Until 1982, each campus had an Office of Student Financial Aid which was responsible to the Dean of Students on each campus.  When Administrative Streamlining was introduced in that year, the Office of Student Financial Aid became a collegewide unit, and its director reported to the Academic Vice President.  Staff members ran the operation at each of the three campuses.  Throughout the decade of the eighties, the major concerns of the office were insufficient staffing, too limited space, inadequate computer software and computer-related services, and the need to enhance communication between the Directors office and the campus operations.22  Some of these problems were reduced when Revitalization reorganized the lines of communication.  Computer problems abated in 1989 when the College Board of Trustees approved the installation of a computerized Student Information System (SIS).  One of the first modules of this system dealt with financial aid, and all student awards for fiscal year 1990 were processed on the new system.  The SIS system increased the efficiency in processing student aid applications and sped up the distribution of student awards.  But staffing has remained inadequate to handle the increased number of student applications and the growing number of reports demanded by state and federal agencies.  Space limitations have grown increasingly problematic in view of the  state requirement to store permanently the records of every student who received financial aid at Montgomery College.  Despite the continued problems over five thousand students in 1994 - 1995 received over $10,500,000 in financial assistance.23
Tutoring Services

An area of service to students at the College that has grown during recent years is tutoring.  In order to help students succeed academically, each campus has set up various centers that provide faculty tutoring for students.  One of the first disciplines that witnessed the creation of a center to help students was mathematics.  In 1970, mathematics faculty organized a Math Center at the Takoma Park Campus.  Originally intended to provide students access to materials in self-paced mathematics courses the Math Center evolved into a place where students could come to get individual help on a broad array of mathematics courses.24  In 1977, the mathematics faculty at the Rockville Campus received a grant from the National Science Foundation to establish a Mathematics Skills Center, which expanded to provide tutoring in chemistry and physics in the 1980's25 In 1992, the Germantown Campus opened an improved Math/Science and Applied Technology Center.26 All three campuses have student and/or faculty tutors available to help students master materials in these academic disciplines.  With the growth of educational technology, various audio and video materials and computer programs have been added to the centers.  The Rockville Math Center also conducts a Math Anxiety Workshop at the beginning of the fall and spring semester.27
Tutoring in English was not far behind mathematics.  In the early 1970's, the Department of Learning Resources at the Takoma Park Campus created a Learning Resources Laboratory, later called the Learning Laboratory, to supplement traditional classroom methods of instruction in numerous academic disciplines.  It operated an exploratory program in communications skills for international students and provided resources for students needing remedial English skills.28  By the 1980's, these two programs had moved beyond the realm of tutoring and evolved into full fledged course programs called Communication for International Students and Remedial English for Native Speakers.  They became a joint venture between the faculty of the Humanities Institute and Educational Support Services.29 

At the same time that the Takoma Park staff set up the Learning Laboratory, Rockville Campus faculty and staff established the Writing Center for students who needed tutorial help in English.  From its inception, the Writing Center was based on a tutorial philosophy which focused on personal assistance and instruction.  English faculty staffed the Center and provided assistance to students.  Two benefits resulted from this commitment; students knew that their tutors were also their teachers and did not feel stigmatized about doing remedial work, and the regular English cadre became more knowledgeable about resources available at the Center.  Although computers were added to the Rockville Writing Center, faculty remained committed to providing personal instruction.30 

At the Germantown Campus, a Writing Center was delayed because of budget restrictions, but it eventually saw the light of day in 1987.  Faculty tutors and computers help students prepare assignments in all disciplines.  There are also computer programs which provide assistance in reading, writing, foreign languages, and English as a second language.  Tutoring is also available in Accounting and Computer Science at the Germantown Campus.31
The campus that provides the most extensive tutoring services is the Takoma Park Campus.  During the last dozen years, the faculty and staff at Takoma Park have set up, in addition to the Math Center and the Learning Laboratory, a Science Learning Center, a Behavioral Studies Center, an Impact Tutoring Center, and a Vocational Support Center.  This array of assistance and tutoring centers for students bears the appropriate title, S.O.S., Services Offered Students.  Throughout the College, many have seen that students can benefit from tutoring; and teachers, staff members, and students have extended themselves to ensure that all students have access to any assistance that will help them succeed.32  

Disability Support Services

Students with special needs also receive assistance at the College.  The passage of federal legislation, such as the Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act, prohibits the College from discriminating against handicapped individuals.  During the 1970's, the College created a unit called Handicapped Services whose named was changed to Office of Special Student Services and later to Disability Support Services. Despite the name changes, the mission 

of this unit has been to serve students with specific learning disabilities who had the potential and motivation for success in college classes....33  Disability Support Services coordinates assistance for students with disabilities enrolled at the Rockville Campus, and it designates a counselor at the Germantown and Takoma Park Campuses to provide assistance to students who indicate that they have disabilities.  At the Rockville Campus, Disability Support Services administers the Learning Center Program.  This program, established in 1978, is the heart of the effort to teach students academic and study skills that will enable them to function independently, both in the classroom and in the job market.34  Students who have been diagnosed with learning disabilities by health professionals apply to the College; are tested, evaluated, and selected by the Learning Center staff; and counseled about the courses they should take.  These courses focus on English, reading, mathematics, and study skills.  They have the same requirements as regular classes but they are smaller, have more individualized instruction,  assistance,and tutoring; and are supported by a laboratory containing the latest technology to help develop individual skills and learning independence.  At the other campuses, designated counselors help students with disabilities by arranging for needed equipment and services.35
The most notable feature of this important service provided by the College has been its phenomenal growth.  When the unit began operations in the late 1970's, a handful of students enrolled; in 1995, almost nine-hundred students participated in the program.  This growth has been due to societys awareness that those with disabilities can be educated and can make contributions to society.  But growth is also due to the caring College staff and faculty who use their expertise to educate Montgomery County citizens with disabilities.  Another significant feature of educational programs and assistance for people with disabilities has been the application of technology.  Computers and machines, such as print enlargers, voice recognition units, voice synthesizers, automatic scanners, Braille printers, and other equipment, contribute to making students with disabilities more and more independent and thereby more capable of making contributions to society.

Computing Services

One of the services that has grown increasingly helpful to students,  administrators, faculty, and staff has been Computing Services.  During the time when the College was governed by the Montgomery County School Board, most electronic data processing was done at the Boards Data Processing Center in Rockville.  In 1966, the College opened its own computing center at the Rockville Campus.  The new center, located in the Technical building, printed out programs for students in the computer science curriculum and also produced student grade reports, class lists, and other student information.  The sharing of the educational mission with the administrative function has always been an important aspect of the use of computers at Montgomery College, even after the College gained its independence from the county school board.36
The College, like the country, embraced the use of computers so wholeheartedly that the Computing Center outgrew its facilities and its computer.  Older computer hardware gave way to more powerful machines, staff increased from six to fifteen, and the Computing Center moved from the Technical Building to the old library building on the Rockville Campus which became the Computer Science Building.  Settling into their new home in early 1972, the staff found a large computer room housing a new modern mainframe computer and other rooms in which were installed other hardware to support the new mainframe computer.  Concurrent with the growth of the College, the role of computing services expanded during the 1970's, and the unit acquired a new name, Data Systems.  Technically, the main feature of this expanding service was the change from manual to on-line processing.  The new system obviated the need for paper records, the ubiquitous green and white striped continuous pages of paper.  The change had an impact on the Data Systems staff.  Key punch operators and other staff were no longer needed because those offices throughout the College who used the computer could enter their own data into the mainframe computer.  Fortunately, the computing service staff found work in other areas within the College.37
Several changes also came to the unit in the 1980's.  New leadership brought two new mainframe computers, one for administrative processing and the other for academic programs, and a name change of the unit from Data Systems to the Computing Services Office.  Another change in the operation was the purchase of software programs generated by companies outside the college.  Reliance on College computer programmers declined, and staff positions for programmers were reduced.  The new software programs were used in accounting, the libraries, personnel, and student registration.  A third and perhaps most universally felt change was the introduction of the Wang system of word processing among the Colleges clerical staff.  Secretaries throughout the school traded typewriters for computers with word processing software.  By the mid-1980's, each campus had its own Wang minicomputer to process and store letters, memoranda, electronic mail messages, and other documents.  Various offices in the College tied into the Wang system to improve their efficiency.  The Computing Services staff then took on a training function for staff using the new system.38 

Technology has advanced so quickly in the computer field that systems and programs in their original form rarely last more than five or six years.  During the latter part of the 1980's and the early 1990's, personal computers became increasingly popular at the College, at first in the instructional area and later in administration and office management.  Fortunately, administrators, faculty, and staff recognized the changing computer needs of the college, and representatives of these three groups drafted an Information Resource Plan for the College.  The creative use of computers to improve teaching, advising, and administration is the major goal of the plan.  But goals and plans depend on money, and during the last five years, tight budgets have curtailed funds needed to fulfill the goals of the Information Resource Plan.  Because of the lack of funds, some hardware and software purchases have been postponed or canceled.  Perhaps the greatest impact of the fiscal constraints has been on staffing.  As its mission expands, Computing Services has lost staff positions.  Despite the shrinking staff and despite the reduction in budgetary funds, Computing Services continues to support various administrative functions using the mainframe IBM computers.  Although being phased out gradually, the Wang system is still utilized on all campuses.  The Computing Services staff maintain the Hewlett Packard computing system and software that runs the Student Information System.  Personal computers throughout the College are being connected by a network called MCNet.  When all connections are completed, everyone in the College who has a computer will be able to communicate with colleagues at the school and will also be able to utilize the latest software packages which will be installed by Computing Services staff.  The unit also manages the worldwide Internet connection for Montgomery College.  In addition, Computing Services provides released time for faculty to instruct other College employees in the use of these computer applications.  Finally, support for the academic mission remains a major responsibility of the Computing Services office.  Despite fiscal and staffing problems, Computing Services continues to maintain the systems, operations, and basic computer support at the College.39
Auxiliary Services

During the mid-1970's, the College had several revenue-producing activities and a need arose to organize those operations.  The resulting structural unit was initially called Auxiliary Enterprises, but in 1985, the name was changed to Auxiliary Services.40  In order to support College programs, the Director of Auxiliary Services and staff provide services, conveniences, and amenities to students, staff, and the community at large.  Those operations managed by Auxiliary Services which produce revenue are the campus bookstores, the three child care centers, and contract services.  The 1986 Operating Budget defined contract services as vending operations, the Rockville Campus Recreation Center, food service and programmed events, and promotions and advertising.41  

Prior to 1984, the College had staffed and managed its own food services.  Each campus had a cafeteria where College employees provided food for students and staff.  But in that year, the administration contracted with a company outside the college to provide food services collegewide.  This decision eliminated twenty-one positions in Auxiliary Services, although the College made efforts to retrain and relocate those who were being displaced.  The Reaccreditation Self-Study of 1986 reported that the contracted food service was expensive, had a limited menu, and served less than the freshest of foods.  Another problem with the contracted food service company was its commitment to maintain food service laboratory experiences with the Colleges academic programs in food management.  A change in food service contractors occurred in 1990, and since that date, food service has improved somewhat at the College.  Plans exist to consider bringing into the College popular brand-name fast foods to stimulate the food service.42
Closely intertwined with the academic mission of Montgomery College, or any college, is the bookstore operation.  Auxiliary Services manages the bookstores at the College as a self-supporting, profit-making entity.  As such, bookstore managers and personnel consider more aggressive marketing strategies crucial to achieving a profitable result.  But the philosophical question of whether the bookstore within the College should be a profit-making entity or a service institution continues to influence management.  Furthermore, the confines of limited space within the campuses also has an impact on decisions about marketing strategies. One improvement that has helped promote the efficiency of the bookstores management in recent years has been the introduction of an interactive computer system which facilitates textbook ordering and control of inventory.  Added to these features has been a year-round buy back of student textbooks which provides a substantial pool of used textbooks for subsequent semesters.  These two features have gone far to resolving the profit-service dilemma in bookstore management, but the problem of space limitation remains.  With the renovation of the Takoma Park Campus and the placement of the bookstore in rather spacious quarters in the Commons Building, the students have ranked it the best of the College bookstores.  Certainly new quarters for the Rockville and Germantown bookstores will enhance their reputations in the eyes of the students.43 

Child care centers at the College have grown increasingly important since their inception in the early 1970's.  The first organized child care center at the College opened at the Rockville Campus in 1973.  Students at the Takoma Park Campus began a child care cooperative in 1974.  A year after the Germantown Campus opened in 1978, a child care center was established.  In that year, 1979, all of the child care centers at the College came under the control of Auxiliary Services.  During the 1980's, the child care centers at Montgomery College came to be recognized as the leading child care organization in the County.  Assisted by the Office of Continuing Education, funded in part by a grant from the Montgomery County Department of Family Resources, licensed by the State Department of Human Resources, and accredited by or in the process of being accredited by the National Association for the Education of Young Children, the child care centers at the College are in the vanguard of child care in the County.  Children from two to twelve are eligible to attend (Germantown does not take school age children).  Students and employees of the College whose children attend the child care program pay less than those in the community who use the facilities.   Community users, however, are charged the same rate as those of private child care centers in the County.  Montgomery College students in the Early Childhood Education curriculum may take a practicum at the child care centers.  Completion of three courses in this curriculum is necessary to be a certified child care provider in Montgomery County.44
Over the years, the child care centers at the College have had to face problems.  One problem, that of records management, has been solved by computerization of registration and billing.  Not only have accounts receivable declined by fifty percent since the process has been computerized, but information about the children who have enrolled has facilitated the utilization of programs to meet the childrens needs.  The second problem, declining enrollments, has reflected declining student enrollments at the College.  This problem has also been exacerbated by the need to move the Takoma Park and Germantown centers to temporary quarters while new facilities are being built.  Takoma Park center has moved into its new quarters, and enrollment is increasing.  Germantowns facilities have yet to be finished, and enrollments remain small.  The decline in enrollments has necessitated an increase in fees and a reduction in hours of operation.  By 1995, however, the system began to rebound, and the child care centers have been holding their own with regard to their profitable operation.  Recent innovations in the program include introduction of computer instruction for the children at the centers, a Before and After School Program at Takoma Park for school age children, a summer camp at Rockville and Takoma Park for children of school age, and an afternoon program to care for children who attend a half-day kindergarten.45
A third major feature of Auxiliary Services, which operates in conjunction with the Rockville Departments of Music, Speech, Dance, and Theater and is assisted by Continuing Education, is the Summer Dinner Theater Program.  Due to the renovation of the Fine Arts building on the Rockville Campus, the Summer Dinner Theater was dark in the summer of 1995.  But for eighteen years prior to 1995, students and faculty had presented exciting summer dinner theater productions.  Auxiliary Services role during the summer dinner theater seasons has been to hire student actors as wait staff and clean up crews, to sell tickets, and to provide the food service contract for the buffet dinner.  The summer dinner theater has served the community and the College.  Patrons get good, reasonably priced food and excellent entertainment, and the College reaps the benefits of publicity in the community.  Patrons await the reopening of the Fine Arts Building, to be renamed the Theater Arts Building, the next dinner theater season, and the return of the expert carving of the roast beef at the buffet table by the Colleges Professor of Music, Dr.  Gerald Muller.46
Cultural Events

A much more amorphous, but no less significant, service which Montgomery College offers students and members of the community is a plethora of cultural events.  Ever since the earliest years of the Colleges existence, staff at each of the campuses have sought to create opportunities for citizens of the region to enjoy cultural presentations at the College.  Many, but not all, revolve around music, dance and theatrical productions. The music faculty, their students, and guest artists have performed chamber music recitals, collegiate concerts, and choral singing.  Audiences can enjoy the Montgomery College Symphony Orchestra, the Jazz Ensemble, and the Performing Arts Society, a company that presents light opera.  For almost twenty years summer dinner theatrer productions have entained people from near and far.  During the 1960's and early 1970's, both the Rockville and Takoma Park campuses offered dramatic theater productions, but during the renovation of the Takoma Park Campus, plays were produced at Rockville.  In the 1980's, after the completion of the Communication Arts Center at Takoma Park, an experimental student theater, the Black Box Theater, began its operation.

The growing number of services provided by the College Staff during the last twenty-five years attests to the efforts the school has made to ensure that everyone who attends Montgomery College gets every opportunity to succeed.  It also indicates the willingness of various groups within the College to work together to create these opportunities. Counseling faculty and Continuing Education staff have worked over the years to meet the needs of increasingly ethnically diverse students.  Others have provided services for special populations.  College employees strive to serve the community at large as well as students.  All of these efforts reflect the idea that Montgomery College both mirrors the community in which it exists and provides educational leadership for those who live in that community.

Student Achievement

In fifty years, approximately one half million men and women have attended Montgomery College.  They have gone on to make countless contributions to the region, to the country, and to the world.  After leaving the College, they have attended four-year colleges and universities where these former students have earned baccalaureates and graduate degrees.  Their employment history is as varied as the economy itself.  Many have started their own businesses and others have climbed the ladder of success in established private and public corporations.  Many Montgomery College students have succeeded as judges, lawyers, physicians, teachers, public servants, and politicians.  Some have returned to the college as teachers, administrators, and staff.  Others have taken the skills they learned at the College and entered directly the trades and semiprofessional fields so vital to the economy of the region.  Some have distinguished themselves in the arts.  Others had carved out careers in sports.  A study done in the mid-1980's of students transferring from community colleges to four year schools ranked Montgomery College second in the nation in preparing its students to succeed at four-year institutions.  Locally, about eighty-four percent of the students who transfer from Montgomery College to four-year colleges and universities remain in good academic standing at these schools.1
In addition to preparing students academically, most colleges and universities provide opportunities for student participation in governance and decision-making.  Montgomery College is no exception.  Since 1976, a currently enrolled student has served on the Board of Trustees.  Student governance organizations at the College began with the founding of the school.  Each campus has established a Senate to give students opportunities to represent their interests within the College governance system.  Over the years, the various campus Student Senates have effected changes in policy at the campus level, such as the introduction of late-night study halls during finals exams, the availability of alcoholic beverages at student functions at the Rockville Campus, and the placement of bank teller machines on the campuses.  Student senators have arranged receptions for new students, have given orientations and campus tours to high school seniors, and have held fund-raising activities to help sponsor scholarships for needy students.  They have led petition drives to place traffic lights at busy intersections near the campuses, conducted voter registration drives, and have testified before County politicians to support issues advocated by the College administration.  Sometimes student support for their governance system has sagged during the last twenty-five years.  Student apathy derives from the fact that Montgomery College is a commuter school where many students must work to afford their education.  Then, too, many older students have families and other commitments.  At times, student governance has become an ad hocracy, an arrangement where students come together as a government entity only to work on a specific problem.  But throughout the last two decades and a half, a cadre of interested students has kept alive the idea of student governance.2
Extracurricular activities have also contributed to the education of Montgomery College students.  Activities, clubs, and sports, funded for the most part by student fees, provide recreational as well as educational experiences.  They give the men and women attending the college opportunities to serve their fellow students and the community at large in creative and entertaining ways.  Participation in these extracurricular activities also helps develop a cadre of committed citizens who assume leadership roles wherever they settle.  Currently, over fifty clubs are available to students on the three campuses, and they reflect the interests of a diverse student body.  Such clubs as Ethnic Awareness; Islamic Crescent; Christian Fellowship; the Jewish Student Association; Friends of Bill W.; Students Against Drunk Driving; Black Student Union; Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Alliance; Hispanic American Club; Vietnamese Student Association; International Students Clubs; Seniors After Growing Enrichment (SAGE); Single Parents; and American Sign Language Interaction Society attest to the rich diversity of club activity at the College.3  In addition to clubs; other student activities that contribute to student development are the three campus newspapers, the Spur at Rockville, Takoma Parks Excalibur and the Globe at Germantown; the literary and arts magazines, Gryphon at Germantown and Alioth at Takoma Park; the collegewide student honor society, Phi Theta Kappa; the Rockville and Takoma Park radio stations; and the Program Councils at all three campuses.4
Throughout its history, Montgomery College has also given students opportunities to engage in sports, both at the varsity intercollegiate and intramural levels.  A Montgomery College Newsletter in 1973 listed the following sports available to male students: varsity basketball, baseball, cross-country, football, golf, gymnastics, soccer, tennis, track and field, and wrestling.  Womens sports included varsity basketball, field hockey, gymnastics, tennis, and volleyball.  Swimming and diving were organized as coeducational sports.  The 1995-96 Student Handbook list womens varsity sports, such as basketball, cross-country, golf, outdoor track, soccer, tennis, and volleyball.  Mens varsity sports include baseball, basketball, cross-country, football, golf, lacrosse, outdoor track, soccer, and tennis.  Coed varsity sports in the mid-1990's are indoor track and tennis.  Intramural sports, such as 3-on-3 basketball, coed volleyball, badminton, tennis, racquetball, fencing, and indoor soccer, are offered.5 

Varsity sports have been popular at the College.  Montgomery College competes with other community colleges through its membership in the National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA).  All three campuses are in the NJCAAs Region XX and in the Maryland Junior College Athletic Association or Maryland JUCO.  Over the last twenty-five years, all three campuses have produced varsity teams that have won Maryland JUCO and Region XX championships and some of these champions have gone on to compete in national championships.  Teams from the Takoma Park Campus won Maryland JUCO championships in soccer in the mid-to late 1970's, in coed tennis during the 1980's, and in basketball in the late eighties and early nineties.  Germantown provided Region XX champions in tennis in 1982 and in basketball during the early 1990's.  But by far, most of the glory in varsity sports accrues to the Rockville Campus.  During the 1970's, Rockville teams won Maryland JUCO tournaments in cross-country, football, golf, soccer, tennis, track, and wrestling.  Rockville produced champions in womens basketball, mens tennis, soccer, and football during the 1980's.  The football team went to its first national community college bowl game in 1986.  During the early nineties, mens soccer teams and football squads played well in national championship contests.  The soccer players were quarter finalists in 1990, and the football team returned to a national bowl game in that same year.  A Montgomery College player was named the first national community college Most Valuable Player award in the 1990 bowl game.  Numerous players in soccer, football, mens and womens track, and womens field hockey have won All-American honors.  Wrestlers and divers from Rockville have placed well in national championships; its baseball players have been selected to all-star teams.

All of these honors and championships come from a sports program which follows a philosophy that sports is more than a source of entertainment for students and community members.  At Montgomery College, participation in sports, both intercollegiate and intramural, has an educational function; it builds character, helps a person develop discipline, provides experience in dealing with adversity and success, and trains young men and women to be leaders in society.  This outlook precludes the use of sports scholarships; the college is not in the business of grooming professional athletes.  That Montgomery College has had such great success with its sports programs attests to the wealth of athletic talent in the region and reveals the skill and dedication of those who coach at the College.

Although clubs, student activities, and sports are defined as extra-curricular activities, they have played an important part in the education of Montgomery College students.  These activities not only mold individual character and provide opportunities for personal growth among the participants, but they help define the identity of each campus and they bring recognition and honor to the College.  Along with the many academic achievements of those men and women who have attended Montgomery College, the experiences that students have gained from taking part in extracurricular activities have made the school a truly comprehensive educational institution.


Epilogue

Throughout the history of Montgomery College, the staff has worked diligently to assure that the school reflects the socio-economic character of the region and to provide educational leadership for its citizens.  Employees of the College continue to prepare students for transfer to four-year colleges and universities.  They have improved the educational environment for those students entering several technical fields and trades.  A major goal has been to target non-traditional populations in the region and to offer these groups educational and enrichment opportunities.  The expanded physical facilities accommodate men and women from the main geographic areas of Montgomery County.  During the last twenty-five years, a tremendous growth has occurred in the services which the College provides to an increasingly diverse populace.  Those who serve the College have attempted to utilize the latest teaching techniques and technology to provide all who attend the school the best chances to succeed academically and socially.  In the best tradition of John Deweys educational philosophy, Montgomery College and community colleges in general develop character and citizenship.  These schools are the education of a nation.

Montgomery College, like many other community colleges, faces some challenges as it enters the second half of its first century and, at the same time, moves with the rest of the country into a new millennium.  Those who work at the College take great pride in the comprehensive mission of the school.  But recently, this comprehensiveness has been expanded with the introduction of more and more courses needed to help poorly prepared students reach the level of college academic work.  The problem is compounded because of a recent decline in peoples confidence in public education and an unwillingness to sustain high taxes to pay for expanding public education needs.  Another problem that has emerged in the last two decades has been the growing involvement of local, state, and federal government agencies in the operation of the College.  Although well intentioned and designed to make educational institutions more accountable, this increasing governmental oversight drains the resources and complicates the administration of the College.  Another challenge revolves around changing social behavior patterns and their impact on classroom management.  Teachers have had to deal with social problems in and out of the classroom that sometimes detract from the educational mission.  It is incumbent upon the staff of the College to deal wisely with these new behavior patterns in order to maintain the high level of instruction.  Finally, the problem of leadership arises. The past two presidents have sought to administer the College in such a way as to fulfill their visions for the school.  But these leaders have been builders, and their visions have been based on liberal use of public monies to pay for the expanding needs of the College.  On the other hand, the public mood of the region and the nation has become fiscally conservative, and the source of public funds has been constricted.  The major task of the leadership, therefore, is to solve the problem of supplying expanded services to a more diverse population with public resources whose growth has been slower than the demand.  The leadership must accomplish this feat without compromising the Colleges mission or unnecessarily alienating the schools employees.  The hope exists that these problems are transitory and that they will be tackled with the same resourcefulness and vigor as past challenges have been met.  Certainly, the tremendous wealth of human talent at Montgomery College has helped forge the schools fine reputation as one of the best community colleges in the United States, and this talent has the capability of working through present problems to sustain the Colleges well-deserved prominence.
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