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       STATE OF MAINE

The State Board of Education held a regular monthly meeting on Wednesday, December 15, 2004, at the Maple Hill Bed & Breakfast and Conference Center, Hallowell, with the following members present:  Chair James Carignan, Vice Chair Philip Dionne, Joyce McPhetres, Wes Bonney, Ken Allen, Jack Norris, Ellie Multer, Jean Gulliver, and Janet Tockman.  
Also present were:  Commissioner Susan Gendron; Deputy Commissioner Patrick Phillips; Judith Malcolm, Team Leader, Support Systems Team; Scott Brown, AIA, School Construction; and Rhonda Casey, Clerk.

CALLED TO ORDER:
The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
The November 10, 2004, minutes were tabled until the January 2005 meeting.  
Motion to add the following items to the Board’s agenda:

· Essential Programs and Services – Proposed Transportation Model

· Isolated Small School Adjustment Proposed Model

Hearing no objection the above items were added to the agenda for consideration.
REGULAR BUSINESS: 
CONSIDERATION OF COMPOSITE SCORE FOR PRAXIS I PRE-PROFESSIONAL SKILLS TEST

Background:  The Certification Sub-committee of the State Board of Education (SBE) has reviewed the cut scores for the Praxis I Pre-Professional Skills Test in response to concerns raised by the Multicultural Education Program Steering Committee.  The Steering Committee has suggested that the test, a required part of the State certification process, may be ethnically or racially biased, and that the State's cut scores may be preventing a number of talented people, particularly non-native language speakers, from entering the teaching field.  They also emphasized that there are now some 3200 English language learners enrolled in Maine schools, speaking some 75 different languages, who would benefit greatly from a more diverse teacher cadre.

The Praxis I test was normed in Maine in August, 1999.  At that time, 100% of the panelists identified themselves as being white.  Non-native speakers taking the test may request the Primary Language Not English accommodation (PLNE), which allows 50% additional time.

The Certification Sub-committee set about its task by considering four different options.  Allowing non-native speakers to substitute the Reading or Writing portions with other tests, such as the TOEFL or the SAT presented difficulties.  While somewhat similar in nature to the Praxis I, none of these tests align with either the scores or subject matter of Praxis.  The option to re-norm the test with a more diverse panel was examined, but both the cost factor and a concern that different scores might be perceived as a lowering of standards were viewed negatively.  A third option to discontinue the use of Praxis I once Praxis II (content area tests) was in effect was also considered.  This option was rejected since the applicant would not have to demonstrate a broad mastery of the basic skills for reading, writing and math.

The committee has found more favor with a fourth option.  Six other states use a composite cut score, which sets an overall standard of competency, but allows some flexibility for the scores of the three separate parts comprising Praxis I.  Maine's current cut scores - 176 for Reading, 175 for Writing and 175 for Math equal 526.  Under the committee proposal, an individual would pass if his or her composite score totaled 526, but any individual test could be no more than 3 points lower than the current scores.  The Committee also proposes, for purposes of consistency and fairness, that the current cut scores for vocational education teachers - 173 for Reading, 168 for Writing, and 172 for Math be combined into a composite score of 513, but any individual test could be no more than 3 points lower than the current scores.  It is the Committee's belief that this procedure will maintain Maine's high standards for teachers; yet acknowledge that individuals, both non-native and native speakers, alike, have some variation in strengths and weaknesses.  Three points are recommended as that number falls between one and two standard deviations.

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
A.
For teachers requiring a Bachelors Degree, cut scores of Reading 176, Writing 175, and Math 175 are required.  A composite score of 526, which represents the combined three scores, must be achieved, with individual test scores varying no more than three (3) points lower than the above scores.  

B.
For initial teacher certification not requiring a Bachelor’s Degree, cut scores for Reading 173, Writing 168, and Math 172 are required.  A composite score, of 513, which represents the combined three scores, must be achieved, with individual scores varying no more than three (3) points lower than the above scores. 
Recommendation A:  

MOVED by Janet Tockman, seconded by Jean Gulliver, and voted seven (7) in favor with two (2) members opposed (Ellie Multer and Phil Dionne).  
Recommendation B:
MOVED by Janet Tockman, seconded by Joyce McPhetres, and voted seven (7) in favor with two (2) members opposing (Jack Norris and Phil Dionne).
MOVED by Janet Tockman, seconded Jean Gulliver, and unanimously voted to authorize the Board chair in consultation with the Certification/Higher Education Committee and legal council and subject to a review of the certification procedures to approve emergency transition procedures for individuals who meet the new cut scores and are in jeopardy of losing their certification and teaching positions prior to the implementation date.  
Dick Durost, Executive Director, Maine Principal’s Association provided the following comment:

· That it is his understanding that the EPS Model suggests that a secondary school, high school activities program, athletics and non-athletics (drama, music, including jazz band, choir, etc.) that the model suggest that this can be adequately done with $97 per student per school.  It is also his understanding that there is significant information in the field that it takes a great deal more money than to provide an adequate activities program at the high school level.  He would suggest that the $97 that is suggested be rounded to $100 as he strongly believes that there isn’t a school in the State that even comes close to this figure and that every school greatly exceeds this amount providing the opportunity for schools activities for its students.  
· That it is also his understanding that in order for districts to spend above what is allotted, the district would have to go out to referendum.  This can cause a great deal of unnecessary referendums and will be costly.
ESSENTIAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES SPECIAL EDUCATION PROPOSED MODEL PLAN

Base Component:  Each student with a disability will receive an additional weight of as least 1.2, but not greater than 1.4, in the EPS model, up to a maximum of 15% of the resident enrollment.  For those units in which the special education prevalence rate is less than 15%, the prevalence rate of students with disabilities may not increase more than .5% in any given year, up to a maximum of 1% in any given 3-year period.

Adjustments:

· Prevalence:  Each student with a disability above the 15% maximum prevalence rate will receive an additional .38 weighting in the EPS model.

· District Size:  Each district with fewer than 20 students with disabilities will receive additional funds to account for operating with fewer students per staff and higher per-pupil expenditures for related services.

· High Cost In-District:  Additional funds will be allocated for students estimated to cost at least three times the statewide special education EPS rate.

· High Cost Out-of District:  Additional funds will be allocated for students reported to cost at least four times the statewide special education EPS rate.

· Maintenance of Effort:  Districts will receive additional funds to ensure they receive the same amount of state/local funds as the most recent year of data available.  This is to ensure all districts meet the Federal Maintenance of Effort requirement for receiving Federal IDEA funds.

*For the calculation of the 2005-2006 EPS allocation, the assumptions in the model were updated using 2003-2004 special education data.

MOVED by Jean Gulliver, seconded by Wes Bonney, and unanimously voted to accept the EPS Special Education Funding Model dated December 15, 2004. 
Essential Programs and Services Transportation Funding Proposed Model
Base Component:  A unique transportation base cost will be calculated for each school administrative unit (SAU) depending on its pupil density index, where pupil density is defined as the number of resident pupils per mile of road in the SAU.  The base amount is equal to 100% of the SAU’s predicted cost, as determined by regression analysis.

Adjustments:  

· Vocational Education:  Each SAU that transports students to vocational education facilities will receive an adjustment for the travel distance from the high school to the vocational facility for a maximum of two round trips per vocational school day.  
· Special Needs Transportation:  SAUs will receive an adjustment for the actual miles driven to out-of-district special education programs.

· Ferry Costs:  SAUs will receive an adjustment equal to actual ferry costs for regular trips to and from home in the most recent year.

· Homeless Students:  SAUs will receive an adjustment equal to actual cost of transporting homeless students to or from outside the SAU in the most recent year.

· Island SAUs:  The EPS transportation cost for island SAUs will be equal to the most recent year’s actual transportation expenditure, inflated to the current year.

· Upper and Lower Limits:  In the first year of the implementation of the transportation model, the EPS Cost may be no more than 110% and no less than 75% of the SAU’s actual expenditures in the most recent year.  

MOVED by Jean Gulliver seconded by Ellie Multer, and voted unanimously to accept the proposed transportation funding model dated December 2, 2004.
ESSENTIAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES:  ISOLATED SMALL SCHOOL ADJUSTMENT PROPOSED MODEL

Isolated Small Elementary Schools
Qualifications:  

A. Fewer than 15 students per grade level.

B. Number of school options available fewer than 5.

C. Nearest school is more than 10 miles away.

Adjustment:

A. 10% transition adjustment to K-8 EPS rate.

Island Schools
Qualifications:
A. Islands operating schools or transporting students to mainland schools.

Adjustment:

A. Isolated small secondary schools student – teacher adjustment for high schools with fewer than 200 students.

B. 10% transition adjustment in K-8 EPS rate for elementary schools.

C. 13% - 26% adjustment to EPS operating and maintenance costs, depending upon school level and size, for islands operating schools.

D. Transportation adjustment equal to approved transportation expenditures. 

MOVED by Jean Gulliver, seconded by Ellie Multer, and unanimously voted to accept the above isolated small school adjustment proposed model dated December 2004 for isolated small schools and island schools.  
COMMISSIONER’S RECOMMENDED FUNDING LEVEL FOR FY 2006
Pursuant to the provisions of 20-A M.R.S.A., Section 15605 and proposed amendments of Legislative Document 1, the Commissioner, with the approval of State Board of Education, shall certify to the Governor and the Bureau of the Budget recommended funding levels for the total cost of funding public education from kindergarten to grade twelve.  The funding levels recommended herein were developed in accordance with the current statute as amended by Legislative Document 1.
Recommendation:  I recommend that the State Board of Education approve the following motion:

Motion:  To approve the certified funding level for FY 2006, based on current statute and proposed amendments in Legislative Document 1, for the total cost of funding public education from kindergarten to grade twelve (including total operating allocation, total debt service allocation, and total adjustments and miscellaneous costs) at $1,774,007,644 with the 84% transition amount of $1,566,417,644, a local contribution amount of $742,389,544, and a state contribution amount of $824,028,099 to be distributed as General Purpose Aid for local schools.  These amounts shall be distributed according to the parameters of the Essential Programs and Services Funding Act, as proposed by Legislative Document 1.
Pursuant to the provisions of 20-A M.R.S.A., Section 15680 and Section 15681, the Commissioner shall calculate the per-pupil amount for the costs categories not related to staffing and submit the per-pupil amounts to the State Board for approval.

Recommendation:  I recommend that the State Board of Education approve the following motion:  

Motion:  To approve the per-pupil amounts not related to staffing for FY 2006 based on current statute as follows:

	Category
	K-8 Per Pupil Amount
	9-12 Per Pupil Amount

	System Administration
	$341
	$338

	Operation & Maintenance of Plant
	$907
	$1078

	Supplies and Equipment
	$295
	$408

	Co-curricular and Extra-curricular
	$28
	$97

	Professional Development
	$50
	$50

	Instructional Leadership Support
	$20
	$20

	Student Assessment
	$100
	$100

	Technology Resource
	$83
	$252


MOVED by Jack Norris, seconded by Wes Bonney, and unanimously To approve the certified funding level for FY 2006, based on current statute and proposed amendments in Legislative Document 1, for the total cost of funding public education from kindergarten to grade twelve (including total operating allocation, total debt service allocation, and total adjustments and miscellaneous costs) at $1,774,007,644 with the 84% transition amount of $1,566,417,644, a local contribution amount of $742,389,544, and a state contribution amount of $824,028,099 to be distributed as General Purpose Aid for local schools.  These amounts shall be distributed according to the parameters of the Essential Programs and Services Funding Act, as proposed by Legislative Document 1.
MOVED by Joyce McPhetres, seconded by Jean Gulliver and unanimously voted to approve the per pupil amounts not related to staffing for FY 2006, based on current statute.  

MAJOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM; CONCEPT APPROVAL CONSIDERATION; MSAD #68 PRE K-8, DOVER-FOXCROFT SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

Statement of Fact:  Below is a brief description of the proposed MSAD #68 renovation/addition construction project located in Dover-Foxcroft, Maine.  The proposed project will add a pre K-4 unit to the existing 5-8 Se Do Mo Cha Middle School and will close the existing Morton Avenue Elementary School and its two portable classrooms.  There will also be minor renovations to the Se Do Mo Cha Middle School and the district’s central office will be incorporated into the project.  This is an excellent project for MSAD #68, as it houses all the district’s students under one roof except for the Monson School.  This proposed project has no “local only” funds in it.  MSAD #68 requests that it be considered for Concept Approval pursuant to M.R.S.A. Title 20-A, Section 15905(1).  
Project Information:

Project:  Pre K-8 Consolidation, MSAD #68 

Superintendent:  John Dirnbauer

Principal:  Marcia Boody and Jay Robinson

Architect:  Don Lewis of Lewis & Malm Architects
Superintendent Dirnbauer has provided the following project description statement:

MSAD #68 was formed in 1968 to serve the communities of Dover-Foxcroft, Charleston, Monson and Sebec.  The proposed Pre-Kindergarten through Fourth Grade school for 410 students will replace an outmoded 50 year old school building.  In addition, this project will relocate the Superintendent’s Office to the new facility.  Thus, the District will vacate its two oldest buildings and will be only one step away from total consolidation to one site in the regional service center of Dover-Foxcroft.

The proposed new elementary addition will provide a more suitable educational setting designed to support the academic, emotional, physical, and social needs of the young children of the four communities.  The project will support full implementation of the Maine Learning Results and national standards.  A pre-kindergarten program, currently being pilot-tested, will augment the District’s current and successful full-day kindergarten program when the new school opens.

MSAD 68 is committed to providing a High Performance School Building that will be aesthetically pleasing while incorporating the use of durable materials, energy efficient lighting, and state-of-the-art mechanical systems.  It is our hope to provide a facility to support the level of teaching excellence that our communities have come to know and respect.

Project Budget Information:

1.
Approved for Inclusion in State/Local Debt Service: $10,797,500

2.
Local Only:   $ -0-

3.
Maine High Performance School Grant:  $ 120,000

Total Concept Approval Project Cost (1, 2 and3 above):  $10,917,500

Department Recommendation:  The Department of Education recommends that the State Board grant Concept Approval to MSAD #68 for the consolidated Pre K-8 renovation and addition construction project and the budget. 

MOVED by Ellie Muter, seconded by Ken Allen, and unanimously voted to grant Concept Approval to MSAD #68 for the consolidated Pre K-8 renovation and addition construction project and the budget.
MAJOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM; DESIGN AND FUNDING APPROVAL CONSIDERATION; MSAD #57, WATERBORO, MASSABESIC MIDDLE SCHOOL PROJECT

Statement of Fact:  The SAD #57 School construction project received Concept Approval at the October 15, 2003, Maine State Board of Education meeting.  The project was approved in local referendum on December 16, 2003.  This Design and Funding Approval is being requested pursuant to M.R.S.A. Title 20-A.
SAD #57 has requested Design and Funding Approval for the Massabesic Middle School construction project qualifying under state statute and State Board of Education Rules for Major Capital School Construction Projects, and it is therefore recommended that the State Board approve the following:

1. That SAD #57’s proposed project is eligible for school construction aid under M.R.S.A. Title 20-A, Chapter 609;

2. That the proposed project and the authorized method of financing are in the best interest of the State of Maine and the school unit;

3. That the total estimated capital outlay expenditures are reasonable; and

4. That SAD #57’s proposed project is in compliance with M.R.S.A. Title 20-A, Chapter 301, as it relates to the provisions of special education facilities.

Project Information:

Project:  SAD #57 Waterboro, Massabesic School

Superintendent:  Frederick Bechard

Principal:  Mark Fisher

Architect:  Herb Semple, Semple & Drane Architects

1.
Concept Approval Date Total Project Cost:  October 15, 2003; $22,749,907

2.
Approved for Inclusion in State/Local Debt Service:  $20,197,436
3.
Local Only:  $1,028,494

4.
Maine High Performance School Grant:  $120,000

Design & Funding Approval Date & Amt (2, 3, and 4 above):  December 15, 2004 $21,345,930

Decrease From Concept Approval Amount:  $1,403,977

Department Recommendation:  The Department of Education recommends that State Board of Education grant Design and Funding Approval to SAD #57 for the Massabesic School Major Capital Improvement construction project.
This approval constitutes Design Approval.  Final Funding Approval may be subject to adjustment under Section 15 of the State Board of Education Rules for School Construction Projects, which states:

“When it is determined by the Commissioner, following the opening of school construction bids, that there are surplus funds contained in a project budget, the State Board directs the Department of Education (DOE), with the advice of the Bureau of General Services, to initiate a process to lower the approved budget to the appropriate funding level, thus, providing additional funds for other projects awaiting Concept Approval.”
MOVED by Ellie, Multer, seconded by Jean Gulliver, and unanimously voted to grant Design and Funding Approval to SAD #57 for the Massabesic School Major Capital Improvement construction project.
STATE SUBSIDIZED LEASED SPACE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004-2005

Statement of Fact:  Section 15603 of Title 20-A M.R.S.A. charges the State Board of Education with the review of undue burdens on local school units that cannot meet the time limits established in the law.  Units that exceed the time limit may appeal to the State Board of Education for an extension of the time limits.  In considering appeals, the State Board of Education must by statute take into consideration the following factors:


“(i)
Fiscal capacity;


(ii)
Enrollment demographics; and

(iii)
Any unforeseen circumstances not within the control of the school administrative unit.”

Group 1A and Group 1B consist of units that have leased space and have made application to the Major Capital Improvement Program or the Revolving Renovation Fund but have not scored high enough to be funded or the project, if funded, has not been completed.

Group 2 are school administrative units that have not made application to the Major Capital Improvement Program or the Revolving Renovation Fund but the lease is necessary and refusal to subsidize the lease beyond the 5-year deadline will cause an undue burden on the unit.

Recommendation:  All lease applications have been reviewed considering the administrative unit’s fiscal capacity, enrollments, and for circumstances not within the unit’s control.  The Commissioner of the Department of Education recommends that the State Board of Education grant appeals to the school administrative units listed in Group 1 and Group 2 for one-year continuation of lease subsidy.

MOVED by Jean Gulliver, seconded by Ellie Multer, and unanimously voted to grant appeals to the school administrative units listed in Group 1 and Group 2 for one-year continuation of lease subsidy.  
REVISION OF BOARD POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

The document is the result of the bylaws committee’s review of current Board policies.  The changes proposed represent efforts to better organize and update the policies and to have them conform to current practice.  For the best understanding of the proposed changes, it is suggested that you refer to the current version of policies located in the front of the State Board of Education Policies and Procedures Manual.  Some sections have been relocated and others have been incorporated within a different article.  Check the new table of contents for a road map.

MOVED by Ellie Multer, seconded by Phil Dionne, and unanimously voted to accept the proposed changes to the Board policy and procedures manual.  
COMMISSIONER’S REPORT:
Commissioner Gendron reported on the following:

· That the Department is well aware and is trying to be mindful of the complexity of the work within the local assessment system and that the Task Force is gathering data about the amount of time it requires the teachers to dedicate to this work and complexity, and how we achieve reliability.  The Department of Education will be mailing a letter to superintendents that has been reviewed by the Policy Advisory Committee, but the intent of the letter is to acknowledge to teachers, administrators, etc, throughout the state that the Department understands that we need some prompt action on their behalf to help to take some of this pressure off as the system is maturing.  When all of this was designed No Child Left Behind did not exist.  All of a student, we have a whole other set of responsibilities that now require time and attention.  One of the conversations that the Department is having with individuals is:  “How do we bring these two together?”  She asked Patrick Phillips and others in the Department to begin a comprehensive review of Chapter 127 because it is believed that this is where some flexibility can be found.  Patrick Phillips is to report back the group’s findings by March 1, 2005.  In conjunction with that review, the Department is also performing a MEA review.  The Department wants to pull together all of the information from those components as well as the Teacher Workload Task Force, and then Department will convene a session this summer where the Policy Advisory Committee, the Technical Advisory Committee, as well as other stakeholder groups can come together to help the Department define what are the major course adjustments that need to be taken into account.  This will be brought to the Board and possibly to the Legislature to look at what we learned about the system and the work.  
· Another advisory that the Department is immediately sending out is for school districts to be very strategic in the use of replacement assessments.  

· A workforce report is being generated.  This group has been working to define what is the role of teachers in a standards based system?  

· The state’s proposed budget will be rolled out on January 7.  The Governor’s State of the State address is scheduled for January 25.  

CHAIR’S REPORT:
· The Adequate Education Committee held a meeting to begin its initial discussion.  He, Joyce, Ellie, and Wes met focusing the discussion on outputs, infrastructure, delivery, and inputs.  Next meeting is January 5, 2005, from 9:00 -1:00 p.m.  
· That he continues to be involved in the Civic Education Task Force as co-chair.  This is a very large group with six subcommittees operating simultaneously.  
· That he will be meeting with the Commissioner and staff from the Department of Administrative Financial Services (DAFS) to review the State Board of Education’s fiduciary responsibilities with regard to Career Technical Education (CTE) funds on December 16 at 11:00 a.m.
· That he was invited and did speak at the Promising Futures Summit on December 6.  He also attended a session, involving Foxcroft Academy, that demonstrated how MLR can be a powerful transformative source in terms of the way teaching occurs, the culture of the school changes, and the way young people learn.  
· The he will be spending Friday, December 17 at Gardiner Area High School participating in the Back to School Program.
Jim started a rich discussion using an analogy i.e., one being in a jungle, hacking away in order to clear obstacles from the path so that others may follow the route with fewer hurdles, and in order to see the direction one needs to go up in the trees to view the task ahead.  Occasionally, “hacking away” at the bottom does not always provide a clear picture of the intended goal.  With this being said, he and other Board members have been contemplating forming a panel to look at the “big picture” and the direction Maine is taking.  Several years ago a vision was established and with much sweat and tears Maine’s Learning Results (MLR) evolved, but since then several changes have occurred in particular No Child Left Behind was mandated.  Thus, the direction that was meticulously cleared has now been muddied and at times made nearly impassible and seemingly rigid.  Members of the panel should be individuals who have nothing to lose and are not a member of a specific organization, but who have a genuine interest in children, their future, education, and Maine’s future.  Jim then asked the members of the Board whether, if this type of group was formed, the Board would endorse moving forward with this idea and that it would delegate to Wes, Jean, and himself the opportunity to bring this group together, develop a charge, and get it up and running for a January meeting.  Board members indicated that they would.  
NOTE:  Board members reports were given at 1:00 prior to the 1:30 p.m. business meeting. 
BOARD MEMBER REPORTS:
Ellie Multer:
· Construction Committee held a special meeting on December 5 to look at the question of getting schools that are in disrepair or that have other physical inadequacies to look at what is occurring in neighborhoods in or outside of a particular school administrative unit.  Sarah Forster attended this meeting as well.  This is a matter that the committee would like to pursue as the committee does not want to continue to build impractical schools.  The committee did raise questions such as: 

· Should the committee adopt any changes that may impact the current construction application cycle?  
· Should we (the Department) allow additional time so that schools can go back and look again at what is available?

Jean Gulliver added that the Construction Committee also discussed the Revolving Renovation Fund (RRF) and the extent to which there should be discussions with the Department and the alignment with Major Capital Construction.  The Construction Committee is especially interested in this because of moving to Category Three project, which has taken us beyond the immediacy of health the safety.  She indicated that it is important that decisions made within the RRF not be counter productive to the direction being taken in the major capital area.  
Jan Tockman:

· The Department of Education and State Board held a public hearing on November 19, in the ATM Room 103 of the Cross State Office Building on proposed changes to Chapter 115, Certification, Authorization, and Approval of Educational Personnel.  The proposed changes would add a certificate for teachers of Native Language.  Several individuals provided both verbal and written comments.  In particular, one individual provided oral testimony in her native language while another individual translated the testimony.  The deadline for submission of written comments was December 1, 2004.  Staff in the Department will be working with the Certification Committee to draft responses to the comments received.  

· An initial stakeholder meeting was held to discuss revising Chapter 118.  The group will meet again on January 21, 2005.  

· The Eligibility Task Force met on December 1, 2004, and over 300 people attended this meeting.
· That she visited a K-8 school of about 300 students in the Springvale area as part of the Board’s Back to School Program.  She learned that there is a great deal of concerns with assessments and the work that they are doing may not align with the State’s work.  
Joyce McPhetres:

· That she met with a few members of the Board to discuss adequate education.  
· That she attended a meeting of the Gender Equity Task Force.  The Task Force is still gathering information from a variety of individuals and organizations in an effort to draft its report.  
Wes Bonney:

· Attended the conference at the Maple Hill B&B on December 6, 2004, where the key speaker, Bill Daggett, made a very enlightening presentation.  
Ken Allen:

· Participated as a member of a review team on two separate occasions.  One team visited Colby College and the other traveled to Machias and visited the University of Maine – Machias. 
Phil Dionne:

· That he attended a meeting in which Bill Daggett presented.  The presentation was video taped and CTE will be obtaining copies to be distributed to individuals wishing to have a copy of the conference.  
· That the organization, Jobs for Maine Graduates (JMG), will be changing its name to Inspire ME soon.  
Jack Norris:

· The Making the Grade Award application and letter has been mailed to all superintendents and schools with high school students.  
Jean Gulliver:
· That she has been asked a question concerning the training of guidance counselors.  There are two programs in the state offer training for guidance counselors and that the training in those two programs is about counseling not about post-secondary placement.  This was brought up by a school district which said that it was not getting the help that is needed to counsel students with post-secondary placement.  
ADJOURNMENT:

State Board of Education unanimously agreed to adjourn the December 15, 2004, meeting at 4:00 p.m.
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