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The State Board of Education held a regular monthly meeting on Wednesday, June 9, 2004, at the Burton M. Cross Office Building, Room 107, Augusta with the following members present:  Chair Jean Gulliver, Vice Chair Philip Dionne, Joyce McPhetres, Wes Bonney, Ken Allen, Jack Norris, Ellie Multer, Jim Carignan, and Janet Tockman.  
Also present were:  Commissioner Susan Gendron; Deputy Commissioner Patrick Phillips, Harry Osgood, Higher Education Specialist; Scott Brown, AIA, School Construction; Nancy Ibarguen, Certification Office; and Rhonda Casey, Clerk.

CALLED TO ORDER:
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m.

MINUTES:
The Board agreed to hold the April 14 and May 12, 2004, minutes until its July 14 meeting.

Motion made to revise the March 10, 2004, minutes as follows:  
· Add “Chair’s Report Continued” before the two bullets at the bottom of Page 9.  

· Move the two motions made by Janet Tockman to the top of Page 9.  
MOVED by Ellie Multer, seconded by Wes Bonney, and unanimously voted, all in favor, to amend the March 10, 2004, minutes.  
CONSENT AGENDA:
CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUEST BY THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA TO RENEW PRIOR AUTHORIZATION TO OFFER THE MASTER OF LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SCIENCE (MLIS) DEGREE PROGRAM IN MAINE – TEAM MEMBERSHIP

CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUEST FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW ENGLAND FOR ADDITIONAL DEGREE-GRANTING AUTHORIZATION TO AWARD THE DOCTOR OF PHYSICAL THERAPY DEGREE – RECEIPT OF TEAM REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUEST FROM LESLEY UNIVERSITY TO RENEW ITS CURRENT APPROVAL TO OFFER GRADUATE LEVEL ACADEMIC CREDIT PROGRAMS IN MAINE – RECEIPT OF TEAM REPORT
CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUEST FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF MAINE TO INTRODUCE AN EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM TO EXISTING STATE APPROVED AND NATIONALLY ACCREDITED EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAMS – RECEIPT OF TEAM REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUEST FROM THE BOSTON ARCHITECTURAL CENTER AND THE UNIVERSITY OF MAINE AT AUGUSTA TO OFFER A COLLABORATIVE MASTER OF ARCHITECTURE DEGREE IN MAINE – RECEIPT OF TEAM REPORT

MOVED by Ken Allen, seconded by Jim Carignan, and unanimously voted to approve the consent agenda.  
REGULAR BUSINESS: 
MAJOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM; CONCEPT APPROVAL CONSIDERATION; MSAD 17 PARIS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
Statement of Fact:  SAD #17’s Application for a Major Capital Improvement project to solve the Town of Paris’ elementary school issues rated #3 on the State Board of Education Special Priority List for Rating Cycle 2001-2002.  The District has met all its requirements through Site Approval, program and space utilization review, and now requests that it be considered for Concept Approval pursuant to M.R.S.A. Title 20-A, Section 15905(1).
Superintendent Eastman has provided the following project description statement:

The new Paris Elementary School will replace two facilities that currently serve elementary students from the Town of Paris.  Grades K through 3 are currently housed in a building originally constructed in 1883 and expanded in 1940.  Grades 4 through 6 are now served in a former industrial building in the Town of Oxford that is leased by the District.  Neither of these facilities is conducive to providing for the educational needs of today’s’ students.  The new facility will provide a single building in Paris that will serve all elementary students in that town for the first time in the forty-three year history of MSAD #17.  Paris students will be able to access the full range of educational spaces, including a cafeteria, gymnasium, library/media center, performance area (stage), music and art rooms, and appropriate playfields in a safe environment for the first time.  The site is located in a newly emerging neighborhood that is already experiencing additional growth in anticipation of the new school.

This project will support the full implementation of District’s High Achievement Outcomes and Outcome Components that are aligned with the Maine Learning Results and national standards.  Included in the concept design are all-day Kindergarten and Pre-Kindergarten programming. This project also includes a local component to fund air conditioning so that the building can be used as one of two “anchor schools” in our geographically-large District that will be suitable to provide academically enriching programs during the summer months.  

The District is committed to providing a High Performance School Building that has blended simple yet aesthetically pleasing design elements while incorporating the use of durable materials and energy efficient lighting and mechanical systems.  Our top priority is to create a learning environment that is safe and secure while providing superior indoor air quality, thermal comfort, auditory comfort and visual comfort.  We also want to be environmentally responsible while incorporating environmental and conservation education initiatives in the building.  The District is investigating the inclusion of a system to retain storm water from the roof to be used for irrigation of the grounds.

Project Information:

Project:  Paris Elementary School 

Superintendent:  Mark Eastman, Ed.D.

Principal:  Greg Knight

Architect: Rick Malm, Lewis and Malm Architects

Project Budget Information:

Estimated Project Cost:  $11,938,005.

Local Share (No State Participation):  $607,499.

Maine High Performance Schools Grant:  $120,000.

Approved for State/Local Debt Service Subsidy:  $11,210,506.

Department Recommendation:  The Department of Education recommends that the State Board grant Concept Approval to SAD #17 for the Paris Elementary School construction project.

MOVED by Ellie Multer, seconded by Ken Allen, and unanimously voted to grant Concept Approval to SAD #17 for the Paris Elementary School construction project.  
FINAL ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO MAINE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION RULE, CHAPTER 13, QUALIFYING EXAMINATION FOR TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS
Background:  Chapter 13 includes the qualifying examinations required for teachers seeking initial teacher certification.  The rule has been amended to provide the qualifying examinations for school administrators seeking initial school administrator certification.  The rule also eliminates references to tests no longer required for certification and dates no longer relevant to test administration.  And, the title of the rule has been amended to include reference to school administrators.

The Department of Education and the State Board of Education have reviewed the current rule, Chapter 13 and issued recommendations for changes to the Board. The rule is not major and substantive and thus was not subject to time constraints that honor Legislative review and approval.  The State Board advanced the rule through Maine’s Administrative Procedure Act process by a vote of the Board at the March 10, 2004, meeting of the Board. 

A public hearing was held on April 14, 2004 from 3:00 –4:00 pm at the Cross State Office Building ATM Room #103 and at three remote ATM sites, Presque Isle High School, Bangor Public Library, and Falmouth High School to receive oral comments regarding the proposed rule changes.  The deadline for submission of written comments was May 7, 2004.  Three individuals provided comments on the proposed amendments to Chapter 13.  Comments and responses are attached to this exhibit.

The State Board is being asked to adopt the proposed amendments to Chapter 13, and the one change that resulted from public comments received through the APA process.

Recommendation:  It is recommended that the State Board of Education adopt the proposed rule changes to Chapter 13, Qualifying Examinations for Teachers and Administrators.  The amended rule is included with this exhibit and on file with the State Board of Education.

MOVED by Ken Allen, seconded by Jim Carignan, and unanimously voted to adopt the proposed rule changes to Chapter 13, Qualifying Examinations for Teachers and Administrators.  
Note:  During the morning workshop session, an extensive timeline outlining events between the Department of Education, State Board of Education, and SAD 31 Howland was distributed and discussed.  The timeline documented specific events such as correspondence between the Department of Education, State Board of Education, and staff both administrative and municipal within the SAD 31 district.  Local residents, the superintendent, and staff from the district attended the morning session and were advised by the Board that they would be allowed public comment during the afternoon portion of the agenda before the Board voted to consider it’s action on the status of SAD 31 on the Special Priority List.  
Superintendent William Zeimer introduced Shelly Crosby, who serves on the SAD 31 Board and is also the chair of the district’s policy committee.
Shelly Crosby provided the following statement:  
Good afternoon. It is with great seriousness that I represent SAD 31 and in front of yourselves you should find a blue report (MSAD #31 School Construction Report June 4th 2004), prepared by me on behalf of the MSAD #31 Board of Directors.  There are two tabs marking sections that needed reference, but in light of this morning’s discussion, these tabs may change.  The MSAD 31 Board of Directors understand that the agenda items of today’s Board of Education, June 9 meeting is a result of MSAD 31 possibly being in jeopardy of losing the $9.6 million allocated on the special list of school construction projects and that was yet again until this morning.  After this morning’s discussion, there has been a change in the philosophy that went into that original correspondence that we had received.  The MSAD 31 Board hereby respectfully requests an extension of the June 9th deadline.  The MSAD 31 Board believes that the State Board should grant this limited request for an extension for the following reasons:
· The facilities study commissioned by the joint committees of MSAD 31 and 67 in conjunction with Commissioner Gendron and paid for by the Department of Education is not yet complete despite its May 30, 2004 deadline.  This study is being prepared currently by WBRC.  Community members and community groups have been highly resistant to joining with MSAD 67.  This has hindered and delayed our making progress with 67.  We believe that inevitably of partnering with MSAD 67 is becoming increasingly clear to a majority of our taxpayers in retrospect we believe that the reasons that the MSAD 31 Board did not approve the most recent motion regarding working with MSAD 67 has been misperceived by many including the media.  The May 2004 MSAD 31 Board Agenda was to include the tabled motion to enter into a partnership with the MSAD 67 for the expressed purpose of exploration of that merger.  However, following the email correspondence with Susan Corrente the motion had changed hastily to an agreement for no less than 10 years for immediate tuition services with MSAD 67 without the feasibility study being complete or a layout of what the partnership would entail.  It was disclosed within that discussion that also the taxpayers would not have an opportunity to vote on a referendum which they had been clearly told up until that point they would.  So that was a huge stumbling block for our Board.  This did not accurately represent both MSAD 31 and 67 partnership committees’ goal to make this an easy transition for both our communities.  Our Board is willing to pursue that partnership aggressively if we are allowed the more time that we have requested.  We believed that that extension would also allow us to rebuild the working relationship and arrive at an acceptable partnering model for educating all of the children in those two districts.  The regional survey about partnering options that was developed by our superintendent in collaboration with the Department of Education and distributed to town officials, citizens, businesses, and board members in the fall of 2003 did not give us the information and a foundation that we were looking for to help us answer effectively those opposing the partnering option.  By the end of January of 2004 only six surveys in total were returned.  So that definitely discouraged us.  We were expecting our community and staff and our board members to participate.  Those also went out to MSAD 67 people as well.  During this process, we have been faced with the withdrawal of Sebois Plantation.  That will take effect July 1, 2004, according to our records.  The town of Lowell is considering withdrawal also, which has complicated the financial and political aspects of evaluating fairly our partnering option.  As volunteer board members, we have had difficulty in knowing how to deal with the stress that this has placed on our employees, our students, our parents, and other citizens because of the uncertainty of their future.  The passions that this has elicited and the pressure of the responsibility of this monumental decision has made reaching a final outcome very difficult for our very diverse board.  If you attend one of our Board meetings, you will see in fact we are very diverse.  The Board has worked with community advocates who do not agree that this partnering concept is the best option for their children.  Penobscot Valley Save Our School and Penobscot Regional Education Task Force members have been very active and very vocal in support of retaining the status quo they currently have.  With the detailed timeline that you folks have spoke with Commissioner Gendron about this morning, I am optimistic that with the feasibility study as well, we will be able to make meaningful progress by having the relevant facts to present to those opposing parties.  That has been a huge hindrance to us because whenever the opposing parties had presented their argument to us, we have never truly had the supporting data that we need to come back and make a sound statement.  It may also be worth noting that since our original application was filed MSAD 31 has had five superintendents.  MSAD 67 has had three superintendents and is currently serving under an interim superintendent.  This has not been an optimal solution for getting the communities to accept and work around the idea of partnering as it is an idea that is alien to both their roots and their community pride.  The MSAD 31 Board recognizes the responsibilities of the Commissioner of Education, the State Board of Education members to protect the vested interest of all students in the State of Maine.  We understand that other districts are looking to move forward with the monies that have been allotted to our project and certainly have empathy for those people who have been waiting in the wings.  The Board also recognizes that the educational component was a contributing factor in the halting of the project as stated by former Commissioner Albanese in a letter that was dated February 7, 2003.  Currently, we are still facing a tight budget and the loss of programming and services.  We acknowledge as those who have pertinent information that our communities cannot sustain our current situation and still offer exceptional educational opportunities for our children.  Having taken an oath as elected officials to foster a climate conductive to change in order to keep up in line with federal and state mandates, we have tried our best to keep things moving.  We have had numerous Board workshops and we have also examined the Norman/Ray report very closely.  The Board has in fact hired a full-time curriculum coordinator, and we are in the process of re-examining all of our programming.  We have also realigned our administrative staff and we have lost one administrator in order to maintain our educational programming.  It certainly has been a very frustrating and long process to date as MSAD 31 Board members we have had to question ourselves dearly.  If the details that have based our decision on could have made this progress any differently, my only hope is that MSAD 31, 67 and the State Board of Education can work to rebuild what has been lost in this process as we each have stood on our very opinion of what is best.  I also hope that in the future the students that have lived this experience and the future generation will be leading productive and rewarding lives no matter where they ended up settling into for home, meaning the school; no matter where we end up; no matter what the outcome is, I hope that they will look upon this and think that was the best scenario that we could have came up with, based upon our job.  At this time, I would like to refer you to one article and if you have looked at your original blue and went to the very first tab that you would have had, you would have been at the attorney general’s letter, and then flipped to the very next page, you should see a March 10, 2004, letter that was dated to William Ziemer, Paul Laforge, Lawrence Coughlin, and Mary Hawkes that would be the article that I would want to refer too.  There are two points on there that the MSAD 31 and the MSAD 67 partnership committee really honed in on when this letter came back, and I would like to read that if I may.  “And it should be noted that the feasibility analysis and any subsequent discussion based on that analysis should be conducted with an open mind and not with any discussions to date operating as given………  Once all the data is all collected the Department’s staff, the Bureau of General Services, and the State Board of Education will review the analysis.  We all recognize that there are many elements to be considered.  The final outcome will be based on the solution that provides the best educational plan given the financial resources available.”  
When we took that last motion, and I am not sure how that was reported to you folks.  When we took that motion, we stood unified as a Board that we were not going to enter into something that we didn’t have the relevant facts that was needed to take the stand.  We never in our wildest dreams ever expected it to be perceived the way it was.  It has in some regards hurt our relationship with 67, because they read the article in the paper just like everyone else, people didn’t understand our reasoning, and we have worked to foster a relationship that is going to grow and be better.  We do have a meeting coming up with 67 and we plan to move forward, and as I stated earlier it was a complete surprise this morning to come in and sit down and hear the direction that this has taken, than what I prepared this report for.  Mr. Ziemer and I are prepared to answer questions if anyone has any. 

Q:  Could you give us where you are now based on what you have heard this morning in terms of the timeline that we have sent forward?  If you have had thoughts, or have you have had time to reflect on that?

Shelly Crosby:   We went to lunch and we had quite a lot of dialogue about the different viewpoint that we were given this morning than what we had expected, and I feel confident that when the feasibility study comes back and we are able to sit and really truly have that documentation in front of us, we will be better prepared to work with opposing parties as well as the parties who are for this.  So that we can come up with the best scenario for the children.  
Q:  Seeing that school will start in September are there any physical impairments to your present location that demands some immediate attention; so that you have a dry school, safe school for students coming in?

William Ziemer:   We have a repair project under way now, being funded through the Revolving Repair account and it is replacing what is the currently referred to as the George Sereyko Gym that is shared by the middle school and the high school and then some ancillary work around that  including the cafeteria and locker rooms.  So, we should be good to go as far as the general population is concerned.  There has been three classrooms within the building that have been closed down for environmental concerns, but we also have a complement of eight, currently eight, doublewide, double classroom, portables, that we will be using to complement the interior spaces of the existing high school.  There had been some mention of our industrial arts area and we have had our principal and the instructor working to clean up the area and make it safe for all students who participate in that program.  We have also had an unexpected visit by the fire marshal.  There was one recommendation which will be followed up regarding a compressor.  Other than that we should be set to go.  We are lacking in technology infrastructure, but that is something that we hope to overcome in a period of time.  So to answer your question directly, we should be set to go in September.
Commissioner Gendron:  If I could follow up too, when the structural analysis was done on the current building and as the application came forward for the Revolving Renovation Fund part of our commitment to SAD 31 is in helping to work through a resolution.  I think that when I was there a year ago in July or sometime last summer, we made that commitment to provide support through the Revolving Renovation Fund for just the portion of the building that we felt that would complement the middle school.  Because through all the structural engineering report, its clear that its not a building that we should be reinvesting dollars for continued use.  Thus, the need for looking at what that solution is.  Shelly the only question that I would have is, because your response to Chairman Gulliver really focused on the feasibility study and the other imminent deadline is the July deadline for the Board to reaffirm and I had referenced this morning even the motion that 67 passed last night, just reaffirmed the Board willingness to come together.  Did your group have a conversation about that on the agenda?  
Shelly Crosby:  We did.  We had in fact quite a lot of dialogue about that, because at that last Board meeting we were anticipating that the tabled motion was coming forward, and it was not until a few days prior to that Board meeting that we all received an email that was not going to be strong enough of a motion for the State Board of Education to accept.  So we had to enter into this other motion, which I have provided for you folks in that blue report, and when that happened it almost kind of felt like a little bit of dirty dealing.  And our Board was kind of, to say the least, very frustrated at how we had went from one thought process completely into another and it made absolutely no sense to us.  There are quite a few Board members that are sitting here today and they all expressed to myself and others at the table that they would have no problem raising their hand and taking the same motion that MSAD 67 had taken.  Because we were in fact prepared to do that at the last Board meeting.

William Ziemer:  If I may follow up on that, I was able to call back to the office today and have asked that another item related to our partnering with Lincoln be included on our June 16th agenda.  That will be a week from today.  Now, whether or not the Board will take action in the June meeting or the July meeting depends upon the facility review.  But if nothing else, we will report out what we experienced today with the State Board.  So that the communities know what to anticipate.

Chair Gulliver:  Based on the conversation this morning and Phil’s question about timeline and being very specific, we want to be very clear that everybody in this room is understanding that it is incumbent upon you to make sure that the feasibility study is done in a timely manner for your … (tape ran out – flipped to side 2) … is not going to work.  We need that July 30th.

Shelly Crosby:  The only thing that I would state is I think that it is also going to be important that we as a Board reiterate all of the concepts that the Department of Education and the prior commissioner as well as Commissioner Gendron have said, that are not acceptable concepts.  

Chair Gulliver:  Such as the new building.

Shelly Crosby:  Such as the new building, such as renovation to the existing building, because that has been a message that has at different times not been clear in our community, and there has been things that have been said, completely innocent, that has given a window of opportunity for advocates to come back and say that we was told this information.  So that has been a little bit of you know the difficult position we have been in.  So I would just say that needs to be clear as well.  

Commissioner Gendron:  And I think, regrettably your circumstances have changed continually through this process with Seblois Plantation withdrawing, Lowell indicating that they withdraw.  Several months ago, I met with individuals because Burlington was considering withdrawing, and so part of our analysis and the sustainability for the district and clearly the work that was done by Ray Poulin and Norm Higgins around the educational program that there have not been changes.  The statute is clear that the Board cannot approve a building nor could I recommend a new facility for less than 300 students unless that academic program excelled in a way that said yes it warrants doing that and that has not been the case, and I think it has been clear that that is not an option that can move forward.  I know that Bette Manchester; I have asked to work with the group that is looking at the program, and I think that is important work that needs to continue because that is part of your conversation as you move forward to ensure quality programming for the MSAD 31 students and for the merger of hopefully some sort of collaboration with 67.  And I know that Bette was there on Monday working with that committee, but one of the telling things for me that reaffirms that still a major need, she did interview the students and the students were saying the rigor is not here, and things need to change.  So I think for me when you start ………to ……………kids and their the rigor is not there it is a very important issue for us to continue to work on, but that it reaffirms that we have to move in this direction.  
Chair Gulliver:  Just to be clear, were you to vote to entirely to revamp your program on June 16, which couldn’t be done, it wouldn’t be a creditable vote, because you obviously haven’t done the work, but it is not as though we are waiting for you to revamp your program and then we would consider a new building – that is not where we are.  Just so that we are very clear about that.

Shelly Crosby:  Right.  I understand completely.  I just wanted to state that only because I don’t want to go back and have it be represented differently than what both of you have said.  

Chair Gulliver:  The State Board does not control renovation funds, the Department does.  I think that the Commissioner can speak as she just did.  The monies that have been expended are only to hold……… because of the viability of your junior high -- middle school.  Not for the high school building.  

Shelly Crosby:  Thank you.

Ellie Multer:  I just wanted to point out, because I don’t think that it was mentioned, that the request from SAD 31 for some cost data that has been to the Department; there are a couple of scenarios.  One was the cost outlook for tuition, and they have gotten an answer back and in terms of SAD 31 there are strong indications that they would save significant money by tuitioning.  What are the rationals for the July 30 deadline date for the first part of this? They already have a viable option with the sense of what it would cost.  So, that we are not asking them to act in the dark without any cost information.  And, all we are asking is that they commit to the joint action of which there is at least one option that won’t cost them any more money and will save them money.  
William Ziemer:  If I may just try to recapture one of the recommendations that came forward in the Workshop this morning, and if I paraphrase a little bit, please correct me if I am wrong in the area.  By July 30 you would like to have or prior to July 30 you like to have documentation of the action of the Board of MSAD 31 regarding partnership initiative with Lincoln.  Prior to your October Board meeting, hopefully late September you would like to have an initial conceptual plan to be devised or developed between the two school districts, and that will be done through facilitated, a facilitator through Drummond, Woodsum.

Chair Gulliver: No, hopefully it would have to be done at the construction meeting, which would be…...  Do we have the date for the Construction meeting for the October Board meeting:

Ellie Multer:  It would be either end of September….

Chair Gulliver:  It would be either the end of September or the very beginning of October.  Hopefully, you are hitting a target.  We will get you that date, whatever that date is and you would need to present to the Construction Subcommittee what the plan is going to be, and then that plan would then come to the full Board at our October meeting.  To clarify that plan would have to go to the Construction Subcommittee first.
William Ziemer:  Then by June 2005 we will have documentation of the plan that has been agreed upon down to the finite detail regarding future partnering with SAD 67.

Chair Gulliver:  Not just documentation, but action steps will have occurred.

William Ziemer: Budgetary.

Chair Gulliver:  Whatever….

Commissioner Gendron:  When we looked at that timeline, we went back and tracked a potential timeline for merger and so we took into account that there would be a need for referendum votes in communities, and that very often charters would dictate how certain things would happen regarding public hearings.  So we tried to back up to allow for the committee to design what it was and for you to go your voters and say YEA or NAY.  To be able to report and then within all that you would have actually resolved when it starts, how its going to happen, what the configuration—depending on what model you choose, but the intent was detailed, gone to voters, and that you are reporting back this is the plan, this is how we are moving forward, and this is how we are going to look at the facility issues as well by June of 2005.
William Ziemer:  Programming and facilities.

Commissioner Gendron:  Yes.

Chair Gulliver:  and budget, and legal action.
William Ziemer:  Governance.

Commissioner Gendron:  All of that.

William Ziemer:  Very good, and since we are talking about absolute clarity; when it comes to Title 30, and that is section 2202 by the way.

Ellie Multer:  The inter-local.

Commissioner Gendron:  The inter-local

William Ziemer:  Yes, that doesn’t appear to need a citizen…it doesn’t appear to need a referendum.  
Commissioner Gendron:  That’s right.
William Ziemer:  That means that it is strictly a shared service agreement that can be effected and applied to school systems.  I just want to make sure that people are aware of that, and in some cases a referendum is not called for.  

Chair Gulliver:  Right; and that will be up to you as you develop… and we’ll know that in October because you will be telling us then, this is our plan, course of action, and it will require or not require these steps.

Commissioner Gendron:  Knowing that might be one of the solutions, I would encourage folks that if you come to an agreement, and you are ready to come to the Board sooner.  Because we want to work with those on what is the next, what is the facility solution, so that we can move that solution as expeditiously as possible - as well?  We tried to account for what might be the maximum steps you would have to go through.  

Ellie Multer:  We are not requiring a referendum, it is only if you go a route where the law will require.

Chair Gulliver: Right; and we are not requiring you to wait until June of 2005.  If you can come to us in November, signed, sealed, and delivered, and we can get going on a project.  We’ll all be delighted too.  

William Ziemer:  We are going… I’m going to allow and I believe Jim Boothby will allow the Partnership Committee to make those decisions.  
Chair Gulliver:  Right, we are just saying that timeframe is up to you.

William Ziemer:  Right, they will be the best judge of how that process should move forward.  There is some indication that a referendum would be in place, but then again that is part of the negotiations that have to be forthcoming.  And then finally, you are also indicating that repairs and renovation to the existing Penobscot Valley High School are not an option?  That there will be no approval for repair and renovation funds for the high school facility, the high school secondary facility.  Nor will it appear that the State Board would vote to allow us to build within the boundaries of SAD 31.  I need to be clear in that representing your wishes to the people in the community, so does Shelly and the other board members here.
Chair Gulliver:  Right.

William Ziemer:  But I may also state for the record that I think that your offer today, in light of all the political, financial, and emotional issues that have developed, is very fair.  And, is in matter of fact, very generous and it least gives our board an opportunity to truly seek out the appropriate options, and then we will live with what is decided.  But we thank you for giving us the extension and the opportunity to do so, if you so vote.

Chair Gulliver:  Jim.

Jim Carignan:  I thought that I understood this and now I’m getting worried here.  It is probably all me.  I’ll just ask the question and you can straighten me out.  On that second paragraph on the pink sheet, you are called upon to provide the State Board a description of the plan, including but not limited to the identification of the specific structures you intend to use and a full implementation of the plan on or before June 30.  So it is on the ground?  

Chair Gulliver:  Nothing built.

Jim Carignan:  No, no, but I mean…

Chair Gulliver:  They have taken any votes, they have had referendum, whatever they have had to do to be signed, sealed, legal governed, budget, whatever.

Commissioner Gendron:   It goes back to the provision of secondary education, so that and may we declare, is the plan for delivered services.  Once that is all finalized, we would then expect that they would begin to work with Scott on concept design for that plan.  So there are really two separate things.

Chair Gulliver:  But that would not be in place by June 30.

Jim Carignan:  No, I just wanted to be sure that we are clear about that because the phrase the” full implementation of the plan” suggests…
Chair Gulliver:  Full implementation of the plan that they have the legal authority by whatever means that they have done it by.

Jim Carignan:  So we mean full implementation of the planning?

Commissioner Gendron:  It is the plan for the provision of secondary education to the students of those districts.  So, what will that look like?  The governance, is there a governance structure, or not or how will education………
Jim Carignan:  I don’t mean to be difficult here.  We say we want the description of the plan for the provision of secondary education and then a full implementation policy.  I assume that it is referring to that plan.

Commissioner Gendron:  Yes.

Ellie Multer:  We need a few commas here.

Jim Carignan:  We need to be clear that what we are saying is that you have taken all the votes, signed all the contracts, and you can come to us on June 30 and say that this is the plan and the action steps are under way.  

Joyce McPhetres:  And they will be able to provide secondary education.

Jim Carignan:  That’s right.

Chair Gulliver:  Right.

Jim Carignan:  And we can’t say back to you, but the building is not up, or the students aren’t there, because that is not what we mean.

Joyce McPhetres:  Right.
Chair Gulliver:  No, that is not what we mean.

William Ziemer:  Very good.

Chair Gulliver:  So Board members any further discussion?  We need to vote on this recommendation.

CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE STATUS OF SAD 31, HOWLAND ON THE SPECIAL PRIORITY LIST
Commissioner’s Recommendation:  
MSAD #31 to Remain on the Special Priority List subject to the following conditions:  

That the State Board of Education pass the following motion/resolution:
That MSAD 31 shall commit to seeking a resolution for the provision of secondary education to the students of the District by working jointly with MSAD #67 to develop a plan involving one or more of the following structures:  new or combines SAD(s) or CSD(s), contractural/tuitioning agreement(s) for a minimum of 10 years or an inter-local agreement(s), on or before July 30, 2004. 

Prior to the meeting date of the Construction Committee of the State Board that precedes the October meeting of the State Board, MSAD #31 shall, along with MSAD #67, provide the State Board with a description of their joint plan for the provision of secondary education to the students of both districts; including, but not limited to identification of the specific structures(s) they intend to use; and a full implementation of the plan on or before June 30, 2005.  The plan and timeline shall be presented to the State Board as specified above in order that the plan and timeline, together with the recommendations of the Construction Committee, may be presented to the full Board as its meeting in October 2004.  After the plan is approved by the State Board, the two districts will submit a monthly progress report to the Construction Committee.  
MOVED by Jim Carignan, seconded by Wes Bonney, and unanimously voted to pass the above motion and understood that the interpretation of the phrase “full implementation of the plan” is for the provision of secondary education as stated in the earlier discussion.  
Jack Norris: I just finished reading a book in which I forget the title, but after reading all the correspondence that I have had on this project, I have often wondered what would have happened to this whole project had it been three months earlier, before we received all this data on the 2000 census.  
Chair Gulliver:  We don’t know.

Jack Norris:  I don’t know and I………, I do have to commend the districts involved……… in that they exercised democracy and we talked about that earlier today.  It is a hard choice………, hard choices, and I commend you on the democratic process.  

NEW BUSINESS:

CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSAL TO APPLY FOR A GRANT TO SUPPORT THE TASK FORCE ON CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION
MOVED by Wes Bonney, seconded by Ken Allen, and unanimously voted to support the grant application for the Task Force on Citizen Education.  
Commissioner’s Report:
· That Apple Computer and the Department of Education continue to hold conversations in an effort to seek a solution to supply laptop computers to Maine’s ninth graders.  

· That she traveled to Ireland to attend the European Union (EU) Presidency Conference on Information and Communications in Technology (ICT) in Education “New Futures for Learning in the Digital Age” in Dublin.  During the conference, she learned that the State of Maine is at least 10 years ahead of Ireland and that Scotland is moving toward a “one to one” with technology.  
· Stephen Heppell who is in charge of Ultra Lab in the United Kingdom and in New Zealand.  His work focuses on technology, i.e., what is occurring in the learning environment, and schools.  It may be a good idea to invite him to make a presentation during a Board meeting and hold conversations with the Construction Team.  He is doing a tremendous amount of work around what does one to one technology mean for learning environments and school construction.
· That Ian Pearson, a futurologist who works with what is the technology of the future.  His message was to focus on social skills/communication as opposed the technological aspect.  Mr Pearson is employed at BTexact Technologies in the United Kingdom.  
· Pre K-16 group will be meeting for an organizational session the end of June.  
· The Governor has asked that she develop an action plan as to next steps involving Question 1.  

· The field study for the local assessment guide is coming to a conclusion, and that group will be forming the recommendations for the local assessment.  
· Deputy Commissioner Patrick Phillips will be chairing the Gender Equity Task Force for the Department of Education.

· Career Technical Education (CTE) Advisory Group is hosting a three day event at the Portland Arts and Technology High School (PATHS) in Portland.  Bill Daggett will be attending to facilitate conversations and to present a two to three hour opening session involving what has been learned about technical education around the country.  

· That the Department has engaged in a cost study of No Child Left Behind and is working the Council of Chief State School Officers who has developed a protocol with an accounting firm in Washington, D.C.  There are currently 12 states engaged in this study with potential of three other states joining the study.  Jaci Holmes and Patrick Phillips are coordinating this work.

Chair’s report:

· Jean thanked the Board for its cooperation and respect while she was chair of the Board.  
NOMINATION COMMITTEE:
The Nominating Committee represented by Wes Bonney, Jan Tockman, and Joyce McPhetres nominate for the 2004-2005 positions for chair and vice chair Jim Carignan and Phil Dionne.  

MOVED by Joyce McPhetres, seconded by Wes Bonney, and unanimously voted to accept the report of the Nomination Committee.  

MOVED by Joyce McPhetres, seconded by Wes Bonney, and unanimously voted to elect Jim Carignan as Chair and Phil Dionne as Vice Chair. 

Board member’s report:

Ellie Multer:  
· That she is circulating two articles that she copied from the web:  1) Fast Track Diploma Plan Achieve it Now; 2) It Takes only 14 Days If You Start Today.  
Jan Tockman:  
· The Certification Committee has met with people from the art community who are concerned with the requirement of 24 hours of credit.  The Certification Committee is considering the concept that some credits should be in performance courses and some credits in theory/history courses.  In addition, the Certification Committee also met with individuals to address concerns that Chapter 115 does not require a health methods course for all K-8 teachers.  Another issue that the Certification Committee is addressing is that individuals with a theatre background have expressed their wishes to obtain certification in theatre as opposed to drama, but the Maine English Council organization believes that individuals with a theatre background do not necessarily meet the requirements as specified in Chapter 115, and that these individuals should be grandfathered in some way.

Joyce McPhetres:
· That the Gender Equity Task Force met and the information that has been discussed has been enlightening.  
· That she received a letter from the Education Committee assigning the Board with addressing the work specified in LD 1862, An Act to Expand Access to Higher Education and Employment for Youth.  This work seems to closely coincide with the work that Commissioner Gendron has been assigned to complete (Task Force to Create Seamless Pre K-6 Educational Systems).  Her concern is how to assist the larger group and still meet the obligations specified in the letter without overlapping the two group’s work.  
Ken Allen:  
· That he and Jack presented the Making the Grade Award to Isle Au Haut a couple of weeks ago.  There are 10 students in the island’s K-8 school and a principal/teacher, who also acts as the janitor.  What moved him was the simplicity of the program and life on the island is very different, and the amount of learning that is occurring in that atmosphere is incredible.  The school was selected to receive the award because the program is strongly supported by the community, lobstermen, and grants from MBNA and it is evident in the school.  
Wes Bonney:
· That he has concerns about the level of funding for the Maine Center for Education, Policy and Research Institute.  Every year it has to lobby for funding.  The work of the Research Institute has increased and every year the legislature makes more demands of the Institute without adding additional funding resources.  
Jim Carignan:
· That he continues to participate as a member of the Certification/Higher Education group.  
Jack Norris:  
· That he believed that his and Ken’s visit to Isle au Haut was well received.  
ADJOURNMENT:

State Board of Education unanimously agreed to adjourn the June 11, 2004, meeting at 4:00 p.m.
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