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FREMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT

School Board Meeting

April 22, 2009

6:30 P.M.

School Administrative Unit #83

Blackrocks Village

5 Hall Road, Unit 1

Fremont, NH 03044
I. 
CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Jeff Rowell called the April 22, 2009 meeting of the Fremont School Board to order at 6:35 pm at the School Administrative Unit #83, Blackrocks Village, 5 Hall Road, Unit 1, Fremont, NH 03044.
II. 
ROLL CALL

Present were Jeff Rowell, Peg Pinkham, Deb Genthner, Sharon Girardi, Ida Keane, Superintendent Normand Tanguay, Financial Administrator Bonnie Sandstrom, Elementary School Principal Dawn Lewis, and Middle School Interim Principal Bill Marston.

Members of the public included: Cathy Herrmann, Sherri Ficker, Mary Hale, Kim O’Brien and Rose Colby (Guest Speaker).

III.
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

A. STANDARD BASED REPORTING SYSTEM: ROSE COLBY

Mr. Rowell welcomed Ms. Colby and reported that she was working with Mr. Marston and his teacher teams on the development of report cards.  Mr. Rowell asked Mr. Marston to bring the Board up to date on the status of the grade reporting system development.  Mr. Marston said that the administration was “going back to the original charge of the Board at the end of the last school year” which was to bring back a recommendation this year as to how the standard based reporting procedure could be implemented for 2009-2010. An immediate challenge was that the way reporting was done on progress reports at the end of last year was not “particularly significant or meaningful” to parents or to himself, as a “person coming into the process.” He said it was important for teachers to develop benchmarks in their particular content area. In this way, children’s progress could be reported in “segments of work” in particular content areas and at the end of the year teachers could determine whether students met expectations.

Mr. Marston said that, early on, teachers said they needed help with benchmark writing so he asked Rose Colby, who is familiar with the standard based reporting “movement”, to give the teams help and encouragement to complete the task of writing benchmarks, which she has done. He said that benchmarks would be complete within the next few weeks.

Ms. Colby reviewed her perceptions of how Fremont was doing regarding the standard based reporting system and how what Ellis is doing ties in with the Follow the Child process.

Ms. Colby said that teachers at Ellis were “serious educators”. She mentioned that schools could become confused when they are labeled DINI or SINI (District in Need of Improvement or School in Need of Improvement) because of low standardized test results even though grades indicate that children are getting As and Bs. She said that there should not be a big discrepancy between students’ performance in the classroom and series of “norm” testing done over time. She said that when student performance at the local level is very different from standardized data, the first question is “Are kids taking the assessment test on information that they’ve been taught?” She said that this is the purpose of assessment: to determine the “body of knowledge that kids are expected to know and be able to do and demonstrate their understanding on these norm tests.” Ms. Colby noted that Fremont did this work early on in the process. Curriculum work was done using “Understanding By Design” which is a “unit design approach” giving essentials of knowledge that has to be done September through June. She explained that children don’t need to perform at the same level on the assessment, but all children need to be given the learning opportunities in order to “sit with equity for those tests.” She said curriculum alignment (looking at GLEs) was already done at Ellis. Mr. Rowell clarified that the Ellis curriculum was broader than just the NECAP GLEs and that it was a “full curriculum” based on the NH Curriculum Frameworks. Ms. Colby said that not all of the teaching materials follow the NH state curriculum frameworks. She said that the GLEs were not the curriculum but rather the “standard” or the “what” whereas the everyday instruction was the “how”. She said that “teachers take the “what” and design the “how” and that this looks different for each class. As teachers work through their curriculum, Ms. Colby said that teachers need to “hit the learning targets for kids.” She said that GLEs “recur” and are not the benchmarking piece.

Ms. Colby said that teachers in grades 5-8 at Ellis have a good handle on the curriculum (units of instruction) that they are teaching and they make sure that it targets the GLEs/standards spelled out in the NH Curriculum Frameworks and/or beyond (further).

Ms. Colby noted that an area of discrepancy was in grading. She said that teachers are using a 4-point system (proficiencies), which is what is done when looking at standards. She said that Fremont teachers use this system well but that it is not the most “parent-friendly way of reporting out student achievement.” She said that parents often take from their own grading experiences. She said that nationally there is an issue of how to report student achievement to parents so they understand it. However, she said it was important not to take out the curriculum design work (things that may not have standard impact). Ms. Colby said it would be helpful to bring together groups of parents from all grade levels and ask them what they want to see on their children’s report cards and end of term reports and reports in-between. She said that often, progress reports are used to report out standard (or curriculum) pieces and then a grading system is used to put value for parents to understand. She said it was important to “dispel myths about what goes into a grade”, which is the “communication piece.” Grades tell student achievement on a standard (homework, effort, etc. would be reported out separately). She said performance on a standard had to be “pure” and separate. She said that parents like to have frequent feedback (not necessarily graded) from teachers. Ms. Colby noted that the most “powerful” feedback happens as the child is working since they respond and learn better from that.

Ms. Colby stated that the issue now for Fremont is how to communicate effectively to the community about benchmarking and standards based reporting. She said that technology could be used well to report what teachers were doing and how they were reporting things out. She has had experience having parents try different reporting formats, getting feedback and reworking the grading to be meaningful to parents.

Mr. Rowell asked Mr. Marston if Ellis was far enough along with report card development such that he could make recommendations. Mr. Marston replied that he thought that, in mid-May, he would be able to invite a parent group in after benchmarks were complete to help decide what would be most meaningful in a progress report and then end-of-trimester grades. This would provide for dialog before the staff brought recommendations to the Board. He said that, with a new principal coming on-board and working with Ms. Lewis, the new Principal would have the summer to “fine-tune” or be familiar with the work done by the committee. When the next school year starts, there would then be a “vehicle” that would be “fine-tuned” over the course of the year. He said that “we cannot risk sending home a report card that is meaningless to parents.”

Ms. Colby noted that teachers at Ellis use “fair grading practices” in terms of how they use grading scales and how they record. She said this is also easier in one school.

Mr. Marston said that last year teachers were not sure they were headed in the right direction and that Ms. Colby was able to tell them what they were doing right and how to develop benchmarks and build a reporting system reflective of what kids can do and demonstrate and which is meaningful to parents.

Ms. Colby noted the importance creating a system that the software at Ellis can do because teachers should not do the work by hand. She said sometimes software does not report out grades the way a teacher enters them.

Ms. Pinkham said that it was “refreshing” to have Ms. Colby there. Ms. Pinkham was present at the session Ms. Colby had with parents two years ago and found it very informative. Ms. Pinkham felt that it was important to hear information consistently. One area Ms. Pinkham addressed was how teachers from year to year understand their inherited students’ progress. She said that grades have evolved over the years and that today, there is a variety of parents with different expectations. She said that in Fremont, the voter base has changed and approximately 70% have moved to Fremont from other communities and educational experiences. Ms. Pinkham felt that this has “shaken up the waters a bit” and that this should be addressed. Ms. Colby said that this was not just happening in Fremont and that “millennia learners” were “wired differently” and their parents are different in their level of connection with their children’s learning. She said it would be beneficial to “culture that interest without hampering the child’s independence of learning.”

Ms. Colby said that technology could be used by teachers to understand student progress (with the use of indicators) year to year. It is important that the same criteria are used across the academics and that academics (student learning) come first since that is school’s business (the other pieces contribute to it). This is necessary in order to have “meaningful teacher evaluation of the entry point of a student at the beginning of the year and throughout their learning” and there needs to be “common scales”.

Ms. Pinkham said that the previous Board had a difficult decision to make a year ago that had a negative impact in trying to balance the budget by keeping a full-time technology teacher and cutting a technology position. She said that somehow the Board needed to communicate to the public that the technology department needed to be brought back. She asked if Ms. Colby could point the Board to “tech consulting” and Ms. Colby said she could email her a list of software systems that Districts use.  Mr. Rowell mentioned that he had some information relative to data-driven decision making software and that he could also provide that for consideration.

Ms. Pinkham said that New Hampshire was going through an “evolutionary change in process” (how education is funded, how education is graded, and how we communicate). Ms. Pinkham felt that the Board should consider thinking about how the long summer vacation break affects retention of knowledge of children. She said there is a financial aspect to this issue as well. Mr. Tanguay said year-round education is more popular in warmer climates such as in California where they do 60 days on and 20 days off. He said that retention of knowledge is affected. He said it was not successful in New Hampshire because of climate and culture. He did say that it was worthy of discussion. Ms. Colby said that there are kids who need more learning time than 180 days or who might need more support at home. If students don’t meet benchmarks, they can have an “extended year” (learning opportunities) in the summer (not special education.) This works better than re-doing the school year. Ms. Pinkham said that some Districts were looking at 4-day weeks due to the economy, etc.

Ms. Keane said that she liked Ms. Colby’s presentation because she put the work that Ellis was doing into a “meaningful format that even a parent can understand” since they are not in the system every day to see what teachers do in the classroom. Ms. Keane said that parents haven’t seen their children’s work coming home for a few years until they are evaluated but by that time, Ms. Keane said, it is too late to do anything.

Ms. Keane noted that parents did not see a four-point scale and asked what Ms. Colby meant when she said teachers use that system. Ms. Colby responded that, more with the 7th and 8th grade teachers in language arts and math, most of the rubrics are in a four-point scale in the classroom and that teachers use the language of standards with the students. Ms. Colby said that there was a “disconnect” between what teachers work with everyday and how they have to report it out.

Ms. Keane asked where parents could view the “clearinghouse for standard based report cards”. Ms. Colby said they could look on www.bigideas.org. Ms. Colby said that she would give Mr. Marston a DVD on standards based grading which she purchased from that website for people to view if they wanted to. 

Ms. Keane said that based on Ms. Colby’s description of standards based grading, she could see how it could work if report cards could be brought to “where the kids are”. Ms. Keane asked if standards based reporting can “de-motivate” high achievers. Ms. Colby said that was instructional and that grades are not motivators – they are “reflections of student work.” Ms. Keane gave an example of how standard reporting can de-motivate a high achieving student who, after a few assignments, felt that she didn’t need to do a lot of work to just get “meets expectations”. Ms. Colby said that was the shift needed to work with staff. Ms. Colby said it was about what a teacher expects from each student. Ms. Keane said it was important to teach students to do their best. Mr. Marston said that in the beginning of the year, a teacher asked him how to grade a student as “exceeding expectations” in October when the whole year of expectations still needed to be gone through.  He said that is where the benchmarks (units of work) come in. At the end of a trimester, students are graded on achievement in a particular unit. Ms. Keane thought that made sense. Ms. Colby said there needs to be clarity around what a grade means. 

Mr. Rowell agreed that it was important to be on the same page.

Ms. Keane asked how parents can see progress, for example how a student getting all “E”s one trimester can get all “ME”s for the second trimester. Ms. Colby said that parents look at that through their perspective based on grading that they received but that, in this case, it did not correlate to an A grade going down to a B grade. Ms. Keane said that students think the same thing even though the teacher might say they are working above the grade level. Ms. Keane said this was confusing. Ms. Colby said that is why there should be dialog with parents and educators (surveys) to find out what is confusing and make grading better and more meaningful. 

Ms. Girardi asked if this system was “designed to discourage competition”. She gave an example of her daughter who saw students who were equally smart as she was getting better grades and that made her strive to do better herself. Ms. Girardi felt that standard based reporting might take away that “level of competition” for kids who need it to do better. Ms. Colby explained that the only time that competition is a motivator is when a student thinks he/she can win anyway. Ms. Colby said that grading should be fair and should portray a reflection of student learning. Ms. Keane added teacher encouragement as well. Ms. Keane felt that students could have an in-service on this as well.

Ms. Pinkham said that students are learning differently and that parents might be having difficulty due to lack of communication but students are understanding better what they are learning. She gave an example of a teacher whom her son had in school and practiced “team grading”. She said that it took her a while to understand the importance of that system but that the students understood it and learned it quicker. Ms. Pinkham said that students should also understand the grading system and that they would be able to explain it to parents too. Ms. Colby said that students understand what is going on because they work with it every day at school, but they have a hard time explaining it to parents when they go home. Ms. Colby said that one approach to converting to standards based reporting was to use early childhood reports, which are standards-based and understood by parents, and incrementally move that “cohort” through the school. Ms. Colby explained that high schools are moving to standards (competency) based report cards because that is how credit is given in high school. This means that middle school also would have to report based on standards, and then down to elementary school.

Ms. Pinkham said that Kelli Killen was a leader in introducing standards-based reporting and she had a strong base working directly with teachers. Ms. Pinkham said that when Ms. Killen left Ellis, she warned the School Board that the program was not solidified enough and that maybe the teachers needed a year. Ms. Pinkham said that the Board did not want to lose a year and that she herself thought that the teachers were strong enough then and now. Ms. Pinkham said that Mr. Marston has helped work with the transition and that things were going in the right direction. She said that the feedback from Ms. Keane and Ms. Girardi and other parents was helpful. Ms. Pinkham said that the Board was not insensitive but did not want to take a step backwards. Ms. Pinkham wanted to note all of this to the community.

Ms. Keane said that Ms. Killen just brought out the new report card without letter grades, not having used benchmarks or planning. Ms. Keane said that Ms. Lewis’ group differed from this because they have had a process (planning and benchmarks) for two years and parents have been included in the process. Ms. Keane said that her children are in 7th and 8th grade and will not have “meaningful report cards” for them or her. Ms. Keane agreed with Ms. Colby that they have learned good and bad things (how not to do something) from this situation. Ms. Keane said the School Board is charged with “making sure that students get the education they deserve”  and she thought that the past two years with report card issues have not done that. She said that her two daughters have done well because the teachers at Ellis are very good (regardless of report card type). Ms. Colby said it was important that the grading system reflects that.

Mr. Marston said that he knew that the process would take some time if it were going to be done right and what parents, teachers and students wanted it to be. He mentioned that teachers “do it all” and, though it might seem “unfair”, some feel that the quality of the process of teaching can be compromised and when that happens, students suffer. He said he would rather take the time and do it right (as Ms. Colby affirmed that Ellis was doing the right thing).

Mr. Rowell said that he was encouraged by the progress on the NECAP index scores that improved from last year, though Ellis did not make AYP. Ms. Colby said it was important to look at the trends more than the rankings.

Ms. Colby said that people could email her with any questions at rosecolby@comcast.net. She said that was her business email. Ms. Pinkham made sure it would be ok to note this information in the newsletter. Ms. Colby said that would be fine.

Ms. Pinkham said that information on why Ellis did not make AYP could go into the newsletters. She said it is a small segment of the student population that is involved but that would be discussed at the next School Board meeting. Ms. Lewis said that any group of 11 or under can get safe harbor and she said that the additional 3 students put it over the limit. Ms. Pinkham said that the message to get out to people was that Ellis improved except for a small group of students.

Ms. Keane asked, due to the Warrant Article and the 77% of the voters at the District Meeting who were in favor of traditional letter grades, would the Board be addressing this issue? She suggested taking a vote and read a motion she had written:

On behalf of the 77% of the voters of Fremont that attended the School District Meeting, I’d like to make a motion to include traditional letter grades on report cards for grades 3-8 at Ellis School while the administration continues to develop a blended report card of standard based and traditional letter grades. Ms. Girardi seconded.

Ms. Lewis responded that, at the elementary school (preschool-grade 4), staff has not changed anything. She said that they would like to finish the work this year and present something for the Board for next year. Ms. Lewis did not feel that grade 3 and below should have letter grades though they do now. Ms. Keane said that the motion said that it would be while a blended report card was being worked on.

Mr. Rowell said that the wording of Ms. Keane’s motion did not “reflect the wording of what they voted on.” Ms. Keane replied that, at the School District meeting, she had talked to Ms. Lewis about amending the Warrant Article because she thought that people would be able to get up and speak and there could be an amendment made. Ms. Keane said that someone called the vote and nothing got amended. Ms. Keane said that she found out through Ms. Lewis that grades K-2 did not use letter grades now.

Mr. Rowell said that, from his perspective, if one was “trying to advance what the intention of the voters at the meeting was”, one cannot “assume what their intention was.” Ms. Keane responded that they could make a “motion to survey grades K-2 to see if they wanted traditional letter grades.” Mr. Rowell felt that Mr. Marston has “made every effort to include parent input and their opinion in the development of the report card.” Ms. Keane thought that the motion included what Mr. Marston had said would be happening. Mr. Marston said that he had stated that there would be a “marriage between a system that could involve letter grades and the new language.” Mr. Marston’s opinion on Ms. Keane’s motion was that he was not certain that most of the people who had voted to return to letter grades had “understood what standard based reporting was about to begin with.” To be fair, Mr. Marston preferred to meet with his middle school teams before a vote was made, to decide whether reporting would be in a letter-grade format through the end of the year.

Mr. Rowell stated that he had been “reluctant” to tell Mr. Marston how to incorporate standards into the grading and in what grade levels because he had been “waiting for this process to come to fruition.” Mr. Rowell expected that the principals were going to incorporate the opinions of the parent groups and he said he saw evidence that that was happening. Mr. Rowell felt that he could not vote on this tonight since he thought that the process still needed to “play out”.

Mr. Tanguay agreed with Mr. Marston and he said that it is not good to “tie a motion to the public vote” and that it is the Board’s duty to make decisions, using public input, but that the public did not make decisions. He noted that this would not be an advisable road to go down for the future.

Ms. Pinkham said that she had done some history of the vote done at the District meeting. She had met with the Chief who oversees the voters and they discussed the tone of the District Meeting. The Chief thought that they had an “angry” and “financially frightened” group that night. Ms. Pinkham said that not a large part of the voting populous attended and very few parents stayed and were part of the vote. Ms. Pinkham said that after Ms. Keane had read, a vote was unfortunately called. Ms. Pinkham said that Mr. Rowell was prepared to address people explaining standards based reporting but he was not given the opportunity to do so. Ms. Pinkham said that she contacted some voters who were at the meeting to ask 1) did you understand what you were voting for and 2) can you explain why you are against standards based reporting and you would prefer a letter grade base. Ms. Pinkham said that the voter list was one of the “best survey tools” they could have. Ms. Pinkham said that voters who stayed at the meeting were tired and did not want to support the School Board’s budget or the Budget Committee’s budget so they made a “compromise”.

Mr. Rowell said that the message from parents was not unheard and Ms. Pinkham agreed, stating that a letter went out on December 29, 2008 that told Ms. Keane that the School Board was looking at accommodation and compromise.

Ms. Pinkham noted that the new School Board members had not had training yet. She said that the Board cannot “dictate to administrators how to run our system.”

Ms. Keane did not agree that the public at the District Meeting did not know or understand about standards-based reporting since it had been “in play in the school system for two years.” She felt that the School District meeting should not have been used to explain the grading system to the public. She said that the Warrant Article was written because “frustration had gotten to the point where we had to bring it forward.” Ms. Keane said that the School Board “had the option to put the Warrant Article forward themselves for a vote and then describe standards based reporting ahead of time if they so chose.” Mr. Rowell responded that the Board “would never run a District that way”. Ms. Keane thought that the School Board “has some responsibility to the public for what the public wants to see in their school system” and she said that there were others beside herself who wanted the Warrant Article written. Being on the Board now, Ms. Keane said that the Board should address a population who has voiced their opinion on something and “take some kind of a vote”. She said that her motion was the fairest one to make “with all things considered”. She said, pass or fail, she would “honor what the Board says.” She believed in learning from mistakes. She said that, after she wrote the Warrant Article, she was informed that there would be a “marriage” of letter grades and standards based report cards. Ms. Pinkham said that Ms. Keane was “asked to withdraw the Article by (Ms. Pinkham) a week before because we became aware of this letter” and Ms. Keane “chose not to withdraw the Article.” Ms. Keane said that she felt that it should have gone to a vote of the taxpayers. Ms. Keane said that she was “surprised” that the School Board asked her to withdraw the Article. Ms. Keane said that she cared that the quality of education “should be where it needs to be” but she did not feel that her children have had good enough “feedback” and that “their report cards have not met their needs.”

To try to gain common ground, Mr. Rowell asked a few “fundamental” questions to Ms. Keane. First, he asked: “Do you support implementation of standard based assessment at Ellis School?” Ms. Keane replied: “right now, the way it’s done, no.” Ms. Pinkham asked Ms. Girardi the same question and Ms. Girardi replied: “right now, the way it’s done, no.” Mr. Rowell asked, “Do you support or do you recognize that it’s something that we need to do?” Ms. Keane replied, “yes, if the groups get together, parents and teachers, and really make a report card that works for everybody, I think it’s something we can do. It would be good for the students and the parents.” Mr. Rowell asked if Ms. Keane felt that it was something that “we have to do.” Ms. Keane said “no” and that she was “sure it was a choice.” Mr. Rowell said that he did not see it that way and that he and Ms. Keane have had “back and forth in the papers about this.” He said that he has conveyed that standards based assessment is a “requirement in accordance with state law” and that is why he supports the initiative. Ms. Keane said that standards based assessment is required but report cards are not. Ms. Keane said that standards based assessment meaning NECAPS and NEWAs was required. Ms. Pinkham felt that it was “fair to acknowledge” that the two new Board members had not “had the education yet.” Mr. Rowell said that minimum standards for public schools were reworked/reauthorized in 2005 and he read:

EE306.42: The local School Board shall require that each school provides for the ongoing assessment of learning outcomes through the use of local assessments that are aligned with state and district content performance standards…. The following elements shall be used as evidence by the Department in determining whether the school complies with this requirement. The school supports the authentic assessment of student learning outcomes through multiple formative and summative assessment instruments including but not limited to teacher observation, competency based assessment.” 

Mr. Rowell said that this has been required and Ellis has been doing this for the last 3 years. He said “that doesn’t mean we have to change our report card.” He said that there were other state statutes that “recommend that we do so” and the “fundamentals of Board service dictate that we supported this (standards based initiatives and directives as part of our job)”. He said he did not know about this until he became a Board member and through work on the Board.

Mr. Rowell mentioned the National School Board Association publication, 3rd edition. Ms. Keane said that “one of the most important things I learned when I started reading that was that improving student achievement through community engagement was one of the most important things a School Board can do.”

Mr. Rowell said that the publication lists “8 essential areas on which boards need to focus: vision, standards, assessment, accountability, alignment, climate, collaborative relationships, and continuous improvement.” (SEE ATTACHMENT) He said that people cannot “disregard parts of this”. Ms. Keane said she had read the book. Mr. Rowell asked her if she believed that the School Board should promote standards based directives and initiatives as part of its work. Ms. Keane said that she was not a teacher and might not understand some of the “educational jargon as a teacher would” and that she didn’t dispute anything that the State or the School Board Association mandates. Mr. Rowell said that the book states that “establishing standards is one of the Board’s most important responsibilities. Those standards need to be tied, in realistic ways, to the expectations of the community and, equally important, to our best intelligence about the knowledge and skills future generations will need in order to respond to the challenges of a rapidly changing social and economic landscape.” (SEE ATTACHMENT) Ms. Keane said that she agreed with that. Mr. Rowell wanted to be sure that they had “established this common ground to build upon.” Mr. Rowell said that the School Board is working based on directive given by the National School Board Association, the State of NH, and No Child Left Behind and he said that it was hard for him/the Board to “communicate that out and get everybody on the same page” but that he has tried to do that. He said that the Board has set the policy and the principals are expected to be collaborative and engage the public and bring ideas into the development of the report card. He said that he sees evidence that this is being worked on. Ms. Keane said evidence of the report cards did not indicate that this was complete. Mr. Rowell said that Mr. Marston has met with Ms. Keane and had indicated that her input has been important. Mr. Rowell said that Mr. Marston brought to the Board the public concern about wanting letter grades in November 2008. Mr. Rowell said that the Board agreed that it should take heed to that. Ms. Keane said that the motion did not go against that. Ms. Pinkham said that the motion was “dictating as to how the administration should proceed.” Ms. Pinkham said that she had an issue with that. Mr. Rowell agreed.

Ms. Genthner said, at this time in the year, she would not want to change the third trimester report card back to letter grades. She preferred that meetings take place as recommended and a new report card be tried in the fall. She said that she had “faith that the administration would do it right.”

Mr. Rowell said he understood the frustration and that he was not happy with the current report card but that he also had the knowledge that it is being worked on and that he was confident that “we will get where we need to be.” He said that failure was not an option and that there had to be a meaningful report card.


Ms. Genthner was familiar with report cards from different states where some schools don’t have benchmarks.

Ms. Pinkham called for a vote.

Sharon Girardi: 
yea (“would like to see letter grades so I know where my kid is at      the end of the year”)

Ida Keane:

yea

Peg Pinkham:
nay

Jeff Rowell:
nay (“because I don’t believe it’s the Board’s place to dictate to the principals what grade levels they should (affect)” He felt that the information should be brought to the Board from the principals.

Deb Genthner:
nay

VOTE: 2 for and 3 against

IV.
AGENDA REVISIONS: N/A

V.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. MARCH 24, 2009

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve the public minutes of March 24, 2009 as amended. Ida Keane seconded the motion. Motion: 5:0

B. APRIL 14, 2009

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve the public minutes of April 14, 2009 as written. Ida Keane seconded the motion. Motion: 4-0 (Ms. Pinkham abstained.)

VI.
BOARD, SUPERINTENDENT COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Tanguay wished to go on record that “we inadvertently discussed budget matters in non-public session.” There was no action or vote taken.

Mr. Tanguay said that there was a deficit in special Education which is covered in other accounts. He said that the District could now “legally go into deficit in Special Education only” and would not require petitioning Superior Court. This would be presented at the next District Meeting. 

Ms. Keane asked if Grant money ($181,000) left for Special Education could be used for certain programs. Ms. Lewis responded that IDEA funds could not be used for supplanting and they could not be used to pay for someone’s tuition.

Ms. Pinkham asked about the statement on page 1 of the financial report that states an estimate through 6/30/09. Ms. Sandstrom said that it showed grant money the District had left and noted that if the District did not spend it, it would not get the money. Mr. Tanguay mentioned that Ms. Lewis had not seen this information yet and Ms. Keane suggested having an “in-service” for this matter. Ms. Keane suggested having a person dedicated to looking at those funds (thereby maybe having a Special Education Director for $55,000.) Mr. Tanguay said that some of it could be for commitments/earmarks the District already had.

Ms. Sandstrom mentioned that the District “just barely got a Form 2” from the State and she said that now she was making sure the District hasn’t paid anything that was in the grant.

Mr. Tanguay said that the question was if Fremont met its instructional needs and if it should let the deficit happen. Ms. Genthner felt that the District should spend it.


VII.
INFORMATIONAL ITEM

A. FINANCIAL REPORT

Ms. Sandstrom handed out the financial report and gave a folder to Ms. Pinkham for the Budget Committee.

There was a summary by function and object. There was a positive balance with a deficit in Special Education costs.

(change tape)

VIII.
PUBLIC INPUT

Cathy Herrmann said that it was nice to hear Rose Colby speak. Ms. Herrmann said that she enjoyed her presentation before. She would like to send out a letter from PTA to PTA members to state that this meeting would be aired on television so people could watch it. She said she felt that there was an “angry crowd” at the District meeting but she felt that there was a “level of frustration that the parents were feeling. She said that a number of parents were trying to understand the process of standards based reporting but that some were frustrated with what they were getting for progress and report cards during the past 2 years. She said she is interested to see the upcoming meetings to bring parents in and be involved that will help this process. She spoke as a community member and voter of traditional letter grades based on her experience with her middle school who did not know what her report card meant. She said Ellis did have wonderful teachers and students and she was pleased that Mr. Marston brought Ms. Colby in to help.

IX.
ACTION ITEMS

A. MANIFEST

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve Manifest #21 dated March 24, 2009 in the amount of $821,063.25. Peg Pinkham seconded the motion. Motion: 3:2 (2 abstentions from new Board members who were not present then).

Highlights include Sanborn tuition ($700,629.42), Safeway bus

Ida Keane made a motion to approve Manifest #22 dated April 14, 2009 in the amount of $209,320.00. Sharon Girardi seconded the motion. Motion: 5-0.

Ms. Keane mentioned that there was an invoice by WB Mason still on the manifest because she voided it after the report was printed and she asked if it would show up as a credit next time. Mr. Tanguay said that it should be deducted on the next manifest.

Highlights include approximately: non-obligated expenses ($4,608: Grant money has not been received as of April 13 for that yet), Café Services $14,964.00, computer technology expenses ($2,800.00), speech contract services ($7,000),  Ellis School activity service reimbursement ($5,128), Feb-April phone bill ($2200 due to billing mix-up by phone company),  First Student for extracurricular transport ($1400), custodial supplies/expenses ($1600), property maintenance/spring cleanup ($1300), PT contracted services ($2600), HealthTrust ($53,000), Special Education tuition ($27,000), NESDEC balance payment ($2400), electricity ($4700), Safeway special transport ($21,500), consulting services ($22,500), legal expenses ($7,075), and some smaller items.

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve Payroll Manifest #21 dated April 14, 2009 in the amount of $140,711. Peg Pinkham seconded the motion. Motion: 5:0.
B. CAFÉ SERVICES, INC. CONTRACT

Café Services, Inc. is projecting income of $160,000 and costs of $159,325 with a net return of $675 for 2009-2010.

Café Services, Inc. was contracted for 2007-08, which resulted in a positive balance of $3857, and for 2008-09 they are projected to break even.

The request was a waiver of Policy DJE: Bidding Requirements, due to satisfaction of Café Services, Inc.’s program and performance. Ms. Pinkham commended the company who held their existing meal prices despite what happened to food cost in general (with higher fuel cost hit). 

Mr. Rowell said that the District did go out to bid on this when they originally selected Café Services. Mr. Tanguay said that the contract could be extended for another year. Ms. Pinkham said that they should hold 3 bids and that it was a competitive market. She did say that she would support the Board this year but did not favor it in the future. Mr. Tanguay said they could have yearly contracts and that people were pleased with the company. Ms. Pinkham said that the practice was to go out to bid for contracts over $5,000. Mr. Tanguay said a “single source” did not need to go out for bid for contracts over $5,000 and there is a waiver right if there is satisfaction with a company’s business. He recommended the waiver for this year and then go out to bid early next year. Ms. Pinkham said it did not cost the District anything to go to bid and that it keeps companies competitive. Mr. Tanguay said companies could estimate what success they’d have.

Ms. Keane asked about the contract: the client shall maintain control of the food service account and all financial responsibilities. Ms. Sandstrom said the company provides her with a financial statement each month. The SAU pays a fee every month and has the bank account (she reconciles).

Mr. Rowell asked the principals how they liked the food service and Mr. Marston replied that the food variety, quantity, and quality are good. Ms. Lewis said that Janet kept up with allergy and dietary situations as regards the students and that that was a rare asset for a food service to provide to a school. She said it would be nice to not have to start that process over again. Ms. Keane agreed and said that Janet was very helpful at the spaghetti dinner. Ms. Keane noted that the contract said it was for a year contract with possibility of 2 years.

Ms. Keane noted also that the contract said that Café Services contracts out for parties, etc. and she noted that this could be a cost savings for principal searches and other meetings.

Ms. Girardi noted they offer parent classes too.

Ms. Keane noted that section 9.06 of the Café Services contract should read 4,500.00 per annum.

Peg Pinkham made a motion to approve Café Services, Inc. contract as amended for the 2009-2010 school year. Ida Keane seconded. Motion passed 5:0.

C. PERSONNEL REPORT

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve the personnel report. Sharon Girardi seconded the motion. Motion passed 5:0.

X.
FUTURE AND FOLLOW UP AGENDA ITEMS


AYP





MAY 13, 2009


Adult Education Program


TBD


Policy- Project Management Plan

TBD


Public Relations- Newsletter


Ongoing


Board Policies




Ongoing


Fremont Cooperative Planning Committee
Ongoing

XI.
ANSWERS TO FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS FROM PRIOR MINUTES 


03.24.09

1. Ms. Pinkham asked Mr. Tanguay to email that information out to the Board members. Mr. Tanguay said he would do that.

ANSWER: 

Mr. Tanguay said that he got an email from Ed Murdough at the Department of Education who said that, unless the District already had a bond to go out and build or add, “do not bother applying.” Ms. Lewis said that a one-time amount of $118,000 was given to Fremont to be spent over two years and that the guidelines were connected to students with disabilities. She said that the money is “very transparent in terms of the reporting.” They want sustainable projects for the money given to the District. The money is meant to save jobs. Ms. Pinkham asked if the money could be spent on existing positions. Ms. Lewis replied that the District can supplement but it can’t “supplant”. Ms. Lewis said that at the end of the 2 years, the District would need to determine how to maintain what it used the money for. Ms. Lewis said they would get more information within the next few weeks. Ms. Pinkham asked if there was legal advice on the State level to help the District understand how to use that money. Mr. Tanguay said there would be and Ms. Lewis said that information was on the (DOE) Website. Mr. Tanguay mentioned that there will be a new Commissioner, Virginia Barry, as of May 6, 2009 and that Mr. Marston has known her for many years. He commended her work with superintendents in NH and said that she will be a good Commissioner.

2. JLCD: ADMINISTERING MEDICATION TO STUDENTS: TABLED Ms. Pinkham asked what designates a “school”. She wanted more definition in that sentence since students should be covered during school-supported events that are held off of school property as well as on school property. Legal counsel would be consulted for this question.

ANSWER:

Mr. Tanguay did not have that information yet.

3. NHSBA APPENDIX 

GBJ-R  PERSONNEL RECORDS Ms. Girardi asked to define “a reasonable period of time” as stated in line #4. Mr. Tanguay said guidelines could be included for reference.


ANSWER:


These would be incorporated next time.

4. Ms. Keane asked if employee addresses should be included in Item 5 of Policy GBJ-R. Privacy was Ms. Keane’s concern. Mr. Tanguay said he would check on that.

ANSWER:

Mr. Tanguay would add this for the next time.

XII.
NON-PUBLIC SESSION: RSA 91-A:3 II (c)

Deb Genthner made a motion to enter into non-public session per RSA 91-A:3II (c) at 9:20 PM. Peg Pinkham seconded the motion. Motion passed 5-0.

XIII.
RETURN TO GENERAL SESSION

Deb Genthner made a motion to return to general session at 10:50 PM. Sharon Girardi seconded the motion. Motion passed 5-0.

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve as amended the non-public minutes for March 24, 2009. Peg Pinkham seconded the motion. Motion passed 5:0.

Ida Keane made a motion to approve as amended the non-public minutes for April 8, 2009. Deb Genthner seconded the motion. Motion passed 5:0.

Deb Genthner made a motion to approve as written the non-public minutes for April 14, 2009. Ida Keane seconded the motion. Motion passed 4:0. Abstention from Peg Pinkham who was absent from that meeting.

Deb Genthner made a motion to seal for one year the non-public minutes for March 24, April 8, and April 22, 2009. Sharon Girardi seconded the motion. Motion passed: 5-0.

XIV.
NEXT MEETING: MAY 13, 2009

XV.
ADJOURNMENT

At 10:52 PM Deb Genthner made a motion to adjourn. Sharon Girardi seconded the motion. Motion passed 5-0.

Respectfully submitted,

Susan Perry

School Board Secretary
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