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Board of Education Sub-Committee

MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, January 21, 2014

10:00 AM in Room 1 D of the Legislative Office Building

Those in attendance: Rep. Kevin Ryan, Rep. Paul Davis, Rep. Laura Hoydick, Rep. James Maroney, Brian Anderson, Conor Casey, Tom Frattaroli, Sarah Hemingway, Patrice McCarthy, Sheila McKay, Stephen McKeever, George Rafael, Gayle Weinstein, David Lenihan.
Those absent:

Gary Buzzell, Leo Canty, Rich Carmelich, Paula Clarke, Carol Clifford, Craig Edmondson, Garrett Eucalitto, Paul Formica, Eric George, Jennifer Herz, Matt Knickerbocker, Mark LaPlaca, Vin Loffredo, Lon Seidman, Bonnie Stewart, Don Stein, Joyce Stille, Jim Vigue, Patricia Walters, Gayle Weinstein, Christopher Wilson, Rep. David Alexander, Rep. Christine Carpino, Rep. Jay Case, Rep. Michelle Cook, Rep. Mike D’Agostino, Rep. Mike Demicco, Rep. Andrew Fleischman, Rep. Susan Johnson, Rep. Rick Lopes, Rep. Brandon McGee, Rep. Bruce Morris, Rep. Prasad Srinivasan. 
The meeting was called to order by Board of Education Sub-Committee Chair Rep. Kevin Ryan at 10:13 a.m.  Representative Ryan welcomed members and presenters and offered his opening remarks.  A motion was made by Conor Casey to approve the minutes from the January 14th meeting with a second by Rep. Paul Davis.  The minutes were adopted unanimously with one abstention from Tom Frattaroli.  Rep. Ryan introduced the speakers: David Lenihan and Sharon Bruce.
Presentation by the CT Association of School Business Officials
David Lenihan – explained that CASBO has a history of forming cooperatives for efficiencies, many around low-hanging fruit.  The multi-district approach considers energy needs, supplies, technology, health insurance, workers compensation, and property liability, and pensions.  He noted the CASBO works with towns and districts across various regions.  There is also consolidated bidding and use of state contracts as well as the benefit of a single legal review.

Moreover, Lenihan noted savings in cooperation with towns and RESCs for facility and equipment maintenance, grounds and fields use, nursing and health clinics, special education services (particularly transportation), food service, technology, administrative financial service, professional developments, grants, social services, energy audits, direct deposit, remote requisition, and bulk permits for postage.  He explained that this front-end approach makes budgets more practical to deal with.  

Lenihan went on to note some of the barriers to change, including local charters/ordinances, collective bargaining, geography, physical and cyber security, and past practices.  However, some future considerations of CASBO will include an expanded use of regionalized technology in terms of testing – promoting common platforms with hardware and software.  In addition, he highlighted increased use of virtual high school services in able to offer additional foreign language and AP courses.  He then spoke briefly on the challenges of special education, particularly with outplacement and transportation.  
To continue progress in regionalization efforts, Lenihan recommended looking at a common calendar, regional curriculum initiatives, more flexibility by towns, less mandates, and more information for and incentives tied to regional initiatives.

Rep. James Maroney – Is there an existing virtual high school network?  I know other states like Oklahoma have one.
David Lenihan – We were Connecticut in another high school through another organization.  It wasn’t through the state but I believe it was private.  

Rep. Laura Hoydick – In Stratford, we had a Latin teacher that relocated to Florida so we had a moderator for the classroom and she was able to teach remotely  Also, instead of transporting students from one high school to another, we sometimes do virtual learning. 

George Rafael – In terms of in-kind services, how does that impact the MBR? Is there a standard you use?

David Lenihan – We account for it on the EDO 1 and most school systems collect it the same way.  It’s an elaborate state expenditure form: from plowing to shared maintenance.  We’d send it out on the front-end to keep better track of it.  We’re not reimbursed for those activities; it’s just for accounting purposes.  

In terms of mandates, they are well-intended and have gone through a vetting process but circumstances change and there are unintended circumstances.  State and federal requirements on municipalities or boards of education to provide information and or services with partial or no resources to implement on maintain are the reality of mandates.
The impacts have been well-known and well-documented.  Costs are being passed through local communities.  The options then are to reduce services, increase taxes, or both.  Some examples include: testing, tuition for magnets, transportation for tech students, charter schools, special education, reporting (which there are redundancies), binding arbitration, tenure, prevailing wage, and minimum wage. 
One new mandate is the K-8 pesticide ban that doesn’t control ticks.  Based on a paper included in the presentation, there are negative effects to field conditions, transportation of students to town fields, and trees which are exacerbated by socio-economic differences between towns.  Some expensive ways to deal with this have been irrigation systems and onsite monitors.  Some districts have paid $30K to comply.

Another complicated and costly mandate is the special education hearing process. Hearing officers and paid per diem and that creates a reverse incentive.  Rulings can be inconsistent and the rules of evidence allow information that is not germane to the issue. 

Also, the new teacher administrative evaluations are time consuming, contribute to additional professional development costs and more summer work and substitute teachers. 

Other costly mandates include teacher training and technology for the Common Core. On the other hand, the school security facility recommendations were thoughtful and included construction requirements and grants.  This initiative took the mandates into account, presented itself on the front-end, and made compliance easier. 

CASBO is developing a usable accounting manual and schedule for review to comply with 2015’s (really 2014) Uniform Chart of Accounts.  

Mandate relief is being explored though work with groups like CABE and CAPPS – determining the costs and impacts of new laws and regulations on the front-end like with the school security legislation.  But there should be a review of reporting done to the Department of Education as there are redundancies and opportunities to employ new technology.  But piloting is the best method for implementing and funding should really be at the required levels.

A few specific suggestions are putting reasonable limits on the special education hearing process, not paying hearing officers per diem, involving stakeholders in process review, and revisiting the pesticide ban with an IPM framework and EPA policies.  
Rep. Kevin Ryan – In terms of the Uniform Chart of Accounts, towns and cities are having a tough time but is it more workable for schools since they have similar costs?

David Lenihan – There’s a good system in place now that was updated as recently as 2009 that we use to comply with the EDO 1.  The issue is with linking what’s in place to a reporting system that is easy to use.  It involves technical expertise at the finance director level and working with the state to get it right.  A timetable needs to be laid out.
Sharon Bruce – Our concern is that on July 1st we were supposed to have a manual one in time for budgets and that has not happened.  It’s still in the draft phase.  We want to pilot instead so we’re not adding things piecemeal.  Boards of education will find it difficult to present their budgets.  
Rep. Laura Hoydick – Will you be testing different software systems?

David Lenihan – There will be some software.  The basic Chart of Accounts is in place but it’s the mapping – software needs to be able to interface with other accounting systems.

Rep. Laura Hoydick – If I was using one system and someone else was using another, future and past expenses would need to be mapped across districts and that’s costly.  

David Lenihan – History must be constituent with future accounting.  

Gayle Weinstein - I think it will pay off in the long run.  We want to be able to compare apples to apples across districts per people hours.  Cost is the concern right now.  Is there one efficiency that is most important?

David Lenihan – Issues with special education hearing process which can cost between $10K and $100K.  You can either win the case and still have it appealed in federal court or lose and still have to implement it.  Time and resources for the Chart of Accounts is also tough and the pesticide ban should be revisited.

Gayle Weinstein – If the ban doesn’t apply to town fields, there should be some consistency.

Subcommittee Chair Representative Kevin Ryan announced the next meeting on January 30th at 10:30 for working groups to meet.  The meeting adjourned at 11:14 p.m.. 
