TRENTON BOARD OF EDUCATION

108 North Clinton Avenue
Trenton, New Jersey 08609

CONFERENCE BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Monday – August 15, 2005 - 6:30 P.M.

Convened at 6:40 P.M.

Call to Order

Bernard McMullan, Ph.D., Board President, called the meeting to order.

Pledge of Allegiance

Bernard McMullan, Ph.D., Board President led the salute to the flag.

Roll Call

Present:

Abdul-Malik Ali

Geraldine Eure – Arrived 7:00pm
Garry R. Feltus

Joyce M. Kersey

Gregory E. Williams

Abigail Ramos

Robert M. Revelle

Donald O. Shelton

Bernard J. McMullan

Student Board Member

Anthony Harris – Absent
Superintendent of Schools:  Dr. James Lytle - Present
New Jersey Sunshine Law – Read by Patricia McNeal-Rhoden, Assistant Board Secretary
The New Jersey Public Meetings Law was enacted to ensure


the right to the public to have advance notice of and to attend


the meetings of public bodies at which any business affecting their


interest is discussed or acted upon.


In accordance with the provisions of this act, the Trenton 


Board of Education has caused notice of this meeting to be


publicized by having the date, time and place thereof posted in


the Central Services Building, 108 North Clinton Avenue, City


Clerk’s Office, City Hall and the Times.  Notice has also been


sent to those persons who have requested that their names


be included on the mailing list.

Formal action will take place at this meeting.

Adoption of Agenda

Motioned by Dr. Abdul-Malik Ali, seconded by Gregory Williams to adopt the August 15, 2005 consent agenda.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that there was an amendment to the agenda to add Executive Session to discuss Cabinet members and Confidential Administrators incentive package. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that the Board was expected to vote on the addendum to approve granting contracts to Early Childhood providers for Abbott Pre-schools.
Motioned by Board President, Bernard McMullan, seconded by Abdul-Malik Ali to approve the amendment and addendum to the August 15, 2005 consent agenda.

All were in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions in adding the amendment and addendum to the August 15, 2005 consent agenda.

All were in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions in approving the August 15, 2005 consent agenda.
Dr. Williams provided a brief update on the School Enrollment Plan, Presentation attached.
Dwayne Mosley stated that the maps that the Board just received are broken down by School, Abbott Projects, Community Providers, Proposed Facilities and Outlook of the next Five Year Long Range Plan Facility.
Board member Donald Shelton asked whether or not Trenton High West would become a high school in September.
Dr. Lytle replied that it was running as an independent school with an independent budget, staff, Administration, but they have not been given an independent school number by the Department of Education yet.
Mr. Shelton asked why the State was spending money to build thirty two new class rooms onto deplorable buildings. He stated that he would rather see the money put into the school’s upgrade.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked Dr. Williams to provide a sense of the new Holy Cross and Robbins configurations, where everything stands and whether or not they would be ready to go on September 6.
Dr. Williams replied that the facilities part was well underway and that he has visited both the sites and the men are working around the clock to bring everything up to code. He stated that they have procured additional district buses. They are not relying on leased buses. He stated that the textbooks have arrived at the district and have been sent to the schools. He stated that Parker has a library and the library at the now defunct Holland School was going to the Alternative Middle School. He stated that the unknown part was how many people have just moved into Trenton and will show up the first day of school to register their children. He stated that without the Holy Angels site which had two buildings, some classes may be overcrowded, but they have to work on that on a case by case basis because there was no way to predict the number of walk-ins. He stated that the district could accommodate every child.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked whether or not the two buildings under the configuration are at full capacity.
Dr. Williams replied not yet and that he did not foresee any problem where they would not have the capacity at a moment’s notice to address.
Board member Abigail Ramos asked at what point they would make a decision regarding the Alternative Middle School and which student’s would attend that school.

Dr. Williams replied after school starts decisions would be made concerning the Alternative Middle School under the supervision of Ms. Hancock. He stated that the students are currently at middle schools and there has to be a process of identification from the middle schools which students would be recommended. This should take place in the early fall. The Vice Principal will identify those students and conference with their parents and send recommendations to the Alternative Middle School on Sherman Avenue.
Dr. Lytle stated that the school has already been staffed so they are prepared to get underway with somewhere between sixty and ninety students.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, inquired what the staff does without the students.

Dr. Lytle replied that the primary thing to do was to actually work through how they work with challenging students who are not necessarily thrilled to be at the Alternative Middle School. He stated that what really matters in an alternative school was that the faculty be cohesive in their approach to student behavior. He stated that his guess would be that it would be a very quick process to transfer the first thirty or forty students into the school because half are students in middle schools that were placed last year. 
Mr. Revelle asked Dr. Williams if he could provide a count of how many buildings would have libraries without librarians.
Dr. Williams replied that he could not provide that, but thought that Carolyn Gibson could.

Ms. Gibson replied that currently they have five vacancies where they do not have a specialist. 

Mr. Revelle asked how the district would manage that and Ms. Gibson replied that they are working with the librarian from the County facility. She stated that they advertise every weekend. 
Mr. Revelle asked whether or not they would have libraries without librarians at the opening of school. 
Ms. Gibson replied that there was a possibility that the five they have vacant could remain vacant before the opening of school. 

Mr. Revelle asked Ms. Gibson for her projection as to how long the vacancies would continue.

Ms. Gibson replied that they are working as best they can to fill the vacancies, but she could not provide a timeframe. 
Mr. Shelton asked whether or not anyone has thought about schools that have librarian graduates that they could bring in during their internship for one semester.
Dr. Lytle replied that one of the problems was that the media special programs were at Drexel or Rutgers, but he was not sure whether or not there was a local school.
Mr. Shelton asked whether or not they use the state library.
Dr. Lytle replied that it was under reconstruction currently, but they do use it.

Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked Dr. Williams what the effect would be for the school that does not have a media specialist. 
Dr. Williams replied that they will have the Teachers schedule their time in the library; they will have a Paraprofessional in the library helping with the cataloging and stacking in order to keep the libraries open. 
EL-3 Treatment of Parents, Guardians, Students and Citizens
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that the Board had received copies of the Monitoring Report EL-3 Treatment of Parents, Guardians, Students and Citizens and he reminded Board members that their comments were due. He stated that one of the issues that he wanted to raise was the Customer Satisfaction Survey and requested that as soon as it was in final form it would be distributed to the Board.
Board member Joyce Kersey stated that regarding 3.1 organizational culture that treats all stakeholders with respect, dignity and courtesy that there was an attempt to show some areas where they would put some things in place that might satisfy that, but she still thinks Administration was missing the boat. She stated that they need to have different kind of indicators than what they have that really measure whether or not stakeholders are truly treated respectfully when they are interacting with the school district. She stated that many times at the meetings when they have parents come before the Board they have felt less than respected which was not reflected in the report. She stated that she thought that when the Board discussed it they talked about staff whether it was instructional or administrative would demonstrate a willingness to be cooperative and courteous. She asked where the report cards fit in with regard to 3.5 informing parents about academic progress because it was her understanding that there were parents still waiting to receive them. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that parents are kept informed of student academics by quarterly reports and parent conferences. 

Ms. Kersey replied that if the report cards are not being sent out on a timely basis then Administration was not being compliant and Dr. Lytle replied correct.

Ms. Kersey stated that because that has not been done in a couple of years she would argue that it was not in compliance.
Dr. Lytle stated that he could not speak directly to that, but he asked Ms. Dawson what the status was of senior’s report cards going out at the end of June.
Ms. Dawson replied that the report cards have gone out. She stated that normally report cards go out quarterly, but because there were some defaults in the system at the end of the year they were delayed.

Board member Garry Feltus stated that one of the things that Ms. Kersey might have tried to state was that it used to be geared toward staff and not community. He was hoping that when the feedback survey is developed that they can also look at district policies surrounding the treatment of non-staff members so that they are involved in the system as an indicator with the development of the feedback.
Dr. Lytle stated that he thought the tentative discussion was not about the Executive Limitation that being the issue, but rather the Board felt that the indicators or the information that the Board had provided was not inclusive enough which goes somewhat directly to the stakeholder’s survey question. He stated that surveying parents about how they were treated before leaving the school relates to the statement made in the EL-3 regarding the district beginning to collect feedback from parents and community systematically, using the uniform comment form making sure that the comment from was available at all sites. He stated that was a recommendation from Board President Bernard McMullan and Robert Revelle so that the specificity of the information in relationship to a systematic way of gathering information from parents provides data that the Board felt was truly reflective of parents perceptions of how they are being dealt with and whether they are receiving the kind of communications from the schools that they need.
Mr. Revelle stated that it was not a difficult area and with the exception of maybe Mr. Williams that every Board member has expressed dissatisfaction in the area for the last year or so at Board meetings. He stated that he articulated an incident where he was unable to a school even though he had an appointment. He stated that the doors were locked and that there was no way to identify that you were waiting for someone to unlock the door. He stated that a vendor happened to be there who told him where the doorbell was. He stated that it was a clear example of not being a friendly place to visit. He stated that it appears they are making it a really difficult issue when some of the things are just common sense. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that where the report has to change was not to tell us what you did, but rather demonstrate to the Board that people felt welcomed.
Ms. Kersey stated that she felt that Administration did not understand what the Board wanted because they are not receiving the kind of feedback that the Board was looking for. She stated that what she was trying to express was that she would like to see a different culture in the school district a whole shift so that people are open and receptive from the cleaning staff all the way up to the Principals of the school.
Board member Geraldine Eure asked what the Board was talking about in terms of a measurement or assessment of surveying parents. She asked whether or not the Board was looking for a different type of tool other than the stakeholder’s survey.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that he was looking at a different type of tool which was a different survey. He stated that Dr. Lytle has added the option of surveying people where they can have a more representative sample of people who normally would not fill out a form because they were either very happy or very upset that day. He also argued that they need to have the latter as well because if someone has been mistreated they would not always find it out using a sample, they would need to have that person tell them and then they need to track them over time by school.
Mr. Shelton asked how the district would do that.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that his recommendation was that they put the postage paid form on a desk in every office that someone might visit so they can pull it off and mail it back to the Board Secretary’s Office.
Board member Abdul-Malik Ali stated that he was not thinking about how they greet people, but the overall culture they developed. He stated that what he was looking for was the need for Administration and the schools to open themselves up more to parent groups that exist in the schools either the PTA or PTOs and become friendlier to them and as a result establishing a culture. He stated that the more the parents are involved the more they dedicate themselves and the more they even know how to come to the school. He stated that years ago they asked every school in the district to report what they were doing to bring more parents into the school. He believes that the district needs more interaction with the parents from everyone involved.
Board member Abigail Ramos stated that she agreed with Dr. Ali regarding parent involvement. She asked whether or not parental involvement was still being tracked at the schools and Dr. Lytle replied yes on a school specific basis. 

Mr. Shelton asked what part the parents played who were involved in the curriculum writing.

Dr. Lytle replied that they sat in during the curriculum construction workshops as members of the team that were doing construction so they were right in the middle of Teacher groups.

Mr. Feltus believed that parents should be involved in a lot of things especially the satisfaction survey. He stated that there was a lot of information out there that could be utilized in developing one of those instruments.
E-2 Academic Performance and Technology

Dr. Lytle stated that the E-2 Academic Performance and Technology report was very straight forward in terms of what the objectives were that the technology person set. He stated that it was a good representation of what was going on in the Technology Instruction Program.
Ms. Eure asked regarding the high school that there were some areas where either the course was not offered or they did not have the data on the survey. She stated that there was no indication on the report what the proposal was for next year and asked whether or not they intend to do the survey again, but make sure they have the data.
Dr. Lytle replied yes that it was repeated annually and it was a way of tracking how they are progressing.

Ms. Eure asked about the course that was not offered this past year. She also questioned the Microsoft Word Certification Test where 9% of the students passed it and asked whether or not they know how many students that was and are they offering that again next year.
Dr. Lytle replied yes that it was the kind of thing they keep upgrading in case the certification requirements change.

Ms. Eure asked what the steps they are planning to take to try and improve that percentage.

Dr. Lytle replied that he would cede to Ms. Dawson, but the students taking the course are likely to be in the Business and Technology program.
Ms. Eure stated that there were a significant number of challenges and she inquired what Administration was planning to do to address the challenges.

Dr. Lytle and Ms. Dawson stated that they would have to discuss how to address the challenges.
Ms. Eure stated that there was another class that did not meet the target amount needed and that student attendance was the contributing factor and she asked how they knew that attendance was the reason.
Dr. Lytle replied that he would call attendance an adequate reason, but that Ms. Dawson would reply to both of the issues.

Ms. Ramos stated that there was a decrease with regard to the district (pre) assessment and the (post) assessment and that it was attributable to a change of format from a printed assessment to an online assessment. She asked what the major difference was between the two and were they going to continue to use the online assessment.
Dr. Lytle replied yes they will continue to use the online assessment, but that he will have to have Ms. Heath provide an answer regarding the major differences between assessments.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that it should be written on the form so that both questions get addressed.

EL-6 Staff Evaluation Update pulled until September, 2005.
Mr. Revelle inquired about the status of support from the union leadership regarding staff evaluation. He also asked whether or not it was for staff and faculty or just staff.
Dr. Lytle replied that the bargaining units have been involved and informed about the training which goes into effect the beginning of the school year.
Ms. Gibson replied that they are in the process of meeting with the non-certificated unions to begin developing a new form of evaluation for those members, but with Teachers they have the tool that will be handed out at the beginning of the school year. She stated that they will begin using that tool in addition to training how to use the new teacher evaluation. She stated that Teachers now must look at and are allowed to ask questions about the tool before it is implemented. She stated that the one for Administrators will be introduced to Administrators to gain their input about the tool before it is used for them. She stated that by the end of the school year all employees will have a new evaluation tool to be utilized.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked Ms. Gibson whether or not the EL-6 Staff Evaluation would be brought before the Board in September and Ms. Gibson replied yes.

Mr. Shelton commented that some of the things brought before the Board in the past year should not have been.
Dr. Lytle replied that he has explained to Administrators that when they are moving forward with an increment withholding or tenure charges that they are evaluated by the thoroughness in which they prepare the case and bringing a case forward that has not been adequately prepared reflects negatively on the Administrator.
GP-4 Board/CSA Relationship

Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that the GP-4 Board/CSA Relationship, the Board calendar lays out a series of reports under various areas of Governance Policies, policies of the Board as well as the Executive Limitations and Ends policies and when they would be presented to the Board. He stated that is also included Board Development Initiatives and other business.
Mr. Revelle stated that the intent of the Board calendar was to provide some general guidelines and to plan their work in the course of a calendar year. He stated that a year ago when the Board met in a retreat they expressed interest in a Board calendar and he agreed to work with the Board Secretary in bringing a draft to the Board each year so that they would have something to take a look at and to sort of pace their work throughout each year. He asked each Board member to take a look at the calendar to see if it meets their individual needs of what they are looking for. He stated that it was a little like the Board deciding what it wants to focus its attention on over the course of the year, what they want to accomplish particularly in the area of Board Development Initiatives and Other Business. He stated that the thinking was that they might talk more about that during their upcoming retreat. He asked members to take a look to see if there are items that were not included, but should have been.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked Dr. Lytle whether or not they should be anticipating the five year plan in September.
Dr. Lytle replied that it was on the Agenda for Board approval in September and that they would actually do a detailed presentation at the Board Conference meeting September 12, 2005. He stated that Administration would probably provide the materials to the Board before the meeting and would ask the Board if they are comfortable with the plan and to tentatively approve it at the Conference meeting so that they can accelerate the submission date although given the money available currently they are not sure accelerating the submission date will accomplish anything. He stated that they plan to do it in October so independent of whether it was approved at the Conference meeting or the Business meeting as long as they submit it at the end of September they will precede the State submission schedule. He stated that there will be a detailed presentation by Clarke Caton Hintz at the Board Conference meeting. He stated that in fact the Board may want to have a special meeting on facilities in the fall given the variety of issues that are beginning to emerge around facilities which are starting to be so complex. 
Ms. Kersey stated that they do not have a schedule that tells the Board when certain things take place and where they need to take action in a particular month. She stated that they do not have a calendar that they can look at a years glance so that they know in a particular month that staff would be evaluated, etc.
Dr. Lytle asked whether or not the Board was suggesting a predictable events calendar and Ms. Kersey replied yes.

Board President, Bernard McMullan, thought it was a good idea. He stated that the Board calendar was developed out of the Board’s decision to state that out of all the reports coming in under Policy Governance law and when they might be staged. He agreed with Ms. Kersey that they need another calendar for predictable events. 
Motioned by Joyce Kersey, seconded by Geraldine Eure for Administration to develop a Predictable Events Calendar for the Board’s Retreat meeting on August 26, 2005.
All were in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.

GP-5 Presidents Role

Mr. Feltus stated regarding the GP-5 Presidents Role, number 6 which states that he appoints members of all Board Committees, under New Jersey School Boards it is recommended that the Board President be at least the Ex officio member of all committees and he thought that it was in policy governance as well.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, replied that he thought that was covered under the issue of Robert’s Rules of Order which also indicates that the president serves as the Ex officio member of all committees. He stated that he will clarify that.
Mr. Revelle stated that in the area of GP-5-3 which was a compiling facilitate for someone to the evaluation of the CEO and he does not believe that they are on schedule for that. He stated that they are one evaluation behind if not two.
Mr. Revelle replied that he wants to be current although in June 2005 he did not believe that they completed an evaluation and are behind.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, replied that he believed that the Board was behind and what makes it confusing was their incentive based contracts monitoring system.

SUPERINTENDENT’S COMMENTS AND COUNSEL TO THE BOARD
· Dr. Lytle stated that they were notified in July that three Trenton Public Schools had been listed as persistently dangerous. He stated that Administration has met with the Department of Education to discuss their plans for the persistently dangerous schools and the Department of Education has been extremely supportive and feels that they have made real progress. He stated that in the report they provided to both the media and to the Department of Education they have demonstrated that their incidents had declined by 50% from the year in which the data was based to last school year and they will have a complete report for the Board, but they did not have a summary of how the incident reports which will be available to the Board soon. 
· Dr. Lytle stated that it was also the case that they have moved forward with the security plans that they have been describing so they have purchased additional security equipment that has been installed, people will have been trained on its use so they feel they have been very responsive in many respects. He believes that there was every indication that conditions in schools will improve in that regard.
· Dr. Lytle stated that they have ten approved projects for the first cycle of Abbott construction. He stated that of the ten, three are wholly complete which were the renovations to Mott, Gregory and P.J. Hill Elementary Schools. He stated that three schools are under construction Parker, Kilmer and Columbus and each will be completed during the coming school year. He stated that one of things that they learned at the meeting was the SCC had not budgeted for the demolition of Kilmer Elementary School and when they went to the City Planning Board they presented a plan for Kilmer which showed the new school with the soccer field out front which was premised on the SCC being budgeted on the demolition of the school and landscaped to build it and demolition of the older building. He stated that Kilmer also was considered to be swing space in their construction project so for example if Cadwalader were going to be rebuilt on its current site Cadwalader would be demolished and for two years students would attend school in the old Kilmer building so it figures in the swing space plans, but it also presumes that certain construction projects were going to take place so they are in a very problematic situation relative to that specific building. He stated that on the other hand it raises the question are there other uses for that building at least in the short term that they may need to consider such as special education classes, Magnet school, etc. so when he mentioned previously that the Board may need a special meeting for facilities this was one of the reasons because they have a whole building that does not have a designated use. 
· Dr. Lytle stated that they will be building a new Parker school and a new Columbus school and moving out of the leased facilities. This was something else the Board would need to consider. How to use these new facilities because all along there has been talk about rethinking the use of the buildings given the demographic shifts in the neighborhoods etc.
· Dr. Lytle stated that there are five other projects under consideration although there were originally ten, the eleventh was the Head Start Early Childhood Center.
· Dr. Lytle stated that much to his delight the Robeling project has been approved. The site was already acquired and some environmental work has been done. He stated that the SCC agreed to finish the project without reengineering which means that a lot of the design features will be retained; they were not asked to reduce the design features of the building to save money. He stated that project had a green light and was moving forward. 
· Dr. Lytle stated that in terms of Martin Luther King and Jefferson when he, the Board members, Mr. Mosley and Dr. Williams met with the SCC representatives they were given a relatively complete version of the environmental plan in particular the issue of contaminated soil with a lot of caveats such as we still do not have the plan or the numbers. He stated that they just received a box today and they have not had time to look in the box yet in response to their OPRA request so somewhere in there may be the plans. He stated that the Board will be notified regarding contents of the box. He stated that under intense questioning from Ms. Kersey the SCC representative stated one option the Board had would be to insist that the building be replaced and not accept the current conditions or another option would be to accept a recommendation that has not been formally made that the capping of the contaminated soil was a sufficient intervention and that with some monitoring will be a safe site over the use of the life of the building. He stated that the third option was somewhat vaguer and that there would be extra players to be named later; it was sort of to remediate the rest of the site, etc. He stated that was most important was that the SCC said the Board will have to make a decision on which option will happen meanwhile construction was still suspended t the site. 
· Dr. Lytle stated that in terms of the Twilight site the final steps in land acquisition are completed, but there was a condemnation of one small part of the site and when that was settled then it would be available. He stated that this project was unlike all other projects because it was being managed by Mercer County Improvement Authority not by Hill International. He stated that it was a design build project and the project was supposed to move quickly once the site was fully acquired. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked what the Daylight/Twilight School facility was funded by.

Dr. Lytle replied that it was not under construction because it was never under debate. He stated that appropriate funding has been identified for the site so it was not under reconsideration.
School Construction Update

Mr. Mosley stated that out of the $128 million that was originally approved the SCC was only giving the district $24 million. He stated that out of the $24 million they are proposing to construct a new Wing at Trenton High School which will be the H Wing. He stated that $20 million will be used for construction costs. He stated that it was his understanding that the $4 million will go towards end-user equipment such as computers; to a design contingency of some sort or a contingency allowance for overrun costs for the project as a whole; inefficiency what the SCC are calling administration costs which was really not clear and additional costs which has not really been outlined in detail. 

Dr. Lytle stated that the $4 million was not available for designation of construction projects. He stated that the $20 million was, but the $4 million was not.
Mr. Mosley stated that out of the $20 million $15 or $16 million was allocated toward construction costs to oversee the actual construction of the H Wing which is new construction. He stated that in addition there will be some renovations that will take place to include some mechanical upgrades in the existing C Wing. He stated that some of the additional concerns right now the mechanical will definitely be part of the bid package along with the new construction which was part of the $16 million. He stated that in the bid advertisement as an alternate will be the renovation and construction or general construction items which would include the finishes on things like walls and floors, ceilings in the existing C Wing. In addition to that some of the historical features in the classroom and all of that will be looked at based on the amount of funding remaining from the bids that he has received at that point. Also included was the existing boiler house where the proposed new gym was not included in the scope at this point. He stated that at the boiler house there were some upgrades that were going to take place to accommodate the new Wing such as air conditioning, but as a temporary fix they are discussing bringing in a temporary heating ventilation air conditioning (HVAC) unit that would accommodate the new H Wing in addition to the renovations that would take place in the C Wing. He stated that it was based on the fact that down the road funding will be reallocated or monies will be put back into the Abbott program that would allow them to complete the remaining portion of the building. He stated that at that point the funding does come back online the existing unit will be turned over to the district and the actual renovation that was scheduled to take place in the existing boiler house would take place. He stated that for now the $20 million in construction costs will cover the new H Wing addition, some renovations possibly in the C Wing, all of the HVAC for the C Wing, the relocation of the existing library that is in the C Wing which will be moved over to the vocational Wing on a temporary basis until the funding source was picked back up and the remaining portion of the project was complete.
Dr. Lytle asked when the bid date was and Mr. Mosley replied that they are looking at the end of September or possibly October to try to put it out for bid.

Dr. Lytle asked whether or not the C Wing was going to be usable during the project and Mr. Mosley stated that they would have the students from the C Wing move into their new housing and then do whatever renovations take place. 
Dr. Lytle stated that of the $4 million dollars that was sitting out there they need to be reminded that the SCC’s decision to build the Wing commits them to the reconstruction of the current high school so the whole demolition and replacement was off the table, but it wasn’t too long ago when they were going to dynamite the school and build something out on the football field. He stated that the hypothesis was that pending a new round of school bond funding that the rest of the project will move toward completion and that part of the argument being made was that because they have the building permits for the site by getting the construction underway the permits would continue to be valid and that would give the district a dramatic advantage in terms of moving towards completion of the whole project rather than just part of it.
Dr. Lytle asked what the possibilities are for designating part of the $4 million for immediate priorities in the school. Mr. Mosley stated that one thing that has to happen was the $20 million allocated based on the new construction of that Wing and that it has been estimated to be $9 or $10 million which leaves another $5 million 
Dr. Lytle reiterated what Mr. Mosley said stating that the Wing would cost an estimated $9 to $10 million and the related costs would be about $5 million.
Mr. Mosley stated that the new addition which was the H Wing includes mechanical systems and has been estimated in the $9 or $10 million dollar range. He stated that the remaining portion of the work which should be the boiler house and the renovations to the C Wing which the amount of money has not been allocated as to how much it would be, but it would be based on what was remaining from the new addition costs once the bid was received it would include the new addition. He stated that whatever was reaming from that portion will be allocated to any renovations or general construction items in the existing C Wing. He stated that the funding right now has been allocated toward the new construction of the H Wing. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that the $128 million was really off the mark because the estimate was around $143 million. He asked whether or not there was a guarantee on the $9 or $10 million estimated costs on the new H Wing. Mr. Mosley replied no that there was not a guarantee, but the estimate was based on the original bid that was accepted.
Dr. Lytle stated that they need more clarity on the discretion they have relative to the $3 or $4 million dollars that might be assignable to other projects.
Mr. Mosley replied that it was $4 million dollars on the Trenton High School project, the Trenton Early Childhood Center was approved for $13 or $14 million.

Mr. Feltus asked whether or not it was possible to identify a cost to renovate the locker room in Trenton High School. Mr. Mosley replied that they can provide an estimate.

Mr. Revelle stated that with all the controversy surrounding the SCC that it was suspicious that they are starting out on a project with a $4 million dollar buffer and he asked who was monitoring the expenditures at the SCC.
Mr. Mosley replied that the Design and Construction Department put together the $20 million dollar estimate that was allocated for the construction and he thought that at some point the CEO had something to do with the additional $4 million because the initial estimate that was sent to the CEO was lower than the $20 million. He stated that it was certainly a question that should be raised as to what the $4 million dollars was allocated for.
Mr. Revelle asked whether or not the $4 million dollars belongs to the Trenton School District construction program or was it simply a number that can be recaptured by the SCC at any point in time.
Mr. Mosley replied that in the meeting he attended earlier in the day when they stated line items such as end-user equipment, contingency amounts, administrative costs that are items associated with the construction project and he believes that they have to be addressing the project as a whole, but he was not really sure what the $4 million dollars was for.
Dr. Lytle replied that he thought Mr. Revelle’s question was actually a recommendation that the district should take the stance that it owns the $4 million dollars. He stated that when they do the Long Range Facilities Plan next month that Mr. Mosley can provide an update to the Board on the SCC.
Mr. Shelton stated that they are not increasing the student body rather just adding classrooms and Dr. Lytle agreed and stated that they are also creating less swing space.
There has been some discussion concerning SCC and Ms. Kersey stated that the SCC has such a credibility gap that she would not trust her health with them. She stated the Board should seriously consider starting the Martin Luther King/Jefferson project over so they can do it right.
Mr. Mosley replied that he was speaking with the SCC’s Senior Project Manager earlier and he was requesting that he wants to go back to the table to respond on the MLK project prior to going to the public. He stated that their plan was to collaborate with the district so that everyone was in tune on one accord. He stated that in addition there would be a series of meetings one with the district and SCC and when the engineers explain along with the Department of Environmental Protection what their decision was in the letter that was supposed to come to the district to state basically what would be acceptable regarding the remediation efforts. 
Dr. Lytle replied that they should ask the Board Attorney relative to those meetings whether they are subject to the open public meetings law.
Board Attorney Thomas Sumners stated that he needed to look at the agenda. He stated that the fundamental issue was that the Board was not involved so Administration or representatives of the Board can be there as long as there are not more than five Board members and it does not have to be a public meeting to satisfy the requirements for the open public meetings law.
Board member Gregory Williams stated that maybe there are some risks to carrying the contaminated soil away especially since they do not know what was in the soil and he suggested that the Board should proceed with caution.
Mr. Shelton stated that the same way they looked at the money should be the way they look at the whole process and he believes that someone committed a crime.
Mr. Williams stated that when they are asked about what to do and if they make the wrong decision because they do not know what was in the soil then it all falls on the Board. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that a decision will not be made until they receive the report regarding the contaminant.
Mr. Shelton asked whether or not they can trust a report and Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that they will have to rely on someone the Board pays to interpret the report. He stated that not only was Hill International culpable, but whoever negotiated the wording of the contracts needs to be chided as well because the contracts are unclear.
Mr. Feltus stated that from the SCC’s perspective it was a legal issue and not a health issue.
Mr. Revelle asked the Board Attorney Thomas Sumners what the options are regarding the issue. He stated that the Attorney General has representation on the SCC and his office was represented on that and have these issues been formally presented to the Attorney General from the Board so that they can get the process started to get some answers. He is very concerned with the lack of willingness on the part of the SCC to be forthcoming with the information and they had to file to get information under the open records act that suggested that there is information they do not want the Board to get their hands on. 
Board attorney Thomas Sumners replied that the Board did request a review a couple of months ago and at some point during the inquiry it was determined that there was a conflict of interest and he advised the Board of the situation and the Board through the Business Administrator contacted Richard Shapiro. He stated that there is a recommendation this month to formally retain Mr. Shapiro to represent the Board in this and other matters related to the SCC. He stated that at no point did he formally or informally state that the Board did not have a standing.
Dr. Lytle stated that historically the SCC has taken the position that they are the site owners during the construction project and when they turn over the keys the district becomes the owners of the building and now they have seemed to have changed their minds in relationship to the specific project so Mr. Revelle suggested that through the counsel they may wish to contact the Attorney General’s Office as to what authority the Board has in the matter.
Dr. Lytle stated that on August 20, 2005 the Mayor will be hosting the Committee Meetings for CHANGES. He stated that he has copies of the invitation letter and it includes the membership of each of the committees. 
Dr. Lytle stated that he wanted to discuss the Executive Educational experience that members of the Cabinet and the TEA President had a Stanford University. He stated that it was a wonderful opportunity because it gave the relatively recent Senior Management team a chance to think for a week about how to address particularly Student Achievement issues. He stated that what they have is a plan they developed during that week and presented at the end of the week.  He stated that both their presentation and the team’s work were admired by the audience. He stated that there was a commitment on the part of the Stanford team that which includes a couple of the most recognized experts in the country to provide continuing support as the year goes along. He stated that he will be speaking more to it in September when he gives his annual report to the Board. 
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated regarding the Abbott Pre-school providers that one of the expectations of Abbott providers was that they are required to pay salaries and benefits at prevailing rates in the district. He stated that once the ten month contract ends some of the directors were writing letters to the Unemployment Commission asking for their people to receive unemployment compensation during the summer months which was not something the Trenton Board of Education employees receive. He stated that the district needs to reach out to the providers to state what the language was that the district encourages them to include in their contracts so that their employees are being paid the same rate as the Trenton Board of Education employees and do not apply for unemployment.
Mr. Shelton asked whether or not unemployment was taken out of their pay checks and Board President, Bernard McMullan, replied yes they take out a small amount.
Mr. Shelton asked whether or not Trenton Board of Education employees have unemployment taken out of their pay checks and Board President, Bernard McMullan replied yes.

Dr. Lytle stated that unless someone has a specific layoff letter from the Trenton Public Schools as a district employee they are not entitled to unemployment.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that one of the providers disputed it with the New Jersey Unemployment Compensation Authority and they were told that they had to pay unemployment. He stated that the employees would be eligible for unemployment compensation for the two months.
Mr. Shelton asked whether or not it was the district’s problem and Board President, Bernard McMullan, replied probably not, but was it right.
Dr. Lytle stated that they have oversight responsibility for budgets of each of the providers and they have to exercise their fiduciary responsibility very carefully. He stated that in that respect they should express a very direct opinion. He does not agree that if they do not have a contract until August that they have grounds for advising people that they are eligible for unemployment. He stated that regularly, employed people are paid from various fund sources where the grants were not received until after the employee began work in the district. 
Mr. Shelton stated that they should have a meeting with the unemployment office.
Dr. Lytle replied that the attorney’s could be a little more forceful with how they handle the communication.
Mr. Williams asked whether or not people employed under the circumstances where the contracts have not yet been received are employees of the district.
Dr. Lytle replied yes, but the funding stream from which they are budgeted may not be authorized until that federal fiscal year. They do not have the authorization until October 1 even though they were already employed on the assumption of approval. He stated that when the state adopts its budget and pre-school funding was included in the budget there was no doubt that the pre-schools were going to be funded even if they do not receive the transfer letter until later in the year. 
Mr. Williams replied this must be the reason why they are allowed to claim unemployment. He stated that it seems to him that the people were still employees of the Board and so their employment was still covered under the Board, but not if the providers are not the district’s employees.
Dr. McMullan stated that since the district sets the term of their employment in the district’s contract with the providers, the district has some say in it.
Mr. Feltus stated that the point was the decision that was made to allow that to occur must be able to be appealed by someone if they decide to take issue which would be their right.
Consent Agenda

Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked whether or not there were any comments regarding the discussion items of the consent agenda.

Ms. Kersey asked whether or not she could have the scope of work for the two consultants listed under School Improvement A, numbers 24 and 25.
Dr. Lytle apologized for the oversight and stated they will receive it August 19, 2005.
Ms. Kersey stated that in Attachment C, number 35, which was a resolution to appoint Richard Shapiro, LLC, Attorney at Law as Special Abbott Counsel was missing the attachment.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, informed Ms. Swirsky that the Board would need to have a resolution for number 35.
Ms. Eure stated that regarding the agenda that the following numbers were not consent agenda items:

5. Discuss the Results from the State Testing Program

6.  School Construction Update

7. Gifted and Talented Discussion
Board President, Bernard McMullan, agreed with Ms. Eure stating that they were not consent agenda items.

Dr. Lytle stated that the results of the State Testing Program were in the materials supplied to the Board, but that the intent was to present it at the Regular Board meeting on August 29, 2005.
Dr. Lytle stated that they had sent the Board a proposal regarding the Gifted and Talented Program and they need to distinguish two things; 1) plans for initiating the Gifted and Talented Program this year; 2) the Magnet School discussion.
Dr. Lytle asked Ms. Gloria Hancock, Assistant Superintendent, Student Services and Ms. Oona Jackson who was the Teacher on Special Assignment responsible for the program to speak briefly about the Gifted and Talented Program.
Ms. Hancock stated that the district previously had a Gifted and Talented Program several years ago and people have expressed interest in having another one. She stated that they are well on their way with respect to planning a Gifted and Talented Program for the district. She stated that they would approach it in two phases. Phase 1 would be a pilot demonstration that Ms. Jackson would speak about and Phase 2 would be taking the program district wide. She stated that there has been a lot of research that has been done much to Ms. Jackson’s credit. She stated that there has been a lot of work gone forward with respect to trying to engage the community in the process and establishing a task force that would be represented of Teachers as well as Parents and then students.
Ms. Hancock provided a brief background on Ms. Oona Jackson:

· She stated that they had gone through an elaborate interview process in trying to select the most qualified candidate and after the interview process Ms. Oona Jackson emerged as the candidate of choice.
· She stated that she has been in the district for over 20 years and held a variety of positions. Most recently for the last six years she has been at the Gregory Elementary School as the Whole School Reform Facilitator. 
Ms. Oona Jackson provided a brief overview of the Gifted and Talented Pilot Program:

· She stated that she would refer to the Gifted and Talented Enrichment Pilot Program as the GATE Program. She stated that the program would begin October 3.
· There will be four academic enrichment clusters that will come from various disciplines. She stated that the emphasis will be on product and community services. She stated that the Clusters will be Performing Arts that would be supported by Alvin Ailey Dance Foundation Incorporated. She stated that another would be Storytelling which would be supported by Storytelling Arts Incorporated. She stated that there will be Inflatable Structures and that would be supported by Swiftlik Parachute which was a company in Trenton. She stated that the fourth cluster will be Forrest and Wild Life Biologists and it would be supported by Stony Brook Watershed and Isles of New Jersey.
· Students from grades three through five will be included in the Pilot. She stated that there will be six students from each of the twenty elementary schools from grades three, four and five. She stated that in collaboration with the aforementioned providers there will be two Teachers per site for thirty students and they will be responsible for cross content facilitation of the learning supported by the providers.
· Identification criteria for the GATE Pilot Program includes performance of 90% or higher on TERA NOVA assessments and that can be for last years second grade students rising into third grade. She stated that an Advanced Proficient Score of 250 to 300 on the New Jersey Skills and Knowledge for the fourth grade students. She stated that they also have for four core grades Teacher ratings and procession in nomination non-traditional information such as checklists, ratings and interviews which would all be comprised in the student profile that would be looked at by a selection task force.
· The selected task force would include Guidance Counselor’s, Teachers and Administrators. She stated that there were seven steps in the selection process; eight steps in filing an appeal regarding non-placement position of students for the program and five steps for assuring fair recruitment all of which the information would be provided in a written report.
· The cluster facilitators and special programs specialists would be primarily responsible for all instructional programs; however, the GATE Task Force will be essentially responsible for the decision making regarding the students participation in the program. She stated that assessment of students will be ongoing and will include portfolio projects, performances, publications, teacher observations, student checklists and parent interviews completed by Teachers and students. She stated that there would also be a couple of symposiums during the year. She stated that the evaluation of the actual GATE Program will be ongoing and that the results of the evaluations will shape decisions regarding future services and staff development. In conclusion, they are on target for October 3, 2005, and that more details will be provided in the written report.
Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked where the students would be located.
Ms. Jackson replied that the students will be located at Washington, Kilmer, Franklin and Grant Elementary Schools and that the sites were selected one per ward so that students would be able to easily get there.

Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked when the program would occur for students and Ms. Jackson replied October 3, 2005.

Board President, Bernard McMullan, asked whether or not the program occurs during the school day.

Mr. Jackson replied that the program will be an extended day program starting at 3:30pm and ending at 5:30pm, Monday through Friday.

Mr. Shelton asked what the reason was for starting as a pilot program since the Gifted and Talented Program was not a new program.
Ms. Hancock replied that part of the problem of the prior program was that it was not as thorough as everyone had anticipated or would have decided and so they felt that it was important to begin slow and start with a pilot of four sites with thirty students and making sure it was located in each ward. She stated that they are also offering the academic side as well as the gifted and talented so they will have visual and performing arts activities going on for children. She stated that it will initially begin like an enrichment program such as the after school program which is the extended school day.  She stated that once they move through the pilot they hope that the information will inform them about what really works for students, parents and Teaching staff as they take it throughout the district which will begin in January.
Dr. Lytle stated that in planning the program Ms. Jackson interviewed both Administrators and Teachers who have been involved with the Gifted and Talented Programs and part of the design was built from their sense of ways in which it would properly be directed. 
Mr. Shelton stated that it was not the same thing as having all the children housed in one building working and going to school together. He stated that the students were special and they should be treated special, but not by keeping them after school.
Mr. Williams stated that the Pilot Program discussed was different and that he was a product of the prior Gifted and Talented Program in Trenton. He thought it was an excellent program and he believes that it was the reason he went to college. He stated that in the program he attended all the classes were brought together from various schools throughout the district plus the students were introduced to various other things such as the opera and theatre which added to the education that was received in the class room. He believes that they need to pay attention to the students and that there was a lot of information out there because the programs have been done before. He believes that in the past it was a very successful program and he does not understand why they are starting so small. 
Dr. Lytle replied that it was an attempt to create some processes for identifying students, for seeing what kind of parent enthusiasm they have, etc. He stated that it was a pilot project not intended to generate a model for providing gifted and talented services for the long term rather it was more a matter of getting a sense of how many students would be eligible to participate, parents who would like them to participate or learning how to provide the programs, etc. He thinks that as the Magnet School discussion comes before the Board the two conversations he would like to have emerge are the start up of the gifted and talented program and a sense of whether or not they are beginning to build a constituency for Magnet School programs. He stated that the Magnet School question was being held out because of the construction timetable, but it needs to be resolved in time for school in September and if they back map that it means January or February they would have to be able to say to the parents that as a district they are going to have an array of options for them next year in grades K-8 or K-12. He stated that there was an agreement that it was an important direction for the district to go and they are sort of feeling their way for a year while they make a determination how to really make it an inventive part of the organization.
Mr. Revelle stated that he was pleased to see that they have some focus in the area. He stated that there has been some concern all along about how a bold a step they are willing to take in the area. He stated that it was not a new step venture and they had a highly reputed gifted and talented program. He stated that one of the things appears that they may not be robust in making sure that the district’s best students were receiving an appropriate level of support to take them as far as they can possibly go. He stated that the program that was outlined sounded more like they have something going on between 3:30pm and 5:30pm and they want to leverage that into a gifted and talented program. He stated that his initial thought of a gifted and talented program would be during the school day and they would look at two or three perhaps even four subject areas and create an academically rigorous and challenging program for students that are capable of that work. He stated that in addition to the academic piece there would be an opportunity for those who are gifted and talented in other areas such as the arts and perhaps even sports. He was still supportive of it, but he was concerned about calling what was presented gifted and talented because it may send the wrong signal as to what they mean by gifted and talented. He hopes that they get something out of the program, but was hard pressed to see how they are going use the learning from the program to inform the Board about an 8:30am to 3:00pm gifted and talented program with all the complexities that come with scheduling and moving students around. He stated that personally he was looking for a more robust program that would take place during the school day and would clearly be identified as a program being distinctively different and challenging and send a signal not only to students in the district, but potential students looking at the district as an alternative that as a Board they are taking a very bold step in creating a world class program that would not only benefit students in Trenton, but to other students around Mercer County that if they want a top notch rigorous academic challenge that they can get that in the Trenton School District and he expressed concern that the 3:30pm to 5:30pm program just did not meet the test.
Policies

Board President, Bernard McMullan, stated that there are two policies for First Reading. New Policy 3215/6161.3 Student use of School Property, Textbook, Materials and Equipment and new Policy 6171.4 Authorized District Representation on the Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team.
Dr. Lytle stated that the Student Use of School Property, Textbook, Materials and Equipment policy follows Board conversation about parent responsibility for textbooks, etc. He stated that Ms. Larmore consulted with a number of other districts in designing their policy and it was modeled on the policies of the past and has the state code requirements.
Ms. Hancock stated that currently the Individualized Education Programs (IEP) Teams participation has been uneven and they wanted to ensure that there was a district level representative that was there on the Child Study Team, make certain that parents were there a General Education Teacher was there, a Special Education Teacher and Principal of the school building. She stated that it was also one of the areas that the district has been cited for as being non compliant. She stated that they wanted to make certain that they are preserving the fidelity of their funding and the quality of the program and serving the children well.
Motioned by Dr. Abdul-Malik Ali, seconded by Abigail Ramos to adopt the First Reading of New Policy 3215/6161.3 Student use of School Property, Textbook, Materials and Equipment and new Policy 6171.4 Authorized District Representation on the Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team.

All were in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions

Mr. Revelle stated that the Board was due a response to the question in which they have identified what classes for the coming year text books would be required in so that there would be no confusion between Board members and parents as to which classes have text books and which classes do not have text books.
Dr. Lytle replied that at the June 27, 2005 meeting he stated that it was their intention to advise parents at the beginning of the year as to what the curriculum the text books that are used by grade level were and that they are on track.

Motioned by Dr. Abdul-Malik Ali, seconded by Geraldine Eure to adopt the amendment for the Early Childhood Program providers.
7 were in favor, 0 opposed and 2 abstentions

Informal Adjournment to Debriefing
Adjourned at 9:00 pm

Respectfully,

Patricia McNeal-Rhoden

Assistant Board Secretary
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