EDU Cmte Review of SAU Reorganization -- 1-22-08 WS

ID #

Proposal Summary

DOEO1

DOEOS |

DOE10 IR

FACI2.
FAC15

FAC17

FACI8

.RPCOZ
"'Riéébs

RPCO7

RPCI5 |

the voters for confirmation

\Consider lequumg ‘all districts that ﬁled an alternative plan to submit their decision to

Cmte Action

School choice is an obstacle; communities that have the rxght to continue school
choice see it as fair, but other communities that don not have school choice don't see it
as fair and do not think it is fair to provide financial support for school choice of those
communities within a prospective RSU partner ' :

address: deﬁne the number of days from legislative body meeting to referendum
‘validation; define distribution procedure for absentee ballots; define process by which
local municipalities are authorized to levy taxes for education if SAU budget is not

approved by July | of any year; and build cost of one annual budget referendum into
EPS.. e

lssues suuoundmg technology is an 1ssue for contmued rev1ew L B

RSU board representation will leave some communities  without a representatlve on
the board that resides within their town

SAD property issue is different, ifa mumc1pahty owns all or part ofa bmldmg, they
ido not necessarily want to turn over ownership of that facility to the new RSU

Issue of local debt and prepe{ty ownershlp (RPC) o
Need DOE to establish a standard administrative orgalnzatlon chart for large districts

Need assxstance from DOE to claufy what happens if an individual unit tuns down a |

Assistance from DOE is needed to determine what ' geographic area" means;

lmphcatlons of tu1t10n cont1acts and school choice are unclear in context of school

consolidation
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RPCI18 {Need assistance from DOE to determine where
‘moving costs to taxpayers; Need assistance froi
‘one of RSU before completing 3.A(12); Need ¢

information
RPC20 Potential loss of fede1 al funds

RPC21 Size of RSU may not assure cost saV mgs at thls
RPC22 Dxfhcult to address financial implications two
1ega1d1ng impact of state funding - o
RPC24 1Potential cost savings must be visible to volels
RPC25 'If one or more units vote down the plan remain
,because of the new configuration created
RPC27 {Concerned about displacement of teachels (and
RPC29 Length of contracts negotiated in before 2009 n
. _the future RSU - - .
RPC31 |Collective bar gammg contracts have polentlal of increasing costs for wages and
~__ibenefits for all districts
RPC33 |Difficult to project specific costs of combmmg labor contracts an
. _lpenalties in order to decide on the better financial options
RPC39 [Need legal opinion regardmg ughts of school units to retain prop
Jjointly owned _
STKI16 lAsl\ that you keep current employees under their eustmg bar gam f
‘are transferred from one school in a new RSU into another RSU *
(MEA) -
STK17 'Collectlve barg gammg p10v1smns w111 not p10v1de savmg, mcxeas
_ !management (MMA) 1
STK19 |“As soon as practicable” needs to be seen in context of other exis J
board could reject collective bargaining agreement, fact finding,
and interest arbitration and refuse to accept these (Stupak)
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DOEI11 |

DOE12]

DOEI13

FACO1

FAC02

FACO3.

FACO4 |
FACO0S

Add language to clearly articulate the powers and duties of any local school -
committee created; define who determines those powers and duties; and how their

‘existence and/or powers and duties can be changes and by whom

Local school committees should be advxsmy to the RSU board for budget
recommend teacher candidates for employment; monitor building-level data for

‘alignment with k-12 curriculum; and recommending professional development based

‘upon student achievement data
'Add language to provide a mumcxpahty in a school administrative dlstuct the ab111ty

'to withdraw from a current SAD or CSD prior to joining a new RSU

Reorganization Planning Committees (RPCs) where SAD member municipalities

have experience working thh other mummpahhes on district budget procedures and
with "weighted voting" are not where problems are; rather, work with RPCs involving
school unions were the more challenging due to their strong "local control" ethic

S

1,200 student minimum threshold and cll—ellenges in finding partners is a barrier .

Cases where regions have "leap frogged" to find noncontigqgggpgx_’t_l_}g;'sl___
Start up costs for RSUs is an issue for contmued review :
December 1 deadline results in some regions switching paltners ‘Reasons for late
starts or non-cooperation include: power, money, relationships and education -

'FACO6 |
FACO07

FAC08
F AC09

Need to set a deadline for cons1de1 ation of new partners

Give the Commissioner flexibility on timelines for complymg ‘with this law authonty

to waive penalty if approved RPC plan cannot be implemented for 7/1/09 or authority
to approve a RPC alternative plan that does not meet the 1,200 minimum student

Tunelme is too short to make tlns happen change 1s a plocess not an event

" Inumber, but was close e R D

IfLD 1932 is delayed much longer it may not be possnble to prepare new RSU for
ope1at10n on July 1, 2009 for school year 2009-2010 :

b e
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FAC10 ;School advisory committees will look a lot like budget committees, but law is silent
on authority for a local school committee to raise additional funds for K-8 schools '

Cost shari mg optlons for consideration by RPCs is an issue for contmued review

FACI1

FACI3 tNeed significant definition of budget validation pr plOCCSS for example deﬁmng the |

lpowels and duties that RSU board can delegate to a local school commlttee
FAC14 Leglslatule needs to glve Commnssmner more guldance in tlns alea S
FAC16 ,Legal authority ¢ of RSU board before the RSU is in operation -
“RPCOI |Emollment of 2,500 can only be reached if all units participate o
RPCO3 Potential membe1 SAUs do not see either a financial or educational gam in

Y consohdatmg and therefore are not in support of the legislation
RPCO04 |Potential size may negatively unpact ability to expand student program optlons,

' _(services : and supports
‘RPC06 Need assistance from DOE to undelstand paltlcxpanon denial _
RPCOS Local funds need to be raised to fund election of new board members and humg of a

‘ superintendent o
RPCO9 Disposition of exlstmg school mdebtedness :
RPC10 ‘Need assistance from DOE W1th ‘moncy for non legal 1ssues L

: RP_C_I 1 'Thele should be a ]_)lohlblllon on school closings N

RPC12 |Need assistance from Legislature to remove cost- sﬁéung barrier so that umts can gam
_voter approval

" RPC13“ Cost-sharing s should ‘use vaiiiotlon only N
'RPC14 |Present cost-sharing formula (above EPS) isa bamer

MY [ESRBEIER g =

RPC16 |Short time frame

RPC17 RPC will not be able to demonstl rate savmgs thii ti11le avaxlable_

RPC19 |Sect1ons 3. A (12 and (13) are barriers due to the reason that the RPC could not

RPC23 Whele will money come from to suppon initiation plocess s for new RSU once it is

apploved new board, superintendent, and business manager are hired?
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RPC26

RPC28
RPC30

RPC32
RPC34

RPC:s"s

'RPC36
RPC37

RPC38

RPC40

'RPC41

'RPC42
RPC43
STKO1

STK02.

STK03
STK04

Future c collectlve bargaining uncertainty relatmg to pay scale

How to handle costs when some schools have merit based pay salary and other
schools in union do not have similar pay scales =~
Unknown what duties with be assigned to tr ansfen ed pelsonnel

Budget process would require multiple referenda due to a 10- day vr'equnement to hold |

referendum

Need assistance from AG office to determine if Optlon D method of : votmg will
permit board representation that does not comply with the 2% rule

|methodology; Smaller units are concerned that larger units will control all decisions

towns /other public entities first refusal on properties

Need assistance from DOE or SPO with apportionment of governing body

Not able to come up with consensus about number of board members and voting

made by the board and lose all control over local communities; small communities
believe no allowed method of voting will give them any real decision making powers;
Some RPCs do not have proportional representation.across involved municipalities

Municipal partners are reluctant to turn over municipal property or municipal rights to

properties
Need legal opuuon 1ega1 dmg dlsposmon of ploperty of 1nun101pa1 school debts -

Need legal assistance r regarding reversionary clauses in deeds requiring RSUs to give

Need legal assistance on how to handle transfer of bulldlng owned by SAU, but land
is owned by the town :

A barrier to public acceptance is that there isno | plan for recover mg propelty if RSU

‘|decides it is unneeded S
Develop a template for RPCs to use in developmg a re01 ganlzatxon plan foranRSU

or an alternative (MSMA) oy o i o

Supel union model (MMA) R e = ST
Law allows f01 regional ¢ collabmatlve (MCA Ed Imt1al1ve)

Ask that you invite RPC members to speak with you (MMA) '
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STK18

STK21

STK22
'STK23

STK24 |(

STK25

STK26

STK28

STK30

STK32

STK33

STK34

|(MSMA)

The law requires that when a new RSU is formed, all teachers and school employees
must be transferred to and employed by the new regional school unit, and that all the |
separate collective-bargaining units representing one class of employees merge into
one region wide unit that will negotiate a single contract (Stupak)

We thmk that g_lgn_lately the pmcess can work effectively (Stupak)

53.86% penalty seems a1b1t1ary and unclear and prefer a clear and rauonal peualty
(MMA)

Incentives are in the law, but are less clear than the penaltles (MCA Ed. Inmatlve)

COI]Sldel 1ncent1ye§ tl_1_1_(_)ugh school facnhtles pollcy (MCA Ed. Inmatlve)
Budget validation referendum process has significant ploblems including: the double
voting provision is unnecessary; 10 day wording is vague and ambiguous and needs to
be clarified; the process for municipal charter school units is unclear; budget
referendum has two separate questions relating to raising additional funds above EPS

No method for a town to w1lhd1aw from one RSU and j Jom “another (MSMA)

Laws that govehi school unions and “s_éhool districts will 'b'er‘é-ﬁeélé-d“as' of 7-1-09, so |

what will become of towns that do not approve RSU plan (can they still opel ate a

Debt that was preexisting g debt as of 7/1/08 may be taken on by new RSU, but if
debt is issued after 7/1/08, then there are no provisions on how to treat it (MSMA)

Cost center budget format is helpful but the budget validaiion plocess is excesswe

Law is silent on providing authouty for electmg RSU Board membexs from
nominating papers to validating nominating papers (MSMA)

Legislature never looked at how the RSU law interacts with the CTE law no Way to |

appoint the cooperative board for the region or deal with boundal ies and finances

|school unions and school districts?) (MSMA) o n o GO

|costly and burdensome (MEA) R A

(MSMA)
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STK35

STK36

STK37

Inoperability of nmnicipal law needs to be clarified to make clear local school
committees for K-8 schools may be considered by the legislative body of the
municipality (MMA)

Concerned that the SAU school committee is created as a législéfiVe bodv forthe |

member municipalities and would approve greater proportion of the school budget
(MMA) '

Focus shifted from educational quality to school financing and governance (MEA)

'STK40

MSSA Resolution to signiﬁcantlil amend LD 499 provisions on school reorganization |

(MSMA)
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