TRENTON BOARD OF EDUCATION

400 Chambers Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08629

CONFERENCE BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Monday – May 16, 2005 - 6:30 P.M. 


Call to Order

Bernard McMullan, Ph.D., Board President, called the meeting to order at 6:40 P.M.

Pledge of Allegiance

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

Roll Call

Present:

Abdul-Malik Ali

Geraldine Eure - Absent

Garry Feltus

Joyce Kersey

Gregory Williams

Abigail Ramos - Absent

Robert Revelle

Donald Shelton

Bernard McMullan

Student Board Member

Jerell Blakely – Present
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

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that the agenda has several additional items the Board is being asked to vote on in Attachment C. He stated that the Business Administrator is requesting C1, C2, C3 and C4 all related to the School Construction Corporation (SCC) as well as C36 and C37.

Motioned by Garry Feltus, seconded by Dr. Ali to adopt the May 16, 2005, agenda with revisions.
Board member Robert Revelle asked for clarification on the items.

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that the preface to Attachment C within the agenda lists the following grant agreements with the SCC:

· C1, C2 and C3 authorize the execution of grant agreements with the SCC to address fire code violations at Dunn Middle School and Monument Elementary School and to convert a vocational classroom to a science laboratory at Hedgepeth-Williams School.

· C4 authorizes a Purchase and Sale Agreement with the Mercer County Improvement Authority (MCIA) for the Daylight/Twilight Alternative High School Demonstration Project site.

· C36 is a Cooperative Grant Agreement between the Department of Education and the Trenton Board of Education for funding of $121,410 for Providing Quality Intensive Early Literacy Instruction to Students with Disabilities.

· C37 is a Change Order in the amount of $1,472.50 for architectural services by the Smith Co Group, Inc. relating to the re-bid process for the Hedgepeth-Williams School Pool Filtration System Project.

Motioned by Board President, Bernard McMullan to adopt  the May 16, 2005 agenda as amended, 6 were in favor 0 opposed and 1 abstention.
Board member Joyce Kersey commented that she does not like addendums.

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that the items are not an addendum they are part of the agenda.

Ms. Kersey inquired about the timeframe.

Mel Wyns explained that C1 through C4 do not have to be voted on immediately, but the SCC prefers to have the acceptance of grant agreements back as soon as possible. He stated that the SCC routinely does not provide much notice and Administration prefers not to delay the process with the SCC.

Ms. Kersey replied that the Board should probably take more time for review of the items.

Mr. Wyns replied that the SCC is providing funding for the district to manage and he believes that it is in the district’s interest to approve them so the district can proceed.

Ms. Kersey asked Mr. Wyns whether or not he thought May 31, 2005 would be too late for approval.

Mr. Wyns replied that it is not too late, but the district would not be able to proceed with the fire code violations and the improvement of authority for the Daylight/Twilight School.

Dr. Lytle stated that the projects are different from the large SCC projects whereas the district manages their own projects valued less than $500,000. He stated that in this case the SCC is asking for Board approval so the district can move these projects forward.

Ms. Kersey expressed concern about the Board’s voting process and she believes that it is disruptive when the Board allows for additional items and it creates a disorganized meeting especially if the items are not urgent. She stated that there should be something Board President, Bernard McMullan could do to discuss with Administration about trying to stay within the framework the Board has agreed to.

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that he understands Ms. Kersey’s concerns, but they are items which are part of the consent agenda and are extensions of approvals that the Board has made in the past. 

Ms. Kersey believes that the Board has a process and they should adhere to that process.

Dr. Lytle replied that Administration would have included the items in the Agenda if they had received them from the SCC in a timely manner.

Mr. Revelle believes that there needs to be more information regarding item 3 which states the conversion of a vocational classroom to a science laboratory at Hedgepeth-Williams School and he questioned whether or not it was in response to non-compliance. He also asked for some context for the purchase and sale agreement with MCIA and what it means to the district.

Dr. Lytle replied that Hedgepeth was originally a Junior High School with the vocational shop classrooms in it and since the district switched to a core curriculum and needed more space, some of the former shops make ideal science facilities. He added that they are receiving extensive support from Princeton University in the creation of the lab. He stated that this allows the district to create a state of the art science facility at Hedgepeth-Williams School plus the district persuaded the SCC to absorb the base cost for the project. 

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked Mr. Wyns to summarize the redevelopment of the site for the Daylight/Twilight School. 

Mr. Wyns replied that the Daylight/Twilight Alternative High School is a demonstration project and as such the MCIA is the redevelopment entity for that project and they are developing that project on the district’s behalf.

Mr. Wyns commented on the addendum issue raised by Ms. Kersey and stated that the Board needs to consider the timeframe between when they receive the initial agenda (usually ten days before the meeting) and when the Board actually votes and anything that comes in during that six week period that the Board does not accept could delay items as late as nine or ten weeks.

PRESENTATION

The Security Report was presented by Gloria Hancock, Assistant Superintendent of Student Services and Howard White, Director of Security (Presentation attached).
Board member Donald Shelton asked if the number of security guards is based on the number of students.

Dr. Lytle replied that in the original Abbott budget process 2000/2001 there was a formula that the state allocated funding for security officers. He stated that most of the funding for security officers is in the school budgets and not in the central budget. 

Mr. Shelton believes the following things need to be considered when assigning security guards to schools:

· layout of the building

· strength of the Principal

· strength of the Teachers

· caring of both Principals and Teachers

Student Board member Jerell Blakely stated that the draft on gang related activity is helpful and useful, however some students may have a problem with gang related clothing. He thinks that there needs to be a balance between protecting the students and their Civil Liberties. He believes that gang related clothing is open to interpretation and it has the potential of people abusing authority.

Ms. Hancock agreed with Mr. Blakely’s point and informed him that the second page of the draft states as a matter of best practice, there should be three or more criteria being satisfied before one can use the gang related activity category.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked what is the policy directing the Board or Teachers and Administrators.

Ms. Hancock replied that Administration would like the Board to adopt the policy so Administration can include it as part of the discipline code in order to take the appropriate intervention and course of action when necessary. She stated that currently there is nothing in the discipline policy that allows them to do that. 

Dr. Lytle suggested that it be included in the June agenda as a Board policy and amend the discipline code to include those dimensions to it.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked if the Board is to add suspected gang related activity to the discipline. Ms. Hancock replied yes.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked whether or not there is a question about acting on things like suspension based on suspicion of gang related activity.

Mr. White replied no, if a child falls into the three of the four major categories then that child is identified as a gang member. 

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that the title should be Gang Related Activity and not Suspected Gang Related Activity. Mr. White agreed.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked about the Corrective Consequence Discipline Code and at what point do they monitor the Principals use of inciting to riot.

Ms. Hancock replied that she believes that this will be achieved through a series of professional development plus Principals’ understanding that the developmental age and the context in which the infraction is occurring must be considered. She stated that they will be offering professional development June 1 and June 3 throughout the district starting with the Vice Principals and disciplinarians as well as security officers.

Board member Gary Feltus asked if there are other organizations that use a composite of a number of identifiers and whether or not there is a standard.

Mr. White replied that with most law enforcement inside corrections they use four identifiers and outside of corrections they only use three.

Mr. Feltus asked whether or not three or four identifiers are negotiable.

Ms. Hancock replied that because they are working with the juvenile population and in the school setting they are proposing three or more criteria. 

Mr. Feltus asked if the Joint Discipline Committee is going to meet again May 31, or sometime in June and whether or not the Board will have the opportunity to sit down with the committee.

Ms Hancock replied that she can schedule a meeting if the Board is interested. She stated that the committee is not going to meet again because they are scheduled for training on June 1 and June 3.

Mr. Feltus asked about the List of Security Officers Trained in Mays Institute De-escalation Techniques and if they represent the Crisis Response Team.

Mr. White replied that they will make up a part of the Crisis Response Team for the district.

Ms. Hancock replied that she would also like to include some representatives from special education and administrators on the team.

Mr. Feltus asked if the purpose of the Crisis Response Team is to have a group of people able to respond to building situations. Ms Hancock replied yes.

Mr. Feltus asked if the diversity of the student population has been a consideration in the assembling of the Crisis Response Team.

Ms. Hancock replied that they are always concerned about the diversity of the student population which is why they will have representatives from Special Education as well as those who do not service Special Education students. She stated that there will also be Bilingual and Counseling Services represented.

Mr. Feltus asked if the team will do more than just de-escalating a situation.

Ms. Hancock replied yes, depending upon the situation.

Ms. Kersey stated that she would like to have Ms. Hancock and Mr. White return and be placed on the agenda to discuss security. She asked what the status is of the police officers that were assigned through the appropriations money from the City of Trenton to perform some undercover work in the High School and at Dunn Middle School.

Mr. White replied that there is only one detective who is allocated to the district and he is not currently assigned to a particular school, but he responds to the schools when necessary.

Ms. Kersey asked if he works everyday. Mr. White replied yes, he works full time.

Ms. Kersey asked where is he is located and Mr. White replied that he is located at the police department.

Dr. Lytle replied that he is not a school resource officer in the same way this year that he was last year. He is working at the direction of the Trenton Police Department and not at the district’s request.

Ms. Kersey asked if the district has the same arrangement.

Dr. Lytle replied yes, but stated that the Police Department has been very cooperative in providing onsite supervision when there has been an incident at a school.

Ms. Kersey commented that there was a recent incident where police blocked off the street near PJ Hill Elementary School as students were leaving to go over to Martin House when suddenly everything broke loose and children were running everywhere. She stated that it was a very dangerous situation and the children were traumatized. She asked what the district’s relationship is with the police department and what happens when there is no communication and the children are released in the middle of a situation that the district has no control over.

Mr. White replied that the incident occurred at three different locations and he responded to the scene because he knew that it was time for PJ Hill Elementary School to dismiss. He spoke to the Captain on scene to find out what streets were blocked off in the area of PJ Hill and what the police activities were at the other two locations where the shooting occurred. He stated that when he learned what the procedures were and that the area was safe, he spoke to the PJ Hill Administrator and informed her that the area is safe. He stated that since that incident there has been an agreement between him and the Trenton Police Department regarding shooting incidents that occur in the City of Trenton during school hours. He stated that he will immediately be notified and updated as to what the situation is so that they can make decisions regarding school dismissal and bus transportation.

Ms. Kersey inquired whether or not Mr. White had the agreement prior to the incident and Mr. White replied no.

Ms. Kersey asked what else can be done to ensure the children’s safety.

Dr. Lytle replied that Administration met with Principals several weeks ago to encourage them to find staff members to escort students after school if there was a perception of school safety problems and to also make arrangements for compensation of staff for the additional time.

Ms. Kersey asked what will happen if there are no staff members to escort the children.

Dr. Lytle replied that the situation at PJ Hill was problematic because the children were still in school and when the Principal asked a policeman about the situation he would not provide her with any information. Dr. Lytle stated they he spoke with the Principal and she wrote a letter to the Police Director regarding the incident.  He believes that the response has been the agreement that the police department will inform the district regarding any incidents that occur during school hours.

Mr. Feltus stated that he has previously suggested that the district and the city get involved in a safety route to and from school. He stated that there has to be some indication to the children that someone cares about their safety. 

Dr. Ali commented that he wonders how much lead time the police can actually give when they are doing undercover work. He believes the following steps need to be taken:

· The district should look at places of worship in the area as possible safe havens. 

· Ensure the training the security officers receive also applies to Teachers so they are able to respond to certain situations. 

· The district needs to hold ongoing meetings to see where the district is at and where they need to go.

Dr. Ali also believes that society needs to create an image where African American males become a part of the system they are living in to create positive role models.

Student Board member Jerell Blakely asked Mr. White what the feasibility would be of having a mini police station within the schools. He believes that having a permanent presence at the schools would be taking a proactive approach.

Mr. White replied that they looked at the Resource Officer Program a couple years ago, but the district needs to be in agreement with a four to six year plan where the district and the police department agree to each pay half the salary of the police officer once the grant money is depleted. He stated that in order to accomplish that they need complete cooperation with the police department. He stated that every time they consider that option the hierarchy changes and things end up being tabled.

Mr. Blakely asked Mr. White if he would still consider that option and Mr. White replied yes.

Mr. Shelton commented that some suburban high schools have policemen in their schools.

Ms. Hancock replied that the district needs to think about the climate they want to create in the schools and the common understanding about the need for mutual respect. She stated that the district needs to start with the way they are empowering students to have conversations with adults. She cited an example regarding the Daylight/Twilight School where the students are the most difficult in the district yet they are understaffed with respect to security. She stated that they do not have a suspension policy instead they do interventions. She stated that they give the students permission to be able to raise their hand to be acknowledged by the Teacher so they can leave the classroom to go into the hallway to speak to an adult. She believes the staff to student interactions is very positive.

Mr. Revelle asked Ms. Hancock if she knows what the budget is for security officers in the district. Ms. Hancock replied no because those decisions are made at the school level. She stated that based on the data there is eighty-three security personnel district wide.

Mr. Revelle asked if that number is higher or lower than it has been in the last two to three years and Dr. Lytle replied higher.

Mr. Revelle asked where the authority should lie for the allocation and establishment of budgets for security personnel and what the policies are regarding the direction of security personnel on a day to day basis. He believes that there has been a policy change within the last three to five years and he is concerned that there is too much authority at the school level and not enough authority in Central Administration. He stated that security personnel report directly to the building Principals and if that is the case it should be on the table for discussion. He believes that they need to revisit the structure of the model for security in the district as well as policy because they can do all they want to policy, but when it comes to execution and implementation it moves out of the hands of those in the district and into the school level. He inquired if Administration has analyzed any of the incidents to identify what went wrong and whether or not there has been sufficient corrective action taken. He stated that regarding the lockdown situation at the West State Street Annex he did not believe that the Board had received a report as to why it happened and what corrective action was taken.

Mr. White replied that it involved a student who had a verbal confrontation with a Teacher claiming that that he would return with a gun. The student left the gym area where the Teacher was and security people searched the building for the student. The student left the building and in the interim of his departure the police were notified of the incident and they responded with six uniform vehicles. He stated that the classrooms were locked down, but the student did not return to the school. He stated that eventually the police went to the student’s home and informed the parents of the allegation and threat made by the student. He stated that the Interim Principal followed all the correct procedures.

Mr. Revelle asked Ms. Hancock and Mr. White if they believe they can tackle the issue of violence and safety in the schools in a substantial way so that next school year for example they would begin to look at a reduction in the number of incidents they have seen this year or past year.

Dr. Lytle stated that they will treat that as a rhetorical question. He suggested that since the Board has asked for additional discussion on the gang policy, as part of that conversation they will come back and respond to the issues that Mr. Revelle raised about being too de-centralized regarding security. 

Mr. Revelle is concerned that staff came before the Board this year and made it clear that they do not have enough resources for security only to be told by Administration that there is enough to get the job done. He addressed the Board President and suggested that that the Board may need a separate meeting to address the issue in a substantial way. He believes that the incorrect policy is governing that area of the district because there will be security personnel reporting to Principals who will be new to schools next year and are not familiar with the layout of the building or the history of safety. He stated that one question might be whether or not the security personnel should be centralized in their reporting back to one individual who will be accountable and come before the Board to report on the progress. He stated that the other question which was raised earlier by Mr. Shelton is that the decisions around security must be based on the way the school itself is laid out such as Trenton Central High School because of its size and not just use Abbott district guidelines. 

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked whether or not the district wide security equipment will be meeting the Mayor’s expectations.

Mr. White replied yes that the main concern is to have two scanners at each of the Middle and High School locations including the Daylight/Twilight School.

Mr. Shelton asked if there has been a substantial change in the discipline code.

Ms. Hancock replied that certain offenses were categorized in the same way and being locked together. She also stated that there were different administrative procedures that were laid out that were not there before. She stated that they split it between Pre K through 5 and 6 through 12 and really looked at each incident to determine the best practices.

Mr. Blakely asked if there is any type of an appeal process associated with the discipline code.

Ms. Hancock replied that students come to the office with their parents and they use that as the appeal process, but she thought Mr. Blakely had a good idea regarding a formal appeal process.

Mr. White commented about the reporting of vandalism and violence to the state and that they discovered that incidents were being classified incorrectly through the training of disciplinarians. He stated that if an incident that occurred at one middle school involved students from another middle school the incident was reported twice. He believes that once the disciplinarians understand the difference between incidences and crimes that district reporting will be much lower than it has been in past years.

SUPERINTENDENT’S COMMENTS AND COUNSEL TO THE BOARD
Dr. Lytle stated that he along with the Mayor will be holding a joint press conference May 17, at noon as a follow-up to the March 31, Community Forum meeting the Mayor held. He sent the Board a memorandum containing a summary of the meeting and detailed minutes. He stated that he and the Mayor have discussed how the district will respond and will be speaking to that question at the press conference. He stated he will provide the Board with the Mayor’s Press Release and a detailed version of the district’s response. He stated that the Mayor wanted to assure the public that he did not forget the meeting of March 31, and that the city and the district were working collaboratively on that. He stated that the Board has been advised that there has been a contamination problem with the Jefferson/King school construction site. The SCC is continuing an investigation to determine what contamination is specifically involved. He stated that the district has asked the SCC to hold a community meeting for residents in the area which the SCC have agreed to do within the next seven to ten days.

Dr. Lytle wanted to advise the Board that he and TEA representative Tom Moore met earlier with the King School faculty, which is the first of three meetings that the district will conduct with the faculty at King, Monument and Rivera Schools. He stated that they discussed the agreement that TEA, NJEA and the district reached on the role the TEA and NJEA play in providing professional support to those faculties, and working with the district collaboratively in meeting student achievement targets at those schools.
Board President, Bernard McMullan asked the Superintendent with regard to the King School situation to explain the process by which the district reclaims a school that is under construction. 
Dr. Lytle replied that they have no formal authority.  He stated that the building is being constructed on a district site, but the SCC takes authority for the construction of the project. He stated that when a building is completed and certified by inspectors the title of the building is turned over to the district for ownership. He stated that currently the district’s options are to meet and discuss or bring legal action depending on the direction the Board wanted to take. He stated that he, Board President, Bernard McMullan and other district Administrators were at a meeting with SCC and Hill Construction Management last week where that issue was one of the matters being discussed. He stated that because they were not dealing with senior construction officers they had to relay messages back and await the response. He stated that the district received the response regarding the Hill Jefferson situation, but they also discussed the Trenton Central High School and Robeling projects and expressed their strong dissatisfaction with the comments made by the SCC leadership recently regarding their intent to either withhold funding temporarily or to redefine the terms of those two projects. He stated that they have contacted the legislative delegation and the Mayor. He stated that the district is moving to the political arena and it would only be through political persuasion that the district will be able to obtain the kind of attention for the Trenton projects are seeking.
Mr. Shelton questioned the role of Hill International and the fact that they did not know the soil was contaminated. He thought that they were the overseer on the job and should have been aware of the situation. He also stated that Turner even brought in their dirt, but did not know that it was contaminated.
Dr. Lytle replied that at the meeting with the SCC they were informed that Hill International is the SCC in terms of managing Trenton Projects. Dr. Lytle stated that he believes that both Hill and Turner are equally responsible for the site problem.

Ms. Kersey commented that when this type of incident occurs the district should be able to dismiss the contractors based on moral ground. She stated that if someone did not speak up, children would be sitting on top of contaminated soil.
Dr. Lytle replied that the Mayor sort of spoke to the question when he said he thought that the SCC should be dissolved in the city and the district take over the responsibility.

Ms. Kersey stated that the district should not be doing any business with Hill International.

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that essentially the district does not do business with them.

Ms. Kersey thought that if the district informs the SCC that they do not want to do business with Hill International that the SCC can make a change.

Mr. Revelle asked Mr. Sumners to speak to the Board relative to the issue and questioned what action if any can be taken.

Mr. Sumners replied that he had not been requested to do research in the area, but if the Board would like to request it he will research the issue. He stated that he does not know based on his prior experience with issues related to the SCC in the district whether or not the district would have a cause of action against any party that was involved in that particular incident.

Mr. Revelle commented to the Board President that now is the time to seek legal council. He stated that the Board fully understands that they have no legal standing relative to the construction and what is involved, but the children are at risk. 

Ms Kersey asked if there is some way to include in the motion not doing business with Hill International.

Mr. Revelle replied that Ms. Kersey’s point was well taken, but he suggested they wait until they receive the report from Mr. Sumners. He also stated that it would give the Board time to draft a resolution that would express the desire of the Board.

Mr. Revelle believes that the Board should have a week to conduct their own investigation so that they can prepare a resolution. He stated that if the Board has a sense to move on that issue now then they can put the motion on the table for a vote.

Dr. Ali believes that the Board should wait the week until they have the information.

Ms. Kersey asked if the work that Hill International did will have to be taken down.

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that the SCC was unclear; the statement that was made to the district was maybe, maybe not, but certainly not the entire building.

Ms. Kersey stated that the district should dismiss Hill International.

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that the SCC would have to dismiss the contractor.

Mr. Revelle stated that he agreed with Ms. Kersey that it is not exclusively an SCC decision although it may be legally.

Motioned by Robert Revelle, seconded by Dr. Ali to request Board Attorney Tom Sumners to investigate what has occurred relative to the incident of contaminated soil at the subject site and report back to the Board at the next meeting including whether or not to engage outside legal help for specific advice.

Roll call on the motion; 7 were in favor 0 opposed and 0 abstention.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN

Abdul-Malik Ali
x

Geraldine Eure

Absent

Garry Feltus

x
Joyce M. Kersey
x
Greg Williams
x
Abigail Ramos

Absent
Robert M. Revelle
x
Donald O. Shelton
x

Bernard McMullan
x
The Report on Ends Policy, E-4 Character, and E-5 Workplace Performance was presented by Dr. Valerie French, Executive Assistant to the Superintendent (Presentation attached).
EL-6 Staff Evaluation Report presented by Carolyn Gibson, Assistant Superintendent Human Resources. (Presentation attached).
Board President, Bernard McMullan asked if the same performance evaluation tool will include staff both with and without tenure and Ms. Gibson replied yes.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked what the response was concerning the requirement by the Board that Supervisors document recommendation for tenure.

Ms. Gibson replied that she has received positive feedback.

Mr. Feltus asked about item number 2 which states failure to develop an administrative effective evaluation for classified personnel and inquired about the definition of classified personnel.

Mr. Gibson replied that classified personnel are support staff such as Secretaries and Custodians.

Mr. Feltus asked if the Board will see a draft of the classified personnel effective evaluation. Ms. Gibson replied that the Board should have a draft by September.

Mr. Feltus inquired about the Cabinet level evaluations.

Dr. Lytle replied that Cabinet level employees will be imbedded in the evaluation procedure that relates somewhat to compensation. He stated that will be another proposal that the Board will see shortly.

Mr. Feltus asked if they will address later in the By-laws the Board Secretary and the Assistant Board Secretary evaluations. He also inquired how they are evaluated.

Dr. Lytle replied that presently the Assistant Board Secretary is evaluated by the Board Secretary who is the Business Administrator.

Ms. Kersey inquired about the definition of timely fashion in item number 4. She stated that she believes the reason that the Board had a Special meeting on May 9, was that the recommendations for tenure were incomplete. She stated that there were people up for tenure where Supervisors did not provide the necessary documentation.

Ms. Gibson replied that the Supervisors did not returned the form in time for the April 24, Board meeting.

Ms. Kersey stated that the process should be completed before it is provided to the Board and if the information was not in time for the meeting then it was not in compliance.

Ms. Gibson replied that she does not agree with Ms. Kersey and stated that the information was provided, but not in a timely fashion.

Dr. Lytle stated that they did not start the process as soon as they should have and will begin the process earlier next year.

Ms. Kersey replied that the recommendations for tenure were not complete and she would prefer to have a definite due date instead of stating timely fashion.

Dr. Lytle stated that the date should be May 1 of each year.

Ms. Gibson replied that it should be in time for the last Board meeting in April so that they can do the reappointments.

Ms. Kersey stated that the point she is trying to make is the Board should not have to discuss when the items have to be completed.

Dr. Lytle replied that employees do not earn tenure until 3 years and a day and if they are recommended for reappointment sometimes they are recommended prior to achieving the three years and a day requirement. 

Ms. Kersey stated that there should be a process in place for that.

Dr. Lytle stated that in the agreement with the Board that all materials have to be provided prior to the Conference meeting of the Board in mid-March of each year.

Ms. Kersey questioned item number 3 which states failure to provide to the Board an annual report as part of the annual monitoring report on the effectiveness of the evaluation system.

Ms. Gibson replied that the Board will have their first report in October 2005.

Ms. Kersey asked why the item is marked in compliance.

Ms. Gibson replied that the Board will receive the report in 2005 so it will be in compliance.

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that in compliance versus not in compliance is a very important issue and there should be a column to cover the not completed items. 

Ms. Kersey stated that the report should include another column titled not completed.

Dr. Ali stated that the Board needs to go into retreat to change the process because that is where they established the Executive Limitations. 

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that they need to schedule a weekend retreat. He stated that the Board does not want to back off from documented successful performance in a timely manner. Ms. Gibson agreed.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked if there are standards for evaluations and what the intervals are.

Ms. Gibson replied that she will provide a time schedule in September indicating when the first, second and third evaluations are to be completed.

Dr. Lytle stated that he has provided the Board a report on how the curriculum planning process has evolved. He has advised the Board that Administration’s goal is to have a complete K-12 curriculum framework available before the beginning of the next school year so it is a resource to all Teachers in the district.

Ms. Klaus and Ms. Dawson presented a brief presentation on curriculum frameworks. (Presentation attached)

Mr. Feltus inquired if anyone discussed the Math, Science and Language Arts curriculum for high school students with PSEG to see if it is appropriate for their industry. He also asked if anyone discussed the curriculum with Trenton State or Rider University and how it corresponds to their experience with the district’s high school graduates.

Ms. Klaus replied that they received input from an expert such as Dr. Hubert Viassi who sits on the National Science Council so they did seek input, but not from industry.

Dr. Lytle stated that one of the things that are available is the Scans report which is basically a Business Roundtables analyses of what employer expectations are for new hires. He stated that the general statement is that students have at least ninth-grade literacy and mathematics competence then they will meet entry level employment standards for most entry level jobs. He stated that PSEG is a partner of Trenton High and they had a PSEG lab at the high school so in the Applied Engineering program PSEG and the faculty in that program have constructed the curriculum to meet PSEG entry level standards. He stated that they have learned from their interaction with PSEG and how their expectations in relationship to that set of students might generalize to the school as a whole. 

Mr. Feltus asked if they are creating a curriculum that meets the unique needs of the Trenton student population with regard to industries and higher education opportunities. He also asked how the development of the curriculum ties into the goals for the student population.

Ms. Klaus replied that it is an income based concept curriculum which means that it is more rigorous than say children answering questions in a textbook. She stated that it is based on the children building associations, extrapolating information and using it as they would have to do in industry.

Ms. Dawson replied that in addition to those partnerships they receive a lot of guidance and support from places like ETS. She stated that there were people from ETS who participated in the curriculum retreats along with Teachers and other staff members to help guide them. She stated that it is through their partnerships at the high school where they have an Advisory Board of those business partnerships to help write curricula for the various areas with business standards to help guide what they do at the high school level for students. The Business Advisory Board meets quarterly with Teachers and then each SLC has it own business partnerships where they are guided by business practices and performance standards in working with the students in the SLC.

Mr. Feltus stated that he was appreciative of the explanation because he noticed that the areas of the curriculum map were done in collaboration with teaching staff and parents and he wanted to know if other entities participated.

Ms. Dawson replied yes, and part of the process is to insert a certain amount of that work into the map and they will have another panel of Teachers and experts to look at that work to make sure that they are meeting not only NJ Core Content Standards, but Workplace Readiness standards as well as college standards to be able to have what they need. She stated that part of the assessment program they hope is to cover benchmarks in the curriculum in each grade level so that they will be able to see how students are progressing and be able to use the assessments to inform the instruction to have discourse with Teachers about strategies they can use to assist them in working with students in the class room.

Mr. Shelton stated that some of the high schools were discontinuing keyboard instruction classes because students learned the computer in the earlier grades, but their speed was not up to standards. He stated that some of the schools have reintroduced the keyboard instruction as a full year class. He asked if Trenton High Schools have eliminated the keyboard instruction.

Ms. Dawson replied no, they still offer keyboarding in the PC skills classes at the high school. She stated that as technology standards take effect in the lower grades and students become more proficient they may be able to discontinue the course.

Mr. Shelton suggested that before they discontinue the curriculum they look at the secretarial requirements for the district.

Ms. Gibson replied that the district does not have a typing speed requirement anymore.

Mr. Shelton asked when they discontinued that requirement. Ms. Gibson replied last year.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked what are the expectations for Teachers to be able to use the curriculum effectively.

Ms. Klaus replied that they have been working with Lynn Erickson who is the founder of the concept curriculum. She stated that they have had a tremendous response from the Teachers because not only does it simplify their life it gives them a research based tool they can use.

Ms. Dawson stated that with the four content areas in which they have worked so far, Teachers identified core skills, concepts, and content that students need to have and they have developed a unit. She stated that the unit with those core skills and concepts are aligned to standards and those unit titles are then put on a Peyton scale by month so for example when a Teacher clicks on Biology in September, that tenth-grade Teacher regardless of the high school will probably see Introduction to Biology. She stated that there will be a set of skills and concepts that theTeacher will be expected to teach. She stated that there are nine standards and that Teacher would develop a series of lessons aligned with those standards. She stated that the assessments that they put in as benchmarks will allow them to see how classrooms across the district are performing in those skills and concepts. Principals and Administrators will be able to monitor the lesson plans through the use of the technology. Teachers will be able to network and share lesson plans. She stated that the training of this product will take place in September, but they do not anticipate full implementation until January 2006.

Mr. Shelton inquired about the use of text books.

Ms. Klaus replied that text books are used in some areas of curriculum; however they encourage the use of trade books because text books provide a narrow view of a concept or idea. She stated that trade books can be fictional or a documented piece of research. She stated that a student may read fifteen or sixteen books for a particular subject so they will receive a concept from different perspectives. She commented that some schools have no text books and do extremely well.

Mr. Shelton asked who will educate the parents and Ms. Dawson replied they will.

Dr. Lytle stated that part of what Administration promised the Board would be to take an inventory of the text books this spring and provide the Board with a report on what is available in each school. He stated that they use a core reading series in grades K-8 and all schools have that as a base, but that is not the whole literacy curriculum so when Ms. Klaus mentions trade books she means a lot of reading material. He stated that the same applies for the mathematics program, they use connected math in grades sixth to eighth, investigations in grades one to five, but they do not use text books in the traditional sense. He stated that they have a lot of things for the students to work on.  Part of the challenge is to make parents understand how they can help them at home. He stated that they will provide each parent in the district at the beginning of the school year with a statement about what is going to happen in their child’s class over the course of the year. 

Mr. Feltus commented that one of the things that need to be addressed with regard to text books is equity. He also asked if there is an assumption of proficiency prior to a student entering a particular grade.

Ms. Dawson replied that the Teacher will do assessments of student performance and that assessment will be placed in the system so a student’s progress can be tracked.

Ms. Kersey asked Ms. Klaus what type of research to base their decision to encourage the trade books. 

Ms. Klaus replied that trade books are considered a viable source of literature. 

Dr. Lytle asked Ms. Klaus to explain a trade book.

Ms. Klaus replied that a trade book is a soft bound book about a certain subject. She stated that it could be a theme or a history story. She stated that trade books provide students with various perspectives. She commented that all the top researchers promote their use in the classrooms because they understand that a student’s background knowledge may not be as broad as another student. 

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that the Board received the results of the Board’s self evaluation surveys and asked whether or not Board members had any comments.

Ms. Kersey stated that the Board should discuss the self evaluation results at the retreat.

Board President, Bernard McMullan requested the Board defer the discussion on the Special Education report because it is a very important report that outlines a variety of items that they do not wish to discuss in a time pressure situation which they are currently facing with the Executive Session.

Dr. Lytle asked Ms. Hancock to introduce the Special Education staff.

Ms. Hancock introduced Dr. David Weathington as the new Director of Special Services, Shirley Miles-Bell and Nettie Robinson-Logan as the new Assistant Directors and Mr. George Renwick as the Educational Consultant.

Dr. Lytle apologized to Ms. Hancock and her staff and stated that he heard informally from the Board that they were very impressed with the Special Education Report. He stated that it really addresses the long standing matters of deep concerns of the Board which is the over referral for students with special needs, the over representation of African and Hispanic males in special education classes, etc., that the Board and the Mayor has been concerned about for an extended period of time.  He stated that it really does require public discussion because the revision of the Individual Educational Programs (IEP) which are explicit as a matter of deep significance to parents with special need students.  They and the Board need to understand what it would mean if the district sets new directions.   He stated that it is also significant because the County Special Services District just announced that it is laying-off a significant portion of staff and that raises questions for the district to see if they will be able to in September to provide the services that they are mandated to  provide. He stated that it is also an area in which the Board has a heavy resource commitment and in terms of the districts long term student achievement and education performance the issues of special education are right in the center of their ability to do that. He stated that he would appreciate the Board give this report serious consideration.

Motioned by Dr. Ali, seconded by Garry Feltus to move the discussion on the Special Education Report to the Regular Board Meeting May 31, 2005.

All those in favor to move the Special Education Report for discussion right after Board comments at the Regular Board meeting May 31, 2005. All in favor and 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.

Ms. Kersey asked Administration about Attachment C, number 12 and whether or not copies of the report were made available to Board members.

Mr. Wyns replied that number 12 relates to a Legal Assistant. 

Ms. Kersey stated that it talks about the release of the Trenton Abbott Indicators Report 

Dr. Lytle replied that the Trenton Abbott Indicators Report is currently in revision and he does not know if they received the final version from the Law Center. He stated that the Board will receive it as soon as Administration receives it from the Law Center.

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that the Board has a First Reading of the 8000 series By-Laws that relate to the Board and how the Board conducts their work. He stated that they are the operational policies as required by statute and they have been before the Board and then sent back to a small sub committee for revision. He stated that there are a couple of items that are still open.

Ms. Kersey asked who served on the sub-committee.

Board President, Bernard McMullan replied that is was District Attorney Sharon Larmore, Board Attorney Thomas Sumners and Melvin Wyns, Business Administrator/Board Secretary.
Ms. Kersey stated that the Board did not provide comments.

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that there was a long discussion and Patricia McNeal-Rhoden transcribed the minutes from that discussion that were used in the revisions.

Ms. Kersey stated that she reviewed the document and she has marked items that she believes the Board needs to discuss and decide if they are really their roles.

Board President, Bernard McMullan asked for an example.

Dr. Lytle stated that the way it is written it is not coincident with the policy governance because the evaluation of the Business Administrator and the Board Secretary are given to the Board which is not accurate.

Ms. Kersey cited the example that the Board has a responsibility for the adoption of the budget, but it states the different components that the Board has never been involved in. 

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that there is an issue with the Student Board member role and whether or not it should be expanded to include all three high schools.

Ms. Kersey stated that the Board talked extensively that the student body should elect the Student Board representative.

Mr. Blakley stated that he believes that it would be better if there were elections so the students have some input.

Dr. Lytle asked if the 8000 series By Laws are considered a First Reading; Board President, Bernard McMullan replied no.

Board President, Bernard McMullan stated that they will schedule a Special Board meeting sometime in June.   No official action will take place at this meeting.

Motioned by Board President, Bernard to adopt at the request of Administration items on C1, C2, C3, C4, C36 and C37.

Motioned by Garry Feltus, seconded by Dr. Ali

Roll call on the motion; 5 were in favor 0 opposed and 1 abstention.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN

Abdul-Malik Ali
x

Geraldine Eure

Absent

Garry Feltus

x
Joyce M. Kersey
x
Greg Williams





x
Abigail Ramos

Absent
Robert M. Revelle

Absent
Donald O. Shelton
x
Bernard McMullan
x
Informal Adjournment to Debriefing

Motioned by Board President to adjourned to Executive Session at 10:30 p.m.

Open Public Meeting Convened at 10:45 p. m.
Withholding of Increment for 2005-2006 School Year

Ms. Deloria Shack-Lockett, Paraprofessional at TCHS at Sherman Avenue – Withholding of Increment for 2005-2006

Ms. Betty Glen represented Ms. Shack-Lockett at the Board hearing.

Motioned by Board member Dr. Ali, seconded by Garry Feltus to accept the recommendation from Administration for a Withholding of Increment for 2005-2006 School Year. 

ROLL CALL


YES

NO

ABSTAIN



Abdul-Malik Ali

x
   

   



Geraldine Eure

Absent


   



Garry R. Feltus

x 





Joyce M. Kersey

x


Abigail Ramos
 
Absent
 



Robert Revelle

Absent

   



Donald O. Shelton

x



Gregory E. Williams



      

x
     
   


Bernard McMullan

x
Ms. Johnette McBride, Paraprofessional at P.J. Hill Elementary School - Withholding of Increment for 2005-2006.  Ms. Johnson, Associate representative, representing Ms. McBride and stated why the Board should not withhold her increment.

Motioned by Board member Joyce Kersey, seconded by Dr. Ali to accept the recommendation from Administration for a Withholding of Increment for 2005-2006 School Year.

ROLL CALL


YES

NO

ABSTAIN



Abdul-Malik Ali

x
   

   



Geraldine Eure

Absent


   



Garry R. Feltus

x 





Joyce M. Kersey

x


Abigail Ramos
 
Absent
 



Robert Revelle

Absent

   



Donald O. Shelton

x



Gregory E. Williams



      

x
     
   



Bernard McMullan

x
Adjourned at 12:00 midnight

Respectfully,

Patricia McNeal-Rhoden

Assistant Board Secretary
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