TRENTON BOARD OF EDUCATION

108 North Clinton Avenue

Trenton, New Jersey 08609

BOARD CONFERENCE MEETING MINUTES

Monday – January 8, 2007 - 6:30 P.M. 


Convened at 6:30 P.M.  
Call to Order

Robert M. Revelle, President, called the meeting to order at 6:40 p. m.

Pledge of Allegiance

Robert M. Revelle, President, led the salute to the flag.

Roll Call

Present:

Abdul-Malik Ali 
L. Diane Campbell
Geraldine R. Eure

Lucy Guzman




Lisa M. Kasabach

Joyce M. Kersey

Donald O. Shelton



Robert M. Revelle
Harry Luna

arrived at 7:50 p.m.



Superintendent of Schools - Rodney Lofton - 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 advanced 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 therefore 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 tonight.

Adoption Of Agenda
Motioned by Dr. Ali, seconded by Ms. Kersey to adopt the agenda.

Board Members presented adopted the Agenda.
ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X
Geraldine R. Eure
  X  

Lisa M. Kasabach
  X   

Joyce M. Kersey
  X  

Lucy Guzman
  X 

Harry Luna

    

Donald O. Shelton
  X  

Robert M. Revelle
  X  

PRESENTATIONS TO THE BOARD
Ms. Swirsky gave an update on the 2007/2008 Budget.  Mr. Revelle noted that it has become more commonplace of late for the Board not to have any clear guidance from the State Department of Education on funding.  However, the Business Office and Board will do its best to submit a budget based on the information provided.  Ms. Swirsky has changed the schedule to reflect the fact that the D.O.E.Net computer will not be available until January 16.  This makes it impossible to have the budget completed by January 22.  The D.O.E. will accept only the school-based budgets and would like to have them no later than February 15.  D.O.E. has not given any information about what will be forthcoming about the funds and they have not indicated when it will be available.  This information to this point has been from telephone calls to the Budget Manager and other people at the D.O.E.  
Ms. Swirsky plans to submit the school-based budgets for Board review and comment at the January 22 Regular Meeting.  They are due to the D.O.E. by February 15, which allows for further discussion at the February 12 Conference Meeting.  There is a tentative target for Board approval of the budget at the February 26 Regular Meeting.  The D.O.E. has no information yet on tuition rates, state facility deductions and charter schools.  March 22 is the tentative date for submission of the budget to the Department of Education.  The meeting on new facility funding has been cancelled for the second time.  This impacts the the funding of the opening of the new Parker School.  
Mr. Shelton asked what the school-based budgets are, and Ms. Swirsky answered that these are separate budgets for each school.  The School Leadership Counsels prepare these and give them to the Business Office where they are consolidated into the overall District budget.  The Business Office is also getting figures on salary and positions from Human Resources.  Mr. Shelton wondered if the schools that had to cut personnel last year were able to add those personnel back into their budgets for this year.  Ms. Swirsky has not seen any school-based budgets yet.  
Mr. Revelle asked for clarification on what the Board will be asked to approve.  He asked if it would be the compilation of school-based budgets for 2007/2008 for approval at the January 22 meeting.  Ms. Swirsky said it would be.  Then Mr. Revelle asked if the Board would be asked to approve the District budget at the February 26 meeting, and Ms. Swirsky responded that they would.  She stated that hopefully, all the needed information will have been received from the D.O.E. at that point.  Mr. Revelle asked what complications it presents to the Board to be asked to approve the budget in two separate actions.  Ms. Swirsky said that it is a complicated situation because, if the D.O.E. approves the school-based budgets, whatever money is left over will be for Central Office accounts provided that we have gotten all the funding information.  However, Ms. Swirsky has not received any information from the D.O.E. on what will be done with the school-based budgets.  She will present a comparison between last year’s school-based budget and the 2007/2008 proposed school-based budget for the Board’s guidance in making their decision.

Mr. Revelle asked for Ms. Swirsky’s speculation on the reasons behind the D.O.E.’s strategy of asking for the budget in two parts.  Ms. Swirsky stated it probably has much to do with the fact that there has been no direction yet from the Governor on the funding situation.  Perhaps the D.O.E. wants to see how much the schools are asking for so they can have an idea of how much funding is needed from the State.

Dr. Campbell asked if the school-based budgets are used in the process of compiling the District budget.  She commented that we need to have some kind of idea of the amount of money we need to operate, even though the State has not given us any funding information yet.  She asked what exactly the process is.  Ms. Swirsky said that the budget usually isn’t broken down into separate pieces, and she has not gotten any direct, definite answers from the D.O.E.  Therefore, the final budget amount will be technically “backed into” since there is no funding information for the Business Office to use.  The current school-based budgets are given to the schools on Excel spreadsheets, so they have a comparison to formulate their next year’s budget.  Once the schools enter their requested budget for the new year and return it to the Business Office, the information is compiled onto another system.  All this information is put on the State’s Excel system, and also on our own system so that we can run the numbers in a variety of ways to make different comparisons.  The information is reviewed in light of what the Cabinet would like done, because of grant funding that could possibly be factored into the decision making process.

Mr. Shelton said he heard there is a possibility that we will be flat funded such as we have been in the past year.  He suggested that we take the school budgets, raises, all expenses that must be paid, and come up with a final amount in order to see what would happen if we are flat funded again.  He asked what would be the repercussions in terms of headcount reduction, program cuts, etc?  He was of the opinion that all Abbott districts should get together to present a unified front to the Governor and the Legislature in asking for the funds needed to run our districts.  Mr. Shelton felt that another year of flat funding will be disastrous in terms of pay raises offered, layoffs, etc.  This is why the Abbott districts should join forces.  Ms. Kersey stated that several years ago, the New Jersey School Boards Association (NJSBA) facilitated a meeting among urban district Boards of Education, Business Managers and Superintendents with the objective of doing what Mr. Shelton suggested.  There was very poor attendance, and the NJSBA decided not to get involved because of this fact.  On a second point, Ms. Kersey stated that approaching Legislators will be successful only if they agree on how Abbott budgets are being spent.  Ms. Kersey felt that representatives from urban districts are on the side of the suburban districts regarding spending matters, and that we may not have the type of support that Mr. Shelton felt we might have.

Mr. Revelle asked if Ms. Swirsky could give her opinion of the top five spending areas at the school level.  Ms. Swirsky stated this would be salaries first and foremost, followed by stipends, programs, technology, professional development, supplies and textbooks.  Supplies would be an expense of every department.  The health and other benefits is the biggest expense after salaries.  Ms. Swirsky has asked that the State consider the fact that we are flat funded when they look at the rates for these policies, because the District has no negotiating power in this matter.  Mr. Revelle stated that, since we most likely will be flat funded again, we would probably have to decrease the amount spent in other areas if we want to increase the amount in the top five spending areas.  Ms. Swirsky said that flat funding for Trenton would probably result in a $6 to $10 million cut, since costs for salaries, benefits and pension, and workers comp always go up, plus there are costs that are beyond our control, such as utilities, maintenance costs and tuition increases for students placed outside the District.

Mr. Revelle asked what other urban districts are doing, and Ms. Swirsky said she spoke to a Superintendent at another district who used their 2% fund balance to balance their budget this year.  Once the fund balance is gone, there isn’t any other way to make up the difference.  Mr. Revelle asked if the District would consider looking at tools that other districts are using to balance their budgets, such as asking parents to pay for athletics and extra curricular activities.  Ms. Swirsky stated that she doesn’t feel this is possible in Trenton, even though suburban districts have this ability and are using it.  Ms. Kersey observed that most of the parents in Trenton are of limited income and probably don’t have this money in their personal budget.  Dr. Ali said that the amount of money this would bring in wouldn’t be that much to make a difference anyway.  Ms. Swirsky said that the District is looking at shared services and other ways to save money, such as teachers being shared between buildings and additional grant funding.

Dr. Guzman asked if someone had been hired to work on securing additional funding, and what are the prospects of the District getting this funding?  She felt that we need to be very selective in choosing the organizations from which we accept money, so that we can use it in ways that will best meet the needs of the students.   The utility bills will also be checked to see how much money we’ve saved in light of the recent warm weather.  Dr. Guzman stated that the subject of parent contributions came up in a discussion on a Model UN program, and that people tend to appreciate things more when they’ve contributed even a modest amount of money to them.  However, Mr. Revelle said that he wants to go on record as being opposed to asking Trenton parents to give more.
Ms. Kersey asked if the contract negotiations are being considered as a way to save money, and Ms. Swirsky said that the only two contracts up for renewal this year are the Trenton Business & Technical Employees Association (TB&T) and the Trenton Educational Secretaries Association (TESA) agreements.  Trenton Education Association (TEA) will be up for renewal on September 1.  Ms. Kersey asked if the District would take a serious look at this in light of the flat funding situation.  Mr. Revelle said that counsel sent a letter to TEA stating that the Board is almost ready to start negotiations because there is no point in waiting until we hear from Governor Corzine or the Legislature on the State funding.  Ms. Kersey said that, in the real world, many companies are freezing budgets and not giving salary increases, just so they don’t go out of business.  She feels that if the District continues on its present course, we will also “go out of business”.  She said that hard choices and sacrifices must be made, such as employees paying towards health insurance.  Mr. Revelle acknowledged that this is true, and he said that the final two years of the current TEA contract allow for renegotiation of salary, which the Board will be doing.  He asked Ms. Swirsky when she had received the final approval for the 2006/2007 budget from D.O.E., and she stated that it was in October.

Dr. Campbell asked if there are projections for upcoming retirements in the next several years, and Ms. Swirsky answered that we do not require anyone to tell us in advance of their retirement.  The advance notice is usually 30 or 60 days.  The retiree’s accumulated sick time and vacation is paid, so there isn’t much real savings in the year of retirement.  Dr. Campbell observed that, at the last Board Meeting, it was mentioned that the District expects a significant number of people to retire in the next five years.  This would result in a savings in salary when new people replace the long-term employees.  Mr. Revelle said that the D.O.E. has information on the demographics of the District, and they most likely will take this into consideration when they determine our funding.  Ms. Swirsky said that she hopefully will have more information for the January 22 Board Meeting, after the D.O.E.Net program is opened.  The Budget Committee will meet to discuss this further.
BOARD REPORTS
Dwayne Mosley gave an update on School Construction Corporation (SCC) projects in the District, including the Parker School, Kilmer School, MLK/Jefferson School site remediation, the Daylight/Twilight demonstration project, the Roebling site, the Early Childhood facility and the Trenton Central High School project.  A handout containing all the information in Mr. Mosley’s report was provided.
Mr. Revelle asked about the fitness of the buildings at Roebling for public use, and Mr. Mosley replied that the project calls for the buildings to be stabilized so that no means of ingress or egress is available.  The roofing system was also in order and the buildings were secured.  The structures will not be damaged or cause harm or health issues for the residents in the area or for the students who will be attending school at the buildings.  Once the project is turned over to us, they will be District-owned buildings.  Both buildings will not be renovated or used in any way in the near future, but will basically be a shell.  Mr. Revelle asked if the District could possibly partner with the City or any other organization that may be interested in leasing space.  Mr. Mosley said that originally the buildings were going to be maintenance facilities for the District, and also that the City had approached the District about using the location for residential housing.  There were a number of proposals, but nothing has come to fruition.
Ms. Kasabach asked if the Early Childhood Center was actually a school for Pre-K and K students, and Mr. Mosley stated that it was.  Mr. Revelle asked if this was the first stand-alone early childhood facility owned and operated by the District, and Mr. Mosley stated that it was.  Ms. Kasabach asked if the facility will also be used as a training facility for new teachers to the District where they could get an introduction to and learn about working with small children.  Mr. Mosley stated that at this point, it is being planned only as a school.  Mr. Lofton said that all of the District’s schools are places where professional development can occur simultaneous with the business of teaching, and that the Early Childhood Center will be no exception.
Mr. Shelton asked about the loss of $105,000 million from the original $129,000 million earmarked for the High School by the SCC, and whether or not that money is permanently lost to the District.  He felt that more money was needed to address health and safety issues at the High School, along with issues of aesthetics and also proper use of instructional space.  Mr. Revelle said that the District must be aggressive with SCC in pursuing the completion of the High School project, and that the Superintendent was currently meeting internally with his Cabinet and other members of Administration to formulate some strategy for addressing this issue with SCC.  As of now, the SCC has offered $24 million.  The question was whether the District uses this money to address the health and safety issues, or if they instead decide to raze the building and construct a new one.  The SCC has said they have no money to fund the original project of renovating the high school and constructing a new wing, although new funding was planned.  It is not entirely clear if this funding will materialize, and Mr. Mosley stated that the District would have to start from scratch and apply for additional funds to complete the original project.

Mr. Lofton stated that the District’s three options for the $24 million are to construct the new wing, or to address some of the health and safety issues, or to decline the $24 million offer and go back to the drawing board and submit a request for either a complete renovation of the existing building or for a new facility to be constructed.  He said the programs that will be instituted are of paramount importance, and that any facility that was decided upon must be able to accommodate programs that are planned.  Mr. Shelton asked if these proposed programs will change the entire academic venue.  Mr. Lofton said that most likely some existing programs will be kept if they meet the students’ needs, and that also some programs will be replaced by more effective ones.  Another aspect that will be considered in formulating a plan for the High School was whether the configuration of the facility will be such that the proposed academic programs will be effective.  Mr. Shelton had concerns about the current state of the bathrooms and locker rooms in particular, and he felt that these definitely must be addressed.

Mr. Revelle asked that Mr. Lofton provide a schedule at the February 12 Conference Meeting of the process involved in coming to a decision on the course to pursue with SCC for construction at the High School.  This schedule will give the Board a timetable within which they must make a decision because many factors will be involved, primary of which is parent, student and community input.  Ms. Kasabach stated that although many people who expressed opinions about the High School do not actually live in the City, their input should be considered because the attractions and perception of the City extend beyond the geographic borders.  Dr. Guzman expressed that the District must first decide upon the educational and behavioral programs that are going to be offered before coming to any conclusion about the configuration of the High School.   She felt that without proper behavioral interventions, the existence of newly updated facilities doesn’t make much of an impact.  Dr. Campbell suggested that Administration visit the newly opened Washington Township High School to make a comparison between what the students there experience as opposed to what Trenton students experience when they come to school.  She felt that the children of Trenton need and deserve all the opportunities and advantages as their suburban counterparts, in order to succeed and compete in the world.
Mr. Shelton expressed his hope that there will be adequate administrators and teachers and building facilities to accommodate the planned 1200 students for the PreK-8 campus at Roebling School.  Mr. Mosley stated that the younger students will be separated from the older ones.  The two separate buildings are stand-alone buildings, although they are connected by a corridor.  There were also some architectural problems at Parker School, but they have been addressed.  Mr. Shelton also expressed his opinion that the Daylight/Twilight school would make a wonderful facility for the gifted and talented and performing arts students, in light of the fact that the State is considering eliminating SRA and 70% of the graduates from Daylight/Twilight are part of the SRA program.  Ms. Kasabach suggested that since the Roebling school is not ready to be used at the present time, perhaps alternative energy sources such as solar energy could be considered for this location in an effort to save money.  Mr. Mosley replied that the design of the facility is complete and has been approved by the Department of Community Affairs, and a number of energy-saving features have been employed, such as skylights and insulated replacement windows.  
Dr. Guzman expressed her approval for the planned use of the Daylight/Twilight school for extended hours and she felt this makes maximum and efficient use of the space.  She asked Mr. Mosley to comment on the use of the facilities by community groups and the District taking advantage of this opportunity.  He answered that all the new buildings are being designed for use after hours by outside organizations, with the main parts of the buildings off-limits to the general public for security purposes.  The cafeterias, assembly areas and gymnasiums will be available for use, along with rest rooms, so that community organizations will find it beneficial to choose the school buildings for their meetings.  The fees paid in association with this will bring needed revenue into the District.
Mr. Revelle asked if a real estate firm should be employed to investigate options available to the District regarding the Roebling buildings.  He asked if there are any zoning restrictions, and Mr. Mosley said there are none at this time.  Mr. Mosley said that at the present time he has not yet met with the City Planning Department to see how the buildings will be zoned once the project is completed.   He agreed that the present time was a good opportunity to make any necessary alterations to the buildings to make them more attractive for a variety of uses.  Mr. Shelton asked how many students the buildings would hold.  Mr. Mosley answered that it is hard to determine this since the buildings are currently just shells.  He said that the estimated square footage is 50,000.
SUPERINTENDENT’S COMMENTS AND COUNSEL TO THE BOARD {EL-10}     

Mr. Lofton thanked Ms. Swirsky and Mr. Mosley for their presentations to the Board.  He stated that the Cabinet will be giving an update on the proposed Strategic Plan at the January 22 Board Meeting and that future updates will be given on a monthly basis.
BOARD GUIDANCE TO THE SUPERINTENDENT
Ms. Kersey spoke about Item 12a on the agenda of the Personnel Matters Report – Classified, requesting the creation of a position of Grant Assistant 21st Century After School Program, and Item 4a on the agenda of the Personnel Matters Report – Instructional, approving the appointment to the position of Coordinator Teacher 21st Century School Grants.  She asked if the individual listed in 4a has already been appointed to the position that has not been approved yet, and if the position was advertised.  Ms. Gibson stated that the position was advertised and posted for the normal 10 days.  Five people applied for the position, the screening took place, and the individual in Item 4a was selected.  Ms. Kersey stated that there have been issues in the past with the timing of the creation of positions and filling those positions before they have been approved.  It was clarified that the position in Item 12a is a separate position from the one in Item 4a.
Ms. Kersey also called the Board’s attention to Item 12b in the Finance/Facilities section, regarding transporting students via taxicab.   Previously, she asked Ms. Swirsky how many students the $38,796 would cover and she was told this would be approximately 20 students.  Ms. Swirsky will check further into this matter.  Ms. Kersey also received an explanation from Ms. Swirsky concerning why the dates of service for this item are shown as 2005/2006, and she asked Ms. Swirsky to advise the rest of the Board on this.  Ms. Swirsky deferred to Dr. Weathington since this requisition was originated from his department.  Dr. Weathington stated that his department received back in September vouchers going back to the 2004 school year, that the reason for the delay in submitting this item for Board approval was that the Department of Student Services wanted to ensure that all the charges from Yellow Cab were legitimate and in fact they all turned out to be.  Dr. Weathington called the Board’s attention to the fact that under IDEIA, the District is mandated to provide transportation services when a bus is not available.  Ms. Kersey questioned how the District is handling the liability of cab drivers transporting children.  Ms. Swirsky said that any transportation company operating in Trenton or any other city is required to have specific insurance to transport children and that the District ensured this requirement was met.  In some cases, a parent was required to be in the vehicle with the child.  Mr. Shelton wondered if this function could be contracted out to some parents to save money, and Dr. Weathington stated that because of insurance and other regulations, that was probably not feasible.  Ms. Kasabach asked if the taxi drivers would have the same background check that the District requires for its bus drivers.  Dr.  Weathington said that the information from Yellow Cab reflects that this has been done, and that his department is working on getting all the information on United Cab from the State of New Jersey.

Dr. Guzman asked Dr. Weathington about Item D2 on the Student Services agenda.  She stated that the professional development program sounds very good and has been well justified.  However, she wondered why only four schools have been selected to participate.  She asked how these four schools were chosen and why the District can’t offer the program at all the schools.  Dr.  Weathington stated that it all depends on funding and that those four schools are not necessarily the ones that will eventually be using the program.  Dr. Guzman asked if there are behavioral problems and a greater need at those four schools, and Dr. Weathington said that they tried to focus on CAPA schools when making their decision.

Mr. Shelton addressed the subject of the charter schools that have recently been in the newspaper, specifically the proposed academic high school to serve both Ewing and Trenton.  The school is being modeled after a successful school of the same type in Newark.   Mr. Shelton hopes that if the school is indeed going to admit Trenton students, there will be an adequate number of them and not just a small, select sample.  The goal of this new high school is to prepare students for college and to encourage them to choose that path.  Mr. Shelton would like to see the District institute some sort of tracking system to determine how many of our students attend college, where they go to college and if they stay in college.  He would also like to see a gifted and talented program return to the District.  If these enhancements are not made and if the charter high school is a success in producing well-educated students, Mr. Shelton feels that there will be many complaints because the Trenton public schools offer no comparable programs.  He would like to see as many students as possible stay in Trenton, and he felt that offering additional programs such as gifted and talented will make that happen.  He believed that District employees need to focus more on serving the students and less on benefits and salary, because the students are the primary reason that the schools exist.  Mr. Revelle stated that there is much agreement on this subject among the Board Members, but in the past there has not been enough support from Administration, prior to the arrival of the new Superintendent.  He hopes that with the new Administration in place, the Board will be willing to pursue the issues of a rigorous academic curriculum and programs to nurture the many other talents of Trenton students.

Dr. Guzman observed that mention was made of Honors and Advanced Placement courses, and she related the story of a student who was not able to take enough higher level courses to make her college application more competitive.  Dr. Guzman felt that the same advanced classes should be offered at all campuses of the high school, and that the number of classes offered needs to be increased.   Mr. Revelle remarked that there appears to be enough Board support for this item to be placed on the agenda in the future for a more extended and concentrated discussion.

Ms. Kasabach questioned Item C7 for architectural services for the Ziegler building.  She asked where it is located and why it is referred to as the Ziegler building.  It is located at 621 Prospect Street, and the former owner’s name was Ziegler.  The transportation division is slated to be housed in this location, but quite a bit of renovation needs to be done.  In order to do the renovations, the permits have to be pulled, which requires architectural drawings.   
Ms. Kasabach also questioned student trips that are listed as “no cost to the board”, and she wondered where the funding comes from for these trips.  Dr. Williams stated that sometimes the trips are free, sometimes they’re gifts to the District, and sometimes they’re in the form of free tickets provided to students.

Ms. Kasabach asked about educational services programs that are offered on a yearly basis, and she wondered if the District does any evaluation of these recurring programs to see if they are working as intended and achieving the desired results.  Dr. Williams answered that the schools do their own evaluations of the programs, and that Ms. Kasabach would be able to get a report from the schools involved if she would like to see the documentation.   Ms. Kasabach stated that the documented success of these programs would also help the District in writing grant proposals.  Ms. Kasabach also complimented Dr. Blanchard on the Winter Benchmarks Packets and Ms. Wesley on the recently issued Parent/Student Handbook.  She stated that both these items show the District’s willingness to interact on a positive level with the community and parents.

Mr. Revelle expressed his opinion that the District does not do an in-depth analytical evaluation of programs that are offered on a regular basis, and he requested that the new Superintendent institute the practice with his Cabinet.  Mr. Revelle would like an evaluation put on the May or June agenda so that the Board can ascertain if these special and supplemental programs are working as they should be.
Mr. Shelton questioned salary adjustments for submitted proof of a Masters degree or additional credits, and he asked why the adjustment is retroactive to September 1 if the proof is just now being submitted.  Ms. Gibson stated that it has always been the practice to make the payments effective with the start of the school year, unless the employee achieves the milestone after September 1.  In that case, the amount of the salary adjustment is pro-rated.
Mr. Shelton raised the issue of the many consultants the District employs, especially in the area of Math, and he feels that the results he has seen do not justify the continued use of the same people to provide these services.  He felt that consultant evaluations must be done.
CONSENT AGENDA:
     






Meeting Minutes:  

November 27, 2006 Bd. Regular. and Executive Session 
      December 4, 2006 Bd. Conf. and Exec. Session

December 12, 2006 Bd. Special Meeting


December 12, 2006 Budget Committee Meeting

December 18, 2006 Policy Governance Committee Meeting

December 18, 2006 Board Budget Policy Committee Meeting
Superintendent Recommendations:

School Improvement – Attachment A

Human Resources – Attachment B


   Finance/Facilities/Capital Projects – Attachment C 
Student Services – Attachment D
There were no further comments or questions on the Consent Agenda beyond the issues raised under Board Guidance to the Superintendent.
REVISED BOARD POLICY:  First Reading
4426 Modified Duty
Mr. Revelle read the addition to this policy on workers compensation.  It relates to all employees in the District.  
Motion by Ms. Kersey, seconded by Mr. Shelton to amend and accept First Reading of policy 4426 as amended.
ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali 
   X
    
L. Diane Campbell
   X
Geraldine R. Eure
   X
Lisa M. Kasabach
   X
Joyce M. Kersey
   X
Lucy Guzman
   X
Harry Luna
   
   X
Donald O. Shelton
   X
Robert M. Revelle
   X
Motioned by Dr. Ali, seconded by Dr. Guzman to adjourn the meeting into Executive Session.  All were in favor 0 opposed 0 abstentions.
ADJOURN  8:45 p.m.
INFORMAL ADJOURNMENT TO DEBRIEFING       


Board Member Dr. Campbell led the debriefing.
EXECUTIVE SESSION  convened at 8:50 p.m.
Opening Public Meeting convened at 9:15 p.m.

1)
Cummings v. TBOE 








For legal services rendered in the amount of $2,289.45


From Wolff, Helies, Duggan, Spaeth and Lucas

Motioned by Dr. Campbell, seconded by Ms. Kersey to accept the recommendation from Administration to pay the Attorneys in the case of Cummings v. Trenton Board of Education until the deductible is met in the amount of $2,289.45

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali 
    x

Geraldine Eure
    absent
Diane Campbell           x

Lisa M. Kasabach
    x
Joyce Kersey
    x

Lucy Guzman
    x

Harry Luna

    x
Donald Shelton
    x

Robert M. Revelle
    x
2)
Cummings v. TBOE








Approval to encumber Parker McCay, P.A.


For balance of liability not covered by insurance


Total not to exceed $7,710.55 for legal services


By Sharon Larmore, Esq.

Motioned by Dr. Campbell, seconded by Ms. Kersey to accept the recommendation from Administration to pay the Attorneys in the case of Cummings v. Trenton Board of Education until the deductible is met. 

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali 
    x

Geraldine Eure
    absent
Diane Campbell           x

Lisa M. Kasabach
    x
Joyce Kersey
    x

Lucy Guzman
    x

Harry Luna

    x
Donald Shelton
    x

Robert M. Revelle
    x
3)
Trenton Educational Secretaries Association





TESA 09-06-01-088


Level II Decision is upheld. Grievance is denied.

Motioned by Dr. Ali, seconded by Mr. Sheldon to accept Administration’s decision to uphold the Level II decision.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali 
    x

Geraldine Eure
    absent
Diane Campbell           x

Lisa M. Kasabach
    x
Joyce Kersey
    x

Lucy Guzman
    x

Harry Luna

    x
Donald Shelton
    x

Robert M. Revelle
    x
4)
Trenton Educational Secretaries Association





09-06-01-089


Level II Decision is upheld.  Grievance is denied.

Motioned by Dr. Ali, seconded by Mr. Sheldon to accept Administration’s decision to uphold the Level II decision.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali 
    x

Geraldine Eure
    absent
Diane Campbell           x

Lisa M. Kasabach
    x
Joyce Kersey
    x

Lucy Guzman
    x

Harry Luna

    x
Donald Shelton
    x

Robert M. Revelle
    x
5)
Trenton Educational Secretaries Association


 

09-05-02-090


Level II Decision is upheld.  Grievance is denied

Motioned by Dr. Ali, seconded by Mr. Sheldon to accept Administration’s decision to uphold the Level II decision.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Abdul-Malik Ali 
    x

Geraldine Eure
    x

Diane Campbell           x

Lisa M. Kasabach
    x
Joyce Kersey
    x

Lucy Guzman
    x

Harry Luna

    absent

Donald Shelton
    x

Robert M. Revelle
    x
Respectfully submitted
Patricia McNeal-Rhoden

Assistant Board Secretary
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