TRENTON BOARD OF EDUCATION

108 North Clinton Avenue

Trenton, New Jersey 08609

BOARD REGULAR MEETING 

Tuesday – May 29, 2007 – 7:00 P.M. 
MINUTES


Convened at 7:00 P.M.  
Call to Order

Joyce M. Kersey, President, called the meeting to order at 7:00 p. m.

Pledge of Allegiance

Joyce M. Kersey, President, led the salute to the flag.

Roll Call

Present:

Alexander Brown
L. Diane Campbell
Lisa M. Kasabach

Donald O. Shelton 

Joyce M. Kersey
Absent:

Lucy Guzman
Harry Luna



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 on.

On the rules of this act, the Trenton Board of Education has caused notice of this meeting by publicizing 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.  Anyone who has their name on the mailing list should receive a notice.

Formal action will take place at this meeting.
Adoption Of Agenda
Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Dr. Campbell to adopt the agenda.
Ms. Kersey spoke on the addendum on the Sherman Avenue Corrective Action Plan.  She asked for the Board to have a discussion and take action on this addendum after Executive Session.  All Board Members agreed to this change.
Agenda and addendum was adopted by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X
Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton 
  X
Joyce M. Kersey
  X 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Mr. David Valeri, School Counselor at Robbins Annex, spoke about the configuration of Robbins Annex to include 6th to 8th grades for the current school year and how well that setup has been working.  He said parents are concerned where their children will attend school for 2007-2008 because of the rapid growth in the East Ward and limited space at Robbins Annex.  Mr. Valeri asked the Board to look at all available options to make sure the Robbins Annex students have the opportunity to stay in the building up through 8th grade.
Ms. Robin Hallett-Muhammad, Parent and Secretary, said her sons who are students at TCHS Clinton Avenue Campus came to her with concerns that a teacher had given them an improper grade they had not earned.  The teacher had just returned from a long absence and had failed her sons, disregarding the fact the substitute had given them all A’s and B’s.  Ms. Hallett-Muhammad met with the Principal on several occasions on this matter.  Ms. Kersey asked Dr. Weathington to speak with this parent privately to help her resolve this concern.
Mr. Thomas Moore, President of TEA, spoke about the 23 teaching positions being cut for 2007-2008.  He asked if the individuals involved are certified in other areas and whether the ones who are tenured have a right to address their tenure rights.  Mr. Moore said the people who are leaving are in the area of specialists, and he asked if teachers who are remaining will have extra duty in the area of covering classes or if Administration will be providing services for teachers who need to have their prep time.  He was concerned that he did not have enough information on this issue.  Mr. Moore also stated that 10 ½ month employees are entitled to the same work hours as the 12-month employees, per their contract.  This is 8:00 to 4:00 with a one-hour duty-free lunch.  He said several Media Specialists did not get their duty-free hour this year and he hoped that would not be the case when the schedules are made up for next year.  Lastly, Mr. Moore stated his concerns about difficulty communicating with the various departments in Administration to get the information he needs to represent his union membership as TEA President.
BOARD DISCUSSION
Ms. Kersey said the Board received a report from the NJ Department of Education on the findings of an audit review of issues with the examination of criminal records, fingerprints, etc.  The Board is required by the DOE to have a discussion in public to decide how we will get back to them to either clarify or verify some of this information.  Dr. Campbell asked if it is appropriate to involve Administration in the discussion to give the Board information on how this report was received and some of the reasons this could have happened.  Ms. Kersey said, speaking for herself only, the issues were clear in the document and it is a matter of the District being able to document that they were or were not in compliance.  She said the document covers many years.  Mr. Lofton said he has learned just because the DOE wrote a report doesn’t mean it is accurate.  The cover letter states the District has the right to appeal any of their findings, and Mr. Lofton felt it was important to address the appeal process and not just take the document as fact.  He asked Ms. Gibson to discuss the report in more detail.  Ms. Kersey asked if Ms. Gibson could address the report item by item.
Ms. Gibson said, prior to 1986, there was no fingerprinting done of any sort on new hires.  Effective October 8, 1986, fingerprinting was done by either the local police department or the school district for a criminal history check.  From this date until August 31, 1998, employees had to be fingerprinted on their own through one of those two organizations.  In 2003, the State changed the procedure and had its own agency, currently Sagem Morpho, for fingerprinting.  Ms. Gibson said the report the Board has covers a 21-year period.  In 2005, we had the beginning of our first audit of fingerprinting.  The individual doing the audit became ill and never completed it, so we had another audit done and were given a list of items which we began to correct.  Somehow that information was not communicated and some people are still considered as being missed.
Ms. Gibson said Item #1, which discusses not having been fingerprinted, is a completed list.  If we do a random inspection of our files, it will show those people as having been fingerprinted.  If anything is missing in Sagem Morpho’s database, the individual’s social security number is not input into the State’s system saying they have been fingerprinted.  From the initial list of approximately 600 names, about 300 of them were removed after the team went over the list.  After the remaining names have been gone over individually, probably another 200 names will come off the list.  Ms. Kersey asked how the District will be able to prove to the DOE that these individuals have been fingerprinted and Ms. Gibson said the employee’s personnel file will have the receipt for the $78 they paid to be fingerprinted, plus the application from Sagem Morpho.  If the receipt is not available, the person will have to be fingerprinted as a new employee.
Item #2 lists people whose fingerprints were not approved.  The State notifies the District if the reason is because of a criminal action.  If the reason is for anything else, such as smudged fingerprints, that notification goes to the individual and not Human Resources.  The District would have no way of knowing the person’s fingerprints were not approved.  If anyone’s report comes with a history of criminal action, they are removed immediately from employment according to Board Policy.  If the District cannot submit the proof the individual has been fingerprinted, they will have to submit the process all over again.
Item #3 talks about the criminal history being outdated from the Date of Hire.  The initial deadline for hiring was two years from the date of the fingerprinting, then it was changed to one year and now it is 5 months.  Some of these people showing up on the list may have started as substitute teachers and were fingerprinted at that time.  If they are hired as full-time employees more than 5 months after that time, their fingerprints will show up as being outdated.  The District must then go back and prove the employee started as a substitute teacher and was properly fingerprinted at that time.  Ms. Kersey said the recommendation from the DOE is, if the District cannot verify the information is current, the employee may not qualify for school employment unless the County Superintendent approves or gives an exemption authorizing emergent hiring.  Ms. Gibson said an Emergent Hiring Form is submitted to the County Superintendent’s office.  If the emergent hire is approved, the new employee has 3 months to prove that he can get a clean fingerprint approval.  If this is not done in 3 months, the District can ask for an extension of 2 months, for a total of 5 months having that person being able to get a clean fingerprint.  If they cannot get this, they can be asked to leave employment or the District can find out why the person cannot have a clean fingerprint report.
Mr. Shelton asked what we are doing to ensure this problem does not happen again.  Ms. Gibson said when people come from outside the District, Human Resources must verify there is no break in service between when they left their prior district and when they started working in Trenton Public Schools.  If the person was substituting somewhere else and is hired as a full-time teacher in Trenton, they will be fingerprinted.  One person in Human Resources will be assigned to track and monitor this.  
Dr. Campbell asked if Ms. Gibson would say we are compliant in what is required, or were we caught off-guard not doing what we were supposed to be doing.  Ms. Gibson said what she has found is that all the documentation is in the file but it has not been sent where it was supposed to be.  Ms. Kasabach asked what range of employees will be covered in the requirement to be fingerprinted, and Ms. Gibson said anyone new being recommended for employment will be fingerprinted.  If a consultant will be working with students, that person must be fingerprinted according to law.  The law says Districts have the choice of fingerprinting volunteers, and Ms. Gibson said she will be asking the Board how they want to handle this, whether the District will pay for the fingerprinting or the volunteer will.  
Item #4 talks about individuals who may not have current valid approval for their District under review.  This also involves the Date of Hire and making sure the employees have their fingerprints approved under Trenton’s district code from the County.  Ms. Gibson said she would have to investigate why these people are not shown under Trenton’s district code and this will take some time.
Item #5 states the District has not provided proof of continuous employment for individuals classified by the District as substitute employees.  Ms. Gibson said this is just a matter of looking at when they became full-time employees and making sure there was not a break in service.  Some have different district codes instead of Trenton’s code.  Ms. Kersey said there should be some tracking system in place for employees, particularly substitutes.  Ms. Gibson said this is why we are going to fingerprint everyone.  Ms. Kasabach asked if all districts in the County or State have the same process for fingerprinting and background checks, and Ms. Gibson said they do.  
Ms. Gibson said she is puzzled by Item #6, regarding bus drivers, because a person cannot get a bus driver’s license without State approval.  If the District did not submit the proper paperwork, the person should not have gotten a license.  Ms. Kersey asked how often bus driver licenses are renewed, and Ms. Gibson said it is yearly.  This requires drug testing, fingerprinting and research on the drivers license.  
Item #7 also involves bus drivers.  Ms. Gibson said the three names on the list show as not having valid proof for their position as bus drivers.  The individuals do have current bus driver licenses, and Human Resources will check to see what is missing and why the State issued them licenses.
Items #8 through 11 are handled by subcontractors.  The law states that anyone working as a contractor with children must be fingerprinted.  Ms. Gibson said there is an interpretation that anyone coming in the schools as consultants must be fingerprinted, but we have some consultants who work with teachers and not with students.  A letter will be going out to all consultants advising them that if they work with students, State law requires they be fingerprinted.  The statute does not give clear guidelines on the requirements for consultants, and it is a problem for districts throughout the State.  Ms. Kersey said the State recommendation is for the District to formulate a correction plan on each item, and identify an internal control procedure on this item in particular to be able to track.  Ms. Gibson said she will work with Ms. Swirsky to identify who are the repeat agencies who send people over to us.  She said if we can have the same person come in each year, there will be no break in service and that will make it easier to monitor.  Ms. Gibson said for a retiree to come in as a consultant or a substitute, the Board must approve them before they come in so there is no break in service.
Dr. Campbell asked if this information is received by paper or electronically.  Ms. Gibson said it is all by paper, the State is not set up to have anything electronically sent to them.

The person in Item #10 has a discrepancy in the hire date and the fingerprint date beyond the time period.  This individual retired, had a fingerprint done, we hired the person as a consultant and they were not re-fingerprinted.  The person in Item #11 has a discrepancy between the date of the contract and the date of the fingerprint.  They are also under a different district code.

Ms. Gibson said the team is working on a Corrective Action Plan to make sure these things do not happen again.  Ms. Kersey said the due date for compliance is 45 days from the date of the letter.  She asked that Administration’s response to the State be put on the June agenda so the Board can review it and see that we have responded and are in compliance.  Ms. Gibson will work with Ms. Swirsky to ensure this is done.
Mr. Lofton said the State is using different procedures.  In the past they would find these particular issues and give districts time to correct them before a final report would come out.  This is not the case anymore, although they do give districts the opportunity to appeal the findings.  He said in the District’s initial response, he wants the State to know we are appealing all the names on the list.
Ms. Kersey next brought the Board’s attention to the report for Case #1179 dealing with Special Education Transportation.  Dr. Weathington said the Office of Special Education always receives a plan of correction and has had one for the past 9 years.  In this particular situation, the State began in 2004 prior to Dr. Weathington taking over the Office of Special Education.  One of the specific plans of correction is that we will provide transportation in a timely manner.  In 2005, the DOE stated that we had to provide transportation for our students within 3 days.  Within the plan of correction, it states that we have to provide some type of transportation.  The DOE accepted our plan of correction and that involved us having a compliance form and providing taxi service or some other type of transportation.  We found that with some of the students, when we provided the bids, it would have cost us $300 a day.  For some of the students who are here, we did not receive a bill until September 2005.  We were told by Mercer County Transportation Services that we would not be able to provide services for these students for approximately three weeks.  The Office of Special Education decided that we would provide a taxi service to ensure the students didn’t miss the three weeks of school.
Item #2 is the criminal track for these particular taxi services.  We were unaware that, for these particular students, that we had to provide a criminal check through the DOE.  We were under the assumption that we could use a criminal check through the City, which both of the companies provided.  The taxi company for these particular students did go through a criminal check.  Ms. Kersey asked if the DOE’s information is then incorrect, and Dr. Weathington said they are on target, but we did not realize these individuals had to go through the DOE.  There is nothing on record for the DOE, just for the City of Trenton.
Mr. Lofton returned the conversation to Item #1 to see if Board Members had any questions.  Ms. Kersey said Item #1 states the Trenton School District failed to advertise for bids for Special Education students’ transportation services contrary to statute.  Dr. Weathington said this is really a broad statement and that is why the District is going to appeal it.  He said we have a contract with Mercer County Special Services to bid out for our transportation services.  Mr. Brown asked, in lieu of using a taxi, couldn’t any other employee of the District transport these children to the location?  Dr. Weathington said no, and what he has found is that you have to make sure you transport with an “S” endorsement.
Item #3 deals with a $70,000 voucher from 2004.  Dr. Weathington stated he has to review the documentation and present it to the Board for approval before he will sign his name to it.  Ms. Kasabach asked if we get an invoice ahead of time so we have an idea of how much it is going to cost, or do we get billed each time a student is transported.  Dr. Weathington said we knew the exact amount but the Office of Special Education was waiting for the bill to come and they didn’t submit it for two years.  He said we will never again use the taxi service.
Dr. Weathington said the DOE is correct on Item #4.  There was no written agreement between the District and the taxi company.  He said if we use a taxi service again, which he has no plans to do, we will institute the procedure to require a written agreement.  Dr. Weathington said last year this issue had to do with the fact that we did not have a Transportation Coordinator.  This year, we are about to go through the process again and we are going to have complaint investigations against the Office of Special Education because it means we have to provide services in a timely manner.  He stressed the importance of getting the Transportation Coordinator on board so we do not have to go through this again with the DOE.  Dr. Campbell asked if we plan for how we are going to transport these students in the beginning of the school year.  Dr. Weathington said we work every May with Mercer County Special Services because that’s who we have a contract with, and the transport forms we have are sent to them and they begin the process for those students.  There are students who transfer in, students who are placed in Districts that are far away, and we can’t get the appropriate bids.  This presents a problem in getting transportation started in a timely manner, which is usually the next day according to the student’s IEP.  Dr. Campbell asked if it is possible to retain a fleet of cars that are available so we don’t get caught.  Dr. Weathington said it is expensive to transport a student to Bancroft, for example.  He said that it will be over $300 a day.  He said the only option is reimbursing the parents.  Ms. Kasabach asked what service Dr. Weathington is thinking about using instead of taxis, and he said the Transportation Coordinator will process innovative ways to get these students to school.  He said it’s about planning, but we have no way of knowing about students who may enter the District during the summer, or those who need an extended school year.
Ms. Kersey referenced a copy of a letter from DOE on another case, #3117, about a corrective action plan that was supposed to be submitted by March 31 and it has not been submitted.  Dr. Weathington said we get these plans of correction almost monthly, and this is an area where we have provided the information to the person who is mentioned in the investigative report.  There is one area where we haven’t been compliant and that is in servicing the staff, which is going to take place.  Dr. Weathington said the taxi service and the other part of this investigation is part of the current investigation being discussed.  It all stemmed from a child did not receive his education timely because of transportation services.  The Office of Special Education followed up and provided documented procedures to the Child Study Team.  Ms. Kersey asked if the DOE got a copy of this documentation and Dr. Weathington said they did.  Two parts of the plan of correction have been taken care of, and there are other parts of the plan of correction that have to deal with the Abbott District placement of the particular school.  We are monitored monthly by the DOE, which goes over these plans of correction with us.  Ms. Kersey asked for a copy of the letter sent to the DOE, and Dr. Weathington said he would check with the Assistant Directors to get that copy to Ms. Kersey.
SUPERINTENDENT’S REMARKS TO THE BOARD     

Mr. Lofton said he wanted to make sure the Board had the opportunity to ask the questions, especially about the Sherman Avenue Corrective Action Plan.  Since Ms. Kersey asked to have that conversation after the public meeting, Mr. Lofton said he would save his comments to that time.
BOARD GUIDANCE TO THE SUPERINTENDENT
Mr. Brown wanted to make the Board aware of an issue the Superintendent has been dealing with for several months.  He shared with the Board a copy of a letter the Superintendent sent to the Assistant Commissioner regarding the school construction program.  The Schools Construction Corporation is supposed to be managing the health and safety projects as well as implementing the school construction program.  One of the problems the District is facing now with the delay in building the new schools is trying to maintain the old buildings or the ones that will be significantly rehabilitated or replaced.  The letter was written concerning the roof at Wilson Elementary School.  It has reached a point the Buildings and Grounds staff is concerned about the roof’s ability to maintain itself, especially over the summer months.  The Superintendent has had meetings and written several letters on this subject, and they were directed to do some infrared tests to validate the suspicions about the condition of the roof.  Mr. Brown’s concern about this matter is that if we don’t get some resolution over the summer months, it may be possible that we would have to shut down both of those buildings.  The high school isn’t in as bad shape as Wilson School, and the letter doesn’t address the high school situation, but we are leading in that direction.

Mr. Brown said Buildings and Grounds has been on top of these buildings for years, and it would be remiss on our part not to respond just because the SCC won’t respond.  He said the issue should be escalated through our legislative delegation which we have been in contact with throughout the months that we have been dealing with the school construction project.  Mr. Brown said he has discussed this matter with the Superintendent and wanted to raise the issue at tonight’s Board Meeting so hopefully people will be knowledgeable about the problem and the District can proceed to pursue this critical issue with the SCC.  He said all of these redundant tests are not useful if the roof needs to be repaired or replaced.  Mr. Brown offered to assist the Superintendent with arranging a meeting with the legislative delegation and the City of Trenton to make them aware of this issue.  He said if we don’t have the resources to fix that building, we are going to have to ask for emergency appropriations from the legislature or bonding from the City of Trenton.  Ms. Kersey said she would like to have more discussion about this and see if a meeting can be set up with the legislators and everyone else we feel is appropriate to help us move this issue forward.
Ms. Kersey asked Mr. Lofton to explain to the Board information they were provided by the Business Administrator in reference to the positions that were cut.  She asked if this is related to the report the Board was sent on the reduction in force and Mr. Lofton said it is.  Mr. Lofton passed for time, but he said collaboration is important in any decision that is made and his door is open.  When we were considering changing the schedule in the elementary school from a middle school schedule to an elementary school schedule, that conversation was begun with TEA in December.  Even though cuts came later, the conversation about the change in schedule and results took place early on in the process.  Fewer teachers are required in the building to cover the programs when a schedule is changed to one prep period from a middle school schedule, where teachers have two prep periods.  That briefly sums up how the cuts occurred.  Mr. Lofton asked Dr. Williams to give the Board an update on this subject.
Dr. Williams, at the Superintendent’s direction, met with TEA and TASA in December and January to hear their concerns.  This year, we are running a middle school schedule in the K-8 schools.  In that schedule in Grades 6, 7 and 8 the teachers are certified in the subject area.  We hired extra teachers with content specialists to strengthen the academic programs.  In the past, teachers could teach in K-8 elementary schools with a K-8 certification.  They would not have to be certified in one subject area.  The decision to hire teachers with certifications for grades 6, 7 and 8 was made because our middle school GEPA scores and our NJ ASK scores showed a big drop-off.  The students had to change teachers to go to the specialists in the content areas, in addition to special classes such as art and music.  The lower elementary teachers received two preps, which they were not used to having, which caused them to lose valuable time in reading and math.  For the second prep period, the students would be at art, music, computer or with one of the specialists.  Dr. Williams said the union heads strongly recommended the District go back to an elementary schedule in the K-8 schools.  They wrote them and the Superintendent a letter in February about the recommendation for the Superintendent and Cabinet to take under advisement.  At budget time, the decision was made by the Cabinet and Superintendent to go back to the elementary school schedule in the K-8 school.  By definition, a K-8 school is an elementary school and not a middle school.  There were also budget constraints to be taken into consideration.
Ms. Kasabach thanked the Administrative staff for providing the overview of what is happening in the summer in the public schools.  She felt it is useful to have all this information in one document, which highlights all the opportunities available to students.  Ms. Kasabach also asked Dr. Weathington if the Board could get a summary of how the Parent Summit on May 19 went and the response from the parents and community.
CONSENT AGENDA:
     






Meeting Minutes:  


February 12, 2007 Exec. Session


March 12, 2007 Bd. Conf. and Exec. Session


March 22 & 31, 2007 Coherent Governance Retreat 
Motion by Mr. Shelton, seconded by Mr. Brown to approve meeting minutes.
ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X 



3/12
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X



3/31
Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X
Joyce M. Kersey
  X



3/31
 

Superintendent Recommendations:

School Improvement – Attachment A
Motion by Dr. Campbell, seconded by Mr. Brown to approve Attachment A – School Improvement.  Motion was approved by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X
Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X
Joyce M. Kersey
  X

Human Resources – Attachment B
Motion by Ms. Kasabach, seconded by Mr. Brown to approve Attachment B – Human Resources.  Motion was approved by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X

L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X

Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X



   Joyce M. Kersey
  X


   Finance/Facilities/Capital Projects – Attachment C 
Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Ms. Kasabach to approve Attachment C – Finance/Facilities/Capital Projects.  Motion was approved by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X

L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X

Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X

           Joyce M. Kersey
  X

Student Services – Attachment D
Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Ms. Kasabach to approve Attachment D – Student Services.  Motion was approved by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X

L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X

Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X

           Joyce M. Kersey
  X

REVISED BOARD POLICY:  Second Reading
4101
Cell Phones and Pagers (For Certified and Non-Certified Staff)
4101.1
Cell Phones Provided by the Board
Motion by Dr. Campbell, seconded by Mr. Brown to amend and accept as Second Reading of Policy 4101.  Motion was approved by all Board Members present.
ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X
Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X
Joyce M. Kersey
  X
 

Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Mr. Shelton to amend and accept as Second Reading of Policy 4101.1.  Motion was approved by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X

L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
absent




Lisa M. Kasabach
  X

Harry Luna

absent



Donald O. Shelton
  X

           Joyce M. Kersey        X

Now, Ms. Kersey spoke on behalf of the Board and Superintendent to thank everyone in the audience, Cabinet Members and Administrators who worked hard to make a successful Parent Summit on May 19.  She felt it was one of the best events the District has had.  Ms. Kersey said it was an exciting and enthusiastic day and she hopes the District will continue to involve the community, parents and children in the future.
ADJOURN INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION  8:30 p.m.
INFORMAL ADJOURNMENT TO DEBRIEFING       


Board Member Lisa Kasabach led the debriefing.
Respectfully submitted
Patricia McNeal-Rhoden

Assistant Board Secretary

PUBLIC SESSION convened at 9:00 p.m.
 

Resolution to approve legal services agreement for Special Counsel Alberto Rivas,Esq.
Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Ms. Kasabach, to approve. Board unanimously agreed.
 

Resolution to retain Advanced Academics to provide educational services
Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Dr. Campbell, to approve. Board unanimously agreed.
 

Corrective Action Plan - Sherman Ave. School Scheduling/Grading Practice Review OFAC Case #998
Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Ms. Kasabach, to approve. Board unanimously agreed.   
 

Motion to adjourn meeting by Mr. Brown, seconded by Dr. Campbell. Board unanimously agreed. Meeting adjourned at 10:28pm.
ReConvening of Public Session Minutes Taken By
Thomas Sumners, Esq.
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