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FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

B O A R D  O F  E D U C A T I O N  
 

FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 
 
 
Work Session             MINUTES August 6, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 6:40 p.m. in the board room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue. The work session was called to discuss the AppTrack 
Software Licensing Program and school board planning, protocols, and goals.     
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President  
 Sue Hull, Treasurer 
 Sean Rice, Member 
 Silver Chord, Member 
 Wendy Dominique, Member 
 John Thies, Member  

Absent: 
   Sharon McConnell, Vice President 
 
  
   
 
 

 
Staff Present: 
    Pete Lewis, Superintendent of Schools 
    Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
    Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent of Secondary Education 
    Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education 
    Janet Cobb, Director of Information Systems 
    Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the School Board 
 
Others:  
    Jim DeWitt, Legal Counsel 
    Jill Dolan, Assistant Borough Attorney 
 
AppTrack Software Licensing Program 
President Brophy asked Jim DeWitt, legal counsel, to provide the board with an overview of the 
AppTrack licensing program. Mr. DeWitt stated there was an Interim Agreement in place. The Interim 
Agreement was revocable or adoptable by the board. The goal of the Interim Agreement was to 
preserve the status quo until the board had the opportunity to act on the licensing plan. Mr. DeWitt 
promised the board there was nothing nefarious about the agreement. It was carefully considered and 
done to try to preserve the opportunity for the board. 
 
Mr. DeWitt did not know how many licenses, if any, had been sold.  Janet Cobb, informational systems 
director, did not know the number of licenses that had been sold, but Ketchikan and UAF were 
customers and a demo had been set up for Anchorage. Mrs. Dominique asked if those customers had 
already paid for the licenses. Mrs. Cobb stated Anchorage had not yet paid for any licenses.  
Mrs. Dominique again asked if any of the customers had paid for licenses.  Mrs. Cobb stated Ketchikan 
and the University had paid. President Brophy asked if the transactions had been appropriate under the 
Interim Agreement. Mr. DeWitt stated yes.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked which document was the Interim Agreement. Mr. DeWitt and Superintendent 
Lewis thought the Interim Agreement was in the board packet. [The Interim Agreement was not included 
in the board packet.] 
 
Mrs. Hull called point of order for a general overview of where the district currently stood with AppTrack. 
President Brophy asked Mr. DeWitt to update the board.   
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Mr. DeWitt stated there was an Interim Agreement in place between the school district and Lyceum 
[Software] Solutions, Inc. Lyceum [Software] Solutions consisted of the two developers of the AppTrack 
product. It was a corporation owned solely by them. Mr. DeWitt explained the Interim Agreement allowed 
the developers to have a non-exclusive right to license the AppTrack application. It guaranteed the 
school district a perpetual unlimited license for the AppTrack application. The terms of the Interim 
Agreement provided that if the school board elected to do so, it could undo the entire licensing 
agreement and bring it back in-house, under its own name. The school district would then have the 
option to continue ahead or terminate all the outstanding licenses. Mr. DeWitt explained it was built to be 
collapsible. Alternatively, if the district did nothing, the developers would get a non-exclusive license for 
the software going forward. The district would receive a perpetual license to AppTrack in whatever form 
it might evolve into and everyone moved ahead.  
 
Mr. DeWitt stated he tried to set up the Interim Agreement so the school board would control its own 
destiny and the district would retain the employees, product, and the options in August.  Work on the 
agreement had taken place in June and early July.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if the Interim Agreement had been agreed upon by the school board. Mr. DeWitt 
stated he felt something had to be done to preserve the options for the school board and not have the 
entire process blow up and be resolved that way after no action was taken by the school board in June. 
Mr. DeWitt stated it was his solution, recommended to the school board. Superintendent Lewis corrected 
Mr. DeWitt, it was not recommended to the board, but to the superintendent. Mr. DeWitt corrected 
himself. It was Mr. DeWitt’s solution recommended to the superintendent, who had signed it upon the 
reliance of Mr. DeWitt’s recommendation. Mr. DeWitt clarified the Interim Agreement had not been 
approved by the school board.  
 
Superintendent Lewis thought another piece to sort through was the AppTrack product itself – when it 
was developed; how it was developed; and where it was headed. He explained AppTrack was 
developed as part of the district’s desire to manage iPads, iPods, all the licensing, etc.  He said most of 
the work was done as part of the employees’ regular jobs, but there was work done outside of work. 
Superintendent Lewis stressed that a change in the product code would make for a different product and 
the developers could go their own way at any time they wanted. Superintendent Lewis explained he was 
trying to maintain the district’s ability to keep the product and potentially market the product and use the 
revenue for additional technology.  
 
President Brophy thought rather than trying to resolve where there was approval or where there wasn’t, 
it might be better for the discussions to center around the meat of the actual software proposal, as 
opposed to some of the extraneous subjects. Mr. DeWitt thought the board needed to determine which 
option they wanted to explore. Superintendent Lewis thought there should be some discussion around 
the compensation piece, as he thought it was clearly an issue.  
 
Mr. Rice asked what, if any, other government entities were in a similar position to the district’s current 
position and how they might have handled the situation. Mr. DeWitt stated the only entity, to his 
knowledge, in the same position as the district was the University of Alaska as they licensed software 
commercially all the time.  Mr. DeWitt knew of no other Alaska school districts in a similar position.  
Mr. Rice asked if university employees received any type of compensation. Mr. DeWitt stated the 
university would not disclose that information to him which led him to believe there was some type of 
agreement in place for compensation, but stressed it was an inference, not something he knew.  As far 
as Mr. DeWitt had been able to tell, in an informal series of phone calls, there were no other school 
districts in Alaska currently licensing software. Fairbanks was kind of out in front.  
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Mr. Rice asked about other government entities such as public works, who might be selling software, as 
they all had their own technology directors and departments. Mr. DeWitt did not know of others. 
Superintendent Lewis stated the borough was, as he knew they were being approached to potentially 
sell some of their products, such as the borough’s taxing and mapping plans, although he did not know 
where it would lead. Jill Dolan, assistant borough attorney, stated it was software from the accessing 
department, but the issue had not been actively discussed. It was an idea someone had approached 
them about.  
 
President Brophy asked Mr. Rice about the intent of his question – was it specifically to software or the 
issue of selling and compensating employees. Mr. Rice stated it was the entire thing. If the district could 
learn what other entities were doing, the district might be able to do something that would suit the 
district. He was trying to figure out a way where it might work.  
 
President Brophy, recalled from previous the board discussions, how board members wanted the district 
to be innovative and trying and doing new things – thinking outside the box. She thought the AppTrack 
licensing program was a perfect example of one of those things; it had obviously been startling. It was 
important for board members to ask the right questions, move forward, and make a decision one way or 
the other.  
 
Mrs. Hull also inquired about other entities and what they were doing. She clarified Mr. DeWitt did not 
know of any other school districts in Alaska licensing software. She thought there certainly were other 
entities, like districts elsewhere in the country. Mr. DeWitt stated Mrs. Hull was correct. Mrs. Hull asked 
how exhaustive a search had been done to find out how others had dealt with the situation. She found it 
hard to believe Fairbanks was the first school district anywhere to undertake the issue. Mr. DeWitt stated 
Mrs. Hull was correct, there were other districts in the country, but it was tough to take information from 
California, which was a pioneer with that type of situation. With school districts in California, there were 
consortia developed in most school districts to market software.  
 
Mr. DeWitt did not find it surprising California was leading the way with software licensing. The laws in 
California were so different - the laws that governed the relationship between the state and municipality 
and the municipality and the school district. California had written laws to enable software licensing – to 
specifically facilitate it, as an example authorizing consortia. Alaska did not have anything like it and he 
had found it hard to find a model similar to the situation in Fairbanks.    
 
Mrs. Hull asked a process question if the board would receive information from the administration and 
then allow time for board members to ask questions, as she had quite a list of questions. President 
Brophy thought board members should have read the information they had from the June meeting, 
along with the additional information received from the attorneys, so she thought it was appropriate to 
ask questions.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked who presently owned the intellectual properties to the software since work had been 
done both as employees and outside the district. Mr. DeWitt stated it was his opinion, the district owned 
the software. The two developers involved may have a different view, but he thought a good case could 
be made that all of it, or essentially all of it, was work product, developed on company time, and the 
employee rule applied.  
 
Mrs. Hull assumed the intellectual property would remain the district’s property under either option – 
approving or not approving the licensing plan. She asked for a clarification on the status if the board did 
not approve the licensing plan. Mr. DeWitt stated a non-exclusive license to the product would go to the 
two developers’ corporation, Lyceum, and the school district would still own the rest of it. Mr. DeWitt 
explained non-exclusive meant anyone else or the school district could do whatever they wanted to do 
with the software.  
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Mrs. Hull asked if Lyceum would be able to purse marketing the software as if it was their intellectual 
property. Mr. DeWitt stated it would not be Lyceum’s intellectual property; all the district was giving them 
was the license to use it. Mrs. Hull clarified it was the ability to market it. Mr. DeWitt stated Mrs. Hull was 
correct. Mr. DeWitt clarified there was nothing stopping Lyceum from developing AppTrack Version II 
which would belong to Lyceum.   
  
Mrs. Dominique asked if Lyceum, on its own, could develop Version II if the school district was not 
interested in it, since the district held the original licensing. Mr. DeWitt thought Lyceum could probably 
move forward. If the developers developed Version II and it was not done on district time, they would 
own the bulk of it. He said the district could nibble on the corners, but it would not be cost effective. 
Version II would belong to Lyceum and they could move forward and do whatever they wanted with it. 
 
Mrs. Dominique clarified the developers would not be able to develop Version II through the school 
district; they would have to do it on their own time. Mr. DeWitt stated Mrs. Dominique was correct, if the 
developers wanted to own it.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if Lyceum could sell Version II back to the district. Mr. DeWitt explained the 
district had a perpetual license for every version the two developers ever made. Superintendent Lewis 
clarified the district would receive the product forever. Mr. DeWitt added the product would be provided 
to the district at no cost. President Brophy asked if that option was based upon what the board 
approved. Mr. DeWitt stated it would be the case even if the board did not approve the licensing plan.  
 
Ms. Dolan thought Microsoft would have a claim against her if she took their software version, updated it 
and called it Word 2012. Mr. DeWitt agreed if only the name was changed, Microsoft would probably 
have a problem with it. But if the developers changed the look and feel, the portal, the database, or any 
number of relatively easy to do things, it would probably be the property of the developers.  
 
More importantly, Mr. DeWitt thought it would not be cost effective for the district to get into a big fight 
over ownership of the AppTrack software. He explained that type of dispute was terribly expensive; 
reiterating it would not be cost effective. Mr. DeWitt said there would never be enough revenue from the 
AppTrack product to justify it.   
 
Mr. DeWitt noted a reality check; AppTrack was not the next Windows 8. It was a well executed little 
Internet portal which allowed the district to manage the hardware items such as iPads, iPhones, and 
iPods, and their applications. The program was clever and well done, but it was kind of a niche product. 
It would only interest people who owned lots of the devices.  It was not the next Excel spreadsheet.  
 
Ms. Dolan thought Lyceum would need to have the rights to the original version before they could 
develop AppTrack Version II. Mr. DeWitt stated Ms. Dolan was not correct. He pointed out a current 
lawsuit between Samsung and Apple Computer over the same very issue – what did one have to own in 
order to develop anything. Going back further, Mr. DeWitt referred to the case of Apple versus Microsoft. 
Microsoft simply stole Apple’s product, changed a few features, and labeled it Microsoft. The Court of 
Appeals for the 9th Circuit ruled it was Microsoft’s product and not an infringement on the copyright of 
Apple’s window interface which he added, Apple had stolen from Xerox. Mr. DeWitt reiterated it did not 
take much to create a new product within the software copyright law.  
 
Ms. Dolan asked why the district needed the Interim Agreement to preserve the status quo, if Mr. DeWitt 
was correct. Superintendent Lewis explained they wanted to preserve the board’s right to make the 
decision on whether they wanted to own the AppTrack product. Absent a decision, there needed to be a 
way to get it back to the board to make a decision. He said they also wanted to protect the district’s right 
to get the product free in case the board said no, so the district could continue to use it and save some 
money.  
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Superintendent Lewis stated he was trying to maintain all the opportunities and rights for the board to 
make the decision and also position the district so costs would not be incurred if the board did not 
approve the plan. Mr. DeWitt added there was another factor. For the same reason the developers could 
create Version II, some complete stranger could create a new version that looked a lot like AppTrack 
and they could market it. The product has been demoed enough where other programmers were aware 
of the software. Apple was aware of the software. There was a danger someone else could capture the 
product. They did not want to keep AppTrack off the market where another developer could take it and 
market it.  That would do no one any good.  
 
President Brophy asked where the district would be regarding tracking devices and applications minus 
the Interim Agreement and the ability to use the software. Superintendent Lewis believed President 
Brophy was asking what would happen if the district did not have the AppTrack product. He explained 
the district would have to go out and purchase a product to track licenses.  He thought there were two or 
three other products available that could tract licenses but he thought they were significantly more 
expensive and didn’t function exactly like AppTrack. Mrs. Cobb confirmed the other programs available 
did not operate like AppTrack.  
 
President Brophy asked for a ballpark figure on the cost of buying a license tracking program from an 
outside source.  Mrs. Cobb thought it would be approximately $200,000. Superintendent Lewis recalled 
he had quoted the board in an earlier communication approximately $80,000.  
 
President Brophy asked board members if they understood the Interim Agreement and what it would 
and would not preserve.  Mrs. Dominique stated she understood it, but did not like it.  
 
Ms. Dolan thought the board might want to discuss the Interim Agreement in executive session; she did 
not think it was appropriate for the work session.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked how the compensation was determined and what precedents had been considered.  
Superintendent Lewis stated typical software licensing agreements compensated developers 30 
percent. Superintendent Lewis worked with the developers and arrived at 20 percent. Mrs. Hull asked if 
there was any investigation of precedent elsewhere. Superintendent Lewis stated he consulted with 
counsel.  
 
Mr. DeWitt added he had been unable to find any signposts elsewhere. Mrs. Hull asked for clarification if 
the there were indications the compensation was typical. Mr. DeWitt clarified the typical developer 
commission in a like situation was 30 percent. President Brophy explained there were two developers 
and at 10 percent each, totaled 20 percent.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked for the reasoning behind revenue compensation rather than a different type of 
award. She noted in her employment, when people came up with great ideas or cost saving ideas, they 
received awards to make it equal for all the other employees who might come up with a great idea, but 
not entitled to the 10 percent compensation.   
 
President Brophy followed up with a similar question, clarifying the two employees received a 
percentage only when the software was sold. If the product was not sold, they would receive nothing. 
Superintendent Lewis stated President Brophy was correct.  
 
President Brophy, in looking to the future, asked if other employees developed something, would the 
board have to go through the same process again.   
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Mrs. Dominique asked to have her question answered by Superintendent Lewis because she felt it had 
to do with all district employees. Superintendent Lewis explained because AppTrack had to do with 
software development, he had looked at software development compensation. The district did not have 
a model for rewarding employees for good ideas, nor for providing employees additional compensation. 
It was new territory. From a developer’s standpoint, the compensation had made sense to 
Superintendent Lewis, but acknowledged there were probably other ways it could have been designed.  
 
Mrs. Dominique thought there were several cases throughout the district where employees, with good 
ideas and cost saving measures, could possibly receive compensation. One that came to mind was the 
millions of dollars saved through the district’s grant department. She had not seen a compensation 
package for that employee. Over the years, the millions in revenue the district had received in grants 
had come from an alert employee in their field.  
 
Mrs. Hull believed software licensing was a different situation than other good ideas or other excellent 
work. The district had many excellent employees for whom the board could decide to give some sort of 
financial reward to for their work. She thought software development with the potential for licensing and 
the commercial application of the product made it a very different situation.  
 
President Brophy agreed with Mrs. Hull. AppTrack was a concrete product that could be sold as 
opposed to how an employee performed. She looked at it as a completely separate reward system. If 
President Brophy recalled correctly, the expectation would be that AppTrack would not cost the district 
anything. The district would not be giving money to an individual above and beyond what the district was 
taking in. Mr. DeWitt stated President Brophy was correct.  
 
Mrs. Dominique made the point that the two employees, in receiving 10 percent each from what was 
earned from the sold licenses, could potentially earn more than the superintendent. Others 
acknowledged the possibility.  
 
Ms. Dolan asked if the 10 percent to each employee was from gross or from net revenue. Mr. DeWitt 
stated it would be from gross revenue.  
 
Ms. Dolan asked about the possibility of liabilities exceeding gross revenues. Mr. DeWitt stated it was 
hard to see how that could happen with the district retaining 80 percent. Something would be terribly 
wrong and the board would cancel the contract if the district’s costs were consuming 80 percent of the 
revenue stream. Mr. DeWitt could not conceive of something like that happening. He explained the 
software licensing agreement was scalar. It was intended that if sales grew significantly, then the 
amount of money available to the school district to service the contract increased as well, at 80 percent. 
As an example, he said if the district needed more people to provide tech support, there would be 
money to pay them.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if additional staff would be hired with the district’s standard benefit package.  She 
thought with the salary and benefits combined, it would be more than the revenue that would be gained 
which could create a potential loss for the district. Mr. DeWitt felt a situation like Mrs. Dominique 
described would involve mismanagement of the situation. New employees would not be hired at the start 
of the project; it would be scaled up as sales increased.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if new tech support personnel would be full-time employees. Mr. DeWitt stated 
they could be employees with more than one responsibility. Mrs. Dominique asked how the new people 
would be paid – would they be temporary employees or employees without benefits. Superintendent 
Lewis stated there were multiple ways to bring on employees – contractually or as employees, in which 
case, they would be benefitted. He reiterated Mr. DeWitt’s comments that additional staff would not be 
hired until and unless there was a sufficient revenue stream to pay them and maintain a profit margin.   
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
President Brophy clarified the revenue stream would come from the sale of the software. Superintendent 
Lewis stated President Brophy was correct.  
 
Mrs. Hull noted the board could delineate as much as they chose relative to how those types of issues 
were managed. Superintendent Lewis stated Mrs. Hull was correct, adding if the board did not like the 
licensing program, they could make it all go away with 60 days notice.  
  
Mr. Chord asked where the licensing program fit into the district’s budgeting system. Superintendent 
Lewis stated it would be additional revenue.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked about the source of startup funds for the licensing program. Superintendent 
Lewis stated startup funds were already there.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked for the amount of money already spent on the licensing program. Superintendent 
Lewis stated there were costs associated with a phone line, domain and other licensing, and  
Mr. DeWitt’s fees. Mrs. Cobb estimated a couple of thousand dollars. President Brophy clarified there 
were no additional costs associated with employees. Mrs. Cobb stated President Brophy was correct. 
 
Mrs. Hull thought it was important to point out the costs were perfectly within the realm of adjustments in 
the budget given to departments and did not require board approval, nor require a separate budget line 
item.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked for a figure on expenditures. Superintendent Lewis estimated a ball-park figure of 
less than $10,000.  
 
Mrs. Cobb noted the cost for posting the sites was done for the district’s own use. She thought the 
beauty of the issue was all the initial work was done for the district’s own use of the product and it would 
be very easy to clone for other customers as they were brought on. The customers would be responsible 
for their own costs associated with servers, etc.  
 
President Brophy recalled any customer support costs would be paid by the customer. Mrs. Cobb said 
eventually customers would be calling the district for support. President Brophy clarified the cost of 
support would be a fee to the customer and not the district. Mrs. Cobb stated the licensing program 
included an annual maintenance fee to cover support expenses.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought it was important to point out the district had to develop the software for its own use and 
consequently, some funds that had been spent would have been spent regardless, just so the district 
could maintain the program. It was not necessarily directed to developing a product that could be sold.  
 
Mrs. Dominique had always known the district to be behind in technology issues – such as 
programming, work orders, etc.  She asked about any current backlog of work due to staff working on 
the AppTrack product. Mrs. Cobb stated AppTrack did not currently consume much of the staff’s time, 
although it had when it was being developed, noting the product had been developed for district use.    
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if additional staff members were brought in to help with other work while the 
developers worked on AppTrack. Mrs. Cobb stated no additional staff members had been hired. 
Superintendent Lewis stated there were projects going on with Munis, PowerSchool, and others where 
staffs were developing ways to enhance service. In regards to work orders, he said information services 
was more projects driven and network services was more work order driven. AppTrack was developed 
from the information services department.  
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
President Brophy asked for further clarification on the support piece. She was interested in how much 
time employees devoted to the AppTrack project outside their regular work duties and how it correlated 
to the time and money savings the software provided. She thought it was important to focus on the cost 
and time savings the software had already provided for the district. Mrs. Cobb stated President Brophy 
was correct. Superintendent Lewis added the AppTrack software had enabled the district to purchase 
license in bulk resulting in greater discounts. Mrs. Cobb stated there was a 50 percent discount when 
purchased in volume. At last report the district had saved $30,000 in app licensing through the use of 
AppTrack.  
 
Mr. Thies asked how long the district had been using the software. Mrs. Cobb stated for the past year.  
 
Mrs. Cobb explained the developers had been looking for a way to manage the district’s idevices when 
they first started on the project. They had brainstormed and come up with the idea of developing the 
software. Mrs. Cobb had given the employees the green light to develop the software. She said it took 
the employees several months to develop the product on top of their regular work load.  She noted the 
employees did not typically work an eight hour day. She did not know exactly how many hours went into 
the initial development of the project, but the department was able to keep up on all their other work and 
it was business as usual.  
 
Mr. Thies asked if the district had any other software prior to the development of AppTrack. Mrs. Cobb 
stated no.  Mr. Thies clarified other similar programs available were in the $200,000 range. Mrs. Cobb 
said Anchorage had purchased software that did something similar to AppTrack. They were not happy 
with the software they had purchased and asked to see a demonstration of AppTrack. She thought 
Anchorage would probably go with AppTrack.  
 
President Brophy asked how the $100 per month cost to operate AppTrack’s entire infrastructure was 
calculated. Mrs. Cobb explained the AppTrack was not run on the district’s infrastructure, but rather on 
Amazon’s Cloud. President Brophy asked if there would be any changes to how it was run if the 
software was sold. Mrs. Cobb explained if another district or entity purchased AppTrack, they would 
incur the costs to clone that type of hosting, not the district.  
 
Mr. Chord asked about the three districts already involved with AppTrack.  Mrs. Cobb stated the three 
entities were Ketchikan and UAF, and Anchorage was testing the product.   
 
Mr. Chord asked how the process was done with Ketchikan. Mrs. Cobb explained the instructional 
technology teachers, along with some district technology personnel, attended a conference in 
Anchorage where word got out that Fairbanks had a neat software application that tracked apps. 
Ketchikan called the district about seeing a demonstration of the software. The district gave them a 
demonstration. Additionally, the district’s Apple sales representative heard about AppTrack, was 
impressed, and began sharing information on the app with other Apple engineers all over the United 
States. The district has been receiving calls from them over the past year and showing the software to 
them as well.  
 
President Brophy asked about the reactions and satisfaction levels from Ketchikan and UAF since they 
were already using the software. Mrs. Cobb said they had come on board right at the end of the school 
year, but Ketchikan was very pleased. They brought their technology people in for training and were 
very excited about the application. All the feedback had been positive. President Brophy believed there 
was no arguing AppTrack was a good product.  Mrs. Cobb agreed.  
 
Mrs. Hull wanted to know what had been done to investigate infringement issues to see if there was 
anything similar; from what she understood there was no way to insure against the concern entirely.   
Mr. DeWitt stated that was Ms. Dolan’s opinion; not his.  Ms. Dolan stated it was not her opinion, but that 
of Mr. David Hale, of Hale & Associates; the insurance broker for the borough and school district.   
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Mrs. Hull restated her question if there had been any effort made to investigate if there were any similar 
products. Mr. DeWitt stated there were other products that used the same name, AppTrack, which he 
regarded as unimportant; it did not matter what it was called. There were other tools that accomplished 
the same thing, but as far as Mr. DeWitt could tell, they did it in different ways. He added he still would 
not care very much; even if they had done it the same way, you could not copyright.  
 
Mrs. Cobb added that Apple was very interested in AppTrack. They knew all the available applications 
and they had been searching for an application that could help them sell iPads in the K-12 market. It 
was a device that was intended to be a one-to-one device but school districts didn’t use it that way. They 
typically put them in carts and that was where the whole thing shifted. The district had to find a solution 
for tracking all their iPads. When the district came up with AppTrack, Apple was interested in seeing 
what the district was doing because they did not have a good solution for universities and school 
districts. That being said, Mrs. Cobb thought AppTrack was pretty unique; otherwise Apple wouldn’t be 
knocking on the district’s door all the time wondering when the software would be made available to 
other people. Apple had also been sending people to the district to get demonstrations to see if the 
software met their needs.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought nothing was risk free. She thought sometimes reasonable risk had to be taken. She 
just wanted to be certain the district had some indication there were no unreasonable risks.  
  
Mrs. Hull asked if the district needed some form of permission from Apple to use the application that 
dealt with their system.  Mr. DeWitt and Mrs. Cobb stated no.  Mr. DeWitt stated the district already had 
consent from Apple. Ms. Dolan clarified the district already had Apple’s consent. Mr. DeWitt stated the 
district already had the consent they needed. The district agreed to it when they signed on to be an app 
developer and to have access to the Application Program Interface (API).  
 
Mrs. Hull spoke to the issue of the school district not being authorized to license software by state law 
and if the district was prohibited from doing it. Mr. DeWitt stated no.  
 
President Brophy had the same question and noted state law limited it, but did not prohibit it.  
 
Ms. Dolan noted that she and Mr. DeWitt disagreed on the interpretation of the law. She suggested the 
board further discuss the issue in executive session.  
 
Mr. Chord asked for a clarification of the previous question regarding state law. President Brophy 
explained the question was the legal advice and interpretation on whether state law limited the proposal 
or prohibited it. There was a big difference between limiting and prohibiting.  
 
Ms. Dolan stated in Title 29, which was the statute that governed municipalities, there was a provision 
that said municipalities could have copyrights to software. The statute stated copyrights could be held 
and protected; it did not state they could be sold. Ms. Dolan explained the same existed for the state and 
state agencies, noting there was not a specific provision for school districts. She went on to explain 
school districts got most of their authority through Title 29, through the corporate status of municipalities. 
By state law, each borough was a school district. That was how the district had the right to acquire and 
dispose of property, to sue and be sued, and other litany of corporate status.  
 
Mr. DeWitt stated the Supreme Court described the school district as an independent agency.  
 
Ms. Dolan asserted there was case law that basically said that for purposes of corporate status, the 
school district and the borough were the same thing and technically were not separate entities. The 
Borough Attorney’s Office was the municipal advisor of the school board and assembly, which 
evidenced the two bodies were the same legal entity at the end of the day.  
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AppTrack Software Licensing Program (continued) 
 
Ms. Dolan stated there were specific grants of authority to municipalities to hold the copyrights to 
software, but there was not a similar provision for school districts. She went on to speak to the public 
records law which had provisions for electronic services and products. Basically, it stated software that 
was created by a public agency had to be offered to the public in a certain way.  It also addressed what 
could be recovered from the costs of the product and how it could be marketed. The district could offer 
the product, but there were specific provisions in state law on how it could be offered.  
 
In regards to the state limiting or prohibiting the school district, Ms. Dolan agreed there were certainly 
provisions addressing the issue in state law. Her legal interpretation was the school district was 
restricted from marketing and selling AppTrack. Ms. Dolan acknowledged Mr. DeWitt disagreed with her 
interpretation.  
 
Mr. DeWitt stated Ms. Dolan was correct; he disagreed with her interpretation. In regards to the public 
records statute, Mr. DeWitt felt Ms. Dolan’s interpretation was a very serious misreading. Proprietary 
software was expressly excepted from the statutes Ms. Dolan referred to. Mr. DeWitt thought at the 
present time, all he and Ms. Dolan could do was agree to disagree on the specific issues. Ms. Dolan 
agreed.  
 
Mr. DeWitt was not aware of a Supreme Court decision where the court had stated that school districts 
could not do something, except for what was expressly prohibited by statute. Every one of them had 
said the school district had more power, not less. Ms. Dolan agreed with Mr. DeWitt regarding 
educational purposes. She went on to explain there was a difference between what the school boards 
could do and what was delineated in Title 14 which dealt with schools, and what was outside the 
educational purpose when one entered into business like marketing and selling software and providing a 
service.  
  
The board took a break at 7:28 p.m. The board reconvened at 7:34 p.m.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought there were a number of major things the district did that were not expressedly 
authorized in state law, but nonetheless were things the district was expected to do. She wasn’t certain 
the fact the issue was not delineated in the sections of state law that dealt with borough authority should 
be persuasive in terms of preventing the district from being able to do it.  
 
President Brophy noted the purpose of the work session was to alleviate any concerns board members 
had on the AppTrack Software Licensing Plan by answering questions and weighing the pros and cons 
in order to be able to make a decision. The AppTrack Licensing Plan was on the board’s agenda for the 
following evening. President Brophy asked board members if they had any questions on the legality of 
pursuing the licensing plan. She thought the compensation piece was a sticking point for some board 
members.  
 
Mr. Rice asked if the board could approve the sale of the app and then deal with the compensation 
piece at another time. Mrs. Cobb, with her 20+ years with the district, felt it would be difficult to take the 
risk of selling the software without the developers. If the district was going to sell the app, she felt it was 
important to keep the developers within the district, which was part of the reason for compensating 
them. Mrs. Cobb said the district would win and the employees would stay employed and maintain the 
software for as long as they were employed.   
 
Mr. Rice clarified his concerns were with other issues involved regarding compensation and wanted to 
know if it was something that could be discussed later at another time. Mr. DeWitt stated the school 
board would have the ability to terminate the contract with the developers with 60 days notice. The 
board had a hammer to use however they chose to change or tweak things – it was entirely up to the 
board.  
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Superintendent Lewis thought Mr. Rice was asking if the board could change the agreement, using the 
compensation package as an example. Mr. Rice said he was asking if the board could act on the 
marketing aspect and work on the employee compensation piece at a later date.  Mr. DeWitt clarified he 
was asking if the board could approve the agreement except for the compensation piece. Mr. DeWitt 
stated the school board could do whatever it wanted, but he did not know what the consequence would 
be regarding the developers.   
 

President Brophy asked Mr. Rice to clarify his concern; was he referring to a change in the percentage 
or something else. Mr. Rice thought the entire compensation piece should be reviewed. He recalled  
Ms. Dolan’s memo spoke to the issue of PERS. He wanted to know if the district would be obligated to 
pay more into PERS, medical, etc. He wanted to be sure that when the employees left the district, the 
district was not left with added liabilities. Mr. DeWitt stated the board could create a punch list of items or 
conditions for the plan.   
 

Ms. Dolan thought Mr. Rice was trying to determine if the Interim Agreement affected the board’s ability 
to make changes to the licensing plan since it stated the school board had to approve the project in 
substantially its current form. Mr. DeWitt reiterated the board had the ability to take it back and kill it.  
The board could negotiate whatever it wanted to negotiate.  He wasn’t certain of the boundaries, but if it 
was just a matter of addressing the PERS issue, they would find a way to address the PERS issue or it 
wouldn’t happen. He also reiterated the board could attach a punch list or conditions that needed to be 
satisfied before the plan could go forward.  
 

Ms. Dolan asked for a clarification on Mr. DeWitt’s comment of “take it back and kill it.” Mr. DeWitt stated 
the school board had the power to take the contract back and invoke the right, under the Interim 
Agreement, to bring the project back to the school district and kill the deal.  Ms. Dolan noted the district 
would then have to give 60 days’ notice to all the licensees. Mr. DeWitt stated Ms. Dolan was correct.  
 

Ms. Dolan concluded if the school board took it back, they would have to be assigned all the licensing 
agreements Lyceum had entered into and the district would then have to terminate the agreements in 
accordance to the provisions in the licensing agreements. She said legally, the board would have to be 
able to agree to everything in the licensing agreements.  
 

Mrs. Dominique asked about the position of the school district if the license agreement was not passed.  
Superintendent Lewis believed Lyceum would continue, the district would have access to the product as 
it evolved, and everyone would move forward.  
 

Ms. Dolan asserted if the board did not approve the licensing agreement, the district would be giving 
away the software license to Lyceum. Mr. DeWitt stated Ms. Dolan was somewhat correct. The district 
would give Lyceum a non-exclusive license to sell the software. Ms. Dolan asked why it was given to 
Lyceum and no one else. Mr. DeWitt explained it was not an exclusive license. Ms. Dolan said it did not 
matter if it was exclusive. Mr. DeWitt added the district could turn around and sell the product to Apple, 
the next-day.   
 

Ms. Dolan pointed out just because the district could turn around and sell it to more people the next day 
did not mean the board hadn’t already given away district property to Lyceum. She explained that under 
board policy, the board had the ability to give away copyrighted work because the product was school 
district property. The school district owned the product. But the board had to decide – give permission – 
to give the product away. Ms. Dolan noted the product had already been given away through the Interim 
Agreement. Even if the board did not approve the licensing plan, they had already given something to 
Lyceum that other members of the public had not had access to. Mr. DeWitt stated he and Ms. Dolan 
disagreed on whether the last part was important. He felt if the school board was concerned with that, 
the school board’s action should be to accept the licensing plan and then terminate it.  He said  
the 60-day risk Ms. Dolan spoke to was with two companies, neither of whom he thought were likely to 
do anything except be annoyed.  
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Mrs. Dominique felt the board could not assume there would be nothing behind terminating the 
agreement. Mr. DeWitt stated there was nothing safe. Mrs. Dominique believed if the board did not 
approve the licensing plan, the district was basically turning over the licensing to Lyceum, so they could 
still sell it, even if the board said they did not want the licensing plan.  Mr. DeWitt stated Mrs. Dominique 
was not correct. He explained the district would keep the ability to sell the product to anyone else in the 
future. Mrs. Dominique thought that would be the case even with the Interim Agreement in place. Mr. 
DeWitt agreed. Mr. DeWitt explained non-exclusive meant the district would still own the product, but it 
would give Lyceum permission to sell it to anyone they could. The district still maintained the right to sell 
the product as well.   
 
Mr. Thies understood the situation to mean it would basically be two people fighting for the same 
product share. Mr. DeWitt agreed.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked what would happen if the opportunity wasn’t offered to other people in the 
community. She thought there might be a simpler or better product available. Mr. DeWitt clarified the 
district was not buying anything. Ms. Dolan added the district was giving a product away. Mr. DeWitt 
said if there was a concern, it was that the district was giving something away.   
 
Mr. DeWitt noted the board had a third option. The board could take the product back and kill their 
rights. Mrs. Dominique asked if that would be the case if the board voted no on the licensing plan.  
Mr. DeWitt stated no, the board would need to vote yes on the licensing plan and then turn around and 
move to terminate it with the very next motion.  
 
President Brophy asked about the situation if the board were to do as Mr. DeWitt stated – approve the 
licensing plan but turn around and move to terminate it. Superintendent Lewis stated Lyceum would 
probably make another version of AppTrack and go off and do their thing. President Brophy asked about 
the district’s position. Superintendent Lewis said the district would have the ability to try to maintain the 
current version of AppTrack. President Brophy asked if it would be without the two developers. 
Superintendent Lewis said that might be the case or it might not be, no one knew.   
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if the board could buy the next version from Lyceum or would it belong to the 
district. Mr. DeWitt stated the next version would not be the district’s property.  
 
Ms. Dolan, referring to the Interim Agreement, saw two options: 1) the school board could approve the 
project substantially in its current form; and, 2) the school board could fail to approve the project in its 
current form. If the board failed to approve the agreement, paragraph 5C of the Interim Agreement 
stated, “The School District will surrender ownership of AppTrack to Lyceum, and assign to Lyceum all 
intellectual property rights owned by the School District.”   
 
Mr. DeWitt stated Lyceum would own a non-exclusive license; it was not carte blanche and the 
developers did not understand it to be carte blanche. In reading the paragraph Ms. Dolan referred to, 
Mrs. Hull thought it did seem carte blanche. Mrs. Dominique agreed. Ms. Dolan stated the same 
paragraph stated the district would have rights under Section 2, but Section 2 just gave the district use 
of AppTrack, it did not retain the license to AppTrack. Ms. Dolan did not know how reading surrendering 
ownership to mean the district would still retain the product.  
 
Mr. DeWitt maintained the intent of the agreement was to give Lyceum a non-exclusive license. He did 
not believe the developers thought otherwise. Mrs. Dominique thought it should be clearly stated in the 
agreement. Mr. DeWitt apologized if the subject was ambiguous; he did not think it was ambiguous.  
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Mr. DeWitt insisted the developers did not want a big complicated fight. They wanted to sell their 
software. He thought the only issue for the school board was whether it was sold from within the school 
district or through a new version outside the district. They were not going to focus on exclusive or non-
exclusive licensing. He believed the developers would just go make AppTrack 2 and sell it outside the 
district. Mr. DeWitt did not believe it was complicated.  
 
Mr. Chord asked where the work for AppTrack 2 would take place. Mr. DeWitt guessed through Lyceum. 
Mr. Chord thought AppTrack was developed while working for the school district. Mr. DeWitt stated  
Mr. Chord was correct, but it would not take much to make it a new product which the developers could 
sell through their company.   
 
Noting she was not an attorney, Mrs. Dominique thought there had been court cases that began from 
cases where people were not intending to make a situation any big deal. She understood where  
Mr. DeWitt was coming from and she wasn’t disputing AppTrack was a great product. From what she 
had read and seen, she thought it was a fantastic product. She was concerned about compensation to 
two employees who worked in a department within the district.  
 
President Brophy understood Mrs. Dominique’s concern with the compensation package. She asked if 
board members were thinking the district did not want to reach a point where employees were rewarded 
or compensated for creating similar products.  
 
Mrs. Dominique understood the process of compensating people for something, especially in the area of 
technology, but felt the problem was there were two people who created it, but there were other people 
working in the department who had to pick up the load along the way to allow the two developers the 
opportunity to develop the product. Those other employees who picked up the work were not being 
compensated. Mrs. Dominique felt the board would be opening up a can of worms.  She recognized the 
risk that the developers might walk out the door, but the district lost employees every day. The district 
had many employees who brainstormed great ideas every day.   
 
Another concern for Mrs. Dominique was the potential liability for the district, noting Lyceum and the 
developers held no liability; all the liability was on the district. If someone bought the product and for 
whatever reason they wanted to sue the district, it would be the district. Mr. DeWitt stated  
Mrs. Dominique was not correct. At the current time, Lyceum would get sued, not the district. The district 
was not selling it.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought it was wonderful the district had employees who were able to develop a product that 
could be marketed. She had been part of numerous conversations in the community about the need to 
develop things that could help build an economic base. The venture was unusual for the district, so she 
understood why there was confusion about it. Mrs. Hull thought it was wonderful and the fact there was 
potential for district revenue was positive. She did not know why the board would want to miss the 
opportunity. Mrs. Hull didn’t think AppTrack would probably be the next Microsoft Word, but no one knew 
what the software’s potential revenue might be; it could be significant. She had never known the district 
to have more revenue than it could spend.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought it was appropriate to reward employees for the project. She thought it was a different 
situation altogether from good ideas or excellent work. Using the earlier example relative to grants, she 
thought obtaining grants and funds were part of the job description and it was understood there would 
be a lot of dollars brought in through that position. The grants position was not something unusual, in 
that under other circumstances, because of its economic or commercial viability would generate a 
different sort of compensation. Mrs. Hull stated compensation was not an issue for her. She thought it 
sounded reasonable.  
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Mrs. Hull mentioned she would do a little more investigating with people she knew Outside, noting she 
might not find anyone who had a similar situation. She understood laws in different states were different. 
It seemed to her that 80 percent of the revenue to the district and 10 percent each to the developers was 
a pretty good deal.  
 
In terms of legality and not being authorized to sell software, Mrs. Hull did not see how the district was 
prohibited from doing so. She thought, as she had mentioned before, there was a list of things the 
district was not specifically authorized to do that the district did all the time.  
 
Regarding risk and having read the material, Mrs. Hull did not see how any of the risks were 
unreasonable. She felt the risks were reasonable. She thought the district did things all the time that 
required a certain level of risk in order, for what could be, a significant reward. 
 
Mrs. Hull did have some concerns about the superintendent and outside counsel not having been given 
the opportunity to respond to information given to the board. She felt the information was quite technical 
and their expertise was needed. They needed to be in the loop. Mrs. Hull wished there was a way to 
have some response to the board prior to meeting the next evening where the board would be making a 
decision. Mrs. Hull had had some conversation with Mr. DeWitt and understood that might not happen, 
but it concerned her. She thought it was unfair to the board and put them at a real disadvantage.  
 
Mrs. Dominique questioned whether Mrs. Hull’s concerns should have been addressed in executive 
session. Mrs. Hull stated she wanted her remarks on the public record. Mrs. Dominique was referring to 
the communication between borough legal counsel and the board – no one was aware of the 
communication before Mrs. Hull mentioned it. Mrs. Hull and President Brophy both stated the 
communication had already been referred to during the work session. They believed the contents of the 
document were confidential, not the fact there was a document.  
 
Mr. Thies asked how the compensation would be paid. Superintendent Lewis stated the compensation 
would be paid quarterly through payroll. Mr. Thies stated the employees would then have an increase in 
salary. Mr. DeWitt noted it would impact PERS.  
 
Mr. Chord asked if the developers would have a separate contract outside the teacher contract. 
Superintendent Lewis clarified the developers were exempt employees, not teachers. Mr. Chord asked if 
the developers would have a separate contract outside their regular employment contract. Mr. DeWitt 
stated the developers would have an amendment to their contracts. Mr. Chord asked if an amendment 
to a contract was something the district did often. Superintendent Lewis answered no. Superintendent 
Lewis noted he had been in education for 30 years and he had never seen anything like it. It was an 
unusual circumstance.  
 
President Brophy thought the licensing plan was exciting. It was unusual, but an opportunity for the 
district. She reiterated Mrs. Hull’s comments. President Brophy recalled the board’s original presentation 
on AppTrack and how excited the board was to have two individuals who developed a program which 
saved the district time and resources. She thought to suggest the district could not do something 
different because it had never been done before, including the compensation piece, President Brophy 
hoped if the same type of situation came before the board in the future, the board would establish a 
process to address it.  She did not think it would limit future possibilities as long as it was similar to the 
current situation. President Brophy thought making comparisons to how hard people worked was a 
completely different issue. The current situation was for a product that could be sold and could provide 
the district a revenue stream and reward the people who developed it. She did not have any particular 
issues with the agreement.  
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President Brophy also agreed with Mrs. Hull’s comments regarding the lack of time for legal counsel to 
review some of the concerns presented in the communication from borough legal. She was primarily 
concerned about the statement that the board had no authority to enter into the agreement. She thought 
it would be beneficial to have some of the issues answered.  
 
President Brophy addressed Mr. Rice’s comments regarding the board’s options at the regular meeting. 
Mr. DeWitt had very specifically stated the board could adopt the proposal as presented or a variation 
with a punch list of additional conditions. She said it would be appropriate for board members to make 
amendments to the proposal if there was something someone wanted added.  
 
Ms. Dolan said Mr. DeWitt knew in early June it was the opinion of the borough attorney’s office, that the 
school district did not have the authority to carry-out the licensing plan proposal.  
Mr. DeWitt stated he had not attended the June meeting. Ms. Dolan acknowledged he had not been in 
attendance, but was represented by his associate, Ms. Gray. She went on to report Borough Attorney 
Rene’ Broker and Ms. Gray had a lengthy conversation on the issue. Ms. Dolan believed Terry 
McFarland, borough risk management manager, and Superintendent Lewis had also had a conversation 
about the issue.   
 

Superintendent Lewis clarified he had a conversation with David Hale, borough and district insurance 
broker, noting insurance was not an issue. Ms. Dolan stated the issue was not about insurance, it was 
about authority. She said the information on the memo was not something that was just sprung on  
Mr. DeWitt and Superintendent Lewis. President Brophy felt it was beside the point. She felt the point 
was the board wouldn’t be in the position of Ms. Dolan’s opinion versus Mr. DeWitt’s opinion if the 
superintendent and outside counsel had been given the opportunity to respond to the information. The 
board would at least have a counterpoint of view. She thought it was frustrating.  
 
President Brophy shared when she received the document she was frustrated because the document 
clearly stated she was not suppose to share the document. She had not requested Ms. Dolan’s 
investigation into the issue. President Brophy had found it confusing to her and hence she had called 
Ms. Dolan. She thought it would have been good to put everything on the table and give the board the 
opportunity to review everything and have all questions answered. It would have made the situation 
easier to deal with.  
 
Ms. Dolan agreed a procedure for seeking legal assistance would clarify things for many people. 
Superintendent Lewis thought it would be good for the board to set protocol regarding seeking legal 
advice.  
 
Mr. Chord asked if the district went ahead with the product and something happened, who would be 
responsible. Superintendent Lewis stated if the board accepted the agreement, the district would be 
responsible. Mr. Chord felt the board was the school district and it would be the board. Superintendent 
Lewis noted everyone was in it together.   
 

Superintendent Lewis reiterated to the board they had options: they could approve the program; they 
could not approve the program; or amendment it as they felt necessary.  
 

Mr. Chord did not believe the board had enough time to evaluate the plan. He thought the administration 
might have had enough time because they were in the middle of it, but some board members had not. 
Superintendent Lewis pointed out there was a 9-0 vote from the board in April and he had sent out 
multiple messages since then asking anyone with questions to call him. Superintendent Lewis had 
received no phone calls and no communication about the program from board members.  
 

Mr. Chord did not want to get into a hassle with Superintendent Lewis over the issue. He heard what the 
Superintendent had said. Superintendent Lewis thought there was a piece about communicating.  
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Mr. Chord had heard the same thing all the time when board members were told they should know 
something because it was sent out to them. But he felt it was the work sessions where board members 
really found out what was happening. It wasn’t when two or three people got together and the rest of the 
board was left out.  
 
President Brophy stated if Mr. Chord was suggesting she had conversations with Superintendent Lewis 
to the exclusion of other board members, it would be inaccurate. As Superintendent Lewis had stated, 
board members received information and were asked to call him if they had questions. President Brophy 
declared it was not her responsibility to encourage board members to call with questions. It was the 
responsibility of each board member. She thought there was a perception she had some additional 
information that she was keeping from board members. That was inaccurate.  
 
President Brophy said board members had to take self-responsibility if they did not understand 
something. She said there were many things she did not understand, but she asked questions. Board 
members needed to do the same thing so they could make informed decisions. No one was trying to pull 
anything over or keep anyone in the dark. It was about process and what the board needed to do to be 
effective.  
 
Superintendent Lewis explained he wanted to preserve the board’s right to make the decision on 
AppTrack. If the board did not want to approve the licensing plan, it was okay; the district did not have to 
do it. He believed it had been a good experience from the standpoint of the communication the board 
had been able to have about it during the work session in terms of how the board talked about things. It 
would be valuable for the board in the future. If the board wanted to proceed with the project that would 
be great; if not, that would be great. Superintendent Lewis thought a decision needed to be made so 
everyone could move forward. 
 
Ms. Dolan asked if the board would reconvene their special meeting to move into executive session to 
continue their discussions regarding the Interim Agreement.  
 
President Brophy asked for any additional questions or comments from board members on the 
AppTrack Software Licensing Plan. There were none. 
 
President Brophy recessed the work session at 8:05 p.m. to reconvene the Special Meeting for the 
purpose of moving into executive session to seek legal advice on the AppTrack Software Licensing 
Plan.  
 
President Brophy reconvened the work session at 8:32 p.m. with the same board members still in 
attendance, except Sharon McConnell. 
 
President Brophy asked for any additional questions or comments from board members on the 
AppTrack Software Licensing Plan.  Seeing none, the board moved on to their next agenda item, board 
protocols, planning, and goals. 
 
President Brophy thanked Mr. Dewitt for his advice.  
 
Board Protocols, Planning, & Goals 
Given it was 8:30 p.m., President Brophy thought that after the current meeting, it would be appropriate 
to have an entire work session on board protocols, planning, and goals. She suggested the topics be 
added to a meeting at a later date.  
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President Brophy remarked the board had some opportunities to come together through AASB activities 
for professional development and training, but there were very few other opportunities as a board to 
come together. Over the course of the past year, there had been issues and confusion regarding 
process and what the board did when they came together. President Brophy would like the board to 
have opportunities to have philosophical discussions. The board evaluated the superintendent and the 
lobbyist, but rarely conducted a self evaluation. Mrs. Hull noted she had just participated in one with the 
AASB Board of Directors. President Brophy did not know if a formal self-evaluation would be effective 
for the board at the current time.  
 
President Brophy suggested the board conduct a book-study using the book, School Board Fieldbook: 
Leading with Vision. The board had talked about being data-driven, collaborative, and innovative. She 
thought the book study would be a great tool for the board. The book laid out the learning curve – what 
made serving on a school board unique, roles essential to every school system, communication, signals 
the board is in trouble, data – a critical tool, common issues in board service, and ethics of board 
service.  If the board was agreeable to the idea, books would be ordered for board members. The board 
would read a chapter and then take time at each work session to discuss the topic. Discussions would 
not need to be lengthy and it could be an opportunity for board members to bond together as a board. 
With the upcoming election and Mrs. Dominique not running, there will be a new board member. It 
seemed like a good time for the board to participate in some board development.  
 
President Brophy suggested taking 10-15 minutes at each work session to discuss a chapter and how it 
personally impacted board members. She knew that she, as a new board member, had many questions.  
 
The board’s consensus was to give the book study a try.  It was suggested the board wait until after the 
election to start the book. President Brophy thought the board would benefit from it at the current time. 
Any new board member would also get a book. 
 
Mrs. Hull thought the book-study was a good start. She thought the board should try it.  It might work or 
it might not. There were also other books, such as Highly Effective School Boards.  
 
Mr. Rice noted how having a mentor, Mrs. Dominique, when he was a new board member had really 
helped him when he first came on the board. He thought the board should continue the practice of 
assigning new board members a mentor. President Brophy noted the practice was continuing; she had 
been Mr. Thies’ mentor.    
 
President Brophy thought the board was all about communication and board members had to get better 
communicating with each other. Each board member had different opinions.  
 
President Brophy would have the books ordered and check to see if it was available for iPads.  
 
President Brophy appreciated the board’s discussion during the work session, even as tense as it was at 
times.  Superintendent Lewis agreed; it was a good discussion.  
  
The meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  


