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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 
 
 
Regular Meeting MINUTES August 7, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Board Room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue.  Mr. Chord led the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President 
 Sharon McConnell, Vice President 
 Sue Hull, Treasurer 
 Sean Rice, Clerk 
 Silver Chord, Member 
 Wendy Dominique, Member 
 John Thies, Member 
 Thomas Daack, Base Representative 
 Hanna Brewer, Student Representative 
 

Absent: 
 Ronald Johnson, Post Representative 
 
 
 

Staff Present: 
 Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
 Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer  
 Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary 
 Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary  
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability  
 Bob Hadaway, Executive Director of Special Education 
 Clarence Bolden, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Dave Norum, Executive Director of Facilities Maintenance   
 Peggy Carlson, Executive Director of Curriculum and Instruction 
 Traci Gatewood, Director of Grants & Special Projects 
 Louise Anderl, Director of Federal Programs 
 Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
 Janet Cobb, Director of Information Systems 
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media Services 
 Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board 
 
Others: 
 Jim DeWitt, Legal Counsel 
 
PRELIMINARY ITEMS 
 
Spotlight: English Language Learner (ELL) Summer School 
The English Language Learner (ELL) program offered a June summer school for students in 
grades 4-12. Louise Anderl, federal programs director, and Jenny Randall, ELL program 
coordinator, made a presentation on the summer program, as well as showed a brief video on 
the academic program.  
 
The English Language Learner program provided support services to approximately 350 district 
students speaking over 40 languages. The program helped students achieve English language 
fluency.   
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Spotlight: English Language Learner (ELL) Summer School (continued) 
 
Ms. Randall provided an overview and video on the program’s summer school program. Due to 
stabilized funding, the summer school program had been offered for the past four years. The 
extended school year opportunity for ELL students was valuable and important for many 
reasons. The ELL summer program offered a place and time for students to come together for a 
common purpose and to establish new support systems through friendships and collaboration 
with teachers. There was a concentrated three-hour block of time each day dedicated to 
focusing on the English language development skills students needed – reading, writing, 
speaking, and listening.  
 
Board Questions/Comments 
Mrs. Dominique asked about ELL opportunities offered to students at all schools. Ms. Randall 
explained the ELL program provided support to ELL students in all schools across the district.  
 
Miscellaneous Annoucements 
President Brophy extended the board’s congratulations to the additional district retirees who had 
retired at the end of the 2011-12 school year: Will Bodle, Chun Mae Denny, Victoria Franich, 
Philip Heine, Bridget Leahy-McNutt, and Patricia Yocum.   
 
President Brophy welcomed Eielson’s new school liaison officer, Deanna Croxen. She also 
recognized David Gomez, the outgoing Eielson school liaison officer. She asked Colonel Daack 
to let Mr. Gomez know how much the board appreciated his work and insight. 
  
AGENDA 
 

MCCONNELL MOVED, CHORD SECONDED, TO ADOPT THE AGENDA WITH 
CONSENT ITEMS. 
 

The following consent items were moved: 
 
approved the minutes from the special meeting on June 4; the work session on June 4; and the 
regular meetings April 17, May 1, May 22, and June 5, 2012, as submitted. 
 
awarded IFB 13-R0003 for Custodial Supplies, Annual Requirements to A & W Wholesale for 
$17,851.83, Waxie Sanitary Supply for $3,373.90, Unisource for $87,478.20, and Staples 
Advantage for $118,130.19 for a total award of $226,834.12. 
 
accepted the gift of $7,500 from Koch Companies Public Sector, LLC to North Pole High School 
to support the Ignition Program, after school tutoring, SAT study sessions, and other academic 
activities and incentives.  
 
accepted the gift of $1,250 from Bristow Uplift Matching Gifts Program to North Pole High 
School to be used by the North Pole High School Football Booster Club to help with football 
expenses.  
 
approved the Personnel Action Report for the period May 30 – July 31, 2012. 
 
acknowledged the Personnel Information Report for the period May 30 – July 31, 2012. 
 
acknowledged the Board’s Reading File. 
 
acknowledged the Coming Events and Meeting Announcements. 
 
ADVISORY VOTES.  2 AYES 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON NONAGENDA ITEMS 
None 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
2013-14 School Calendar Revision 
The administration recommended the end of the third quarter for the 2013-14 school term be 
moved from March 7 to March 14, 2014 to coincide with the spring break revision made at the 
May 22, 2012 board meeting.   
 

HULL MOVED, MCCONNELL SECONDED, TO APPROVE THE 2013-14 
SCHOOL CALENDAR REVISION MOVING THE END OF THE THIRD 
QUARTER FROM MARCH 7 TO MARCH 14, 2014.   
 

Superintendent Lewis stated it was a simple adjustment so the end of the third quarter coincided 
with spring break.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS 
None 
 
ADVISORY VOTES.  2 AYES 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan 
Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan would approve the district’s marketing 
of the software program. AppTrack was a software solution designed to make deploying the 
district’s mobile devices manageable. The tool managed large numbers of applications running 
under Apple, Inc.’s iOS 5 on iPhones, iPads, iPods and related hardware. The program was a 
completely cloud-based hosted solution. The administration proposed the district offer the tool 
for purchase to other districts or businesses that used large volumes of devices and 
applications. To enable the transactions to occur, the administration, working with legal counsel 
prepared a license agreement and an amendment to the exempt employment agreement. 
Establishment of a separate revenue fund was also needed and would follow as a separate 
action item. The board packet included an explanation of the product along with fee structures.   
 

RICE MOVED, HULL SECONDED, TO APPROVE RESOLUTION 2013-03: 
APPTRACK SOFTWARE LICENSING PLAN. 
 

Superintendent Lewis pointed out the software licensing program was new and unique to the 
district in terms of marketing software and trying to be innovative. With the board work session 
the previous evening, hopefully board members had their questions answered. The licensing 
program was new and different and required the board’s careful consideration.    
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
BOARD QUESTIONS 
Mr. Rice was not clear on how the additional compensation to the employees would affect 
PERS. He was concerned about future unknown liabilities to the district. Mike Fisher, chief 
financial officer, explained earnings for PERS employees were subject to PERS contributions. 
Mr. Rice asked if the PERS contribution would come from the employees or the district. Mr. 
Fisher stated both – the employer paid a certain percentage for every PERS dollar paid in 
salaries and the employee paid a larger percent on their PERS earnings.  
 
Mr. Thies arrived at 7:25 p.m.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked why the Interim Agreement was not included in the agenda. She had 
many questions about how the Interim Agreement came about and how the two employees 
would be paid. Mrs. Dominique saw the situation as one where the district was giving away a lot 
but not gaining much in return. She asked if all board members had received the Interim 
Agreement. Superintendent Lewis stated he had sent an email to board members on July 6 
summarizing the Interim Agreement. A copy of the Interim Agreement was available to board 
members upon request. Superintendent Lewis thought Mrs. Dominique had requested the 
agreement immediately, noting no other board member had requested a copy until earlier in the 
day, when Mrs. Hull requested a copy. Superintendent Lewis stated he had consulted with legal 
counsel in regards to how he should write the email and whether he should have offered the 
Interim Agreement as part of the email. He had provided a summary of the agreement in the 
email and made the document available upon request.  
 
Mrs. Dominique felt the Interim Agreement was an integral part of the package. She felt 
something could be missed if all board members had not had the opportunity to see the 
agreement. Superintendent Lewis summarized the Interim Agreement as preserving the board’s 
right to make a decision regarding whether or not to license, market, and sell the AppTrack 
software. If the board chose not to go forward with the licensing plan, the agreement allowed 
Lyceum to proceed forward with the product. Should the board not approve the licensing plan, 
the agreement also provided the district the ability to retain the product however it might evolve 
over time, free of charge. Superintendent Lewis reiterated he tried to preserve the board’s ability 
to make a decision on the licensing plan and to preserve the district’s ability to have the product 
free of charge.  
 
The way Mrs. Dominique read the Interim Agreement, if the board did not approve the licensing 
plan, the two employees would walk away with the product. Superintendent Lewis stated, as the 
board had discussed in the work session, the developers would be able to make adjustments to 
the product and have a different product ready to go within a couple of hours. Superintendent 
Lewis did not think the district would be out anything if the board was not willing to sell 
AppTrack. Mrs. Dominique felt the district would lose the time the developers had spent in 
developing the product, which the district paid them to do. Superintendent Lewis stated the 
district would still have the product.  
 
Mrs. Dominique reiterated her concern that if the board did not approve the agreement the 
employees would walk away with the product. Mr. DeWitt explained if the product had market 
value and the district decided to sell it, the district would receive 80 percent of the revenue. If 
the board decided they did not want to sell it, the district maintained a perpetual license to the 
software – the software would not be lost. The value paid by the district to have the two 
employees develop the product would be captured forever for the district – it would never be 
lost.  Mr. DeWitt went on to explain future versions of AppTrack would never be lost to the 
district.  If the board elected to reject the licensing plan, the two developers could do whatever 
they wanted with a non-exclusive license.  They could do that regardless – they could leave and  
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
make a few adjustments to the software to make it theirs. Mr. DeWitt said it was very difficult, 
and as an economic matter, it was impossible to preserve the value if the two employees 
decided to leave the district.  He did not see a loss to the school district if the Interim Agreement 
remained in place because the school board elected to reject the software licensing agreement. 
The district would not lose anything, but the developers had the right to market the software – 
which they had regardless. In a week or two of work on changing the product, it would be 
Version II and theirs to sell.  
 
Mrs. Dominique still saw the district as losing something from what she had read in the Interim 
Agreement. The district was giving the developers the software. The employees developed the 
product on school district time, which they were hired to do. The school district paid them their 
salary, with benefits. She reiterated the district would be losing something if the board accepted 
the Interim Agreement. She did not support it – it was too much of a loss for her.  Mr. DeWitt 
noted they would have to disagree.   
 
Ms. McConnell apologized for missing the work session. She understood from the Interim 
Agreement that Lyceum would be obligated to provide technical support from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m. every day. She thought in order for the employees to provide that support, they would have 
to take leave or change their hours to make sure the work was done. Ms. McConnell stated that 
did not sit well with her. She had many concerns with the entire issue even if the district could 
legally proceed because of being a non-profit. Janet Cobb, information systems director, stated 
there were only two customers currently using the product and no district support was currently 
being provided.  
 
Ms. McConnell asked about the situation if marketing the product expanded. She thought the 
developers would be obligated to provide support. The way she saw it was the two employees 
would basically be running a business out of the school district office. Mrs. Cobb said if the 
board decided to keep the project it would be self-sustaining by the revenue brought in from the 
sale of the software. If the board did not take on the project, then the developers would not 
provide support while on district time. They would have to do it on their own time, either after 
work hours, on weekends, or if they left the district’s employ.   
 
Mr. Rice pointed out board members were asking hard questions because board members were 
asked the hard questions by the public. Putting it in the context of his employment, Mr. Rice, 
noting he built roads, did not receive extra compensation because people were using the roads 
or utilizing the buildings (products) he helped build. He questioned why two employees should 
get additional compensation when they were doing what they were paid to do.  Mr. DeWitt said 
he could relate to Mr. Rice’s situation because both he and his dad had helped build some of 
the schools in the district and he too had not received extra compensation when they were 
used. Mr. DeWitt did not believe the situations were really analogous. If the board approved the 
licensing plan, the developers would receive compensation, 10 percent each of the revenues, 
for selling the software, for supporting the software, and for helping the district market the 
product – all additional value. In addition, they created a product that was different than the 
school buildings and roads he and Mr. Rice had helped build. AppTrack was a standalone 
product that had a value to more people than for just the person for whom it was built.  Mr. 
DeWitt felt the board had the opportunity to create a win-win situation – keep the people who 
developed the product and bring in revenue for the district.     
 
Mr. Rice asked how future pay increases would be calculated for the developers. He wanted to 
know if the 10 percent extra compensation would be included in their base salary in regards to 
increases or if it would be a standalone piece of their compensation. Mr. DeWitt stated the 10 
percent compensation would be a standalone issue. The exempt contract amendment clearly 
stated the extra compensation was a standalone issue.  
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
Mr. Rice asked if the standalone extra compensation would be exempt from PERS.  Mr. DeWitt 
stated as Mr. Fisher had explained, it may not be possible to avoid the PERS obligation. Mr. 
DeWitt reminded board members of the 80 percent revenue the district would receive to help 
pay the costs.   
 
Mrs. Hull asked about the commercial viability of the product. She asked for clarification 
between the development of a commercially viable product and the work someone did in the 
course of their job for which they were hired. She understood the district would continue to use 
AppTrack regardless of the board’s action.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked for additional information in how other entities, such as the university, treated 
commercially viable products. She said the university often spins off products that were 
authored by people performing other work for the university. It was a benefit to both the 
institution that hired the employee for another purpose and the individual who created the 
product.  Mr. DeWitt stated Alaska did not have a lot of school districts that were engaged in any 
type of marketing activity.  He did not want any confusion; Fairbanks was a pioneer.  Mr. DeWitt 
explained the University of Alaska was different as they used a related corporation to serve as a 
clearing house for all the products they marketed. He believed they compensated developers at 
30 percent. Mr. DeWitt went on to explain in California, the legislature enacted a law that 
enabled school districts to market products. Schools, especially in the Bay area, made a 
substantial amount of money marketing products.  
 
Mr. DeWitt reiterated the standard compensation rate for something similar was 30 percent, not 
20 percent like the superintendent had negotiated for the district.  Mr. DeWitt pointed out it was 
hard to find really comparable situations. What Fairbanks was proposing was unique to Alaska 
school districts, but not to other school districts in the nation or other Alaskan entities.   
 
Mrs. Hull asked Mr. DeWitt to restate the revenue split between the school district and 
developers. Mr. DeWitt stated the developers would each receive 10 percent for a total of 20 
percent of gross revenue. The balance of 80 percent of the revenue would come to the district. 
He explained expenses incurred for marketing the software would come out of the district’s 
pocket, noting the district controlled that. Mr. DeWitt said if additional employees were required 
in order for the district to perform tech support, by necessity, there would be enough sales that 
the 80 percent would be more than adequate to pay the employees and still earn a nice profit for 
the district. The agreement was scalar. If the product was successful and sales increased, there 
would be more revenue to meet all the overhead expenses, including tech support.  
 
Regarding tech support, Mr. DeWitt announced the two developers had come up with a clever 
solution to reduce the burden on the district.  They proposed only specific individuals, one or 
two individuals from each purchaser, would be entitled to contact tech support. Mr. DeWitt noted 
Ketchikan currently had AppTrack licenses, but only one person from Ketchikan was authorized 
to contact tech support for assistance. By limiting the number of people who contacted tech 
support, it eliminated the multitude of calls and a substantial portion of the burden on the 
district’s tech support. It also allowed for better informed questions.  
   
In regards to Mr. Rice’s concerns regarding PERS, Mrs. Hull understood any employee hired to 
deal with AppTrack would not be treated any differently than any other employee. She thought 
there might be a misperception relative to the PERS contribution being somehow different or 
more of a hardship for the district than it would be for any employee hired. Mr. Fisher stated 
there was basically no difference.   
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
Mrs. Hull understood the Interim Agreement was developed to cover the interim time between 
June when the board did not act on the plan until the board took some sort of action. She asked 
what would happen to the Interim Agreement once the board took action on the licensing plan.  
Mr. DeWitt answered if the board approved the licensing plan, the Interim Agreement 
terminated. There would be a true-up of the expenses incurred. Revenue would be adjusted 
appropriately. It would be as if the software licensing agreement had been in effect from the 
beginning. Mr. DeWitt went on to say if the board rejected the licensing plan, the district would 
receive a perpetual license to the current version of AppTrack, as well as any future versions. 
The district would also receive free tech support forever and ownership of the software, except 
for a non-exclusive license to Lyceum Software. Lyceum would have the right to develop future 
versions with no compensation to the district.  
  
Ms. McConnell reiterated she still had a lot of concerns about the issue. She asked if there were 
state laws that limited the ability of a public agency, such as the school district, to profit from 
software created by public employees. They were paid with public monies, using public 
resources. Mr. DeWitt stated Jill Dolan, assistant borough attorney, had written a memorandum. 
He said in the memorandum, Ms. Dolan cited a number of statutes and authorities she thought 
prohibited the school district from licensing software. Mr. DeWitt respectfully disagreed. He said 
the specific statute Ms. Dolan pointed to was the Public Records statute – AS 40. Mr. DeWitt 
said the statute spoke to access to public records, which prohibited a public entity to charge a 
fee for software to access public records. It had to be free or at the cost of development. The 
district was not selling a tool to access public records. Mr. DeWitt explained the district was 
selling a tool to access distinctly non-public records – licenses for applications and tracking 
hardware. Mr. DeWitt thought Ms. Dolan was mistaken in believing the statute applied to the 
licensing issue. He went on to say the statute specifically stated proprietary software wasn’t 
covered by the statute. In answer to Ms. McConnell’s question, Mr. DeWitt did not believe there 
were state laws that limited the district’s ability. He thought Ms. Dolan was incorrect.  
  
Ms. McConnell repeated she had concerns. She asked how the individuals had the authority to 
go out and sell the licenses when the board did not agree to the plan. Mr. DeWitt stated the 
Interim Agreement was created to preserve the status quo from June when the board failed to 
obtain a second on a similar resolution until which time the board could act on the issue. They 
did not want the transaction to completely blow apart. Mr. DeWitt shared he and Superintendent 
Lewis developed the Interim Agreement as an interim solution to preserve the status quo. As he 
had previously explained at the work session, nothing would really be lost that the school district 
would have as value. They tried not to “give anything away” that had material value.  
 
President Brophy asked if the board would have possibly lost the opportunities Mr. DeWitt noted 
without the Interim Agreement.  Mr. DeWitt did not believe the district would have one or both of 
the employees and Version II would have probably long since been on the streets.  
 
Ms. McConnell asked how the two employees could develop another version when the original 
version was developed for the district, on district time, while on the district’s payroll. She thought 
the software was copyrighted by the school district. Mr. DeWitt stated Ms. McConnell was 
correct; the school district had a copyright on the work product developed by the employees on 
company time. He went on to say the copyright was pretty tenuous; it was fragile. Mr. DeWitt 
asked the board to think back to when Microsoft created Windows based upon the Apple 
computer interface; it looked very similar. There was a mouse; icons that could be moved 
around on the screen; there was a trash can; pop-down menus – it looked very similar to 
Apple’s software. He noted there was a case that went all the way to the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals on whether or not Microsoft was entitled to sell their product or whether it violated 
Apple’s copyright. The Ninth Circuit Court found it was a different product.  
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
Mr. DeWitt reiterated it did not take much to create a new product to move beyond the 
copyrighted interest of the software. He said they used Version 2.0 as a shorthand way of 
saying it was changed enough to pass the muster of the copyright law.  
 
President Brophy thought the reality was the product could be changed, as unappealing as thay 
might be. People could get frustrated by it, but it was the reality. Mr. DeWitt said the computer 
hardware and software industries were built upon that reality.  
 
Mr. Chord was curious why the board had to make a decision at the present time. He wanted to 
know why the board could not sit down to iron out the issue so the board understood the issue 
and was comfortable with what had happened. Mr. Chord shared he was really nervous to make 
a decision without being informed so he could understand the entire proposal. He wanted to 
know why all of a sudden it had to be done. The board should be able to sit down and 
understand what was going on.  Mr. DeWitt pointed out the information package before the 
board at the present time was the same package before the board in June; nothing had really 
changed or been altered. The information had been available to review. Mr. DeWitt said 
Superintendent Lewis had made his time available to explain the issue to anyone who had 
questions. Mr. DeWitt stated he was also available and happy to answer any questions. He did 
not feel anyone was rushed after more than two months to look at the package. As for the 
deadline, such as it was, Mr. DeWitt explained they had only been able to negotiate the Interim 
Agreement to August 15, 2012. On August 15, the Interim Agreement shifted position if the 
board had not acted or if additional time was not negotiated. Mr. DeWitt did not know if the 
developers would agree to additional time.  
 
President Brophy addressed Mr. Chord’s comments regarding having enough time to review the 
issue. Having been given the information in June and reading it prior to the June meeting, she 
had found some things she was uncomfortable with and questioned. In anticipation for the June 
meeting, she prepared her questions. Through research, studying the information, asking 
questions, and hearing the information from the work session the previous evening and during 
the current meeting, she felt she had become comfortable with what was being presented.  
 
President Brophy thought the sticking points seemed to be the issues of compensating the 
individuals, the issue of intellectual property, and the idea that since the product was produced 
on district time, the district therefore owned it and could not let loose of it.  The board had talked 
about coming up with innovative ideas and trying to do things differently. President Brophy 
thought the licensing plan was startling because it was something completely different. There 
weren’t examples of other school districts having done anything similar. She noted in hearing 
that Apple and other districts were interested in the app during the work session, the board 
should at least recognize the fact the district had a couple of individuals who had done 
something pretty amazing.  
 
In regards to the time issue, President Brophy reviewed all the information board members had 
received over time regarding AppTrack. The board was introduced to AppTrack in September 
2011. The administration’s request to structure the licensing plan was approved by the board in 
April 2012. There had been other meetings regarding the issue. President Brophy noted the 
same questions were asked and she did not know if any additional information would help in 
understanding the issue, if people did not currently understand it.  
  
Mr. Rice reiterated his concern about answering to the public. He was certain he would be 
asked  why  the  employees  were given 10 percent instead of a onetime bonus or other reward,  
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
such as additional time off. Mr. Rice provided an example from his work where employees 
earned a safety bonus for so many hours of non-loss time. He thought the district could have 
come up with a similar plan for the developers. He asked if it was possible to go back and 
negotiate with the developers for a onetime or yearly bonus or something similar. He also 
wanted to know if the district would still be responsible for PERS contributions on payments like 
bonuses or awards. Mr. Fisher stated if monies received by the developers were considered 
wages, the monies would be subject to PERS. In regards to the issue of a bonus, 
Superintendent Lewis explained to determine the size of the bonus you’d have to look at the 
amount of revenue and in essence it would get back to a percentage. He explained the 
percentage amount had come from looking at the licensing plan and conferring with Mr. DeWitt, 
as well as trying to be less than the normal market value in developer compensation and 
maximizing potential revenue to the district for additional technology. Considering those factors 
in determining a bonus would essentially work out to a percentage. Superintendent Lewis 
thought the percentage was cleaner and allowed the licensing plan to be structured on a 
quarterly basis so it was done at the end of each quarter. It also allowed for the board to 
terminate the plan with 60 days notice if needed.  
 
Superintendent Lewis reminded board members should they approve the licensing plan, they 
maintained the right to close it with 60 days notice. In structuring the plan, it had to be 
collapsible and they had wanted to give the board as much control as possible over what that 
looked like.  
 
Mrs. Dominique agreed with Mr. Chord in thinking the board needed additional work sessions to 
discuss the issue more thoroughly. Mrs. Dominique noted she had attended all the meetings, 
but still had many questions about the process, the way things took place, the district being a 
non-profit, and trying to do something as a business to get income. She agreed it might be the 
same questions over and over, but she felt she had not gotten satisfactory answers to the point 
where she felt going forward with the licensing plan would make the district any richer by getting 
revenues of 80 percent and paying out to employees who were already paid a salary with 
benefits to do innovative things. It did not fit well for Mrs. Dominique.    
 
Mrs. Hull called for a point of order; the board was in questions.  President Brophy called for any 
other questions.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought it would be helpful to Ms. McConnell, who had not been at the work session, 
to know the board received a memo from Ms. Dolan. President Brophy cautioned Mrs. Hull 
about speaking to the memo. Mrs. Hull asked Mr. DeWitt to respond to the legality of the district 
marketing the software. Mr. DeWitt stated Ms. Dolan’s position and the issue framed by her was 
that if the power was not explicitly listed, then the school board did not have it. He noted that 
was not the way the school district or any school district in Alaska had ever operated.   
Mr. DeWitt said he did not share Ms. Dolan’s view. He said the Supreme Court viewed the 
school board as a separate agency and he thought the board had all the powers of a 
municipality except those that had been retained by the legislature and those the legislature had 
given to the borough. Mr. DeWitt said the board had the power to market the software because 
they were an independent agency under Alaska law.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked Mr. DeWitt to explain who owned the intellectual property. Mr. DeWitt stated the 
intellectual property was owned by the employer for whom the employees developed it for. 
AppTrack was developed by school district employees and the school district, as an 
independent agency, owned the intellectual property rights. Mr. DeWitt believed Ms. Dolan 
would say there was a statute that stated municipalities could own intellectual properties, but he 
felt  the existence of that statute did not mean that a school district could not own it, it just meant  
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Resolution 2013-03: AppTrack Software Licensing Plan (continued) 
 
municipalities were specifically authorized. Mr. DeWitt explained the board had the powers the 
legislature granted school boards, which were all powers except those that were retained and 
conferred upon the borough.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought there was some confusion on if Apple had given the district the appropriate 
approval for the software. She asked Mr. DeWitt to clarify the issue. Mr. DeWitt stated  
Ms. Dolan had it wrong. President Brophy asked if that meant the district was okay.  Mr. DeWitt 
explained the district was a duly authorized registered developer for Apple, Inc. and authorized 
to use the Application Programmer Interface (API); the APIs that were used by AppTrack.  He 
said it was very clear.  
 
Mr. Rice noted Ms. McConnell had noted the district was a non-profit and asked how the 
licensing plan would affect the district. Mr. DeWitt stated the district was not a non-profit, it was 
a governmental entity. He said the rules for non-profits did not apply to the school district. There 
was nothing to prohibit a municipality from making money.   
 
President Brophy could see the benefits of approving the licensing plan based on the revenues 
that would come to the technology department and district, but asked Mr. DeWitt to review the 
worst case scenario risks associated with the licensing plan. Mr. DeWitt stated the worst case 
would be someone showed up and claimed AppTrack was their product. He wasn’t worried 
about losing that type of lawsuit; he was worried about the cost of defending it. If that happened 
and it was a serious claim, his recommendation would be to shut the program down and walk 
away.  Mr. DeWitt reiterated the plan was designed to be collapsible for the risks the district 
could not control.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS 
Mrs. Hull supported the program. She was pleased the employees developed the product. She 
thought it would be useful to the district, other districts, and the university. Mrs. Hull thanked the 
employees for developing the product and to the district for structuring an agreement that gave 
the employees a reasonable share, noting it was less than traditionally given for software 
development. The developers would get 10 percent each for a total of 20 percent and the district 
would receive 80 percent. Mrs. Hull thought the plan was good for the district and would provide 
technology and other things to students.  
 
Mrs. Hull voiced her concern about the memo board members received from the assistant 
borough attorney because it had come to the board without going to the superintendent or legal 
counsel, which she understood was part of attorney-client privilege. She felt it had left the board 
unable to deal with the legal questions posed in the memo. Mrs. Hull thought it put the board at 
a real disadvantage and it came to board members late over the weekend. She felt it put the 
board in a very difficult position. Mrs. Hull was appreciative of the administration and Mr. DeWitt 
in helping the board navigate through the issue and the long work session on the issue the 
previous evening.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought it was important to have the record reflect the information the board received 
regarding AppTrack. She reported the board received a presentation on AppTrack in September 
2011. In April 2012, the board unanimously approved authorizing the administration to structure 
a software licensing plan, which included discussion that the plan would be developed in April. 
Information was provided to board members in June, essentially similar to the information 
provided  for  the  current  board  meeting.  There  was  a  lot of information included in the June  
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meeting agenda. The superintendent provided an email to the board in July about key points, 
asking members to contact him with any questions. Additionally, the board had a full work 
session on the topic the previous evening and it was currently before the board again. Mrs. Hull 
thought the board had received adequate information. She thought if the board was to postpone 
the issue further it would create more complications. Mrs. Hull agreed with others the Interim 
Agreement complicated the issue, but felt there was a need for it since the board wasn’t able to 
deal with the issue in June. The Interim Agreement was necessary in order to prevent other 
people from taking credit for a product developed by district staff. The software had been 
demonstrated to a number of entities that could create a similar product for themselves.  
Mrs. Hull thought delaying the issue further increased that risk.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought the compensation was reasonable. She thought the PERS issue was bogus. 
The district paid PERS for non-certified staff. It would not be any different than hiring any other 
employee, even though the amount paid to the employees would be revenue developed by the 
product.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought the legality questions had been answered. The portions referred to in  
Ms. Dolan’s memo referred to borough rights and assignments; it did not mention the school 
district. She said there were a number of things the school district did that were not listed in that 
particular portion of state law that dealt with boroughs. Mrs. Hull had no questions about legality.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought the risks were reasonable, adding nothing was without risk. She thought the 
licensing plan was a smart move for the district to pursue. It would enable the district to gain 
revenue from a source other than the public treasury. Mrs. Hull thought it was the board’s 
responsibility to generate revenue that could help students.  
 
Mrs. Hull believed adequate attention had been paid to infringement concerns. It appeared from 
what the Apple representatives, who were well aware of the applications, and from what others 
could tell, AppTrack was very unique in the marketplace.   
 
Mrs. Hull said the board could approve the licensing plan and which would allow the district to 
benefit from 80 percent of the revenues from the product created by district employees. The 
board’s other option was to not approve the resolution and allow the developers to get the 
revenue for themselves. She did not think the board’s action either way changed anything that 
happened in the past regarding how things transpired – none of that would change with the 
board’s action. The board’s only decision at the current time was to determine whether it would 
be the district that would benefit from the revenue or only the developers.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought it was irresponsible for the board to turn their back on money that could be 
used for students. With either option, the school district would continue to use the product 
indefinitely, so the district would be repaid for the work that was done on school district time and 
receive the benefit from it. Mrs. Hull did not see any harm that would come to the district from 
the board approving the licensing plan, so she would be supporting it.  
 
Mrs. Dominique noted board members received the memo from Ms. Dolan on Friday, the same 
day board members always received their board packets. In stating the attorney and 
superintendent did not have time to review the memo and provide an opinion, she noted board 
members always received their packets on Friday.  
 
President Brophy interjected Mr. DeWitt and Superintendent Lewis did not receive the memo on 
Friday. Superintendent Lewis added he had never received a copy. Mrs. Dominique stated she 
was aware Superintendent Lewis had not received a copy because of the attorney-client 
privilege.  President Brophy added Mr. DeWitt had received a copy only after she had spoken to 
Ms. Dolan on Monday to verify it was appropriate to send it to him.  
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Mrs. Dominique reiterated the board received the memo on Friday and the board always 
received their packets on Friday. She said board members had the opportunity to ask questions 
of Ms. Dolan or Mr. DeWitt. Just as Mrs. Hull had stated about the board having sufficient time 
to review the information, Mrs. Dominique felt there had been sufficient time in regards to  
Ms. Dolan’s memo.  
 
Mrs. Dominique knew AppTrack was an innovative product, but the marketing plan was new to 
the district. She thought the board needed more time to delve into the process that had taken 
place. Mrs. Dominique had questions why the licensing plan was moved forward and sold 
without the board’s approval. She understood what Mr. DeWitt had said about the status quo 
and they had moved forward because they didn’t want anyone to get the product.  
Mrs. Dominique did not think the licensing plan had to be moved forward so quickly.  
Mrs. Dominique said she did not understand the entire process and thought the board needed 
more time to review and understand it. She did not agree with the resolution and would not be 
supporting it.  
 
Mrs. Dominique believed it was the July email Superintendent Lewis sent to board members 
where he told board members about the Interim Agreement. Board members were instructed to 
request a copy of the Interim Agreement if they wanted a copy.  Mrs. Dominique stated she had 
requested a copy. She read through the agreement and as she had stated throughout the 
meeting, she felt like the district was giving things away. The district should not be giving things 
away. The district had a deficit. The superintendent had spoken numerous times about the 
budget shortfalls the district faced. Now, the district was trying to enter into something where no 
one knew if the revenues would come back to the district. Quite a bit of money had already 
been spent on the project. Mrs. Dominique recalled from the work session that Superintendent 
Lewis had estimated the costs at less than $10,000. She thought the $10,000 could equate to 
having another person in a school that could help a student. Although she thought AppTrack 
was a good application, she did not support the licensing plan.  
 
Mrs. Dominique thought the Interim Agreement was giving away too much. She wished other 
board members had requested a copy. She urged board members to get a copy of the 
agreement and read it.  
 
Mr. Rice asked if he could add an amendment to the main motion. President Brophy said there 
was still time for comments.  
 
Mr. Rice was not against anyone going out and doing things on their own. He appreciated all the 
work employees had done. The board had been asking hard questions because members of the 
public were approaching board members about what they had done. With every decision board 
members made, they had to be certain they had the necessary information. He wasn’t trying to 
be mean, he was only asking the questions he received from the public; the board wasn’t 
against the administration, they were just trying to get the information they needed to face the 
public.   
 
Ms. McConnell agreed the program was good. It was new and very innovative – which was her 
concern. The board had to be cautious. She was a very cautious individual and as  
Mr. Rice had stated, board members had to answer to the public. As an example,  
Ms. McConnell shared she had been contacted over the summer and was told the AppTrack 
licenses were already being sold without the board’s approval. Ms. McConnell asked about the 
situation and did not receive a straight answer. She was told it would be discussed at the 
August work session. Ms. McConnell found it disconcerting.  
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Ms. McConnell had concerns about the extra compensation paid to the two employees. She 
wondered how many other folks the district might have to provide extra compensate to in the 
future.  As a non-profit or government entity, she was concerned about the district going into a 
for profit business. Ms. McConnell was concerned about the time employees spent on district 
time.  
 
Ms. McConnell spoke to the two different opinions on the licensing plan from Mr. DeWitt and 
Ms. Dolan. Even though board members received the information and had time to review it,  
Ms. McConnell still had concerns. She believed the board had to be cautious because it was 
new. She would not support the resolution.  
 
Mr. Thies was happy to hear the district had the talent to produce such a product as AppTrack. 
It seemed like it cost approximately $10,000 +/- to produce the product. If the district had not 
produced the application in-house, the district would have had to purchase a similar product. 
Board members heard in the work session the costs of an outside program could have been as 
much as $200,000.  Mr. Thies noted the district spent $10,000 to make a product that saved the 
district from buying a $200,000 product. He looked at the situation as having saved the district 
$190,000 for a product that was better than the other products available on the market.  
 
Mr. Thies understood the risks involved with being a new venture. Having started two 
businesses of his own, he understood the risks. There would always be risks.  He noted the 
district had the ability to pull-out of the venture if something happened. For the most part,  
Mr. Thies saw it as a great thing. He would be supporting the resolution.  
 
President Brophy supported the licensing plan. She felt the board had received more 
information on AppTrack than many other action items the board acted on. For President 
Brophy, it boiled down to risks versus benefits.  She did not see that the risks would preclude 
her from voting for the licensing plan based on the advantages and benefits of the plan. It had 
been repeatedly stated the plan would generate revenue and be self-sustaining. It would not 
cost the district in the long-run. President Brophy said what convinced her the most to support 
the plan was the fact the board could terminate the project. It was not something the district 
would be stuck with forever if it did not work. It would not burden the community or any future 
boards. President Brophy reiterated she supported the approval of the licensing plan. 
 
Mrs. Hull asked for a clarification on what the board was voting on and what would happen as a 
result of the vote. Mr. DeWitt explained there was a resolution before the board. If the resolution 
was adopted, the board would adopt the software licensing agreement. There would also be 
one follow-up action item for accounting. He went on to say the Interim Agreement would 
terminate. The true-up would occur with licensing software and the school district would be in 
the business of selling the product.  
 
Mr. DeWitt explained if the board rejected the resolution, the software licensing agreement 
would be rejected by the school board. The Interim Agreement on August 15, 2012 would 
change to a semi-permanent agreement and the school district would have a perpetual current 
version of whatever AppTrack did or turned into. The district would also have the non-exclusive 
right to sell the software to someone else to use at some future date after consultation with 
Lyceum Software.  
 
Mr. DeWitt summarized – a yes vote meant the licensing plan was the district’s project; a no 
vote meant the licensing plan was not the district’s project.  
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Mrs. Hull clarified if the board rejected the resolution, then the Interim Agreement became a 
semi-permanent agreement.  Mr. DeWitt stated Mrs. Hull was correct.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if there was any way the board could dissolve the Interim Agreement.  
Mr. DeWitt stated yes. The board could adopt the resolution and then, shortly afterwards, 
probably at a different meeting, vote to invoke the 60 day clause to terminate the agreement. 
Mr. DeWitt stated that would eliminate the Interim Agreement and eliminate the software 
licensing agreement. It would get rid of both of them.   
 
Ms. McConnell asked what would happen to the licenses that had already been sold, if the 
board approved the resolution and then terminated it. Mr. DeWitt said the software licensing 
agreement that Lyceum was currently using mirrored the one the district would be using. It 
provided for a 60-day right of termination, so the licenses would be terminated. They would 
have no further rights with the software. They would receive their data as provided in the 
software licensing agreement. Mr. DeWitt thought the school district would perhaps have a bit of 
a black eye. He believed there would be some annoyed people because they thought it was a 
cool project. Mr. DeWitt speculated they might buy AppTrack Version II from Lyceum at some 
future date,  
 
Mrs. Hull reclarified if the board approved the resolution, the Interim Agreement would be 
terminated and the district would proceed with a process to license the software making 80 
percent of any revenue generated by the product. The district would also be able to continue to 
use the product. She clarified if the board rejected the resolution, the opportunity went away. 
The district would not be able to make the 80 percent revenue. Lyceum would have a non-
exclusive right to use the product. The district could at a future date sell the application to 
someone else, but any revenue generated would go to someone else, not the district. Mrs. Hull 
asked if she was correct. Mr. DeWitt stated she was. Mrs. Hull went on to state the Interim 
Agreement would be enforced until August 15, 2012, at which time it would become a semi-
permanent agreement that allowed Lyceum to make any revenue off of the product. Mr. DeWitt 
stated yes, if Lyceum wished to do that.  
 
President Brophy clarified the district would still have use of the product, but would not make 
anything from the product. Mr. DeWitt stated the district could sell their other rights and the 
product, but the district wouldn’t be making the money, someone else would be making the 
money.   
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if the district could sell the product to Lyceum. Mr. DeWitt missed the 
question. Mrs. Dominique asked if the product could be sold to someone else. Mr. DeWitt said 
Lyceum had a non-exclusive right to sell the software which meant the district could sell the 
rights to someone else, but the district would be required to consult with Lyceum first. If the 
district wanted to sell it to Apple they could. Mr. DeWitt said he did not know of anyone who was 
lined up to buy it, but the district had a right to sell it.  Mrs. Dominique asked where Lyceum 
figured into the situation. Mr. DeWitt stated Lyceum had a non-exclusive right to develop the 
software. He said they would not develop AppTrack Version 2.0 for the district. They would do 
that on their own. But the district would have the rights they had and be in the position to sell 
them to someone else if they chose to.  
 
Mrs. Hull reclarified again if the board approved the resolution, the district had the right to make 
80 percent of the revenue. If the board rejected the resolution, others would have the right to 
market the product and make all the revenue. Mr. DeWitt agreed.   
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President Brophy agreed that the bottom-line was as Mrs. Hull had stated.  
 
ADVISORY VOTES.  2 AYES 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES; 2 NAYS: DOMINIQUE, CHORD 
(During the call for the vote, Mr. Rice and Ms. McConnell both voiced their hesitation in voting 
AYE).  
 
Establish AppTrack Software Project Special Revenue Fund and Commit Funds 
Pursuant to Governmental Accounting Standards Board statement number 54 (GASB 54), Fund 
Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions, in order to account separately for 
certain projects in special revenue funds, the revenue and unrestricted fund balance in those 
funds had to be formally committed by the school board. 
 

HULL MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO ESTABLISH THE APPTRACK 
SOFTWARE PROJECT IN THE LOCAL PROGRAMS SPECIAL REVENUE 
FUND AND FORMALLY COMMIT ANY REVENUE AND UNRESTRICTED 
FUND BALANCE FOR ON-GOING DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT OF 
APPTRACK SOFTWARE, SUPPORT, DEVELOPMENT OR PURCHASE OF 
OTHER INFORMATION SYSTEM SOFTWARE, AND PURCHASE OF 
INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY EQUIPMENT. 

 
Superintendent Lewis explained the fund was needed to deal with any revenue and expenses 
regarding AppTrack and to comply with GASB 54.  
 
Mike Fisher, chief financial officer, explained that under new accounting guidelines, anytime 
there was a desire to account for revenue separately, that was not a grant, the board had to 
formally establish a fund and note the intentions of the net revenue from the fund. He noted 
there were obvious reasons to have a separate account for AppTrack, 
 
Mr. Fisher further explained the intent of generated revenues would go to support the operation 
and costs of the fund, possibly the development or purchase of other information systems 
software, and the purchase of instructional technology equipment – all of which was contingent 
the fund balance in the account increased enough to make the purchases.  
 
Mr. Fisher said the establishment of the fund was a housekeeping measure to state the 
revenues generated from technology would go back into technology-type expenditures.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS 
None 
 
ADVISORY VOTES.  2 AYES 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES; 1 NAY: DOMINIQUE 
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Establish Medicaid Provider Project Special Revenue Fund and Commit Funds 
Pursuant to Governmental Accounting Standards Board statement number 54 (GASB 54), Fund 
Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions, in order to account separately for 
certain projects in special revenue funds, the revenue and unrestricted fund balance in those 
funds had to be formally committed by the school board. 
 

HULL MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO ESTABLISH THE MEDICAID 
PROVIDER PROJECT IN THE FEDERAL PROGRAMS SPECIAL REVENUE 
FUND AND FORMALLY COMMIT ANY REVENUE AND UNRESTRICTED 
FUND BALANCE FOR PROVIDING FOR THE COST OF ADMINISTERING THE 
MEDICAID PROVIDER PROJECT, AND FOR PROVIDING STAFF AND 
ADDITIONAL SERVICES ELIGIBLE FOR BILLING UNDER THE MEDICAID 
PROVIDER PROJECT. 

 
Superintendent Lewis stated the establishment of the fund was a housekeeping measure to 
allow the district to do its Medicaid billing and account for funds.  
 
Mr. Fisher explained the district provided a number of Medicaid eligible services for special 
education students that could be reimbursed by the federal government. The state had a 
program to facilitate the reimbursement and encouraged districts to enroll in the Medicaid 
Provider program. School based services were different than clinical services – there were 
speech pathologist services, psychologist services, and others.  
 
The district was currently in the process of enrolling with the state to possibility start the 
program. Mr. Fisher said the district would start slow. There were many compliance issues. The 
district would utilize the services of a third-party to help with the process.  
 
Like the fund for AppTrack, there were reasons for tracking revenue and expenditures 
separately. In compliance with GASB 54, the administration was recommending the 
establishment of the Medicaid Provider special revenue fund. The administration recommended 
any net revenues go to provide for staff and additional special education services that were 
eligible for Medicaid billing. Mr. Fisher noted if the revenues were enough to help pay for some 
staff, it could help take some pressure off the operating fund.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS 
None 
 
ADVISORY VOTES.  2 AYES 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES; 1 NAY: DOMINIQUE 
 
INFORMATION AND REPORTS 
 
Results of Parent Opinion Polls: 2011-12 School Year 
The report presented the results of opinion polls completed by parents of Fairbanks North Star 
Borough School District students in the spring semester of the 2011-12 school year. The survey 
was conducted every two years. Kathy Hughes, executive director of alternative instruction and 
accountability, and Heather Rauenhorst, program evaluator and research analyst, presented the 
report.  
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The importance of parent involvement in public education was emphasized in the federal 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which required public schools to promote the 
shared responsibility of parents, teachers, and students in working together for student success.  
Maintaining communication between school and home was an ongoing commitment of the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough School District. One of the many ways in which the district 
solicited parent input was through the distribution of surveys and polls such as the 2011-12 
Parent Opinion Poll.  
 
The opinion polls addressed a variety of topics including academic programs, communication, 
parent involvement, student supports, school climate, and overall satisfaction with the schools; 
additional open-ended questions provided a forum for other parent input.  Opinion poll results 
provided the district with the opportunity to learn what parents thought about various aspects of 
their students’ schools. Questions varied from elementary to middle to high schools, but the 
topics included school climate, student supports, expectations and preparation, academic 
content areas, communication, and parental involvement. Parents were also asked to assign 
schools a letter grade and explain what they liked most and least about the schools.  
 
The survey results showed:  
 

 A total of 2,485 polls were completed. 
 

 1,413 polls were completed by parents with children in elementary (K-8) schools.  
 

 1,072 surveys were completed by parents with students in secondary schools.  
 

 89 percent of parents gave elementary schools an A or a B.  
 

 80 percent of parents gave middle schools an A or a B. 
 

 76 percent of parents gave high schools an A or a B.  
 

 Overall, the majority of parents agreed with positive statements about the schools.  
 
Since the polls were conducted electronically – there was a shorter turnaround time than in the 
past which allowed review of the responses by principals and other administrators in the same 
school year that the information was collected. The assistant superintendents for both 
elementary and secondary schools utilized the schools’ results when conducting personnel 
evaluations and goal-setting sessions with each of the principals, and the school and district 
results were topics of discussion at principal meetings. School administrators were provided 
with school level data comparable to the district level data included in the report, along with the 
comments from the open-ended questions regarding what parents liked best about each school 
and what parents indicated was in need of improvement.   
 
BOARD QUESTIONS 
Mrs. Dominique asked how the survey was disseminated. Mrs. Hughes explained it was 
available through PowerSchool’s Guardian Portal, hard copies were available in the schools, 
and it also went out electronically to parent and guardian emails. It was also available during 
parent-teacher conferences. There were numerous ways used to disseminate the survey.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked about the timeframe of the survey. Ms. Rauenhorst stated it was usually 
around January-February.  
 
Mr. Rice asked about any increase or decrease in the number of participants from previous 
years, noting his appreciation with receiving the survey electronically.  Ms. Rauenhorst stated in 
2009-10, which was the second year of pushing the survey electronically with secondary 
students and the first year of pushing the survey electronically in elementary, there were 3,259 
surveys, with 85 percent completed electronically and 15 percent by paper.  
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Ms. Rauenhorst stated at the current time the district was virtually at 100 percent electronic 
completion – approximately 98 percent of the surveys were completed electronically.  
 
The survey’s overall percent of participation remained pretty much the same – between 20-25 
percent, noting it was a little higher for elementary and a little lower for secondary.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS 
Ms. McConnell thanked Mrs. Hughes and Mrs. Rauenhorst for their report. She was pleased to 
see the number of parents who felt welcomed at the schools.  
 
Mrs. Hull was also pleased with the report results. It was important feedback from the district’s 
customers. She was pleased to see the numbers improving and people were feeling 
comfortable in the schools. She noted communication at the high school level might be an area 
to look at.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked about the School Climate Surveys. Mrs. Rauenhorst explained the district had 
developed an in-house climate survey rather than using AASB’s. The feedback from principals, 
along with a couple of other requests for surveys from other groups, including the Board 
Diversity Committee, the administration attempted to combine everyone’s needs into one 
survey. It was the district’s intent to continue with an in-house climate survey rather than using 
AASB’s survey.   
 
President Brophy thanked Mrs. Hughes and Ms. Rauenhorst for the report. It was always 
interesting to see what parents thought about the schools. She too was pleased with the 
number of parents who were comfortable in the schools. It would be interesting to see how the 
individual schools dealt with the issue of those who were not comfortable and how responsive 
the schools were to the information.  
 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Waiver Flexibility Update 
Superintendent Lewis updated board members on the State of Alaska’s ESEA Flexibility 
Waiver. He shared a set of slides on the issue that were provided to superintendents in July. 
The waiver was currently out for public comment. The district had until August 20 to provide 
feedback. The state’s application for a waiver would be submitted in September.  
 
Superintendent Lewis noted it was a change from the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) people had 
heard about for the past 10 years. It was set up as part of a growth model and ultimately could 
potentially fit into a new evaluation system in terms of student work counting towards 
administrative and teacher evaluations. The administration was working collaboratively with FEA 
on the evaluation document. The administration believed the system was better than the current 
system, but time was needed to work through the model. The administration had some issues 
and concerns regarding how growth would be calculated and the factors for consideration.  
 
Superintendent Lewis said the state would ultimately end-up with a 5 star system rating system. 
He thought it was important to buy into the system and be able to trust the data matched the 
rating system. With AYP, there were 41 targets in the current year and if a school missed one 
target, the school would be listed in the failing category. While the devil would be in the details 
regarding how the new system played out, Superintendent Lewis wanted board members to 
know the change was coming.  
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The waiver would tie into additional federal requirements regarding evaluation. Superintendent 
Lewis stated it was important to be very clear about how the assessment process worked, 
especially in regards to growth. It needed to be clear if other factors such as economic 
disadvantage or students with disabilities were factored-in regarding growth.  
 
Superintendent Lewis reported Dr. Ott had been working at the state and national levels trying 
to make certain he had a clear understanding of the program. The administration was also 
working to gather data from principals to help with the district’s response.  
 
Superintendent Lewis stressed the new system was better than what was previously in place. 
But the administration would not fully endorse the plan until they had the opportunity to fully vet 
it. The administration wanted to be certain they could trust the new system.  
      
BOARD QUESTIONS 
President Brophy asked Superintendent to explain the growth model. Superintendent Lewis 
explained federal requirements stated the district would be measuring from one year to the next 
in the areas of reading, writing, and math and the amount of growth that took place over the 
course of a year. How it was measured and what factors were used still needed to be 
determined. The administration would be reviewing the model to see if it was fair.  
 
President Brophy asked if the growth model would show student progress from one year to the 
next, as opposed to NCLB which just showed if a student did or did not make the target. 
Superintendent Lewis stated there were targets – graduation rate, attendance rates, etc. but the 
administration wanted to be certain there was a system that could be understood and trusted.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS 
Mrs. Hull was pleased Alaska was participating in the waiver process. She felt NCLB had 
needed to be updated for a long time. She liked the notion of looking at individual student 
growth rather than comparing last year’s 4th graders with some arbitrary target. Mrs. Hull 
thought it made more sense and was pleased the state was pursuing the waiver.  
 
President Brophy was pleased with the waiver and she too liked the prospect of recognizing 
student growth as opposed to the way NCLB identified failure or success.   
 
BOARD AND SUPERINTENDENT’S QUESTIONS/ COMMENTS/ COMMITTEE REPORTS 
Colonel Daack thanked Mr. Gomez and his terrific work on behalf of Eielson students and 
families. He wished him and his wife, Tina, the best as they moved on to bigger and better 
things. Colonel Daack welcomed Deanna Croxen who would be replacing Mr. Gomez. He 
looked forward to working with Ms. Croxen.  
 
Colonel Daack also reported Eielson was stable for the time being and would keep the board 
posted.   
 
Mrs. Dominique spoke to the resolution the board passed earlier. She felt the district needed to 
look forward in regards to innovative ideas. Regarding the Interim Agreement, she understood 
Mr. DeWitt’s comments about preserving the status quo, but the board should have been more 
involved in the agreement. She noted the agreement had not been approved by the board.  
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Mrs. Dominique was thankful for the ELL summer program. It was a wonderful program. She 
wished the district had enough funding to expand the district’s summer programs. There were a 
number of students who could benefit from summer programs. 
 
Mrs. Dominique mentioned the upcoming Construction Academies. She encouraged people to 
get the word out about the programs. She liked the bright color of the Parent Opinion Poll report.  
Mrs. Dominique wished her grandson a Happy Birthday! 
 
Mrs. Hull provided board members with a written and verbal report from the recent AASB Board 
of Directors meeting. The report included an executive report from Carl Rose, executive director 
of AASB. The report included information on planning, goals, AASB’s Call for Resolutions, the 
CDL program, a new board recognition program, connecting teacher evaluations to student 
performance, and local board control.  
 
Mrs. Hull noted she would be in Kentucky in a couple weeks for a president-elect conference 
and she would share information with the board when she returned.   
 
Ms. McConnell thanked Mrs. Anderl and Ms. Randall for their presentation. It was good to hear 
about the summer school program and what was being done to help the district’s diverse 
student population. She was a pleased with the results of the parent opinion poll.  
 
Ms. McConnell wanted the record to reflect the difficulty she had with the AppTrack resolution. 
Even  though she voted for the resolution, she still had many concerns.     
 
Mr. Rice asked Colonel Daack to thank Mr. Gomez for his help.  He welcomed Deanna Croxen.  
He extended his congratulations to the ELL program. It was good to see everyone back for a 
new school year.   
 
Mr. Thies enjoyed the summer break but it was good to be back.  
 
Ms. Brewer gave her thumbs up to Mr. Gomez. She had worked with him at Eielson and through 
the youth program. He had really helped her.  Ms. Brewer found it interesting to hear and learn 
about all the legalities of the AppTrack program. She appreciated hearing the parent opinion poll 
report.   
 
Superintendent Lewis introduced Georgia Sandgren, the new military student transition 
consultant, she was one of eight in the country. Ms. Sandgren would be working with the 
Eielson and Fort Wainwright education liaisons to make certain families and students were 
taken care of.  
 
Superintendent Lewis made many announcements and spoke on many topics, including the 
upcoming Welcome Back, Intersession graduation, the administrative center’s new phone 
system, summer construction, a recent Community Ties article featuring Salcha, and funding.  
 
President Brophy reminded board members about AASB’s Call for Resolutions. She asked 
board members to review the information on the resolutions which they recently received by 
email. There would be time during the September 4 meeting for the board to discuss the 
resolutions.   
 
President Brophy extended her appreciation to Mr. Gomez and the assistance he provided to 
the board. She welcomed Ms. Croxen and Ms. Sandgren. President Brophy wished her mother,  
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Mrs. Dominique’s grandson, and Mr. Chord Happy Birthday!  The group sang Happy Birthday to 
Mr. Chord.  
 
President Brophy knew the AppTrack project had created some frustration but she thought the 
board’s conversation and questions were really good. The expectation would be the board 
would continue to be attentive to the progress of the AppTrack licensing plan and sales. The 
board would expect updates and reports on the program’s progress.    
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:17 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board. 
 


