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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 December 3, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 5:57 p.m. in the board room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue. The work session was called to review Chapter 2 of The 
School Board Fieldbook: Leading with Vision and to discuss protocols, development, communication, 
and budget priorities.    
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President  
 Sharon McConnell, Vice President 
 Heidi Haas, Treasurer 
 Sean Rice, Clerk 
 Lisa Hall, Member 
 Sue Hull, Member   
 John Thies, Member  

Absent: 
    None 
 
 
  
  
   
 

 
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 
    Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the School Board 
 
Book Study  
Over the course of the next several months, the board would be conducting a book study using, The 
School Board Fieldbook: Leading with Vision. The book focused on the responsibilities and challenges 
of being a board member. It would help new and experienced board members understand the 
differences between the board’s strategic role in setting a vision, administration’s tactical role in creating 
a plan to realize that vision, and the staff’s operational role in implementing the plan at the classroom 
level.  
 
Chapter 2: Three Roles Essential to Every School System. focused on understanding strategic, tactical, 
and operational roles; avoiding micromanagement; creating systemic alignment; building bridges across 
roles; implementing a collaborative decision-making cycle; building a school system, not a system of 
schools; applying the strategic role; and maintaining a strategic focus. Other highlights from the chapter 
included: 
 

 School boards were strategic experts and set strategic charges.  

 Administrators had tactical expertise; teachers had operational expertise.   

 All three areas of expertise had to be aligned for meaningful organizational change to occur.  

 Micromanagement occurred when one role tried to assume the functions and responsibilities of 
the other.  

 Most board members came to the board with tactical expertise and experiences but had to learn 
the new role as strategic experts.  
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Book Study (continued) 
 
Board members reviewed the chapter and found it helpful to learn more about their function as strategic 
planners. It was helpful to review how the role and contributions of each district level group – board, 
administration, and staff – worked together to develop a viable and successful school system rather than 
a system of schools. The board’s 2012-14 Priorities provided the foundation of the board’s strategic 
work.  
 
It was pointed out that as board members, especially new board members, learned about the district 
they often had many questions for the administration. While their questions and inquiries might appear 
to be more of a tactical position or micro-managing, board members were merely seeking information to 
help them in their strategic position.  
 
The discussion on roles helped remind board members the task of addressing specific student, 
personnel, instructional, and classroom or building issues belonged to the superintendent and his 
administration. Other discussion included embracing the view and perspective of parents and the 
district’s diversity.   
 
Board members discussed the challenges the district faced in maintaining the balance necessary to 
operate a school system versus a system of schools while still preserving the uniqueness of each 
school. It was equated to a Tango. An effective system was a Tango of roles working together in a 
healthy way without stepping-on someone else’s job or responsibility.  
 
The board would review Chapter 3: Communication is Key at their January 14, 2013 work session.  
 
Budget Priorities 
Superintendent Lewis explained it was time for the board to revisit their budget priorities to provide 
guidance to the administration as they developed the Recommended Budget for the 2013-2014 school 
year based on the board’s identified priorities. The administration would then bring the Recommended 
Budget to the board for their review, revision, and eventual approval.   
 
President Brophy led the board through their budget priorities discussion. Board members were asked to 
review the board’s existing budget priorities. The existing budget priorities: 
 

1. Keep cuts as far from the classroom as possible.  
2. Maintain or lower current class size targets. 
3. Increase student achievement and increase graduation rates. 
4. Utilize technology to accelerate and amplify student learning.  
5. Support safety, security, and discipline.  
6. Continuous improvement through calculated, innovative efforts (informed by research/data). 
7. Ensure decisions support sustainable budget direction.  

 
Board members shared their suggestions including moving safety up on the list of priorities; delineating 
innovative efforts; revising class size language; and maintaining equal growth in all areas. Board 
members discussed the pros and cons of the suggestions.  
 
Board members were in agreement on the importance of safety and providing a safe environment for 
student learning. One board member reported bullying had been identified by many students when 
asked to share the number one concern or issue they faced. Safety was definitely a top priority in the 
board’s overall goals and priorities and agreed that safety should continue to be considered when 
determining budget priorities. There was consensus to move safety to number four.   
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Budget Priorities (continued) 
 
In regards to delineating the many different innovative programs the district offered, some board 
members felt it would better serve the board to keep the priority more nebulous which would leave the 
board open to any innovative program. After group discussion, the board came to consensus to leave 
the wording unchanged regarding innovative efforts and not list specific programs.  
 
Board members considered the reality of lowering class sizes in the current fiscal climate. Most felt it 
would be more realistic to work to maintain class sizes. Superintendent Lewis suggested the board 
consider the language, “support class sizes that were conducive to learning.” Board members often 
heard about the importance of class size from parents; and the administration agreed, it was a 
community issue. A board member suggested Superintendent Lewis’s proposed language be changed 
from “support” to “maintain” class sizes that were conducive to learning. Board members debated the 
issue of “support” versus “maintain” and reached consensus to use “maintain.”  
  
A board member expressed interest in maintaining equal growth, such as in special education and 
regular education. Other issues raised during discussions included funding for new assessments and a 
seven period schedule.  
 
Board members recognized the dire need for sustainability which might necessitate some tough budget 
decisions. After careful consideration, the board determined their budget priorities for the 2013-14 
budget: 
 

1. Keep cuts as far from the classroom as possible. 
2. Maintain class sizes that are conducive to learning.  
3. Increase student achievement and increase graduation rates.  
4. Support safety, security, and discipline. 
5. Utilize technology to accelerate and amplify student learning.  
6. Continuous improvement through calculated, innovate efforts (informed by research/data).  
7. Ensure decisions support sustainable budget direction.  

 
The board took a break at 6:46 p.m. and reconvened at 6:55 p.m.  
 
Protocols, Development, & Communication 
With the seating of two new board members, it was a good time for board members to review protocols 
and communications and discuss board development opportunities. Board members reviewed board 
policies regarding board powers and duties, planning, limitation on authority of individuals, setting 
agendas, motion language, communications to the board, and board-staff communications.  
 
Board members discussed communications and operations between themselves, between them and the 
superintendent, and between them and the public. It was important to remember most communications 
from or to a board member regarding school district business were subject to public disclosure. It was 
recommended board members utilize a school district email account to keep official communications 
separate from personal communications.  
 
The board-superintendent relationship was discussed. It was imperative any board and superintendent 
work as a team. Board members were not educational experts; the superintendent was the expert and 
the board employed him or her to carry out their mission and goals. Although language in the board’s 
powers and duties policy spoke to the board employing the superintendent to carry-out their work and 
staffing and appraisal, it did not specifically address the superintendent’s accountability to the board. It 
was suggested there could be more language in policy regarding accountability.  
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Protocols, Development, & Communication (continued) 
 
Board members discussed their planning process; being more effective and specific in the measurement 
of goals and student achievement; measuring data versus establishing targets; short-term and long-
range goals and targets; and the development of dashboards as a method of tracking progress. The 
district was accomplishing good things but there had to be a better means of measuring the data and 
providing it to the public. It had to be available in a method that was easily understood and readily 
accessible to the public.   
 
Board roles were reviewed. Board members had authority when acting as a body. The board was not 
bound by any individual board member except under a specified delegation of authority by the board. 
When the board president spoke on behalf of the board, he or she usually did so with the consensus of 
the board. If individual board members received citizens’ comments, petitions, or complaints which 
warranted board action, said correspondence needed to be transmitted to the board office for 
dissemination to all board members and inclusion in the board’s reading file.  
 
Board members discussed and reviewed the process for board members and members of the public to 
bring forward agenda items. Not every issue or topic raised would be an appropriate item for a meeting 
agenda, as it may be an individual student or parent issue and the responsibility of the administration. 
There would also be issues that would be raised but unable to be dealt with immediately, as additional 
information might be needed. To help with communication, it was suggested there should be a 
mechanism to report back to board members regarding issues or concerns they had raised. 
Superintendent Lewis said he would create a “parking lot” list as part of his regular update emails as a 
method of tracking issues and notifying board members their concerns had been heard and were under 
consideration, as well as a means to notify board members of upcoming issues.   
  
The issue of executive session motion language was raised as a matter of transparency and public 
notification. It was mentioned the motion language needed to be more specific regarding the reasons for 
the executive session. As an example, in student discipline cases, it was suggested to state the age, 
school, or number of discipline cases to be heard. Concern was voiced too much information might 
identify specific students. It was noted the board had changed their executive session language a couple 
of years earlier to state discipline, waiver request, negotiations, legal advice, etc. The majority of board 
members believed the board did a good job of being as specific as they could without compromising the 
identity of students or the purpose of the executive session. It was pointed out any board action was 
noted in the minutes of meeting and an expulsion report was included in the regular meeting consent 
agenda once a month. It was also pointed out the policy regarding a student’s right to waive a 
confidential hearing needed to be reviewed.   
   
Ms. McConnell left the meeting at 7:48 p.m. 
 
Board email protocols were discussed. When emails came to the school board, the board secretary 
forwarded the message to all board members, noted the correspondence in the board’s reading file, and 
sent the sender a courtesy acknowledgment. If board members received an email either through a 
district email account or personal account, the email should be forwarded to the school board office 
where it can be added to the reading file and distributed to all board members. The board president 
responded to board emails on behalf of the entire board. There were times when the board president 
could address concerns directly, but there were other times when she had to consult with the 
administration for additional information before she could respond. There were also instances where she 
would inform the sender he or she would be contacted by the administration directly.   
 
There was a lot of discussion centered on the issue of communications from people who had personal 
relationships with board members. Some would be uncomfortable passing on those communications. 
Superintendent Lewis stated if a board member received an email and it spoke about school business, it 
was a public record and needed to be retained. The Supreme Court had just ruled on the issue.  
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Protocols, Development, & Communication (continued) 
 
There was some disagreement on the issue of email correspondence. One member had consulted an 
attorney and was told she did not give up her right to privacy because she was a board member. 
Superintendent Lewis reiterated his concern regarding board members utilizing their personal email 
accounts for board business and suggested all board members utilize district accounts.   
 
Mr. Thies left the meeting at 8:06 p.m.  
 
Superintendent Lewis updated the board on two issues a board member had mentioned at a previous 
meeting. One was putting language into policy regarding board members attending one national 
professional development opportunity over the course of their term. Superintendent Lewis did not 
recommend putting professional development travel into policy. While he agreed attending professional 
development opportunities would be beneficial, he did not think it was wise to put it in policy, especially 
in light of current economic conditions. The board had to be cognizant of the public’s view and reaction 
to board travel.  There was consensus from the board not to address board travel in policy.  
  
The second issue previously brought up by a board member was the option of a secret ballot for board 
voting when necessary for the board to appoint a school board member to fill a vacant board seat. There 
would be more discussion on the issue in the future.  
  
Board Discussion 
Superintendent Lewis announced the State Board of Education would be meeting December 6 and 7 in 
Anchorage to consider the issue of student achievement in teacher and administrator evaluations. The 
district would be providing comments on the subject. The administration and union were supportive of 
student achievement comprising 20 percent of the evaluations. The administration would need time to 
sort through the issues and would bring a new evaluation system forward for board approval sometime 
in the future. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:24 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  


