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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 April 15, 2013 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 6:03 p.m. in the board room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 5th Avenue. The work session with the Board Curriculum Advisory 
Committee (BCAC) was called to discuss the mathematics curriculum. The board also discussed 
kindergarten options, board protocols, and the superintendent and board evaluation instruments.  
 
President Brophy read the district’s mission statement: “Our mission is to provide an excellent and 
equitable education in a safe, supportive environment so all students can become productive members 
of a diverse and changing society.”  
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President  
 Heidi Haas, Vice President 
 Sean Rice, Clerk  
 Lisa Hall, Member 
 Sue Hull, Member (By Phone) 
 Charlie Leonelli, Member 
 

Absent: 
    John Thies, Treasurer 
      
 
 
 
 

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 
    Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Accountability & Alternative Instruction  
    Peggy Carlson, Executive Director of Curriculum and Instruction 
    Clarence Bolden, Executive Director of Human Resources 
    Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
    Melanie Hadaway, Curriculum Coordinator 
    Kathy Port, Curriculum Coordinator 
    Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board 
 
Mathematics Curriculum 
Peggy Carlson, executive director of curriculum and instruction, introduced the Board Curriculum 
Advisory Committee (BCAC) members, Math Leadership Team members, content coaches, and 
curriculum department staff members. She expressed her appreciation for the variety of experience, 
interests, and backgrounds amongst all committee and team members; their broad range of experience 
and vast knowledge would help to bring many different perspectives to the curriculum revision process.  
Mrs. Carlson thanked everyone for their work and service on behalf of students and the district.  
 
The joint work session with board members, BCAC members, leadership team members, content 
coaches, and curriculum staff afforded board members the opportunity to offer suggestions and input, 
and address questions and concerns regarding the math curriculum and revision process. The Math 
Leadership Team began their work in January 2013. Mrs. Carlson pointed out the curriculum revision 
process would include input and feedback from many sources, including staff, students, parents, and 
community members.  
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Mathematics Curriculum (continued) 
 
Mrs. Carlson explained the leadership teams were created and tasked to provide an ongoing structure to 
guide curricular, instructional, and assessment decisions that supported a guaranteed and viable 
curriculum. A guaranteed and viable curriculum was defined as a combination of opportunity to learn 
and time to learn. Guaranteed (opportunity to learn) meant all students had the opportunity to learn the 
same content through a written curriculum that all teachers were expected to deliver. Viable (time to 
learn) meant the curriculum could be adequately taught in the instructional time available to teachers. 
The leadership team, which met on a regular schedule, would be able to deal with curricular issues as 
they arose, instead of waiting for a six-year cycle.  
 
Mrs. Carlson presented an overview of the current math curriculum and the transition to the new Alaska 
State Standards, which were adopted in June 2012. The district’s current mathematics curriculum was 
adopted in May 2006. She also reviewed the materials transition for Everyday Math materials at the 
elementary level and Glencoe materials at the middle school level.  
 
The Alaska State Mathematic Standards prepared Alaska students to be competitive on the national and 
world stage. The standards were a set of specific, rigorous expectations that built students’ conceptual 
understanding, mathematical language, and application of processes and procedure coherently from 
one grade to the next, so all students would be prepared for post-secondary experiences. The focus 
areas for each grade level and each conceptual category narrative established a depth of knowledge, as 
opposed to a breadth of knowledge across multiple standards in each grade level or content area.  
 
Mrs. Carlson explained the Alaska Standards and Common Core, although not identical, were very 
similar, equal in rigor, and equivalent. Alaska Standards provided clarity to ensure teachers could easily 
understand the focus and purpose of each standard. The standards presented three shifts in 
mathematics:  
 

 Focus – focus deeply on 2-4 major topics in each grade or course. 
 

 Coherence – think across grades and link to major topics within grades. 
 

 Rigor – in major topics, pursue conceptual understanding, procedural skill and fluency, and 
application with equal intensity.  

 
Focus: the standards called for a greater focus in mathematics. Rather than racing to cover topics in 
today’s mile-wide, inch-deep curriculum, teachers would significantly narrow and deepen the way time 
and energy was spent with math. Teachers would focus deeply on the major work of each grade so 
students could gain strong foundations: solid conceptual understanding, a high degree of procedural skill 
and fluency, and the ability to apply the math they knew to solve problems inside and outside the math 
area.  
 
Coherence: the standards were designed around coherent progressions from grade to grade. Principals 
and teachers would carefully connect the learning across grades so students could build new 
understandings onto foundations built in previous years. Teachers could begin to count on deep 
conceptual understanding of core content and build on it. Each standard was not a new event, but an 
extension of previous learning.   
 
Rigor: the standards called for conceptual understanding of key concepts, such as place value and 
ratios. Teachers would support students’ ability to access concepts from a number of perspectives so 
students were able to see math as more than a set of mnemonics or discrete procedures. The standards 
called for speed and accuracy in calculation. Teachers would structure class time and/or homework time 
for students to practice core functions such as single-digit multiplication so students had access to more 
complex concepts and procedures. The standards also called for students to use math flexibly for 
applications. Teachers would provide opportunities for students to apply math in context. Teachers, in 
content areas outside of math, particularly science, would ensure students were using math to access 
and make meaning of content.  



 
Work Session Minutes 3 of 9 April 15, 2013 

Mathematics Curriculum (continued) 
 
The math curriculum timeline: 
 
2013-2014 

o adopt new mathematics curriculum 
o pilot/adopt K-8 materials 
o provide professional development on new standards, new materials, and instruction 
o support existing math materials during transition 
o assess student learning 

 
2014-2015 

o pilot/adopt 9-12 materials 
o provide professional development on new standards, new materials, and instruction 
o assess student learning 

 
Mrs. Carlson informed board members they would be receiving the curriculum drafts throughout the 
process. She thanked the board for the opportunity to present the math curriculum.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS/COMMENTS 
Board member questions and comments included goals and expectations related to exceeding 
standards; the importance of implementation fidelity; materials alignment with the new standards; more 
focus on concepts in textbooks and digital curriculum materials; budgeted funds for materials and 
implementation; interventions in place to support student learning; mathematical practices; acceleration 
and remediation; adaptive software; assessments; and student progression and working at their own 
pace.  
 
The board discussed the budget constraints and how it might affect the timeline implementation of the 
math curriculum and purchase of materials at the elementary and secondary levels. Leadership team 
member, Dr. Bridget Lewis, spoke on the important role and responsibility of the leadership team in 
providing transition support to each grade level. Each grade level transition was different. It was not the 
materials that drove the instruction.  Dr. Lewis agreed with Mrs. Carlson’s earlier comments on the key 
component of the leadership team was the ability to be much more responsive to changing curriculum 
needs.   
 
Superintendent Lewis asked if the leadership team had blessed the adaptive software. Mrs. Carlson 
stated no. It was suggested the leadership team look at the software, as it might be a useful K-12 
resource.  
 
Board members expressed their appreciation for the work of the BCAC, the Math Leadership Team, and 
curriculum staff on the curriculum revision process. They looked forward to the process and final 
document.  
 
The board took a short break at 6:48 p.m. The board reconvened at 6:55 p.m.   
 
Kindergarten 
Superintendent Lewis and Roxa Hawkins, assistant superintendent of elementary instruction, provided 
the board with some history and background information, along with the research and work that had 
taken place over the years regarding kindergarten options – full-day, half-day, extended day. The 
district’s current kindergarten model (extended day) worked well. However, the new Alaska State 
Standards would require the district to examine its current program.  Superintendent Lewis explained the 
reason for the work session was to seek direction from the board as to whether or not to continue the 
current extended day option or move to a full-day model.  
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Kindergarten (continued) 
 
Superintendent Lewis and Mrs. Hawkins explained the district’s 4.5 hour extended-day program. Half 
the class arrived at the beginning of the day, at normal school bell time. The other half of the class 
arrived two hours later, having all children together in what was called the “overlap time.” A teacher’s 
aide worked with the teacher during the overlap time. During this time, students attended their specials 
(music, physical education, library), participated in some regular class time, and had lunch and recess. 
The first group that arrived at the beginning of the day would leave two hours before the end of the 
normal school day, allowing the later arriving group to have the last two hours of the instructional day in 
a smaller group, just as the first group had at the beginning of the day. An example of the schedule for a 
school with an 8:30 a.m. start time and 3:00 p.m. dismissal time: 
 

 Morning group arrived at 8:30 a.m. (normal school bell time) and students were eligible to ride the bus to 
school if residence was in bus zone. 

 Second group arrived at 10:30 a.m., parents must provide transportation to school. 
 Morning group left at 1:00 p.m., parents must provide transportation from school. 
 Second group left at 3:00 p.m. (normal school bell time) and students were eligible to ride the bus home if 

residence was in bus zone.  
 
There were teachers who loved the extended day program and the flexibility it offered to work with small 
groups. Many parents appreciated the extended day program, but there were also many other parents 
who were interested or had asked for a full-day kindergarten model with transportation to and from 
school, as evidenced by the kindergarten program waiting lists at the charter schools that offered full-
day programs.  
 
The district spent considerable time investigating the question if the district should have full-day 
kindergarten classes. In the summer of 2005, a team of district staff including kindergarten teachers and 
parents, reviewed the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study – Full-day and Half-day Kindergarten in the 
United States. Data was collected from multiple sources including articles, studies, principals, and focus 
groups. The study found: 
 

o The district’s 4.5 hour extended day option was a unique approach that did not fit the research 
available at the time. Half-day programs were 2-3 hours in length, and full-day programs were 
4.5-6 hours in length, depending upon the model. The district’s model lent itself to the positives 
obtained by a full-day program with the unique positive of the smaller sections in the non-overlap 
time.  

 

o There was continued support by teachers and principals for the district’s extended-day program.  
 

o The need to continue to try and reduce kindergarten numbers. Current pupil-teacher ratio (PTR) 
was 23.0 in kindergarten.  

 

o Transportation and attendance were issues resulting from lack of bus transportation provided 
both ways for kindergarten students.  

 

o The community expressed a need for full-day kindergarten due to limited availability of childcare 
providers and some recent closures of daycares.  

 

o The district needed to determine its recommended kindergarten PTR for sustainability. It would 
enable the district to determine whether it could “afford” full-day kindergarten from a budget and 
space point of view. Typically there were 50 sections of kindergarten. The administration 
anticipated the number to grow if the district offered a full-day model.  

 

o The district needed to determine the level of aide support throughout the kindergarten day; which 
was essential to the financial picture. Full-day aides could provide wonderful support. Currently, 
aides worked 2.5 hours in the kindergarten rooms during the overlap time. Aide allocation and 
how they would be utilized needed to be fully explored. It was possible the aides could be split 
between kindergarten and first grades.  
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Kindergarten (continued) 
 
During the 2010-11 school year the issue of kindergarten offerings was again considered and meetings 
were held with a group consisting of kindergarten teachers, principals, special education teachers, and 
district administrators. The feedback from the meetings highlighted the fact there was no uniform 
agreement about the approach the district should follow regarding full-day kindergarten, especially if full-
time aide support was not available.    
 
In June 2012, the Alaska English Language Arts (ELA) Standards Comparison Tool was launched, 
giving school districts the ability to compare prior work expectations from Grade Level Expectations 
(GLEs) with the new higher rigor of the ELA standards. In September 2012, the district’s curriculum 
department designed a similar framework to show current practices as compared with the more rigorous 
expectations of the new standards. Both documents keenly showed the increased expectations that 
kindergarten students and teachers would experience.  
 
The administration reiterated the extended-day program worked well, but did not offer student 
transportation to and from school. With the increased rigor and standards, the administration could see 
benefits in offering full-day kindergarten and the ability to offer more student interventions, at an earlier 
age. If the district decided to offer full-day kindergarten, it was not something that could happen 
overnight; there would need to be time to provide professional development and to plan and implement 
the change properly. At the earliest, the change would be at least two years out.  
 
The administration, in determining the educational and economic impact of the district’s kindergarten 
model, believed moving to a full-day model would benefit the students and families of the borough. It 
would provide a solid foundation for school success for students. While the decision would require 
additional resources, the administration believed it was in the best interest of students.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS/COMMENTS 
Board members appreciated the administration’s work and research on full-day kindergarten. Board 
members questioned the issue of overcrowding, since the North Pole schools were already at or near 
capacity. The administration said the issue of overcrowding would certainly have to be watched, but felt 
the district was in a better position to address the issue with the measures it had taken over the past 
several years to help reduce overcrowding. It was noted kindergarten enrollment was the most difficult 
grade to project, as it was never known how many students would show up. Superintendent Lewis noted 
Badger Elementary School would be replacing the portables by adding three classrooms next year, with 
one in the kindergarten wing. He noted it might be necessary to look at the boundaries and perhaps 
tweak them at some point.    
 
Board members asked about funding. Superintendent Lewis estimated there would be approximately $1 
million associated with classroom aide costs, but noted there would most likely be an increase in student 
enrollment, which would provide additional revenue to help offset the costs. There would also be 
additional costs associated with curriculum, desks, etc. Cost estimates would be included in the plan the 
administration would bring forward if the board determined they were interested in a full-day program.  
 
Other board discussion included kindergarten target numbers, full-time aides, space, student attention 
time, and past kindergarten options in the district.  
 
Mrs. Haas was very supportive of full-day kindergarten. She noted kindergarten was not mandated in 
the state and because parents had problems with transportation, some students did not show up in the 
district until first grade. Offering full-day would solve the transportation issue and perhaps bring more 
students to school sooner. With the expected increase in rigor, students needed the extra school year to 
learn. She realized there would be additional costs, but saw the benefit in reaching more students and 
better meeting their needs.  
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Kindergarten (continued) 
 
Mr. Leonelli wasn’t against full-day kindergarten, but he had a couple of hurdles to clear before he could 
be won over to support it. He had concerns about full-day kindergarten being an answer to daycare. He 
wanted to be certain the district thoroughly vetted the issue and teachers were properly trained. As a 
parent, he knew his child had an attention span that lasted for only so long before he hit a wall and 
wasn’t going to learn after that. Mr. Leonelli wanted to know that should the district move in the direction 
of full-day kindergarten, it would be for the right reasons and not to appease parents’ daycare and/or 
transportation issues.  
 
President Brophy appreciated Mr. Leonelli’s comments. It was important to make certain students were 
well-prepared. If full-day kindergarten made academic sense, she would support the program.  
 
Mrs. Hull reported the kindergarten teachers she had spoken to were really divided on whether there 
would be academic gains because of some developmental factors, just as Mr. Leonelli noted. She was 
not persuaded there would be more academic gain for adding the additional two hours and losing the 
smaller class size on each end of the day. She noted the PTR of 23 was well above the recommended 
size for kindergarten classes. The class size reduction bills that were passed in many states were mostly 
at 18 students, with some at 20 students, but none at 23 students. Mrs. Hull said research showed 
putting kids in the larger classes was disorientating to students so they were not able to take in as much 
content. She was not persuaded that academically, full-day was in the best interest of students.  
 
Having been part of monthly meetings for a number of years relative to child care in the community,  
Mrs. Hull knew there was a need for greater childcare, and knew people would like to have a full-day 
kindergarten program because of it. But there was not a crying need for daycare. Parents were 
postponing or changing work schedules to accommodate childcare needs and/or finding other options.  
 
Mrs. Hull was of two minds on the issue of full-day kindergarten, but did not think the board could move 
forward without knowing the funding needs. With the current budget situation, and from what she had 
been hearing in regard to the need to utilize what was available technologically, she would rather put the 
money in that area to benefit kids, rather than put kids in large kindergarten classes for a longer day that 
was questionable developmentally, just because there were people who needed childcare.  
 
Mrs. Hull stated she was not a big supporter of full-day kindergarten at the current time, but did not 
oppose full-day kindergarten if class sizes were small. Mrs. Hull spoke to the argument that with a 
classroom aide, there were two adults in the classroom, but the issue was not the number of adults in a 
room, but rather the number of students in the group. She would be more in favor of full-day if class 
sizes were reduced.  
 
Superintendent Lewis shared his experience from his previous district where they had full-day 
kindergarten and students made significant gains. There were options for part-day and the flexibility to 
start part-day and work up to full-day.  
 
Board members suggested an alternative option to offering only a full-day option. They discussed the 
option of offering both full-day and extended day programs to better meet the needs of individual 
students. Some students might do better with a full-day program, where others might be better served 
with a shorter day. The possibility of pulling students early each day from a full-day program was also 
mentioned. A variety of programs would offer parents options. The administration stated they would 
need to work on strategies to make the various options work. 
  
Mrs. Haas stated she was not advocating for the district to provide childcare. She believed the option of 
full-day kindergarten would benefit students and get them into the education system earlier, hence 
making them available for services sooner. Students had to be in attendance to receive services.  
Mrs. Haas spoke to the change in households over the years; 15 years ago, most homes were not dual 
working homes and childcare providers were not utilized as much as today. She believed parents 
wanted kindergarten program options and it would be wise for the district to explore the issue.  
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Kindergarten (continued) 
 
Mrs. Hull appreciated Mrs. Haas’s comments. She thought the compromise position would be to gather 
more information. She suggested the board should look at what research had shown by extending class 
time from an extended day to a full-day. She did not think the academic gains would be as significant as 
some thought, especially with such large class sizes. Mrs. Hull suggested looking at the National 
Association for the Education of Young Children’s recommendations for young children. Looking at their 
information, relative to why they recommended lower class size, might be useful. She didn’t see the 
harm in gathering more information, and with the district’s current budget situation, it was probably the 
best the district could do at the present time.   
 
Mr. Leonelli agreed with Mrs. Haas; he saw the advantages for parents to get their students in school at 
a younger age so that by the time students were in first grade, they hit the ground running. He thought it 
would be beneficial to look at the research regarding academic gains for the additional two hours 
students would spend in class.   
 
Ms. Hall felt a full-day program would be beneficial, but agreed it would be good for the administration to 
bring back more information on the option. As a previous kindergarten aide, she thought the overlapping 
time seemed rushed. She saw the benefits of students attending full-day, but would like to see smaller 
class size numbers.   
 
Superintendent Lewis did not believe the administration would be successful in finding research 
regarding an extended-day kindergarten and the academic gains in going from an extended-day to full-
day program. The administration had looked. Superintendent Lewis ventured to say, the academic gain, 
based on two additional hours with a teacher, would benefit a student.  He would certainly advocate for 
it. In terms of a measurable number, based on an assessment at the kindergarten level, he thought it 
would be difficult to find.  
 
Mrs. Hull agreed with Superintendent Lewis that it might be difficult to find information; she had not seen 
any. She thought it might be well for the board to get the information that had previously been gathered 
by the administration, including the survey of kindergarten teachers. She recalled the teachers really had 
mixed sentiments; believing that developmentally, full-day was not always beneficial for students.  
Mrs. Hull agreed it might be good to gather more information, if it was not a hardship for the 
administration. She thought the district should be open to the idea, but she was not ready to move 
forward; she thought the board needed more information.    
 
Mrs. Haas thought 3-4 year-old data might not serve the board well and it would not be good to rely on 
that information. It was important to understand the change in society and state standards and base 
decisions off more current information and data.  
 
Mrs. Hull agreed it was time to resurvey. 
 
Superintendent Lewis agreed the district was not ready to move forward with a full-day kindergarten 
program, but from what he was hearing, there was board consensus for the administration to further 
research the option and bring back information for the board to consider. President Brophy confirmed 
there was board consensus for the administration to further research the option of full-day kindergarten 
and present their findings to the board for further consideration.  
 
Board Protocols 
President Brophy reviewed several protocol issues including responding to email, attendance, 
notification of absences, and meeting preparation. If there were issues or opinions, it would be good if 
board members would bring them to the attention of the superintendent and/or president. Other topics 
included the open meetings act, conducting business by email, public record requirements, board 
communication, records retention, and emails.  
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Board Protocols (continued) 
 
Board members spoke about emails addressed specifically to them and the right to some privacy. Some 
board members noted they attempted to obtain the writer’s permission to forward the email to the rest of 
the board before forwarding. There was some discussion on the issue of no expectation of privacy when 
addressing a public official. Superintendent Lewis would seek a legal opinion on the issue.  
 
President Brophy reminded board members they could attend any committee meetings. She thought it 
was helpful to visit other committee meetings.  
 
President Brophy spoke about the process for seeking legal advice for board members. If the legal 
advice the board members wanted was in regards to procedure, hiring, or other personnel issues, board 
members should work through the board president. If board members thought legal advice was needed 
in other areas, such as special education, labor relations, etc., they should work through the 
superintendent, as the district used different attorneys for different issues. The administration might to 
be able to provide the answer without legal counsel or if needed, advise board members on the 
appropriate attorney.  
 

President Brophy reviewed the Code of Conduct from the Becoming a Better Board Member book. It 
boiled down to board members supporting each other and working respectfully and efficiently. Board 
members were encouraged to vote their convictions. Debate and differences of opinions were beneficial 
when done in a respectful manner.  
 
Superintendent Lewis noted there would always be differing opinions, but there was strength in that. It 
was helpful for board members to voice their opinions; it also made it easier for him to know what board 
members wanted. He thought it would also help the board work better as a team. The board needed to 
drive the direction of the school district.  
 
President Brophy thought it would be beneficial to have other board members sit in on agenda setting 
meetings with her and the superintendent. She suggested board members attend on a rotating basis 
and asked for the meetings to be listed on the board’s event calendar so board members would know 
when the meetings were scheduled. It was also suggested it would be helpful if the board members 
attending reported on the meetings to keep everyone in the loop. It was noted the draft agendas were 
sent to all board members after the meetings as a way of keeping all board members in the loop.   
 
Board members thought it would be good to keep all board members abreast of information and the 
outcome of meetings, such as when the superintendent and/or board president met with the mayor or 
other community officials. It would be good to get a brief report or update on the meetings either through 
email or at a meeting. It was noted there were other times when the board president met with the 
superintendent about a specific issue, just as other board members met individually with him. 
 
Superintendent & Board Evaluation Instruments 
At previous work sessions, board members discussed the superintendent evaluation instrument and 
whether additional ratings would be useful. Caution had also been voiced about changing the evaluation 
tool mid-year. President Brophy checked with borough legal and there were no issues with changing the 
evaluation tool mid-year.   
 
There was some discussion about the inconsistency amongst board members not utilizing the designed 
rating system. Some members used their own rating system when completing the evaluation. Board 
members debated the advantages and disadvantages of a broad rating system, such as 1-10 versus a 
more concise range, such as 1-3 or 1-5. Regardless of the tool or rating system used, it was stated all 
board members should use the agreed upon rating system. Board members reviewed Kenai’s 
superintendent evaluation instrument and some voiced their approval of the questions and rating 
system, while others struggled with the document.   
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Superintendent & Board Evaluation Instruments (continued) 
 
Superintendent Lewis wanted an evaluation process that worked to help everyone improve and work 
better. He thought submitting a self-assessment to the board would help the evaluation process. Board 
members discussed the option of the superintendent submitting a self-assessment and reached 
consensus it would be helpful. The self-assessment would note the superintendent’s accomplishments, 
goals, challenges. Superintendent Lewis stated he would develop his self-assessment based off the 
evaluation tool. It was noted the evaluation was not meant to be punitive, but to help the board and 
superintendent move forward.  
 

With several new board members, the question was raised if board members could utilize previous 
evaluations. After some discussion, it was determined the superintendent’s self-assessment would help 
new board members understand the meaning of each of the standards and previous evaluations would 
not need to be used. Some board members noted they used and referred to board policies and the 
goals and priorities to help complete the evaluation.  
 

It was suggested the board form an evaluation committee to review the evaluation tool annually for the 
following year. It was stated the board would be better served to work on the superintendent evaluation 
as a group. There was no consensus amongst the board for an evaluation committee.  
 
In reviewing the board’s current superintendent evaluation instrument, it was suggested the ratings of 
“exceeds standard” and “needs improvement” be added to the existing categories of “meets standard” 
and “does not meet standard.” Board members thoroughly debated the meaning of “needs 
improvement” versus the current evaluation tool rating of “does not meet standard.” Several board 
members found the two descriptions to be redundant. After much discussion, President Brophy 
confirmed there was consensus from the board to use the board’s current superintendent evaluation 
instrument, with the addition of an “exceeds standard” rating. It was noted it would be helpful if board 
members substantiated their ratings with written comments.  
 
After the discussion, Superintendent Lewis felt some comments might have implied his evaluation was 
less than satisfactory. He clarified for the record that his evaluation did not contain any overall “does not 
meet standard” ratings.  
 
President Brophy spoke about the evaluation timeline. The superintendent evaluation instrument would 
be sent to board members April 23, 2013. The completed evaluations would be due to the board office 
by May 13, 2013. The board would meet on May 20, 2013 during executive session to discuss and work 
on the compiled evaluation, and present the evaluation to Superintendent Lewis at the June 3, 2013 
executive session.  
 
President Brophy asked board members if they were interested in completing a self-assessment for the 
board. There was consensus from the group for the board to complete a self-assessment. The board 
secretary would get the self-assessment sent to board members.  
 
Other Board Discussion 
None 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:49 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  
 
 
  
 


