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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 May 20, 2013 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 5:58 p.m. in the board room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 5th Avenue. The work session was called to hear a presentation on the 
Evaluation System Workgroup recommendations and discuss the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 proposed 
school calendars and the board’s October 2013 bond request.   
 
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 
 John Thies, Treasurer 
 Sean Rice, Clerk 
 Lisa Gentry (Hall), Member 
 Sue Hull, Member  
 Charlie Leonelli, Member 

Absent: 
    None 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Staff Present: 
    Pete Lewis, Superintendent of Schools 
    Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent of Secondary Education 
    Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education 
    Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Research and Alternative Education  
    Dave Norum, Executive Director of Facilities Management 
    Bill Bailey, Director of Community Relations 
    Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
    Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board of Education  
 
Evaluation Committee Members Present:  
    Rebecca Baxter 
    Ken Gieser 
    Bridget Lewis 
    Tim Parker 
    Tammy Smith 
    Chris Villano 
 
Evaluation System Workgroup Recommendations   
The administration formed the Evaluation System Workgroup, consisting of elementary and secondary 
teachers and principals, union representatives, and district administrators. The committee was well 
balanced in representation and worked collaboratively to select a recommended teacher evaluation tool 
which focused on high quality instruction and maximized student engagement.  
 
The workgroup was systemically developing a teacher evaluation program, consisting of multiple 
initiatives and components including technology, assessment, curriculum, standards, and professional 
development.  Information from  the  components  of  the  district’s  evaluation system  would be used to  



 
Work Session Minutes 2 of 5 May 20, 2013 

Evaluation System Workgroup Recommendations (continued) 
 
calculate the overall rating of each educator. Beginning in July 2016, each district would be required to 
report to the Department of Education & Early Development (DEED), the number and percentage of 
educators at each of the overall ratings. Information provided to the DEED by the districts would only be 
made public at levels that maintained individual confidentiality.  
 
There were three main evaluation models being used across the country: Robert Marzano; University of 
Washington; and Charlotte Danielson. After much research and consideration, the evaluation committee 
selected the Charlotte Danielson evaluation earlier in the spring. The group looked for the program that 
would best promote student learning and met validity and reliability expectations. Discussions were 
healthy; discourse was balanced, thoughtful, collaborative, reflective, and student-focused. 
 
The workgroup’s presentation focused on how the evaluation program supported the professional 
growth of teachers by encouraging greater self-reflection on one’s own teaching practice. It also 
provided for a common dialogue or language between teachers and administrators centered on 
instructional practices and classroom management. It was important to have a system that was fair to all 
involved. 
 
The Charlotte Danielson model was selected for a number of reasons:   
 

 research-based 
 high expectations for students, teachers, and administrators 
 encouraged a high level of collaboration 
 encouraged continuous professional growth for teachers and administrators 
 focused on high quality instruction 
 equipped to support the evaluation of other certificated positions 
 others “nearby” were using the model (Kenai) 
 good professional development tied to the program 

 
The Danielson program consisted of four domains, with 22 components within the four domains, and at 
least two to five elements per component.  
 
Domain 1: Planning and Preparation  

1a – Demonstrating knowledge of content and pedagogy 
  *Content knowledge  *Prerequisite relationships  *Content pedagogy 

1b – Demonstrating knowledge of students 
   *Child development  *Learning process  *Special needs  *Student skills, knowledge, and proficiency     
   *Interests and cultural heritage 

1c – Setting Instructional outcomes 
                  *Value, sequence, and alignment  * Clarity  * Balance  *Suitability for diverse learners 
1d – Demonstrating knowledge of resources 
                  *For classroom  *To extend content knowledge *For students 

1e – Designing coherent instruction  
                  *Learning activities  *Instructional materials and resources  *Instructional groups  *Lesson and unit structure 

1f – Designing student assessment  
                  *Congruence with outcomes  *Criteria and standards  *Formative assessments  *Use for planning 

 
Domain 2: The Classroom Environment 

2a – Creating an environment of respect and rapport 
*Teacher interaction with students  *Student interaction with students 

2b – Establishing a culture for learning 
*Importance of content  *Expectations for learning and achievement  *Student pride in work 
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Evaluation System Workgroup Recommendations (continued) 
  

2c – Managing classroom procedures 
*Instructional groups  *Transitions  *Materials and supplies  *Non-instructional duties  *Supervision of 
volunteers and paraprofessionals 

2d – Managing student behavior 
*Expectations  *Monitoring behavior  *Response to misbehavior 

2e – Organizing physical space 
*Safety and accessibility  *Arrangement of furniture and resources 

 
Domain 3: Instruction 

3a – Communicating with students 
*Expectations for learning  *Directions and procedures  *Explanations of content  *Use of oral and written 
language 

3b – Using questioning and discussion techniques 
*Quality of questions  *Discussion techniques  *Student participation 

3c – Engaging students in learning 
*Activities and assignments  *Student groups  *Instructional materials and resources  *Structure and pacing 

3d – Using assessment in instruction 
*Assessment criteria  *Monitoring of student learning  *Feedback to students  *Student self-assessment 
and monitoring 

3e – Demonstrating flexibility and responsiveness 
*Lesson adjustment  *Response to students  *Persistence 

 
Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities 

4a – Reflecting on teaching  
*Accuracy  *Use in future teaching 

4b – Maintaining accurate records 
*Student completion of assignments  *Student progress in learning  *Non-instructional records 

4c – Communicating with families 
*About instructional program  *About individual students  *Engagement of families in instructional program  

4d – Participating in a professional community 
*Relationships with colleagues  *Participation in school projects  *Involvement in culture of professional 
inquiry  *Service to school  

4e – Growing and developing professionally 
*Enhancement of content knowledge and pedagogical skill  *Receptivity to feedback from colleagues  
*Service to the profession 

4f – Showing professionalism 
*Integrity/ethical conduct  *Service to students  *Advocacy   *Decision-making  *Compliance with 
school/district regulations 

 
The Charlotte Danielson program provided many valuable resources for teachers including: 
 

 reflection tools, action plans, self-assessment rubrics, descriptions of subtle differences between 
levels (proficient and distinguished), etc.  
 

 support for other categories of certificated staff delineated and supported with their won 
framework parallel to the Teaching Framework: instructional specialists (content coaches, library 
or media specialists, school nurses, school counselors, school psychologists, therapeutic 
specialists – hearing, speech, occupational, physical  
 

 a user friendly language providing a common language which teachers could use to discuss 
instructional improvement efforts 
 

 rubrics were clear and motivating 
 

 identified critical attributes to support novice teachers while also engaging and stretching veteran 
teachers 
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Evaluation System Workgroup Recommendations (continued) 
 

 

 ability to learn and partner with Kenai 
 

 lent itself nicely to strengthening and enhancing the “Goal Evaluation” process, keeping both the 
Goal and Standard evaluations in stronger alignment for teachers 

  
The workgroup felt the Charlotte Danielson evaluation model made the teacher a part of the process. 
They believed it was proactive, student driven, and teacher friendly. It provided tools for new teachers, 
as well as tools for veteran teachers to raise their teaching to the highest level. One reason teachers 
were so supportive of the program was because it helped teachers get better. The Danielson model 
provided a common language for teachers and administrators to work together.  
  
There were still challenges ahead – resources, time, training, systemic application with the goal of 
implementing with fidelity. The newly reached tentative contract with FEA was expected to help with time 
and training. There would need to be resources devoted to the program and with the district’s current 
economic state, there were competing interests for the district’s limited resources.  
 
Mr. Rice left at 6:53 p.m. 
 
Superintendent Lewis said board members needed to be comfortable with the process, as the 
administration would bring a final recommendation before the board for approval in the fall. There was 
still much work to be done – the assessment piece was missing, which would tie it all together. It would 
take several years to get it all in place. Superintendent Lewis touched on the importance of having 
multiple means of measurements and not relying solely on Smarter Balance.  
 
Board Questions/Comments 
Board members generally expressed their enthusiasm for the Charlotte Danielson evaluation model and 
were excited to see how the program would help teachers better themselves and raise their teaching to 
higher levels. They had questions on the one-year access to the Charlotte Danielson and the 
Educational Impact websites and resources. The program came with one-year of access to the 
Danielson resources; after the year, the district would need to determine whether to continue with the 
company’s resources, development their own, or find something else. Superintendent Lewis estimated 
the cost for the one-year website access to be approximately $75,000, which was paid from the current 
year’s budget. The committee would continue to assess the value and use of the website and the 
videos. During the upcoming professional development day, many schools would be using the website 
and reviewing the domains, components, and elements.  
 
Board members spoke to the importance of implementing the program with fidelity and the costs 
associated with implementation and training. The administration did not have a cost estimate at the 
present time, but costs would be part of the plan coming forward. The cost of implementation would be 
dependent upon many factors such as training, if Danielson facilitators were needed, how much could 
be done with district staff, materials, etc. Other discussion included principal training, the possibility of 
piloting the program, accountability, portfolios, the shift in the district’s review of curriculum from a six-
year model to a more real-time review, access for all teachers, parent components and feedback, and 
community and other stakeholder buy-in for the program.   
  
The workgroup had faith the program would be implemented with integrity. It would not be easy and 
there would be some pushback. But overall, they thought people would be inspired because it was a 
good tool to use. The program was very positive and the timing was good. It was good for the district.  
 
President Brophy thanked the workgroup for the presentation. 
 
Mr. Thies left at 7:32 p.m.  
 
The board took a break at 7:32 p.m.   The board reconvened at 7:36 p.m. 
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2014-2015 & 2015-2016 Proposed School Calendars  
At the April 16, 2013 Regular Meeting, the board voted to postpone the adoption of the 2014-2015 and 
2015-2016 school calendars until they were able to hold a work session on the four discretionary early 
dismissal teacher training days. Superintendent Lewis explained if the tentative agreement with FEA 
was ratified by teachers the next day, the four days would no longer exist and the administration would 
be bringing forth the revised calendars at the June 4 board meeting.  
 
October 2013 Bond Request 
On May 13, 2013, the Borough Assembly Capital Projects Committee conducted a special work session 
with the school board to discuss possible bond questions for the upcoming October election. 
Representatives from the school district and the borough’s public works department were tasked with 
reviewing and verifying project costs.    
 
The Assembly’s Capital Projects Committee requested the school board also provide the committee with 
a prioritized list of projects. Dave Norum, executive director of facilities management, and Larry Morris, 
project manager, reviewed the list of projects with the updated costs: 
 

Ryan Middle School Replacement  $37,147,400 
Barnette Magnet School – Phase 4 $12,464,654 
Tanana Middle School Roof & Exterior Upgrades $  4,745,778 
North Pole Middle School Mechanical Upgrades $  6,029,398 
Ticasuk Brown Elementary Roof and Exterior Improvements $  3,900,000 
University Park Elementary Roof and Exterior Improvements $  3,900,000 
Two Rivers Elementary Classroom Renovations $     800,000 

 
The board discussed the projects, the number of bond questions, and the possibility of breaking Ryan’s 
request into smaller projects. They also talked about alternative/grant funding for Barnette and the pros 
and cons of including the project in the bond request. After careful consideration, the board determined 
to remove the Barnette Magnet School – Phase 4 project from the bond request, with the idea the 
project would be funded through alternative means. They also determined to break the remaining six 
projects into two requests, in priority order:  
 

Bond Request #1  
    Ryan Middle School Replacement $37,147,400 

 
 Bond Request #2  
     Tanana Middle School – Roof Replacement $  4,745,778 
     Ticasuk Brown Elementary School – Roof and Exterior $  3,900,000 
     University Park Elementary School – Roof and Exterior $  3,900,000 
     North Pole Middle School – Mechanical System & Energy Efficiency $  6,029,398 
     Two Rivers School – Interior Renovation $     800,000 
                                                                                     Total for Request #2 $19,375,176 

 
Board members also discussed dual fuel conversions, additional classrooms at Badger Elementary, and 
yearly regular maintenance and upkeep costs. Superintendent Lewis would prepare the letter for the 
Borough Assembly Capital Projects Committee.   
  
Board Discussion 
None 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:04 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education  


