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POLICY COMMITTEE
MINUTES
JULY 28, 2008
WARREN COUNTY CAREER CENTER
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Mrs. Kimberly Angove
Mrs. Katherine Oudinot
Mr. Thomas Knapp
Mr. Arthur Stewart
Mr. Jeff Lockett
Mrs. Donna Zariczny
Mr. Jack Martin
Mr. David Wortman (arrived at 5:50 p.m.)

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT:  
Mrs. Kirsten Turfitt
OTHERS PRESENT:  
Dr. Robert Terrill
Mr. Petter Turnquist
Dr. Karen Pascale
Mr. Matt Jones
Mrs. Rosemarie Green
Mr. Frank Galeazzo
Mrs. Amy Stewart
Mrs. Ruth Huck
Mr. Brian Ferry, WTO

1.
Opening Activities

1.01
Call to Order

The Policy Committee meeting was called to order by Dr. Martin at 5:00 p.m. in the Board room at the Warren County Career Center, 347 E. Fifth Avenue, Warren, PA.
1.02
Public Comment

There was no public comment.
2.
New Business

2.01
Policy Number 4020, titled – Budget Policy
Discussion:  Dr. Terrill and Mr. Turnquist made revisions to the present policy, keeping the first section definition and making changes to the budget calendar by month with regard to the items that need to take place in alignment with the Act 1 legislation.  A disclaimer was included that will allow changes to the budget calendar as it is impacted by new legislation.
Mr. Stewart commented on two categories pertaining to the policy, one was procedural and the other substantive.  With regard to procedural, the policy was cleansed some years ago to make it less cumbersome and not repetitive with regard to details. He would like to see the consolidation of monthly tasks.  If the tasks are repeated over several months, list the task once with the months in parenthesis.  This would make the document shorter and more user-friendly.  Mr. Stewart also suggested that starting at the beginning of the document 4020.2 to take out all of the language following ‘calendar’ because the text is in Act 1 and does not need to be repeated here, and the policy can be modified at anytime and does not need to be stated in the policy.  Things that must be done according to PA code do not need to be recorded in the policy.  There is a conflict with policy 3120 – Superintendent’s Powers, sub paragraph 2, sub paragraph e, that states the superintendent submits the budget and the budget policy states the superintendent and business administrator will submit the budget.  The policies need to be aligned with each other.  Mr. Stewart asked that an elegant and concise summary from the old budget policy be inserted into the new budget policy, “The Superintendent prepares and presents draft one of the annual budget to the finance committee – said the draft is to recommend a match up of board goals, committee identified adjustments with routine revenue projections.  Budgetary shortfalls, if any, will be prioritized and presented to the finance committee.  It was suggested that is should be listed during February on the calendar timeline.
Dr. Martin prefers that the calendar be reviewed, and state high level objectives rather than procedural items.  The Board needs to determine how much money is available, what the Board goals are and set priorities and direction in December.  The next step is to determine staffing for the year based on priorities and programs set by the Board.  The message needs to be sent to the public, this is what you are getting for your money, rather than the board is always cutting, cutting, cutting.  He would also like to see two other items incorporated into the budget – 1.) there needs to be a longer range 3-5 year approach to budget development; and 2.) there needs to be a feedback process to look at line items and see how they are spent. The evaluation will show how monies are spent as the Board looks to the future budgets.  
Mr. Stewart inquired of Dr. Martin if the statement he read before answers and addresses his concerns.  Dr. Martin stated it did. 

After discussion regarding projected expenditures, projected revenues (the major impact being the timing of the governor’s budget which is too late in the process) and the timelines imposed by Act 1, the Board needs to address its concerns with the legislators.
Mr. Stewart asked if the policy could address Dr. Martin’s concerns with a sentence or two incorporating a rough cut budget to be presented in November to decide if the Board will go to referendum.
Mr. Lockett requested that Board have the goal priorities by August with a review in December of priorities, at that point the Board must decided what needs to be dropped from the budget and if there is a revenue shortfall.

Action:  Dr. Martin asked the administration to come back to the Board with a revised policy at a Policy Committee meeting in August to coincide with the other committee meetings.
Motion:  There was no motion.

2.02
Policy Number 10510, titled – Student Discipline 
Discussion:  Dr. Martin opened the floor to Board member to start debate on what they would like to see as changes to the policy.  
Mrs. Angove inquired how other districts handle their discipline policies.

Mrs. Stewart stated that some districts do not expel their students in order for them to be sent to alternative education, unlike Warren County which requires an expulsion in order to send students to the alternative education program.

Mr. Stewart stated that the policy was written based on statewide policy and it was influenced by a WCSD case that went all the way to the PA Supreme Court.  Administration did look at other policies from other districts.  We do have a lot of hearings, but it is because we are large and have a lot of students.  Years ago we had a part-time alternative education program.  There was a concern with the discipline code that when we expel a student, we want to discipline them and assure them that their behavior is wrong, but we also do not want them to lose their educational opportunities.  So the part-time program did not satisfy that goal.  The Board at that time said let’s make it a full-time program, and we will not have any reservations regarding the discipline code.  At that time it was rare to have a full-time program in a district.  The school code does not require the school district to provide a full-time program, only five hours a week.
Dr. Martin questioned if there is a way to look at discipline policy and lesser infractions so that some of them can be handled administratively rather than bringing them to the Board.
Mr. Lockett stated that many offenses are committed before they get to the Hearing Officer.  What are we doing to correct the behavior?  Can we require them to have counseling?  Can the district send them to some type of behavior modification program? Or require them to write an essay so they realized their behavior is inappropriate?  Is alternative education the only answer we have?  Dr. Martin stated that has been done.

Dr. Martin does not want to weaken it, but to alter it so that the things that get to the Board are bad.  If it requires two policies, that might help.

Mr. Wortman stated that the military has different levels of discipline depending on the offense or infraction.  
Dr. Martin confirmed that the district’s policy is structured that way also and read a portion of the policy regarding disrespect and after many offenses and following the levels of discipline, a student may end up before the hearing officer and ultimately before the Board. 

Mr. Stewart explained the levels and due process for students and parents.  By the time students have had many infractions, administration is telling the Board the student needs to be moved to a more serious level of discipline, more than 10 days, which is expulsion, and by law that has to come to the Board.  Administration has always shown great restraint before a student is sent for an expulsion hearing.  The state code already offers a tiered system.  When student behavior becomes bad and you do not list specifically the infractions that are bad in policy, there is no court that is going to uphold generalities, because you have not given the student advance notice of what they have done wrong to have their educational rights removed.
Dr. Martin stated that on assignment cuts, the fifth offense, you get a 3-10 suspension and a referral to the Hearing Officer for further discipline.  

Mr. Stewart stated that it is intended to be guide.  It is important to read the first paragraph.  

Dr. Martin asked if there was a way to eliminate some of the offenses and start with alcohol and drugs; tobacco, and possession of a weapon or do we have to have all of the other things listed in the policy?

Mrs. Oudinot said that the administration will need to be given guidance as to when students should be sent to the hearing officer.  They need to be given an alternative if they do not send them to the hearing officer.

Dr. Martin would like a generic statement that would say a student that has been suspended for 10 days is sent to the hearing officer.  We need to separate out a number of disciplinary actions and minimize cases to the more severe cases.  Are there other deterrents before these students get to this point?
Mr. Stewart stated that there is a danger if you do not allow the expulsion foundation to be laid.  With regard to the case that went all the way to the Supreme Court; the district’s discipline code was not sufficiently specific to cover what it said this student did wrong.  The court ruled against the district and said the policy must be more specific.  The district disagreed and decided to defend its position.  The court told the district that students do not give up their constitutional rights when they come through the door.  You can’t discipline them without some advance notice, and a policy must be in place that spells out the standard to which they are expected to adhere.  So we can change the consequence of what the offenses are but cannot take out tardiness or bullying because if we do, we cannot discipline them.

Mrs. Angove asked, “If something goes to the hearing officer and comes to us, do we have no other option than Alt. Ed.?  There are situations that have to come to us, but I do not think that Alt. Ed. is always the solution.”  
Arthur clarified that the Board is simply expelling the student, and it is the parents’ choice whether or not to send them to Alt. Ed.  In school code anything less than 10 days is a suspension and anything over 10 days is an expulsion.  

Mr. Lockett wants to see what other discipline avenues the Board has other than suspension.

Action:  The Board asked the administration to come back at the next Policy Committee with some options for alternative disciplines for suspension related activities before it gets to referral to the Hearing Officer.  Look at after-school suspension, Saturday suspension, In School Suspension and alternatives with resource requirements and what it would take to implement them.  Arthur Stewart requested that the Board get PSBA legal counsel to give us examples of what has been done creatively across the state.  Thomas Knapp will make the contact as the PSBA representative.  He will distribute the information he receives to the Board members.
3.
Informational Items

There were no items.

4.
Other

There were no items
5.
Closing Activities

5.01
Next Meeting Date – August 25, 2008, 5:00 p.m. - WCCC
5.02
Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.


Respectfully Submitted,



Ruth A. Huck, Board Secretary



Jack L. Martin, Chairperson



Policy Committee
