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Pittsburgh Public Schools Public Hearing Testimonies
February 24, 2025
#1
Shirley Ann Hill
Retired PPS Teacher

I have followed the public hearings regarding the unfair treatment of former Montessori teacher Ms. Stephanie Lapine by principal Kellie Meyer. Throughout my 41-year career with PPS, I too was subjected to toxic principals like her.  In December 2023, Ms. Stephanie Lapine was removed from her classroom by Kellie Meyer.  After many attempts by parents/guardians, Kellie Meyer did not offer an explanation for Ms. Stephanie Lapine’s removal.  Ms. Stephanie Lapine was cleared in February 2024 but was “conveniently transferred” to another school that does not have a Montessori program.  Why was Ms. Stephanie Lapine not reinstated at Montessori where she belongs?  Why is Kellie Meyer not being held accountable for her unfair treatment of Ms. Stephanie Lapine (the only lead black teacher)?  Some Montessori teachers have filed grievances and still nothing has been done.  Toxic principals like Kellie Meyer put fear in teachers who speak up by sabotaging their teacher evaluations.  Pretending there are no problems at Montessori definitely creates an unsettling work environment.  Teachers should not have to adapt to this leadership style in order to keep their jobs.  Some principals are good for “conveniently cutting” positions when you speak up.  I question how students are first when toxic principals are not held accountable.   
 
     Carrick High School has a very small percentage of black teachers.  “Black teachers are crucial for students in 2025 because they provide a vital role model, foster a stronger sense of belonging, and can significantly improve academic outcomes for Black students.” (Artificial Intelligence Overview)  BLACK STUDENTS AT CARRICK MATTER!! 
 
     Computer Applications should be a mandatory business elective class for all incoming freshmen.  During my time at Carrick, some English teachers, CTE ITL, and CTE Director have indicated the importance of this class.  Freshmen are not getting the necessary skills in middle school.  When it is time to do a project, some of them are lost.  While at Carrick, I have helped students many times navigate through the necessary software to complete their projects.  Quite often teachers require students to do projects that utilize Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, and Excel.  These skills are beneficial to students beyond high school.   
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Yik Hoi Low 
Student
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Chui Ong 
Parent 















#4 
Karen Sloan
Parent 

Karen Sloan Public Hearing Testimony 2.24.25 

 

 

Power. 

 

A few in this room hold a great deal of power for Pittsburgh. 

 

However, all of us here care dearly  

for Pittsburgh Public Schools, 

and our community’s future generations. 

 

[show baby doll] 

 

This has been so loved by my child, 

I came to think of this baby doll as my first grandchild, 

a hope for the future. 

 

And, what I have discovered about PPS culture, 

through much pain and sorrow over the past year,  

 - not ever missing these public hearings - 

is how very many PPS stakeholders 

are so very, very, very powerless. 

 

For example, at a school I know well, 

if parents bring concerns to their child’s teacher, 

the teacher’s options are constrained by a high control principal. 

 

And if parents then go to the under skilled, toxic principal, 

they are met with defensiveness and dismissiveness, 

with lying and bullying, if helpful. 

  

And if parents reach out  

for meeting with an assistant superintendent, 

there can be reassurances, 

that circumstances are being addressed, 

but without follow through, 

on promises offered at such meetings. 

 

And if parents send written communications of their distress  

to any school official,  

or board member, 

or any PPS leader they can consider reaching out to, 

many,  

many,  

many written communications, 

the response is most often rote, vacuous, or nothing at all. 

Often there is no response. 

 

And even if parents come here, 

month after month, 

laying bare their personal distresses, 

with so much vulnerability, 

in such a publicly visible, recorded hearing, 

Circumstances remain as if no one had spoken at all. 

 

 

[place baby doll on lectern] 

 

Now, if ignored long enough,  

a little bitty baby in distress will learn to stop crying out. 

Not that the baby’s needs and concerns have been addressed. 

But, in being left alone in painful circumstances, 

the lesson for the baby is that their voice does not matter. 

Crying out changes nothing. 

 

A vulnerable, powerless being is silenced. 

 

A high control toxic principal learns her behavior is acceptable. 

 

The principal has further leeway to abuse her power. 

And given her lack of skills,  

and her lack of emotional intelligence, 

the abuse continues 

of everyone in a position of less power. 

students, families, teachers. 

 

Some families are gone. 

 

Some families withdrew  

from active involvement in school life,  

only waiting for their time to wrap up. 

 

And still, 

STILL, 

newer parents experience the pain  

of an under skilled, high control principal,  

in recurring stressful circumstances of school life. 

 

A principal, 

whose leadership toolkit is so underdeveloped, 

that teachers remain terrorized  

and parents remain scapegoated. 

 

There is no substantial improvement of circumstances. 

 

Just silencing of voices. 

 

Just the scapegoating of those with far less power. 

 

Going forward,  

how might your skills grow  

in the use of the power that you have? 

 

Away from scapegoating parents. 

Away from silencing. 

 

[baby doll]  
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Jessica Kwasniewski 
Parent










#6 
Donald Pastoria 
Teacher/Staff
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Kathy Hartman 
Parent
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Emily Adler
Parent










#9 
Jasmine Manigault 
Parent 








#10 
Skylor Wingate-Massie 
Organization, Community member, Other OST Afterschool Program Partner

Good evening, 

 

My name is Skylor Wingate Massie, and I am the founder of a program called Plant A Seed Children’s Partnership. Plant A Seed has been working in the Pittsburgh and surrounding areas for over 20 years in various organizations and schools such as A Second Chance Inc., Hosanna house, Circles international, the Monessen school district. Three years ago we received ESSERS funding to provide SEL services to the wonderful students at King Elem. And we are now into our third year as OST partners there.   

 

As an OST partner, we were invited to apply for the Covid compensatory Services funding to continue to provide services.  We were initially approved to begin in February and after two sessions, we received notice that our proposal was rejected.   

 

I am here today to provide feedback and testimonials that we have received from teachers and parents regarding the impact we have had with the students at king and hope that you would reconsider as we are passionate about seeing our king scholars strengthened and empowered and want to continue to provide services to there.
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Sarah Zangle 
Parent
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#13 
Jordan Williams 
Parent 








#14 
Angel Gober 
Organization 

RE: VOTE NO ON ANTI-DEMOCRATIC AND UNPROVEN STUDENT OUTCOMES FOCUSED GOVERNANCE (“SOFG”) 
Dear Board of Directors:
 We, 412 Justice, the Education Rights Network, the Alliance to Reclaim Our Schools, and the Advancement Project,1 urge the Board of Directors of Pittsburgh Public Schools (“the Board”) to vote NO on the 000 Series Policy Revisions for Consideration a.k.a. Student Outcomes Focused Governance policy proposal (“SOFG Proposal”).2 The SOFG Proposal strips parents, guardians, teachers, staff, and community members from having a say in their public schools. Members of the Board must choose community over consultants and vote NO on the 000 Series Policy Revisions for Consideration. 
I. Student Outcomes Focused Governance is Anti-Democratic and Anti-Community SOFG3 is a corporate-style school board governance model marketed to school boards across the country by consultant AJ Crabill and the Council of Great City Schools. The model is fundamentally anti-democratic because it severely restricts the public’s ability to provide input and feedback into decision-making and limits the policy-making power of the elected officials who the community voted into office. 1 Advancement Project is a national racial justice organization committed to supporting communities fighting to keep their neighborhood public schools and working to ensure that our nation’s children are cared for and provided the robust, liberatory education that they deserve. For 25 years, AP has documented and pioneered efforts to end the school-to-prison pipeline and fought for true education justice in our public schools. 2 The 000 Series Policy Revisions for Consideration are available here in clean and redlined versions. 3 To view the framework marketed nationwide and is institutionalized in school board policies, as in the SOFG Proposal here in Pittsburgh, see Council of the Great City Schools and Airick Journey Crabill, Student Outcomes Focused Governance Manual, https://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/4/StudentOutcomesFocusedGovernanceManual.pdf. 

 As Saint Paul, Minnesota school board member, Uriah Ward, recounted after he attended an SOFG training and his board considered and rejected an SOFG proposal: 
SOFG is anti-democratic. This was the first thing I noticed when I participated in the SOFG cohort. It’s a claim that SOFG advocates will strongly disagree with. This model encourages boards to do thorough community engagement and to create student outcomes goals that are based on the feedback gathered. That’s a great idea. But the way they do it is problematic. Boards must make certain all of the goals they create are ‘student outcomes goals.’ This means that every goal must be about something that students know and are able to do. It’s not bad at all to have goals focused on student outcomes, but there are a whole host of things that communities expect from their boards that are not allowed under this framework. 

More than limiting Board goal setting, SOFG limits Boards’ actual policy making power to an incomplete set of “student outcomes”—i.e. standardized test scores. This is problematic because, as Ward explains, Student outcomes tend to be things you can measure with standardized test scores. When we expressed skepticism of standardized tests, we were told that we could use something else to measure student outcomes. However, we were never given examples of what an alternative might be. I’ve seen other districts ask the same question in several settings and none have been given an answer. . . . School safety isn’t a student outcome. Culturally-welcoming schools aren’t a student outcome. Small class sizes aren’t a student outcome. Healthy school lunches aren’t a student outcome. So many things that our community will ask us for are not considered student outcomes. So how are members of the community supposed to advocate for these things? . . . SOFG prevents school boards from holding their 3 district accountable to community concerns. This might improve the job stability for administrators, but it creates conditions in which corruption can flourish and the community can be ignored.4 
The dynamic that Ward describes is also present in the SOFG Proposal that the Board is considering. For instance, by automatically placing all topics on the legislative consent agenda, prohibiting discussion of any items on the consent agenda unless three board members vote to take it off, and nowhere providing for amendments to consent agenda items, the proposed changes to Policy 007 effectively prohibit a Board Director from responding to concerns raised by the community at a Public Hearing or through other communication. 
Furthermore, the proposed changes to Policy 007 prohibit Board Directors from voting on “all matters involving individuals or organizations who made campaign contributions to them.” This means that any labor-backed candidate could not vote on employment or union contract decisions, and accordingly those decisions would be made exclusively by Board members who were not supported by unions. This is an explicit attempt to silence progressive Board members and bias collective bargaining agreements against labor. 
We want the elected members of the Board to be accountable to us—the community and the voters. Restricting what Board members are allowed to discuss at meetings is anti-democratic and an attempt to silence Board members who were elected to be a voice of the community. 

II. SOFG is Unproven
 There is no evidence that SOFG has a positive impact on students or their educational outcomes, which is ironic because this framework purports to be singularly focused on improving student outcomes (i.e. standardized test scores). Despite this lack of evidence, school boards across the country—boards often strapped for cash—are spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on SOFG coaching. Employing the sales rhetoric that “Student outcomes don’t change until adult behaviors change,” 5 SOFG preys on many school board members’ real desires to do right by their communities while offering a solution that only further harms school communities. 
The basic premise of SOFG is that school boards should not be “wasting” time discussing anything not related to student “outcomes”—exclusively defined as standardized test scores and graduation 4 Uriah Ward, A Critique of Student Outcomes Focused Governance (SOFG) (Oct. 21, 2024), https://medium.com/@uriahstp/a-critique-of-student-outcomes-focused-governance-sofg-1168112219c3. 5 See https://studentoutcomesfocused.org/ for the framework and coaching model referenced here. 4 rates6—even if there are other issues that community members want addressed. Under SOFG, school boards act like corporate boards and hand over all decisions unrelated to standardized test scores to unelected superintendents. 
Ironically, and absurdly, to reach the “mastery” level in SOFG, Boards are instructed to measure progress by judging whether they spend 50% of meeting time discussing “student outcomes”— a.k.a. standardized testing—goals. Boards are instructed to complete a “Board Time Use Evaluation”—which requires someone to comb through “the agendas, minutes, . . . of every nonclosed meeting authorized by the school board or board chair during the months being evaluated” and literally count up the time spent discussing issues not related to “student outcomes,” which again are defined narrowly as standardized test scores. Of course, many issues related to the needs of students, staff, and school communities—extracurricular programs, school lunches, and staff positions, to name a few—are not related to test scores. But instead of addressing those concerns, board members are instructed to spend hours combing through old board minutes to fill in this chart. 

III. Adopting the SOFG Proposal Could Expose the Board to Legal Liability To begin with, the SOFG Proposal flies in the face of the well-settled and well-understood premise in Pennsylvania education law that while it is the Commonwealth’s Constitutional obligation to provide for the education of its students, the bulk of education policymaking rests in local democratic control via local school boards. As the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania recently clarified, “The Court does not question the importance of local control” and “certain powers are reserved for local school boards.” William Penn Sch. Dist. v. Pennsylvania Dep’t of Educ., 294 A.3d 537, 961 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2023). 
Moreover, Pennsylvania law explicitly requires school board members to make decisions related to a range of topics that do not concern standardized test scores—from maintaining a labor force to run the schools and responding in a transparent manner to the requests and recommendations of the community members and voters who elected them into office. See generally, 24 Penn. Stat. Art. V. Duties and Powers of Boards of School Directors (§ 5-501–28).
 The topics explicitly named include, but are not limited to the maintenance of building facilities, delivery of meals to students, student athletic and extracurricular programs, and taxing residents. See generally, id. These topics that Pennsylvania law explicitly designated as duties and powers of school boards do not directly involve “student outcomes” (exclusively defined by SOFG asstandardized test scores). 6 Because graduation rates are a metric that is only applicable to a subset of district students, this letter primarily references standardized test scores when discussing “student outcomes” as defined by SOFG. 5 
Therefore, under the SOFG proposal those topics would automatically be placed on the consent agenda, see Proposed Policy 007, which could prohibit Board members from discussing them at the Legislative meeting, possibly in contravention of Pennsylvania law. See 24 P.S. § 5-508. Further, Proposed Policy 006 would eliminate the Board’s Education Committee, Business/Finance Committee, and Personnel Committee, leaving the Board unable to “oversee” those items and potentially limiting their authority to “take action” on them as required by Pennsylvania law. See 24 P.S. § 5-508. And finally, the SOFG proposal would strip the Board of its ability to ensure that the superintendent’s policymaking and operational decisions are responsive to community needs. Specifically, Proposed Policy 004 would replace the clear requirement that the superintendent “[s]hare with the Board all communications both verbal and written . . . directed to the [s]uperintendent by any person and which related to matters of importance in the operation of the School District,” with a vague statement that the superintendent need only “[c]ommunicate effectively with the Board information related to matters of importance.” 
Furthermore, the SOFG Proposal could directly conflict with Board members’ statutory obligation to “take action” on the topics listed under Pennsylvania Article V (§ 5-501–28) by removing 1) the requirement that the Policy Committee “develop[] . . . policies that reflect student, family, staff, and community needs and address state and federal regulations,” see Proposed Policy 006, and 2) the Board’s authority to create a standing committee, in which Board members would otherwise be able to meet to discuss decisions regarding any of the topics listed in Section 5-508. See id.; 24 P.S. § 5-508. By contrast, Article V of the Pennsylvania School Code, § 10-1081, sets out the “duties of district superintendents[:]”
 Visit personally as often as practicable the several schools under his supervision, to note the courses and methods of instruction and branches taught, to give such directions in the art and methods of teaching in each school as he deems expedient and necessary, and to report to the board of school directors any insufficiency found, so that each school shall be equal to the grade for which it was established and that there may be, as far as practicable, uniformity in the courses of study in the schools of the several grades, and such other duties as may be required by the board of school directors. 
Notably, Section 10-1081 also provides that the “superintendent shall have a seat on the board of school directors of the district, and the right to speak on all matters before the board, but not to 6 vote.” Thus, it appears that the superintendent may not be permitted to take on roles and responsibilities that are specifically delegated to the Board under Pennsylvania law. 
The SOFG Proposal could also conflict state open meeting laws that allow constituents to observe the Board’s decision-making process and promote government transparency and accountability. Specifically, the Pennsylvania Sunshine Act “contains an express Legislative finding ‘that the right of the public to be present at all meetings of agencies and to witness the deliberation, policy formulation and decisionmaking of agencies is vital to the enhancement and proper functioning of the democratic process.’” McGrath v. Bd. of School Directors of the City of Scranton, 2020 WL 5904514, at *6 (Pa.Com.Pl. Oct. 04, 2020) (quoting 65 Pa. C.S. § 702(a)). Delegating the elected Board’s “policy formulation and decisionmaking” to the superintendent is contrary to the spirit of the Sunshine Act and may even be contrary to the Act itself.
 The Sunshine Act affirms “the right of [Pennsylvania] citizens to have notice of and the right to attend all meetings of agencies at which any agency business is discussed or acted upon as provided in the statute.” Trib Total Media, Inc. v. Highlands Sch. Dist., 3 A.3d 695, 699 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2010); see also 65 Pa.C.S. § 703 (“agency” includes school boards). Yet at the Policy Workshop on January 6, 2025, Board Director Jamie Piotrowski suggested that Pennsylvania citizens have not been noticed of all meetings where business was discussed. Specifically, she stated that, “[w]e’ve discussed [the SOFG Proposal] at length many times in pre-committee and at least once at a retreat or something so the Board has seen this many times at this point, we’ve had a lot of discussion on it.”7 
For these reasons and possibly more, the members of the Board should exercise restraint and refrain from adopting a policy proposal that might expose the Board to legal liability. 


IV. SOFG Will Not Bring about the Solutions that We Need
 Uriah Ward, the school board member from Saint Paul, Minnesota, which considered and rejected a SOFG proposal, articulated well why many board members who care about young people are drawn to the SOFG model: SOFG accurately diagnoses many of the problems facing school districts and the boards that govern them. It is true that too many boards fail to set meaningful goals that challenge the district to deliver better outcomes for students. It is true that boards spend too
 7 See Pittsburgh Public Schools, Policy Workshop - January 6, 2025 at 10:10, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hnnKf-wpTmM.7
  little time talking about how their students are doing. It is true that urban districts across the country are plagued by short terms for superintendents, making it difficult for them to build the kind of change that takes time. It is true that dysfunctional boards can make it incredibly difficult for a district to make significant improvements for students. Where SOFG errs is in its solutions to the concerns it raises. 
There are times when I express skepticism about SOFG when others will argue that we cannot continue not to do anything. I agree. When I critique SOFG, I do not argue for status quo. . . . SOFG is not the only transformational model that school boards might consider. And given its anti-democratic bent, school boards and the communities they serve should be very wary of it.8 
Saying no to SOFG would provide Board Directors with the opportunity to chart a new course, prioritize input of the community that elected them into office, and make governance changes that actually make sense for the PPS community. By contrast, adopting this expensive, wasteful, antidemocratic SOFG Proposal will destine PPS to an unresponsive corporate school board and no promise of actual improved outcomes. 

V. Vote NO on Each of the 000 Series Policy Revisions
 In addition to all the reasons above, we urge the Board to vote no on each proposed revision that are harmful to our democracy, schools, and community for the following reasons.
 Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 001, Item 8.01. 
These changes state that “[t]he Goals established by the Board for Pittsburgh Public Schools shall be the first priority for resource allocation,”9 which would prioritize resources for the Superintendent’s standardized test score and graduation rate goals at the expense of any other student needs or priorities expressed by the community.10 
8 Uriah Ward, A Critique of Student Outcomes Focused Governance (SOFG) (Oct. 21, 2024), https://medium.com/@uriahstp/a-critique-of-student-outcomes-focused-governance-sofg-1168112219c3. 
9 See Proposed Changes to Local Board Procedures 001, https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1736270505/pghschoolsorg/v88tzmlnmfwf3hw0qf7v/PPS001RedlinedChang es.pdf. 
10 See Superintendent Walters, Student Outcome Goals, https://go.boarddocs.com/pa/pghboe/Board.nsf/files/D8CTR6789251/$file/Superintendent%20Walters%20Student% 20Outcomes%20and%20Priority%20Goals.pdf. 8

 Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 003, Item 8.02. 
These changes would require the Board to “establish student outcome goals”—standardized test score goals—rather than “educational” goals.11 The Board must not focus only on standardized testing goals at the expense of all other educational goals. Students and their families deserve so much more holistic, well-rounded, and enriching school experience. 
Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 004, Item 8.03. These changes would eliminate the Board’s critical oversight over the superintendent, which would allow corruption or poor leadership to go unchecked.12 As discussed above, this is a mechanism for stripping the Board’s policymaking authority and the public’s ability to have a say in our public schools. 
Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 005, Item 8.04. These changes would require Board Directors to undergo an additional, redundant, and wasteful training that would only serve to indoctrinate incoming Directors with the unproven SOFG message.
 Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 006, Item 8.05. These changes would eliminate the Board’s Education Committee, Business/Finance Committee, and Personnel Committee. They would also remove the directive for the Policy Committee to “develop[] . . . policies that reflect student, family, staff, and community needs and address state and federal regulations.”13 These changes are yet another anti-democratic delegation of the Board’s policy making power, which would leave the superintendent to govern himself with no accountability to the community he serves and could conflict with Pennsylvania state law. 
11 See Proposed Changes to Local Board Procedures 003, https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1736270505/pghschoolsorg/azgdd8yhioyqe2h0yqyd/PPS003RedlinedChange s.pdf. 
12 For instance by eliminating the requirement that the Superintendent “Share with the Board all communications both verbal and written which are directed to the Superintendent by any person and which related to matters of importance in the operation of the School District” and by removing the authority of the Policy Committee to oversee ‘District’ Policy. See Proposed Changes to Local Board Procedures 004, https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1736270505/pghschoolsorg/wevlcaotvln4ok4v1p8u/PPS004RedlinedChanges .pdf.
 13 See Proposed Changes to Local Board Procedures 006, 2.b, https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1736270505/pghschoolsorg/fv1ppuk4kyz52aoihswk/PPS006RedlinedChange s.pdf. 9 
Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 007, Item 8.06. These changes would severely restrict what Board members may discuss at a Legislative Meeting.
14 Specifically, to trigger deliberation of any item on the consent agenda, this revision would require that a Board Director submit a written question at least four days before the Agenda Review Meeting and that three Board Directors request in writing that an item be pulled from the Legislative Meeting consent agenda by 5:00 pm the day before the vote.
15 Each Board Director was elected by us, they represent us, and they must not be silenced at the Legislative Meeting prior to a vote. Additionally, current policy already has strong Board conflict of interest language, and language taken directly from the SOFG Governance Manual is unnecessary and deserves high scrutiny given the aforementioned issues with the SOFG framework. Vote NO on the Revisions to Policy 009, Item 8.07. These changes would institutionalize the unproven SOFG framework into the Board’s written policy. Specifically, these changes would, inter alia, eliminate the Board’s duty to adopt a master facilities plan, professional development plan, or plan for curriculum review and development.
16 This would allow the superintendent to implement a facilities plan—to close schools—without a Board vote. * * * 14 For instance, the SOFG proposal would default to initially placing “all items” on the consent agenda, which would be “action items [for which] school directors do not wish to devote discussion time at the Board Meeting.” See Proposed Changes to Local Board Procedures 007, 
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1736270505/pghschoolsorg/quqjjoyx2jz881uxbryh/PPS007RedlinedChanges. pdf. 
15 Id. (. . . “items can be pulled from the consent agenda for a separate vote if a written question was submitted no later than four days before the board meeting and three Directors request that the item be pulled for separate consideration by 5:00pm on the day before the Board meeting.”). 
16 See Proposed Changes to Local Board Procedures 009, 4.f--i, https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1736270506/pghschoolsorg/hwtrtvajrcqjbt9idaut/PPS009RedlinedChanges.pd f. 10 For all the aforementioned reasons, we urge the members of the PPS Board of Directors to VOTE NO on the 000 Series Policy Revisions for Consideration. Sincerely, Angel Gober Executive Director 412 Justice Laura Petty Staff Attorney, Opportunity to Learn Advancement Project Moira Kaleida Executive Director Alliance to Reclaim Our Schools (AROS










# 15
Kaitlyn Colbert 
Teacher/Staff 








#16 
Sara Goodkind 
Parent 

Dear Board of Directors:
As a PPS parent and professor of social work, I urge you to vote no on the Student 
Outcomes Focused Governance (SOFG) policy proposal. While it may appear positive in 
some abstract ways, the reality of this SOFG proposal is that it would weaken or eliminate 
the ability of parents, families, teachers, staff, and other community members to have a 
meaningful say in our public schools. 
The point of having an elected school board is that the board represents community 
interests in determining policies and practices of our schools. However, SOFG is a school 
board governance model that takes power out of the hands of school board members, thus 
limiting their accountability to the public they were elected to represent. In these ways, the 
SOFG is anti-democratic.
The SOFG model is also unproven, placing increased emphasis on standardized test 
scores, despite how we have seen that such emphasis erodes relationships between 
teachers and students and turns our children into numbers, in the eyes of our school 
system, rather than people. As a PPS parent for the last 17 years, I have seen how No Child 
Left Behind and other misguided policies have required our schools to focus on test scores 
rather than learning, and I know that our children are less educated because of this.
I urge the board to vote NO on each of the 000 series policy revisions that the SOFG 
proposal would necessitate. Please take your responsibility to our students and community 
seriously and preserve your voice in our school system.
Thank you,
Sara Goodkind
PPS Parent (2008-2025)
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Noel Webb 
Organization 










#18 
Shannon Stringer 
Parent 








#19 
Regan Konesky 
Teacher/Staff 

Conroy Students Do Not Deserve “Less Than”                               2/24/25 

 

Good evening, my name is Regan Konesky, and I am the school nurse at Conroy. 

Those who have visited Conroy will immediately recognize that our school is a warm, welcoming, and safe environment for our students. 

Stepping through the main entrance, visitors are greeted by our large cafeteria and the Blue Jay Café. The cafeteria serves as the heart of the building, much like a home kitchen, where students enjoy meals together and interact with their peers.  

The Blue Jay Café, our student-run industrial kitchen, is a bustling space where students prepare and sell breakfast and lunch items to staff. Wearing chef coats and working hard in this capacity boosts the students' confidence and provides them with a sense of accomplishment. 

Directly past the cafeteria to the left is our large auditorium. This space is where students perform in musical shows and share their voices and dance skills with the school community. It serves as the venue for momentous events, including annual recognitions for our student athletes, and where students proudly cross the stage for graduation. 

Throughout the building, Conroy features a variety of specialized spaces, including expansive play areas, sensory rooms, and calming spaces on each floor. These areas allow students to de-escalate and process emotions in a safe and respectful environment. Many classrooms are equipped with private bathrooms, and where they are not, there are separate, shared facilities for students on each end of the floor, ensuring that students maintain privacy and dignity during personal care routines. 

As the school nurse, I spend much of my day in the nurse’s office, which is a highly utilized and essential space at Conroy. My office is equipped to handle the daily administration of over 60 medications and store multiple rescue medications. It is also home to several large supply closets that house medical equipment for the school. 

Our location in Manchester also allows for easy access to public transportation and enables our students to engage in community-based outings that are integral to their curriculum. The location is also essential for families that rely on the use of public transportation to get to the school. 

I have titled my testimony, Conroy Students Do Not Deserve "Less Than" because, if Conroy were to be relocated to the proposed Southbrook site, our students would lose many of the essential features I have described. They would no longer have access to the welcoming cafeteria, the auditorium, the student-run café, private bathrooms, sensory and calming spaces, or the large gym. Furthermore, they would lose the sense of safety and security that comes from being in a building designed to meet their unique needs. 

We are aware that the Southbrook location cannot accommodate Conroy’s current student population without significant modifications. The solution should not be to remove classrooms or programs that make Conroy so special. Every student at Conroy is an integral part of our school community. They are not just numbers or names on a list—they are part of the Conroy family, and we must consider their needs with the utmost care. 

In closing, I urge all decision-makers involved in this process to visit Conroy in person. Please take the time to see firsthand how our students are thriving in their current environment. Afterward, I encourage you to tour the Southbrook site to fully understand the stark contrast and the impact this decision will have on our students. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Regan Konesky 

Conroy School Nurse 









#20 
Valerie Webb-Allman 
Parent 
Hello again. My name is Valerie Webb-Allman and I thank you for this opportunity to speak.
I’d first like to address some thoughts and concerns around the changes to virtual testimony. We
have been waiting for 7 months for this access to be reinstated. While I understand that you are
trying to figure out the details to write virtual access into policy, it was confirmed that you could
go ahead and return access as it was before immediately. Instead, you chose to continue to
deny essential access to stakeholders for additional months. You do not need to wait for
perfection to fix this error. You continue to discuss and vote on issues that have a major impact
on our children and ignore the fact that you have silenced whole groups of people in the
process. Please, reinstate the virtual option while you attempt to hash out the details of the new
policy.
As for this new policy, I have a few suggestions that may help to streamline things.
● First, I agree with organizing priority by in person vs online speakers to help expedite
and reduce distractions.
● Second, I disagree with trying to organize people by agenda topic and so on. You are
making this way too complicated and wasting the district secretary’s time to do this. We
get 3 minutes a month to address all the things, regardless of if it is on this month’s
agenda or not. I could spend 10 seconds saying something about agenda specific items
and the rest of my time talking about other concerns not on the agenda, but equally
important. Sorting us out by topic doesn’t mean we will stick to that topic and it just adds
additional, unnecessary complications to developing the online registration form, the
policy and order of speakers. Furthermore, you don’t explain what each line item on the
agenda is to the public in advance. Adding this detail may lead to more confusion and
frustration for the average person that doesn’t spend time before each agenda review to
read the board docs or knows how to access them. Just get rid of that part and prioritize
order based on in person or online speakers and take the convoluted part out.
● Lastly, I would like to recommend adding an additional levels of access to stakeholders
that can go after everyone else. I recommend expanding access to sign up to both the
online registration and by calling the district. This will allow people that have difficulty
online to have another option to sign up to speak. In addition, other boards offer the
option for people that did not sign up in advance to sign up in person to speak at the end
of the board hearing. There are MANY people that have missed the window to speak for
one reason or another. I recommend offering in person sign ups to speak for people that
missed the window to sign up early. This is a method that helps to maximize access to
all stakeholders.
The last thing I would like to address is the changes to policy that you will be voting on this
week. I urge you to vote NO on implementing the changes for SOFG for the following reasons.
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 001, Item 8.01. These changes would require
prioritization of resource allocation to the Superintendent’s Student Outcome Goals at
the expense of any other student needs or priorities expressed by the community. (The
2024 Superintendent Student Outcomes Goals are 3rd Grade PSSA ELA and Math, 9th
Grade Biology Keystone, and Graduation Rates. Three of the four goals are based on
standardized test scores.)
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 003, Item 8.02. These changes would require the
Board to establish “student outcome goals” rather than “educational” goals. Students
and their families deserve so much more than a focus on standardized testing.
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 004, Item 8.03. The changes to this policy removes
the legal authority of the Policy Committee to oversee “District Policy,” limiting the
committee’s policy making authority to only “Board Policy” (the 000 series of the Policy
Manual.) These changes would eliminate the Board’s critical oversight over the
superintendent and allow for corruption or simply poor leadership to go unchecked. This
is a way to strip the Board’s policymaking authority and the public’s ability to have a say
in our public schools, leaving the superintendent to govern himself with no accountability
to the community he serves.
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 005, Item 8.04. These changes would require Board
Directors to undergo additional, redundant training that would only serve to indoctrinate
incoming Directors with the unproven SOFG model.
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 006, Item 8.05. These changes would eliminate the
Board’s Education Committee, Business/Finance Committee, and Personnel Committee.
Elimination of these committees removes school board oversight under PA law for
personnel matters, budget matters, and education matters, including curriculum. These
changes would also remove the directive for the Policy Committee to develop “policies
that reflect student, family, staff, and community needs and address state and federal
regulations.” (See additional notes for Policy 004)
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 007, Item 8.06. These changes are anti-democratic
and would severely restrict what Board members may discuss at a Legislative Meeting.
One Board Director can’t ask questions or trigger a discussion of any item on the
legislative consent agenda unless there are three Directors who agree. Each Board
Director was elected by us. They represent the voice of the community and must not be
silenced at the Legislative Meeting prior to a vote. New conflict of interest language is
not necessary and explicitly targets Board members who were backed by labor unions
as candidates, prohibiting them from voting on union contracts or any personnel matters.
This would mean only anti-labor Board members can vote on labor contracts and
anything involving personnel.
● Vote NO on Revisions to Policy 009, Item 8.07. These changes would institutionalize
the unproven SOFG framework into the Board’s written policy. These changes would
eliminate the Board’s duty to adopt a master facilities plan, professional development
plan, or plan for curriculum review and development. This would allow the
superintendent to implement a facilities plan—to close and consolidate schools—without
a Board vote
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Hi! I’m Lily Allman and I thank you for the opportunity to speak.
Here I am in person… again… 7 months later… because you haven’t brought back the virtual
testimony option. If I messed something up, I know waiting 6 months to finally talk about it and
even more months to fix it, is a bad idea. It’s even worse if it harms my community. I’m not a
policy expert. I’m 11 and I don’t understand everything that you have to do to fix the policy. What
I do know is that you can bring back the virtual option the way it was before while you figure it
out. Can you please just reinstate it while you figure it out? This has gone on too long already.
Next, I’ve been doing everything I can to be involved in the school closure/consolidation
conversion since a year before you even admitted that there was one happening. To say I’ve
been watching this closely is an understatement. Why is it that I didn’t even know what
tomorrow's presentation was about until last week? Why hasn’t the district done more to tell
people what this is and that it has to do with school closures? Students are still waiting for Dr.
Walters to get the information that ERS didn't get before. We still need to have a real
conversation about what we want and need in this plan. When will someone take the time to talk
to us about our futures? After you have decided for us? That doesn’t tell us that you are putting
us first, again. Also, I have heard that the board has had access to the presentation since
January. Is this true? Why did we have to wait until tomorrow to see it?
Last, like I said earlier, I’m not a policy expert but I’m trying to understand more. There are a
couple parts that I am worried about with SOFG. For example, changes to policy 009 would
allow the superintendent to implement a facilities plan, which means closing and consolidating
schools, without a board vote. That sounds like a terrible idea. I’m not saying that Dr. Walters is
a bad guy or a bad superintendent, but PPS has had a long history of superintendents making
really bad decisions around school closures and consolidations my whole life. Previous boards
have also made bad decisions about this but there have also been votes that stopped them too.
Those votes made a huge difference. Getting rid of more transparency and accountability isn’t
the way to build our trust back. Don’t support changes that allow more to happen outside of the
public eye. I know you may hate to admit it, but right now we don’t really trust you for a good
reason. Voting in favor of SOFG will only hurt that trust more. Other issues would be changes to
policies 001 and 003 that end up focusing too much on standardized tests and not the things
that we need outside of just those scores. Just vote no to SOFG. I haven’t seen anything good
about it yet
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Good evening. My name is Emily Sawyer. I am a parent of 4 current PPS students and one
2024 Pittsburgh Perry graduate. Go Commodores!
I am speaking this evening, unsurprisingly, to implore the Board not to approve agenda items
8.01- 8.07 pertaining to Board governance policies in the 000 series.
Concretely, student outcomes focused governance (SOFG) puts too much emphasis on
standardized tests. These tests, whether they were ever meant to or not, have little to do with
real teaching or authentic learning. Big corporations and privatizers are profiting from the
high-stakes, standardized testing, and we are turning our district over to them if our priorities,
time, budget, and the like are limited to standardized metrics. Whatever the initial good
intentions to ensure we are not offering a lower quality education to Black students, students
receiving special education services, English language learners, and any other marginalized
student groups, we’ve focused everything on these “objective” standardized tests and metrics
long enough now to know that they don’t benefit kids and they are killing our schools. They have
no authentic educational benefit. We can agree that (at least most) people want all students to
be able to read, but we must be honest that our extreme standardized testing focus has not
brought us closer to that goal. I hope that even in our (justifiable) desperation to make changes
so all students can succeed, that we can at least be honest about this.
More than that, I fear we, as others have done, will fall into the trap of Goodhart’s law: “When a
measure becomes a target, it ceases to be a good measure.” In other words, when we set one
specific goal, people will tend to optimize for that objective regardless of the consequences.
This leads to problems when we neglect other equally important aspects of a situation. Limiting
what the Board can discuss and make policy about, as well as limiting resource allocation will
lead us to literally be required to neglect other important aspects of any given situation in favor
of severely limited goals and outcomes. The consequences of this trap can be seen across the
country – cheating scandals
(https://soundcloud.com/haveyouheardpodcast/atlanta-school-cheating-scandal) or pushing kids
out of magnets who we think won’t pass to keep test scores up; increasing shadow discipline to
decrease suspension numbers; pushing kids out of school to keep graduation numbers up, etc
etc etc.
Concretely, student outcomes focused governance turns the power of the elected school board
(and therefore the community) over to the superintendent. I’d like to share some things my
friends who live in a district that currently uses student outcomes focused governance said to
me.
“I’m pretty sure if [current superintendent] was not our Superintendent, a lot of the work
would have been easily erased, and it could feel like we were in a different district.”
“Yeah, it’s not a community discussion anymore. I just have to trust - and thank
goodness I do trust these trustees - that behind closed doors the trustees and super and
chiefs are actually working on some useful things.”
“We just haven’t really had trustees in the same way, since they’ve had to focus on not
talking about meaningful things so much.”
“We’ve had to witness our trustees simply be silenced for speaking words that someone
else has decided aren’t worthy of hearing. Really dehumanizing.”
Now, as some of you have indicated, you don’t care how this has gone in other places, but I
think we ignore these experiences at our own peril. What about a time when we have a
superintendent you don’t trust? Or, if right now, you are thinking “this superintendent has so
many good ideas, and the Board is holding him back because we are too involved and the
process of governing is too cumbersome,” I would entreat you to think about what is happening
at the federal level. Or if you are excited to limit the discussion at meetings, can you never
imagine a time when no one else will agree with you that something is important? Democracy is
not the same as polling. What is right is not always popular, and whether something can “get the
votes” is not a good reason to limit any discussion of it.
Now, I will pull out a few of the most concerning aspects of the specific policy revisions being
proposed.
In policy 001 (agenda item 8.01), which goals are referred to? The district currently has so
many different versions of “goals.” – Are we talking about the Boards goals from policy 010?
Superintendent’s goals? Superintendent priority goals from the strategic plan work last year? It
is imperative that we are clear which set of goals we are subordinating all our time,
conversation, and resource allocation to.
In policy 003 (agenda item 8.02) The revisions call for changing “educational” goals to “student
outcome” goals. These two things are very different, so this is a consequential change. Narrow
student outcome measures like standardized test scores and graduation rates may be improved
without improving our students’ citizenship, care, or well-being, and without respecting their
humanity. We could improve narrow student outcome goals by pushing “unsuccessful” students
out of our schools so they don’t drag down our numbers. We could improve narrow student
outcome goals with increased punitivity and dehumanization, so the question becomes better
outcomes at what cost? And which outcomes and who decides? Will we be limited to “objective”
outcomes for which data can be collected? (spoiler alert: we will). But all data is subjective and
exists within the context in which it was collected and within the context in which we decided to
collect it and value it. The concept of “objective,” “measurable” data is a narrative that serves
certain purposes where “data” can be used to thwart revolutionary change in favor of the status
quo.
In policy 004 (agenda item 8.03) and throughout all the policy revisions being proposed, the
Council of Great City Schools (CGCS) is insistent on creating a distinction between Board policy
and District policy. This would greatly limit the Board’s policy making ability to only those policies
considered Board governance policies (the 000 series of the Board policy manual). This
stripping of the Board’s policy making ability would not only give away critical oversight over the
superintendent and allow poor leadership or corruption to go unchecked, it also strips the public
of our ability to have a say about our public schools. (see also Policy 006)
Policy 005 (agenda item 8.04) requires redundant training that amounts to nothing more than
propaganda for the student outcomes focused governance model.
Policy 006 (agenda item 8.05), as mentioned in policy 004, continues the erosion of Board
oversight that is mandated under PA law. These proposed revisions limit the policy committee to
“oversee and make recommendations on “Board” policies… As opposed to “District” policies.
This repeated distinction CGCS makes between “Board” policies and “District” policies is
extremely concerning and consequential because as they see it, the Board should only have
oversight over the policies that govern the Board (ie these 000 policies) while the rest of policy
is the purview of the Superintendent and admin. The state of PA gives only the Board of a
school district the power to make and adopt policy, AND giving this much power to the
Superintendent and admin is an abdication of responsibility and greatly decreases the
democracy of this institution. This is of grave concern.
Additionally, proposed revisions to Policy 006 (agenda item 8.05) removes Board authority to
establish other standing committees in the future? Why remove this authority so future Boards
won’t be able to create standing committees without revising this policy again? Why remove
future school board members' decision making ability? What purpose does that serve?
Policy 007 (agenda item 8.06) is replete with very concerning suggested revisions.
Throughout this policy, clarity needs to be included on which meeting is referred to every time
“meeting” is referenced. Not just the first time, as was discussed at agenda review.
Additionally, the timeline and process laid out for board members to pull items from the
legislative consent agenda is unwieldy, anti-democratic, and anti-community involvement. As
currently written, the policy revisions would make it virtually impossible for a Board member to
call for a discussion of an agenda item based on public hearing testimony. Here’s why:
■ If the agenda is posted 10 days before agenda review (17 days before
legislative meeting), a Board member has until 4 days before agenda
review (11 days before legislative meeting) to ask the administration
questions. The administration is to answer these questions publicly
somehow, some time, although these details are glaringly absent from the
policy revisions. A Board member can only have an item pulled for
discussion at the legislative meeting IF they have asked a question
regarding that item prior to agenda review (11 days prior to legislative
meeting and 9 days before public comment) AND if they can get two other
Board members to request that it be pulled for discussion. That means
that if a constituent brings up an issue with an agenda item (at public
hearing 2 days before legislative meeting) that a Board member wants to
discuss, they have NO WAY of making that discussion happen if they
didn’t already ask a question about that agenda item (9 days ago) AND if
they cannot get two other Board members to agree that this warrants
discussion. This is obviously not ok and communicates that community
input is not and maybe has never been valued in our school district.
■ Any individual Board member can pull an agenda item for discussion. No
Board member should have to vote on an item that they didn’t get to
discuss to their satisfaction. And no Board should want to operate that
way. Democracy is not the same as polling. What is right is not always
popular, and whether something can “get the votes” is not a good reason
to limit discussion of it.
As if that wasn’t enough, Policy 007 (agenda item 8.06) also includes a proposed revision to
the conflict of interest section, that is unnecessary, goes beyond PA Ethics Act, and is a
union-busting measure
○ Implementing this clause would be completely untenable because there is no
way the District is going to cross-reference every agenda item in every meeting
with every campaign donation made for every campaign for every board director.
This means that it will only be used for political reasons or when it suits the
administration or an outside group trying to influence the way we run our school
district. This revision MUST be removed.
○ This revision targets Board members who were backed by labor unions as
candidates and would prohibit these members from voting on union contracts and
other personnel matters. This would mean that only directors who could not
garner union support for their campaign or are actively anti-union would be able
to vote on labor contracts and personnel matters. This is union-busting. This
revision MUST be removed.
Additional issues in Policy 007 (agenda item 8.06) have nothing to do with the current
revisions, but are nonetheless worth pointing out:
● This policy requires that the presiding officer announce the reason for holding an
executive session, even if the session has already been held – this is currently not being
followed.
● This policy requires school directors to verbally disclose the nature of the conflict of
interest – this is currently not being followed.
● The last page seems to imply that votes can be taken in agenda review?
Concerning Policy 009 (agenda item 8.07)
● #1 shouldn’t no longer say welfare, it should say test scores, if these other drafted
changes are accepted because the Board would no longer be responsible for anything
that could be considered close to encompassing student welfare. They will be
responsible according to their own policy only for governance of their own board, test
scores, and maybe graduation rates).
● #8 removes School Board input from personnel decisions, even though other policy and
state law make that a School Board responsibility.
● Claims public education as a “keystone of democracy” while these policy revisions push
anti-democratic governance on us.
● Why does the School Board have to vote on staffing appointments (per 007) and
“employ qualified staff to meet student and program needs” (per 009) if they don’t have a
personnel committee and are supposed to let the Superintendent and admin be in
charge of staffing? Does this vote just become a rubber stamp then? Why make the
Board vote on something they have no control or influence over? Why would Board
members allow themselves to be put in a position where they have to vote on something
they have no control or influence over?
● Removes curriculum review as a Board responsibility even though PA School Code
gives authority to the School Board, not Superintendents, for School District Policy.
(Section 510.2 Publication of Rules, Regulations and Policies, including curriculum
review)
● All the noble-minded language about well-being and democracy and care, etc in this
policy is completely contradicted by the narrow, student test score based focus required
by Student outcomes focused governance.
It is extremely important that there is shared understanding about what these proposed policy
changes will mean functionally, and the lack of public discussion of these proposed changes
makes that impossible. Additionally, these issues are all blatantly part of a nationwide agenda to
remove democratic control and community involvement from our public schools and privatize
them. I am literally begging you not to pass these policy revisions. We CAN take the good and
leave the bad without adopting these harmful policy changes
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Please Preserve Your Constituent’s Representation by Voting NO on all SOFG Policy
Changes
Good evening Board of Directors and Superintendent Walters. This hearing finds the country
and our community in a real crisis. Tonight I want to urge the 9 Directors to take a step back and
fully recognize their power to impact this community and the entire Pittsburgh Public Schools
District at an unprecedented time where our chief executive is slashing funding and to federal
programs that directly impact our most vulnerable communities, and demonizing Diversity,
Equity, and Inclusion. You chose to run for this elected position, those who voted for you put
their trust in you to represent them here. The Pittsburgh Public Schools families, students,
faculty, and staff deserve your compassionate attention. I urge you to vote NO on ALL SOFG
policy changes and continue to show up for our students, families, faculty, and staff that
depend on stability to have a chance to succeed in this public school system. Work
toward stability first, otherwise outcomes won’t follow.
The community deserves transparency. Please make public and provide clarity on all of the
SOFG expenses, training, and influence behind the Policy Changes that are up for a vote on
Wednesday, February 26. At face value, the SOFG policy changes appear to strip the Board’s
policymaking authority and the public’s ability to have a say in our public schools. This leaves
the superintendent to govern himself with no accountability to the community they serve. Please
put these policy changes up against what this president is doing to our country with executive
orders and appointing a private billionaire running a newly created office to make budget cuts
with zero accountability. Policy changes leave a legacy.
Also, please consider the fact that we have a population Struggling to readjust to life after
COVID. We as a school district do not have the luxury to focus on “Student Outcomes”, ie test
scores, when there is an attendance crisis, federal funding cuts may eliminate supports for our
most vulnerable students, and many students’ main source of food during the week day. Pause
and reflect on current priorities. We need more hands, eyes, and ears on the PPS administration
to protect these students. These CHILDREN. Act with compassionate attention and
representation. The pressure should not be on students to perform on tests when there is not a
basic support system that ensures their health and safety. When that is in place, when students
consistently can get to the school building to attend school, then focus on their performance.
Pittsburgh Public Schools has a population of just under 20K students. There is a tremendous
opportunity to create a model for success, not fit itself into the expensive and unproven SOFG
template that reads like a chapter from Project 2025. Operating as a ‘portfolio’ puts our district in
danger. Show the community that you all considered the importance of the school buildings
themselves, not just the ‘schools’ to your communities. Any proposed closures should have a
detailed cost benefit attached to it. The voices in our community should be represented, listened
to AND made public. I urge you to vote NO on ALL SOFG policy changes and continue to
show up for our students, families, faculty, and staff that depend on stability to have a
chance to succeed in this public school system. Work toward stability first, otherwise
outcomes won’t follow
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Good evening school board members,
I am Billy Hileman, President of the Pittsburgh Federation of Teachers. I speak tonight
as a representative of the union that represents by far the majority of the workers you
employ. I strongly urge you to reject the proposed changes to Board polices 001, 3, 4,
5, 6, 7 and 9.
First, regarding the collection of policy amendments as a whole.
The elected school board does not need to spend its time setting student outcome
goals. Spending 50% or more of your time setting goals and talking about them will not
narrow the racial achievement gap or increase overall learning. We have been
measuring and setting goals for decades.
The basis of the 2002 federal No Child Left Behind law set a goal to move the % of
students proficient in reading and math from the 2002 levels to 100% by 2014. It didn’t
happen.
PA Act 82 of 2012 required student outcomes to be 50% of a classroom teacher’s
rating. Now its down to 30%. It hasn’t changed anything. Two consecutive
unsatisfactory annual ratings for a teacher will result in dismissal. Board members, if
you fall far below your goals in consecutive years, will you resign?
The Gates Empowering Effective Teachers grant spent 10xs the money on teacher
evaluation than it did on the teaching and learning environment. The District has not
appropriately shepherded Restorative Practices or supported its necessary structures.
Student Outcomes Focused Governance will become the obstacle we will need to
remove.
A proposed change to policy 007, states, "A conflict of interest also includes the
requirement of school directors to recuse themselves from all matters involving
individuals or organizations who made campaign contributions to them."
All matters. Not just a contract votes. Not just voting. You will be hard to find an item in
this district that does not involve a PFT-represented employee. You will have an even
harder time to find an example of a conflict of interest arising from PFT support for a
school director candidacy. When we disagree, we do not think that your position is a
product of a lack of campaign support form us. We just disagree.
Of all the things to pluck from the Council of Great City Schools sophomoric governance
rubric, you have deliberately chosen the anti-union item.
PFT and PPS have a long history of partnership beyond collective bargaining.
Right now, the destruction of the U.S. Department of Education is underway. Every
public school district will be affected. 26 million students will lose critical services.
Federally funded special education services will be lost. 7.5 million students with
disabilities will be affected. 12 million students will lose access to CTE programs.
Who is fighting back? Unions. Not school board associations. Unions are the main
organizations filing lawsuits to stop Elon Musk from collecting data from the Education
Department, the U.S. Treasury, and the Office of Personnel Management. The AFT
sued to stop DOGE from acquiring private financial data and social security numbers
tied to student loans.
When the Trump administration tries to twist the arm of PPS to scrub DEI from its
website or worse – its curricula, the PFT will be with PPS just as we were during the first
Trump administration when you adopted your moral sanctuary school district resolution.
We are with you because we share a common interest and know that a commitment to
diversity, equity, and inclusion, -- although not easy to measure -- is the right pathway to
more meaningful student outcomes.
Not everything that counts can be counted, and not everything that can be counted
counts. — William Bruce Cameron
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