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The Official Minutes of the Portland Public Schools Custodian Civil Service Board are Sound 

Recordings of the Meetings.  The following is a summary of the December 10, 2014 meeting. 

Pursuant to Public Notice, a regular meeting of the Portland Public Schools Custodian Civil 

Service Board was held on Tuesday October 28, 2014, at 1:30 p.m. in the Board Room in the 

Blanchard Education Service Center, 501 N Dixon Street, Portland, Oregon. 

Present at the meeting of CCSB were Board Chair Paul Breed and Board Members Ken 

Fitzsimon and Patrik Antich.   The Board secretary Jo McClain was also present. 

The presiding officer of the meeting was Board Chair Paul Breed. 

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m.  

Agenda Item No. 1:  Minutes 

The minutes for the October 28, 2014, meeting was approved by unanimous vote. 

Agenda Item No. 2: Appeal of David Wedge 

Mr. Breed clarified whether any preliminary matters needed to be addressed.  Finding none, the 

hearing was commenced.   

David Wedge Hearing 

Tim Carman for the SEIU:  We do not have any statement; we’re prepared to just go ahead and 

start with testimony from witnesses that we have asked Ross to provide for us.   

Mr. Breed:  Okay 

Mr. Fitzsimon:  Please speak up.   

Carman:  Sorry.  We don’t have an opening statement of sorts.  We are ready to just start with 

testimony from the witnesses we have asked Mr. Hume to provide.  I do have some emails 

and some documents that Ross hopefully scanned over to you that I am going to be giving to 

the witnesses.  We’ll <?> as I ask the questions. 

Breed:  Ken, can you hear that? 

Fitzsimon:  I can. 

Breed:  Ross, your turn to give a statement if you choose to do so. 

Ross Hume for Portland Public Schools:  Sure.  So, this is about, so Mr. Wedge interviewed for 

the Custodian B position at Hollywood.  And he believes, based on his appeal, that the file 

was not reviewed properly, and consequently merit, fidelity were not weighed properly.  So 

as the District explained to the Board in the previous hearing, the District’s practice is to 

consider the three highest ranking candidates on the custodian promotion roster, and give 

them an opportunity to interview for the position.  After the interviews are concluded, a 

designated panel member conducts a file review, and then provides a summary to the entire 
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interview panel.  The panel considers fidelity, merit, the content of the personnel file, and the 

response of the applicants in the promotional interview in making their decision.  This is the 

process that was followed for the promotion process for Hollyrood Elementary School.  Mr. 

Wedge had a fair opportunity to be considered for the position, and through a competitive 

process was ultimately not selected. 

Breed:  Alright.  Let’s call your first witness. 

Carman:  Okay.  The first person we would like to call is Kali Butt, and I’m going to pass this 

out real quick. 

Breed:  We need you to identify yourself for the record. 

Carman:  Tim Carman, sorry.   

Breed:  Ken, we have just been handed a number of email documents, that . . did I understand 

correctly that these were going to be . . .  

McClain:  You just emailed these to . .  

Carman:  They were just emailed to Ken. 

Fitzsimon:   Paul, Paul . . . 

Breed:  Yes? 

Fitzsimon:   I have 15 pages of documents on behalf the Union.  First one is an email from Kali 

Butt dated Wednesday, November 12, 2014. 

Breed:  Okay.  

Fitzsimon:  It’s named number one in the upper right hand corner, so if, if Mr. Carman would 

please refer to the documents in some fashion to allow me to identify them on my computer, 

then I could follow along with their narrative. 

Breed:  Okay, good.  Do you understand? 

Carman:  Yes. 

Breed:  Okay, go ahead. 

Carman: So, Kali, could you please tell us what your role is with PPS. 

Butt:  I’m the custodial quality assurance coordinator. 

Carman: And could you tell us what role you had in the interviews for Hollyrood. 

Butt:  I think that I made the phone calls to get the candidates, pretty sure I did with this one. 

Fitzsimon: Excuse me, the witness needs to speak up or more clearly. 

Butt:  I was just saying that I think I made the phone calls to ascertain the candidates that were 

interested in the position.  I don’t that I schedule the interviews with this one, and then I was 

also part of the interview and selection panel. 

Carman: Did you send the email marked as No. 1 in front of you and highlighted with the yellow 

captions? 

Butt:  Yes. 



 

 

Portland Custodians’ Civil Service Board 

Board Minutes Summary – Page 3 of 31 

Carman: Dated October 8, 2014. 

Butt:  Correct. 

Carman: Would you read that real quick? 

Butt:  Yes, it says that I would agree that Josh is the best candidate. 

Carman: Could you tell us why you think that? 

Butt:  So, after going through the interview process and looking at the information that was 

provided by Nancy, out of the three candidates, Josh seemed to be the best choice. 

Carman: Was there any information that was considered by the panel besides what was in the 

summary?  Or what was provided by the candidates at the interview? 

Butt: I think the candidates were pretty open with what they provided at the interview.  Most of 

it’s actually in what was in their files, so we spoke about them being head custodians and 

times that they had filled in and things like that.  And I think that we did, we did discuss that. 

Carman: Did you just speak to each other about that the day of the interview? 

Butt:  It’s hard to say, but, you know, we usually do discuss the, let’s say this person had some 

acting head experience, where was the acting head experience, at what level was the acting 

head experience, and they provide that in the interview for us.   

Carman: Was that before or after that discussion you were describing when you received the 

summary? 

Butt:  We would have received that afterward. We get that after the interviews. 

Carman: So you’d had the discussion before the summary or after? 

Butt:  We will discuss it if they give us the information during the interview, we can discuss it 

then, and they do.  We ask them what experience they have, and how it qualifies them for the 

position.  And then they give us that. 

Carman: That’s all the questions I have. 

Breed: Ross, do you have any questions? 

Hume: No further questions. 

Breed: Thank you very much. 

Butt:  Thank you. 

Breed: Hold on for just a second before the witness leaves.  Ken, I was assuming that you don’t 

have any questions, and would speak up if you did? 

Fitzsimon: Yes, I have no questions for this witness. 

Breed: Okay, thank you. 

Carman: So I would like to ask Melissa Dragich, I’m sorry if I mispronounced that.  And I’m 

going to be referring to the documents labeled in the top right corner number two. 

Breed: Number two, okay. 

McClain:  Ms. Dragich, could you spell your name for me? 
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Dragich:  Yes, it D-R-A-G-I-C-H. 

McClain:  Thank you. 

Carman: What is your position with Portland Public Schools? 

Dragich:  I’m the assistant principal of, at Hollyrood/Beverly Cleary. 

Carman: And what role did you have in the interviews for Hollyrood? 

Dragich:  I was on the interview committee. 

Carman: Could you tell me if you sent the email marked as Number 2 and highlighted in the 

yellow brackets? 

Dragich:  Yes, I did. 

Carman: Could you read it to the Board please? 

Dragich:  Yes, it says, Geeze, did you see this?  I think I would rather on to the next three on the 

list, he’ll be the only one over there.  How we will we work if he has issues with time 

management, acceptance of directions, what are your thoughts? 

Carman: So in this email you are referring to information given to Nancy, given from Nancy 

Dickinson, is that correct? 

Dragich:  Correct. 

Carman: It appears that you had some concerns.  What were the concerns that you had. 

Dragich:  Well, I had concerns about all three candidates in the interviews.  And I wasn’t 

particularly thrilled with the selection of any of the three and then when we got the 

information from Nancy, that was some additional information that didn’t come up in the 

interview and I some concerns about that.  And .. .  

Carman: And do you recall any information being provided by any other interview panel 

members that wasn’t brought up by the candidates themselves or by the summary. 

Dragich:  No. 

Carman: That’s all the questions I have. 

Breed: I realized I was sitting here that I did not swear the witness before you started giving your 

testimony.  So I’m going to ask you to do that right now.  <witness sworn>  And the answers 

you just gave to questions asked, were true and correct?   

Dragich:  Yes 

Breed: Go ahead Ross 

Hume: Just a couple of questions, Melissa.  So you, so  

Fitzsimon: I’m having some difficulty hearing, so, the parties are breaking up, and also speak to 

indistinctly.  So I would please urge you to see if you can correct that. 

Hume:  Ken, this is Ross Hume from the District, can you hear me better now? 

Fitzsimon: Yes 

Hume: Alright, so Melissa.  Did you receive a summary of the, what was in the personnel file of 
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each of the three candidates. 

Dragich:  Yes, I did. 

Hume: And then did you consider that as a part of the decision making process in selecting the 

candidate? 

Dragich: Yes, we did.  Terry and I talked about it afterwards as well. 

Hume: Thank you. 

Breed:  Anything further Tim?  Ross, I’m correct that you’ve finished your questions?  All right. 

Hume: Correct. 

Breed: Ken, anything?   

Fitzsimon: No 

Breed: I have, don’t have any questions.  Patrik? 

Antich:  No questions. 

Breed: Thank you very much. 

Carman: We would like to call Terry Geist next please.  And again I’m, sorry if I mispronounced 

your name. 

Geist:  That’s fine. 

Frank Leavitt:  Quick question.  Would it be better for Ken if we had the phone in front of the 

witness. 

McClain:  I think it may be. 

Breed: It might well. 

Leavitt:  So he can actually hear what they are saying.  We are moving you closer, Ken. 

Fitzsimon: Thank you. 

Leavitt:  Careful.   

Breed: Are you ready? 

Carman: Yeah, I’m ready. 

Breed: Okay, please raise your right hand.  <witness sworn> 

Carman: I’m going to be referring to the packet there on the table with the number three on it.   

Geist: Okay 

Carman: And, so my first question is, what is your position with Portland Public Schools? 

Geist:  I’m the principal of Beverly Clearly School. 

Carman: Okay.  And what was your role in the interviews for Hollyrood. 

Geist:  I was an interview team member. 

Carman:  Did you send the email marked as on the page 3 there in the yellow brackets. 

Fitzsimon: I’m having difficulty hearing the questions.   I’m hearing the answers, but not the 
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questions. 

Carman: Sorry about that.  Did you send the email marked as, on page 3 there, marked in the 

yellow brackets 

Geist:  Yes, I did. 

Carman:  Would you please read that to the Board. 

Geist:  Okay, Stetson, let’s just hope your coaching helps him understand what’s needed over 

here.  Thanks Nancy for . . . . . 

Carman:  Oh sorry, I meant to say page two.  

Geist:  Page Two. 

Carman:  So, we’re still on packet three, but it’s page two in the yellow brackets, my apologies. 

Geist:  Okay, I, it says, Gee, from me, oh, it says, well why in the world did they not tell us this 

yesterday when we debriefed?  A lady sitting next to me said she thought Joshua was going 

to be fine and that he had made good progress after a not so good review at the BESC. 

Carman:  My apologies. 

Geist:  Yes, I did send that. 

Carman:  So, I’m still on the packet that has the number three, but I’m on the second page of it.  

Sorry about that. 

Geist:  Alright.  Nancy, I’m confused about why this file review info wasn’t given to us 

yesterday when we talked about all three of the candidates. We chose Joshua based on some 

concerns about Paul and David.  While I had some concerns about Josh’s ability to mesh 

with the teachers in our community, we felt confident with Stetson’s coaching that he could 

do what needs to be done to become a good fit.  After reading your email I am concerned that 

he was on a performance improvement plan.  While I also noted from your email that he had 

made marked improvement, I remain curious about why we weren’t told this yesterday 

before we made a decision.   

Carman:  In this email to Nancy, you also mentioned the, you mentioned the concern with Paul 

and David.  Can you tell us what the concerns were with Paul and David. 

Geist:  Well, when we talked at the interview, there was, my recollection was, there was no 

specificity about what the concerns were in their personnel file, because those weren’t shared 

with us, to my recollection is, they were not shared us with that day.  But that we talked 

about, we were made aware of that in terms of all three of the candidates, that there were 

some concerns in the file, that they had. 

Carman: Was there anything said by any member of the interview panel to alleviate the concerns 

for Josh? 

Geist:  Yes, we had a, a conversation, that Stetson had worked with Josh before.  I worked with 

Stetson for probably ten years, and so I had complete confidence in what he was telling me.  

And that, that he had worked with him before.  Stetson also knows the buildings that I am, I 

oversee, and so he was able to understand completely about what floor teachers, what they 

need and what we need as a building custodian.  And so, you know, that’s, that weighed 

heavily with me.   
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Carman: That’s all the questions I have. 

Breed: Okay.  Ross, it’s your turn. 

Hume: I don’t have any questions. 

Breed: Frank, Or Ken, do you have anything? 

Fitzsimon: Not at this time. 

Breed: Okay.   

McClain:  Could you spell your name for me. 

Geist:  G-E-I-S-T, one R in Tery. 

McClain:  Thank You. 

Breed: Ms. Geist, I’m curious about the conversation you had with Stetson, and maybe I just 

missed that when you talked about that during your testimony.  Can you describe that to me? 

Geist:  Yes, that, the Okay Stetson? 

Breed: Yeah. 

Geist:  That com- - , that email?  Yes, I was referring to the discussion that we had at the debrief. 

Breed: Right. 

Geist: Team debrief on that day that we interviewed the candidates.  And that we had spoken 

specifically about some of the coaching that I thought was, and I in debriefing thought, that 

he would need.  And that was what we talked about, so that’s when I said, okay, Stetson, I 

was referring back to that. 

Breed: How did you feel about the way the process worked? 

Geist:  The process of the interviewing part? 

Breed: Yeah, and the hiring process. 

Geist:  Well, I’ll be really honest with you, as Stetson and I had several conversations about this.  

And we wanted Leo to stay.  And so, I asked Stetson why we had to go through this process 

when we had been very happy comfortable with Leo’s work.  And quite honestly I didn’t 

want to have to do this because I wanted to keep Leo.  So, Stetson, and later, Stetson before 

that, and then at the committee interview day, they, HR and the custodial supervisors and 

Stetson explained to all of us and me again we were there and why we couldn’t have Leo.  

They showed me the seniority list of custodians in the District.  And so, that - pretty much 

why I wished we didn’t have to make a change with Leo. 

Breed: Okay.  Any follow up questions?  From anybody?  Thank you very much. 

Carman: Okay, so next I would to call Nancy Dickinson.  And I’m going to be referring to an 

email on page one, or on packet one, and then packets four through seven, which are all 

evaluations. 

Breed: Ms. Dixon, please raise your right hand. Witness sworn 

Carman: Nancy, could you tell us what your position with Portland Public Schools is , please. 

Dixon:  Sure.  I am an employee and labor relations analyst.   
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Carman: And what role did you have in the interviews for Hollyrood. 

Dixon:  I was on the interview team.  I also performed the file review for the three candidates.   

Carman: Would you tell us if there is a specific process that you use, or that is used by Human 

Resources, for compiling the employee file summaries. 

Dixon:  So I, pull the three files from the, from the file room, and I read the entire file in its 

entirety.  So I can take, you know, sometimes employees have been for many many years, 

and I note the highlights, like if they have a certain, you know, required improvement, or 

even exceeds expectations for a certain marker on the evaluation.  I indicate how long they 

have been here, and if they have had any part time status, if there is any form, or any formal 

discipline, in their, in their file.  And also, commendations, and any other kind of kudos, 

notes, in their files. 

Carman: So, on the packet marked one in the right hand corner there, the orange caption. . .  

Dickison: Yes. 

Carman: . . . there’s an email there.  Would you please let us know, did you write this? 

Dixon:  I did.  The note with the orange highlighting?   

Carman: Yes 

Dixon:  Yes. Correct. 

Carman: Okay.  And is this the summary that was shared with the interview panel? 

Dixon:  Correct,. 

Carman: Could you please read the section for David Wedge to the Board? 

Dixon:  Sure.  David Wedge, full time custodian since October first, twenty, 2009.  Overall 

positive evaluations, progressing in job skills, planning and organizing of work, 

communication skills, acceptance of direction and change, team work from 2011 evaluation.  

One general thank you letter from the Whitman 2011 School Year.  Acting head for a little 

over three months in 2010.  No formal discipline. 

Carman: Thank you.  So, in , in package four through seven there, they all evaluations . . . 

Fitzsimon: I’m sorry, what number was that? 

Carman: Four, four through seven. 

Fitzsimon: Okay, thank you. 

Carman: Could you please go to number five.  And on the second page at the bottom, could you 

read the employee comments to the Board, please. 

Dixon:  Having only spent a matter of just a few weeks at Whitman working with Dave, the 

foregoing evaluation is not an accurate picture of the last, the last year.  And excuse me, I 

think it said, it was referring to Dan, I believe David was referring to Dan Judd, his, his head 

custodian. 

Carman: Could you explain to the Board what this section of the evaluation is used for? 

Dixon:  So, it’s the employee who is being evaluated, it’s their chance to respond to the 
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evaluation. 

Carman: Okay  Go back to four, please.  And on the second page, would you read the two 

sections bracketed in yellow for me. 

Dixon:  Sure.  The first section, positive attributes of this employee.  Energetic, hard worker, this 

is David’s first experience as a head custodian.  He organized his crew and developed a plan 

and completed the summer project on time.  He even managed to strip all the hallways and 

several of the classrooms.  First time he had ever stripped.  The principal told me David is 

one of the best heads she has ever worked with.  And then the second section under 

manager/supervisor comments, David has been acting head at Whitman since the assigned 

head fell ill.  David was up to the task and assumed the responsibility and has not looked 

back.  David works well with the staff and is not afraid to ask questions if he is unsure.  

David is capable of assuming the duties of the head custodian at any building in the District.   

Carman: Thank you.  And could you tell us the date for this evaluation? 

Dixon:  It runs from 10-31-2009 to 10-31-2010. 

Carman: Okay. And then, I’d like to move to number six please, on the second page, could you, 

for us, read the bracketed in yellow section there. 

Dixon:  Positive attributes of this employee.  David is a hard working and reliable well liked here 

at Preston.  Able to act as a night lead and most likely as a head custodian.  Is a problem 

solver, good communicator, and overall an asset to PPS facilities. 

Carman: And could you also tell us the date of this evaluation? 

Dixon:  March 12 to October 12.  That’s ex. . , referring to 2012.   

Carman: Thank you.  And I’d like to move to number seven now.  Again, second page, same 

thing, please read the bracketed in yellow. 

Dixon:  David is a valued member of the Crestion custodial staff.  A knowledgeable worker with 

many hidden talents.  Knows what to do and how to meet the demands at PPS. 

Carman: Thank you.  Could you read the date for that, please? 

Dixon:  Sure.  October 2012 to October 2013. 

Carman: So, I have to ask, why in your summary did you specifically refer to improving marks 

on a 2011 evaluation and not include the employee’s response to those remarks, then also 

neglect to include any of the other positive information you just read to the Board. 

Dixon:  So, I did say overall positive evaluation, and I don’t, I don’t usually actually include the 

employee’s responses.  It’s there on the record in the employee file, but I don’t normally 

include it as part of the promotional file review. 

Carman: Could you look at the front pages of evaluations four through seven and tell me . . . 

Fitzsimon: I can’t hear what you’re asking her, please. 

Carman: Sorry.  Could you look at the front page of the evaluations for four through seven and 

please tell me if you see anything that stands out as different from the others. 

Dixon:  Well, so, on the August 2011 to October 2011 there as a few progressing marks, which I 

think I noted in my file review.  And then looks like, you said four through seven? 
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Carman: Yes. 

Dixon:  And then, the other one, all the others one besides, exhibit four, is marked with meets 

standards. 

Carman: So are all other boxes on all of the evaluations marked as meet? 

Dixon:  It appears so. 

Carman: Okay.  Was that information specifically shared with the panel through the summary. 

Dixon:  With the overall positive evaluations. 

Carman: Did you read the employee response to the 2011 evaluation? 

Dixon:  I read them, yes. 

Carman: Did you think that given his response and the way it stood out from the other 

evaluations, that it was appropriate to highlight those improvements when the other 

evaluations before and after contradict it? 

Dixon:  I usually call out when people have any kind of requires improvement on their 

evaluations. 

Carman: So, all the questions I have.  I would like to ask the Board to look at those evaluations 

as evidence in their totality, please. 

Breed: Ross? 

Hume: Just one follow up.  So Nancy, when you complete a file summary and provide that to the 

interview panel, have you ever in the past provided the comments that are made on the 

evaluation as part of your overall file summary. 

Dixon:  Not that I can recall.  I don’t do it as a practice. 

Hume:  Thank you. 

Breed: Ken, do you have anything? 

Fitzsimon: I, I’m a little bit unclear on the timeline.  So, there was a, this is Ms. Dixon, right?  

So, you reviewed the file after the interview, is that correct? 

Dixon:  That’s correct.   

Fitzsimon: And then after you reviewed the file you found some information in one of the 

candidate’s files that showed he was on a plan of improvement.  Is that right? 

Dixon:  That’s correct. 

Fitzsimon: And at that time after a discussion with Ms. Geist, the principal, you said that you 

were not aware there was a plan before the interview, and had you known about it, you 

would have disclosed, but you, you didn’t think that it was significant in terms of the  overall 

choice.  I’m paraphrasing your email, is that fair statement? 

Dixon:  That’s correct. 

Fitzsimon: Okay.  So, I’m, I’m unclear because it, as I’m reading the documents, it’s sort of in 

the cold light of day many months later, it appears that you had one candidate that had some 

issues concerning some performance problems, you had one candidate who had postive inter, 
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re - , evaluations, and met standards in every case except one, one evaluation, you gave that 

candidate a overall positive evaluation, and you had a candidate that was on a plan 

improvement that you found out about the day later, or when you reviewed it, and yet you 

still found he was the best person for the job.  And, I wonder, if you could just short of share 

with me what your thinking was in that regard. 

Dickison: Sure.  So we, I look at the totality of the file and the totality of the performance, and 

Mr. Faulk had over 18 months worth of acting head experience and Mr. Wedge, I don’t know 

off the top of my head, I think it, it’s less than a year, I think it’s even less than six months, of 

you know, of acting head experience over 20 days, and Mr. Faulk also was at two demanding 

schools, Dunaway and Lewellyn, and also while he was at Dunaway there was the Grimm 

shoot and he talked about in the interview about kind of the needs, the high level of custodial 

needs that the Grimm shoot brought to the, you know, brought to the school.  So, we looked 

at the merit, fideltiy, and response to interview questions, and file review, and I looked at the 

totality of him, of Mr. Faulk’s performance.   

Fitzsimon: So, was the Grimm shoot contemplated for Hollyrood?   

Dickison: What, it just was a, the Grimm shoot was an example of a time when Josh had 

excelleht customer service to his school community. 

Fitzsimon: I see. And, in your view that was a, an exampler that would show that in some other 

untheatrical related circumstance that he would continue to perform at a higher level that the 

others.   

Dickison: Correct. 

Fitzsimon: Okay.  So, then, let me ask you another question about, about your, your assessment.  

It was based on the totality, and how much weight, I’m not asking you for a percentage, but 

how significant did you thinnk it was that, the successful candidate had been on a plan of 

improvement? 

Dickison: I looked at the totality and the time that he had, he had the acting head expeience, and 

then there was marked improvement within a short period of time, within I think about four 

months.  He showed marked improvement every single evaluation that he had, he got 

evaluated every month.  He was on a plan, and every single month he had marked 

improvement on his, on his plan. 

Fitzsimon: So, in your view it was more significant that he had come from a place that was 

maybe not as posiitve and was making positive progess, then another candidate who had 

traditionally been positive.   

Dickison: I don’t think it was more significant, it was the totality of his performance.   

Fitzsimon: That’s all I have at the moment.  Thank you very much. 

Dickison: Thank you.  

Breed: Patrik? 

Antich:  No questions. 

Breed: Do you have another witness? 

Carman: Yes, I would like to call Stetson James, please. 
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Breed: Okay - witness sworn. 

James Yes.   

Fitzsimon: I can’t hear the witness 

James:  Yes 

Carman: Stetson, can you tell us what your role is with the PPS. 

James:  My role is a facilities operation supervisor.   

Carman: And can you tell us what role you had in the interviews for Hollyrood. 

James: I was a member on interview panel. 

Carman: Alright.  Could you explain to us exactly how the process for the interviews that day 

was. 

James: Basically we select the top three candidates off of the Civil Service Board list, contact the 

top three, top three most eligible candidates.  We select the date for the interview.  Also 

invite principals to attend that interview, and each candidate is brought in, and answered a 

series of questions that were selected by the District and the Union. 

Carman: Did you share any information not covered in the summary during the day of the 

interview with other panel members? 

James: No, I did not. 

Carman: I’m going to reference packet three, page number 1, the section that is bracketed in 

yellow, and email from Ms. Geist.  I am going to ask you some more questions . . . 

Fitzsimon: Mr. Carman, what number is the document? 

Carman: It is packet three, first page. 

Fitzsimon: Okay. 

Carman: It’s dated October 9, from Teri Geist.  Add to the group.  Could you explain to us what 

coaching you were going to provide and why you were going to provide it? 

James: As a supervisor, it is my job to basically supervise and help my people to become, you 

know, better within the school district and look for growth, so that’s my means of coaching.  

So, my job is to provide assistance for them so become, you know, good head custodians, 

and hopefully move into the position that I’m in. 

Carman: Could you just describe the concerns that the group had with Josh.   

James: I didn’t see that there were any concerns at the interview, the time of the interview.   

Carman: That’s all the questions I have. 

Breed: Ross?  Anything? 

Hume: No questions. 

Breed: Ken, do you have any questions? 

Fitzsimon: Mr. James, was it? 

James: Yes. 
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Fitzsimon: Did, at the time when you were conducting the interview, did you know that the 

successful candidate had been on a work improvement plan? 

James: No, I did not. 

Fitzsimon: Okay.  Had you had that information at the time of interview, what would it have 

been your practice to ask the candidate questions about that? 

James: Yes, I probably would have asked some questions about that. 

Fitzsimon: Okay.  And so, did you think, would you think it significant that those questions are 

asked of candidate prior to the time that they’re given a new appointment.   

James: If we had that information , probably yes. 

Fitzsimon: Okay.  I have no further questions, thank you, Sir. 

Breed: Patrick, do you have anything. 

Antich:  I have no questions. 

Breed: I don’t have any questions, thank you very much.   

Carman: I would like to call David Wedge. 

Fitzsimon: Who’s being called? 

Breed: David Wedge. 

Fitzsimon: Okay. 

Breed: Mr. Wedge, would you raise your right hand, please.  Witness sworn. 

Carman: David, with the knowledge that you have, what is in your personnel file.  Do you 

believe that you would have been selected by the interview panel if the review summary had 

been more complete and more details about the other evaluations other than just classified as 

overall positive? 

David Wedge:  Yes, I do. 

Carman: Do you believe that you were the best candidate for the job. 

Wedge:  Yes, I do. 

Carman: That’s it. 

Breed: Okay.  Ross? 

Hume: No questions. 

Breed: Tim? 

Carman: Tim from the Union, I do have one more question.  Could you tell us what month was it 

you took over at Whitman, the year? 

Wedge:  It was July, that month. 

Carman: It was July of that year?   

Wedge:  Yes. 

Carman:  And you were there until you, of what month? 
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Wedge:  January of the following year. 

Carman: Okay.  And when did you start receiving the acting head custodian pay? 

Wedge:  Conveniently after I’d been, school had been in operation for 20 days.  Which means 

sometime, it would have been in the October pay period.   

Carman: And then, just to clarify to the Board so they understand, during summer when school is 

not in session, a head custodian does not receive acting pay for that position until they’ve 

done it for over twenty days.  And so his, his employee wouldn’t show the change in pay rate 

until he’d been in that position for longer than 20 days. 

Breed: Do you agree with that, Ross? 

Hume: That is correct, and that would also be true for Josh. 

Breed: Alright, go ahead. 

Carman: That’s, that’s it. 

Breed: Alright.  Ken, do you have any questions? 

Fitzsimon:  No I do not. 

Breed: Patrik? 

Antich:  No questions. 

Breed: Mr. Wedge, you’ve been passed over several times, but you seem to be a reasonably well 

qualified candidate.  What do you think your problem is? 

Wedge:  Well that brings up a whole different can of worms because I believe that the problem is 

back room gossip going on with the <FOMs ?> talking about their personnel.   

Breed: Okay.  Do, you know, did you plan on applying for any further jobs, are you foreclosed 

from doing that? 

Wedge:  I anticipate doing it if I’m offered the opportunity, yes. 

Breed: That’s all the questions I have.  Any more questions?  Okay.  You can make a closing 

statement if you like, Tim. 

Carman: Tim, from the Union.  So the, the Union basically presented evidence today that we 

believe shows that the summary was rather incomplete.  It didn’t paint the proper picture, if 

anything it seems as if it was written in a way that highlighted negative information over 

positive information.   

Fitzsimon: I’m having difficulty hearing his comments. 

Carman: Sorry, the Union in the position that we believe our evidence that the summary was 

incomplete, that the summary may have been authored in a way that highlighted negative 

information over positive information, that there was positive information that probably 

would have resulted in a different conversation by the panel, possibly a different decision as 

well.  We believe that there is evidence we presented, an email that shows a decision was 

made prior to the reviewing of the summary, which is not appropriate according the Rule, 

Section 4.  And we believe that, that David Wedge was harmed because of that.   

Breed: Where is it that it shows the decisions was made . . . 
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Carman: Give me one moment here.  So, I refer to Packet Three, the email from Teri Geist, and 

I’ll read the last paragraph, if you read the whole thing it says it twice essentially, but, the 

paragraph is “after reading your email, I am concerned that he was on a performance 

improvement, while I also noted from your email that he had made marked improvement.  I 

remained curious why we weren’t told this yesterday before we made a decision.”  I also note 

that this email is in response to the summary sent from Ms. Dickison to the panel members. 

Breed: Okay, but I understood it, correct me if I am wrong, the panel members were given the 

summary, but only later told about the issue of the performance improvement plan. 

Fitzsimon: Speak up, please. 

Breed: It was my understanding that the panel members were given the summary prior to the tine 

they made their decision, but it was only later that the issue of the performance plan came up.  

Is that correct? 

Carman: No, it’s, it’s rather hard to tell because the email strands are kind of tangled here, and 

I’ll summarize what we believe it to be and Ross can jump in if he thinks it’s incorrect.  

They, they did their interviews, they debriefed, in my opinion they made a decision, and then 

the summary was provided in which questions were brought up by the principal and vice-

principal regarding whether or not they should pick Josh, as they had decided previous to 

receiving the email with the summary, or if they should go on to the next group of three. 

Breed: Was that the extent of your remarks? 

Carman: Yes. 

Breed: Okay.  Ross? 

Hume: I have some witness to call. 

Breed: Go ahead. 

Hume: So, I will, and I have only one copy of this document.  I can have a quick break and make 

copies if that’s helpful or we can just explain it.  Everything else I have copies of.   

Breed: Okay.  I’m sorry that, I asked Tim to give a concluding statement without realizing that 

you had additional witnesses to call.  And he had been calling of his school district witnesses 

and I guess I just assumed that would be the extent of it. 

Hume: Well, I wanted to make it as part of the District presentation, rather than. . . 

Breed: That’s perfectly all, all right, but I’m going to give him a chance to make further remarks 

if he wants to. 

Hume: Okay. 

Breed: Okay?  Go ahead. 

Hume: Alright, so I am going to call Nancy Dickison back up to the stand.  So Nancy how long 

have you participated in the, in custodian promotion interviews? 

Dickison:  For three years. 

Hume: And since you participated in the interviews for Hollyrood, and you conducted the file 

review, did you provide that information to every panel member on the interview committee. 
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Dickison:  Yes, I did. 

Hume: Did Mr. Faulk have more experience as a head custodian that Mr. Wedge? 

Dickison:  As an acting head custodian, yes, correct. 

Hume: And how significant was that. 

Dickison:  That’s very significant.   

Hume: Was that a factor in your decision to select Mr. Faulk? 

Dickison:  Yes. 

Hume: So, I’m going to provide some exhibits.   

Breed: Could you identify those for Ken, please, make sure we are looking at the same . . . 

Hume: Absolutely.  I am going to start us off on E6. 

Fitzsimon: E6? 

Hume: E6, correct. 

Fitzsimon: Thank you. 

<some apparently offers exhibits to the Board - no one heard on tape> 

Breed: Yes, by all means.  Is this an extra copy? 

Hume: Oh, sorry.  <exhibits handed to board> 

Breed: Okay, fine. 

Hume: So, in your file summary, you note that Mr. Faulk has 18 months acting head custodian 

experience.  Can you tell the Board what that means to be the acting head custodian?   

Dickison: So, to be an acting head, the FOMs <?> can choose a custodian that they, in their 

school cluster, and select them as the acting head custodian if somebody is out on, is out on 

leave.   

Hume: So Mr. Faulk had 18 months as an acting head custodian experience.  And Mr. Wedge, it 

says that he has approx . . ., a little over three months acting head experience.  Is that correct? 

Dickison: That’s what I can surmise from the file, correct. 

Hume: Okay.  So, Mr. Faulk had 15 additional months experience doing the full scope of the 

Custodian B position.  Is that correct? 

Dickison: Correct. 

Hume: So, I’m going to provide you, and this is not an exhibit, so I will have Nancy explain 

what this document is.  And this . . 

Breed: Well, what is the purpose of the . . . 

Hume: So the purpose of this document is Mr. Faulk’s most recent evaluation.   

Breed: Did Ken have a chance to look at this? 

Hume: I think he has. 
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Fitzsimon:  Is this evaluation post award of the position? 

Hume: No, it is not?  The evaluation was completed and part of the file review when Mr. Faulk 

was selected. 

Fitzsimon: Okay.  Thank you. 

Breed: Go ahead. 

Hume: So Nancy, can you explain what you have in front of you? 

Dickison: Sure.  So it’s an employee evaluation of Joshua Faulk, and he, while was a Wilson 

High School, from the dates of about, the dates of the evaluation are April 2014 until May of 

2014, and the reason for her report is progress. 

Hume: Can you provide the Board a summary of that performance evaluation.   

Dickison: Sure.  So in the, so there’s a progressing for attendance, and then all the rest of the 

indicators are meets standards, and then there’s one exceeds role model, and that’s 

acceptance of direction slash change. 

Hume: Alright.  And who was the evaluator of Mr. Faulk. 

Dickison: Tim Carman. 

Hume: Okay.  And when was that evaluation completed? 

Dickison: It was dated by both Tim and Josh on May 6, 2014. 

Hume: Alright.  What else do I have?  Okay, so I’m going on to the next exhibit, oh, unless 

there’s, going on to the next exhibit, and I’m going to direct you, Nancy, to E4. 

Fitzsimon: E4, thank you. 

Hume: For for my first question for you, is, did Mr. Faulk provide letters of recommendation to 

the interview? 

Dickison: Yes, I believe he provided three. 

Hume: Alright.  Exhibit 4.  Are these the three letters of recommendation that Mr. Faulk 

submitted during his interview? 

Dickison: Yes, they are. 

Hume: Can I have you read for the Board, a letter of recommendation from Lana Penley, the 

principal at Marysville. 

Dickison: Sure.  So this is dated May 8, 2012.  To Whom It May Concern.  It is my pleasure to 

recommend Josh Faulk.  Josh was assinged to our school as an interim head custodian for 

two months in the spring of 2012.  He was reassigned when a head custodian with more 

superiority was promoted to the position.  Josh was effective from the beginning.  He met 

witrh school administration to clarify his responsbilities.  He was brought up to speed and 

executed his duties with distinction.  Through his outgoing personality and work ethic he was 

able to quickly develop strong relationships with Marysville staff.  He was always willing 

with whatever needed to be done.  In addition, Josh formed good relationships with students.  

He helped in the cafeteria each day during lunch.  Josh used this time to both ensure the 

cafeteria was clean and also as a key time to get to know our students.  He developed a 
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personal interest in them and even worked with some of our students with challenging 

behavior issues on a one-on-one basis.  Josh took a strong ownership with his specific 

assignment.  He was an effective leader with the rest of the custodial staff.  He was specific 

about what needed to be done and then worked hard to ensure the task was accomplished.  

We were sad to see Josh leave from his role at Marysville.  In a short time he had a large 

impact on our building.  He embodied what is needed in the role of head custodian, 

friendliness, work ethic, and ownership of the facility.  I personally wish him the best and 

thank him for his time here.  Lana Penley, Principal, Marysville school, K through 8. 

Hume: So Nancy is it clear that this is referencing the time that Josh Faulk was doing the duties 

of the head custodian position at Marysville? 

Dickison: Yes. 

Hume: Alright.  Can I ask you to go to the next letter of recommendation from Rob Ryan, and I 

have a couple of questions.  So can you tell us who Rob Ryan is. 

Dickison: Rob Ryan according to this is the night C head custodian at the BSC.   

Hume: Alright.  Was Mr. Faulk working at the BESC under Rob Ryan prior to being selected for 

the position at Hollyrood? 

Dickison: Yes, he was. 

Hume: So this is most recent supervisor prior to being selected at Hollyrood, is that correct? 

Dickison: Yes 

Hume: Can you read for the Board this letter of recommendation. 

Dickison: Sure. So to whom it may concern:  June 1 of 2010 was when I became the B custodian 

at Hosford Middle School.  Josh Faulk had been filling in as an acting B just prior to my 

arriving, and he stayed on as one of my night crew.  Over that summer into the next school 

year, I had the opportunity to work side by side with Josh. During this time I was able to see 

what a valuable asset he is.  Josh has excellent customer service skills and is well liked in the 

schools.  He has served in a night custodian as well as acting head.  Josh handles stressful 

situations well and makes good decisions when it comes to maintenance custodial issues.  He 

is able to balance the needs of the customer and the needs of the facilities department.  I have 

always confident and secure in leaving my school in Josh’s hands.  Josh has shown that he 

can succeed in getting a school cleaned and ready for fall courses.  He is able to unify and 

work with the crew and get everything correctly and on time.  Josh cultivates and maintains 

good working relations with everyone he works with, from the students to the principal.  I 

believe given the opportunity, Josh will excel at being a head custodian.  Currently Josh is 

working with me at the BSC and although I would hate to see him move on, I believe he 

would make an excellent candidate and if he is chosen it will be my loss and your gain.  

Signed Rob Ryan, night C Head Custodian, BSC. 

Hume: so, I have one, sorry to kind of jump us back to the other topic, but I have another 

question about Mr. Faulk’s assignment at Wilson High School where he was supervised by 

Mr. Carman.  Can you tell us how did Mr. Carman come to be the head custodian at Wilson 

High School. 

Dickison: If I remember it was, there was just a movement, and there was a gentleman who was 
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selected but was on military leave, so Tim was acting at the D Head Custodian at Wilson. 

Hume: Okay.  Did Mr. - was Mr. Carman the head custodian after Mr. Faulk was placed on the 

performance improvement plan?   

Dickison: Yes. 

Hume: Was this promotion process different than any process you’ve followed in the past? 

Dickison: No. 

Hume: No further questions. 

Breed: Tim? 

Carman: I’m going to ask about the summary that you  provided.  Do you believe after hearing 

what you heard from David when he testified that your summary was accurate in the terms of 

the time frame he was acting head custodian? 

Dickison: So the information that I gave in the file review was the information that I, that I had 

from the file. 

Carman: But do you believe that it is accurate? 

Dickison: I don’t know in the sense of the, the twenty days, so as I said, I think in my testimony, 

that it was under six months.  So, from, from what was, I couldn’t recall from the top of my 

head, because I hadn’t read my file review, or couldn’t recall the exact number, but I knew it 

was under six months, and was significantly less than Josh’s acting head experience. 

Carman: I have copies of a letter here that I am going to ask her about so I’ll pass those out. 

Breed: Thank you. 

Carman: Do you recognize this letter?   

Dickison: No, I do not. 

Carman: Was this letter part of the interview? 

Dickison: Not that I can recall. 

Carman: If I could, I received this letter in a packet from the interview notes.  From the District 

in my information request.  It was included with all the other letters that Nancy just read.   

And it was presented to the panel by Mr. Wedge here.  Did you, did . . . 

Fitzsimon: Has the document been identified in some fashion?  Do I have it? 

Carman: You, I’m, I apologize I do not have it.  Nancy, could you read it? 

Dickison: Sure.  So it’s on Whitman School letterhead, so it’s dated January 24, 2011.  To whom 

it may concern.  It is my sincere pleasure to write a letter of recommendation for David 

Wedge, who was covered for Whiteman’s head custodian from June, June 2010, to January 

19, 2011.  We were fortunate enough to have David take over for our head custodian who fell 

ill and had to take medical leave this summer.  In the eight months that David worked at 

Whitman, the building was well taken care of.  David arrived in June after the teachers had 

gone home for the summer.  However, Whitman had various summer activities as well as a 

three-week kindergarten readiness program in August that interrupted the summer cleaning 

schedule  Even thought there were many interruptions, David worked tirelessly to have our 
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buildings ready for the beginning of the school year.  General areas and classrooms were 

clean, all the floors had been mopped and polished, and extra surplus was stored or removed.  

Throughout his time at Whitman David communicated well with me and the office staff to 

ensure all tasks were accomplished in a timely manner.  He submitted and tracked work 

orders requesting much needed repairs, he cleaned and organized the custodial hallway and 

cabinets that had not been dealt with in years.  He removed all unnecessary items from an 

outside storage room and maintained all of the custodial supplies in the custodial closets.  

David also maintained outside grounds including leaf removal, trimming bushes, and 

removing debris from the roof and gutters.  I have high standard for the head custodian with 

whom I have work and expect them to take pride in their job and the building itself.  I have 

been an administrator for eleven years and have worked with multiple custodians.  David is 

one of the few who met and often exceeded my expectations.  I was disappointed when he 

was unable to apply for the position due to his level of seniority.  It was clear from his 

performance that he is more than capable to assume this position.  Sincerely, Lori Clark, 

Whitman Principal. 

Carman: Could you tell us, have you ever read this document before? 

Dickison: I don’t remember reading it.  If it was included on, in the interview packet, I don’t 

recall it. 

Carman: So, would it surprise you to hear that not only was it included in the packet provided by 

the District for the interview notes from the panel, but it is also in Mr. Wedge’s file, his 

personal record. 

Dickison: I don’t recall seeing it in the file.  I specifically called out that there was a general 

thank you note signed by, by the staff.  And I believe you have it in your hand, right now. 

Carman: Just, Just checking.  So, it’s not the one that I just showed you.  So, this is separate . . .  

Dickison: I don’t recall it being in the personnel file.  Which is common that sometimes, you 

know, that sometimes the letters don’t make it to the personnel file.  So it’s why we 

encourage the custodians to, you know, put it, have it put in their personnel file, and now we 

will make sure that this is put in his personnel file for future file reviews. 

Carman: All right, so I would like to submit a complete copy of his personnel file to the Board 

for evidence so that they can see that it is in there. 

Breed: I don’t know, Ross, will you stipulate that it was included within the personnel file? 

Hume: It’s hard for me to stipulate whether it was in the personnel at the time the file was 

reviewed.  There’s no way for me to know that. 

Breed: Okay. 

Hume: What I can stipulate is when there was an information request to provide the personnel 

file, that is a copy of everything that was in the personnel file.  So I’m not trying to be 

argumentative, I’m just saying I didn’t review the file at that time, so I don’t want to stipulate 

that it was in there, when I’m not sure, have no way to say that it was or was not. 

Breed: Well, I, I have a practical problem with it, is that Ken Fitzsimon is one the phone, and I 

don’t think there is any way that we can get these materials to him, and I really think there 

ought to be a way to deal with this a little bit, with a little bit more expedient.   
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Carman?/Hume:? Would I be able to put a few more people up to ask questions, or is that . . . . 

Breed: I probably wouldn’t limit you.  Patrik, do you have any feelings about it? 

Antich:  I don’t have any objections if you think you’ve got further folks who could provide 

insight. 

Breed: Well, I was just handed a file that must have about 30 sheets of paper in it, and I don’t 

think there is any way we can get the contents of it to you.  Do you have any thought about 

what the best way is. 

Fitzsimon: I’m sorry,  I didn’t hear the last part of the question. 

Breed: I said, do you have any thoughts about what do you think the best way to proceed is 

Fitzsimon: Well, you mean as far as this document.  

Breed: The, the new documents that, and I take it to be the complete personnel file.  That . .  

Fitzsimon: I see.  Well, if there’s, if there’s no cover sheet on the personnel file, that, a log if you 

will, of the documents contained therein, there’s absolutely no way to ascertain whether or 

not the document that is not being offered was in the personnel file at the time.  That being 

said, and if that’s the case, it has very little probative value unless there is some other 

information about why it was not in the file.  So, I’m, certainly we can receive it, but I, it, it 

won’t make much difference to me.  I’m assuming that, you know that, that the applicant or 

the appellant is a qualified person and has salutary work performance based upon the other 

information in the file.  To me, I don’t think that’s outcome determinative, unless, again, 

there’s some smoking gun about why it wasn’t in the file if in fact it was not, and I haven’t 

heard any allegation about that. 

Breed: Right.  And it’s my understanding that the panel members had the letter of 

recommendation.  Is that correct?  It was within the materials that was provided to them? 

Dickison: I honestly don’t recall, but I, but if it was in the interview notes, then it was there.  I 

mean it, it loses with some time, and you know, I’m on many interviews and you know, other 

work load. 

Breed: Tim, I understood you to say that, is . . . 

Carman: I believe that it was there.  Mr. Wedge informed me that it was.  It was included in the 

packet when I reviewed it at the administration building, and it was included in the copy I 

received for Mr. Hume.  I believe if we were to put one of our previous witnesses on the 

stand, they may be able to answer the questions. 

Hume: Well, can I just . .  

Breed: Ross? Go ahead . . 

Hume: Oh, Ross Hume.  Can I just say, I’m, I’m getting some head nods from the interview 

panel that that was part of it.  So, I’m fine to stipulate that that was, you know, part of the 

review and part of the interview process. 

Fitzsimon: So, the District is now stipulating that that document was in the personnel file at the 

time of the interview process. 

Unknown:  We got it at the interview.  We got it at the interview. 
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Breed: We just had an answer from some of the witness in the back here that said they got the 

copy of the recommendation at the interview. 

Carman:   Okay, so Nancy you, you were on the interview panel.   

Dickison: Correct. 

Carman: Okay.  And you don’t recall reading this letter? 

Dickison: I do not recall reading a letter from October, no. But I have no issue with that, and I 

have no argument that it was actually distributed at the interview.  I just can’t recall the 

specific document. 

Carman:  Okay, but you do remember reading Josh’s letters.  

Dickison:  I remember that he gave three and of those three letters were also in the personnel file, 

that’s why I noted it in the personnel file review.  I often don’t, and people are, if people give 

materials at the interview, I often don’t know that it was not in the file, and the whole panel 

would have seen those documents given out. And then we also make sure that if employees 

do give things at the interview, then I make sure that they are then in the personnel file, 

which I’ll make sure to do with this January 2011 document. 

Carman: As part of the panel, you offered, your recommendation would be to select Josh. 

Dickison: Correct. 

Carman: Okay.  And I’m hearing that you don’t recall reading this document which was 

provided at the interview by the candidate.  Is that correct? 

Dickison: Correct. 

Carman: Okay.  I don’t have any more questions. 

Breed:  Ross?  Are you all done? 

Hume: I’ve got one more witness. 

Breed: Oh, Okay.  Ken, you do not have any further questions do you? 

Fitzsimon: No, I don’t. 

Breed: Okay, I don’t either.  Patrik?  Thank you. Call your next witness. 

Hume: Mr. Daniel LeMay. 

Breed: Witness sworn. 

Hume: So, Daniel, can you tell us what position you hold with the District. 

Lemay:  I’m a facilities operation manager for the Cleveland Franklin clusters. 

Hume: Okay.  And did you supervise Mr. Faulk? 

Lemay:  I did. 

Hume: So I’m going to ask you to turn to Exhibit E5, and I apologize there is a typo on the cover 

page, it’s actually 2012 rather than 2014, but E5 is the exhibit.  So Daniel can you tell us 

what you have in front of you? 

Lemay:  I have my evaluation of Joshua Faulk while he was acting as a head custodian.   
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Hume: Okay.  Can you read the comments that you made on the second page of Exhibit 5 for 

Mr. Faulk. 

LeMay:  Which comments would you like me to read? 

Hume: All three sections, please. 

LeMay:  Okay.  Under positive attributes of this employee I wrote, Josh works well with his 

crew and the building staff/administration.  He’s responsive and professional when issues 

arise.  He also follows through quite well.  Josh is rotated around as an acting B while 

schools await promotions, and always blends well into the school and is ready to do his best 

at the school.  Under Areas Or Skills to Improve, I wrote, Josh has been progressing in his 

understanding and implementation of the computer tasks required of head custodian.  He had 

some difficulty, or he had some difficult with the weekly check lists and payroll, but I believe 

he will continue to develop this with practice and now understanding their priority.  And then 

lastly  under Manager/Supervisor comments I wrote, Josh has a lot of talent and skill in 

acting as a B head custodian.  If he can continue to develop the aforementioned items, he has 

the possibility to become an exemplary head custodian.  He can continue to develop his 

understanding and skills with the juggling of the many priorities placed on a head custodian.  

Overall he is a very valuable employee. 

Hume: And did Mr. Faulk have any excels or role models on his evaluation? 

LeMay:  He had three excels and role models in this evaluation. 

Hume: Can you tell what areas those are in? 

LeMay:  There in, there is a planning and organizing work, acceptance of direction/change, and 

teamwork. 

Hume: Are those important skills for a head custodian? 

LeMay:  I would say yes, they are. 

Hume: And can you speak to that? 

LeMay:  Planning and organizing work is essential for a head custodian.  They’re responsible for 

overseeing the crew, planning the work that is going to be done, organizing work, who’s 

going to do what work.  As far as acceptance of direction of change, head custodians should 

be willing to accept the direction of their supervisor, what needs to be done, if changes need 

to be made in the process of the building, certain things aren’t being kept up to standards that 

need extra attention, that would be important. And then lastly, I would say teamwork is very 

important, that the head custodian be able to work with their team, and participate and be a 

leader in the team environment.   

Hume: No further questions. 

Breed: Did you say no more questions? 

Hume: Right. 

Breed: Oh, Okay.  Tim, do you have any questions? 

Carman: Yes, Daniel, did you participate in the interview for Hollyrood. 

LeMay:  No, I did not. 
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Carman:  Did you give any information regarding any of the candidates to any of the panel 

members before the interview? 

LeMay:  No, I did not. 

Breed: I don’t have any questions.  Ken, do you have any questions? 

Fitzsimon: No, I don’t. 

Breed: Patrik? 

Antich:  No. 

Breed: Okay.  Thank you very much.  Any more witnesses?  Okay.  Now.  Do you have any 

further you would like to say? 

Carman: Tim from the Union.  I just want to reiterate that I believe our evidence shows that a 

decision was made . . . 

Fitzsimon: Speak, speak more clearly please. 

Carman: I just want to reiterate that our evidence shows that a decision was made before the file 

was considered, that our evidence show that the summary was incomplete, and that our 

evidence that David Wedge was harmed.   

Breed: Okay.  Ross? 

Hume: So, the District has followed the same process that they followed in the past, the same 

process that they followed with Terrence Moore.  We called candidates by seniority order, 

we interviewed each candidate, we conducted a filed review and shared that information with 

the panel, that was - -  the panel made the decision based on fidelity, merit, the content of the 

personnel file and the responses and the response to the interview questions. It was clearly 

deliberation about the content of the personnel file prior to a decision being made.  There has 

not been any violation of the promotion rules or relevant statutes.  So that’s all I have. 

Breed: All right.  Tim, anything in response to that? 

Carman: Just a reminding the Board about the email which it indicates that a decision had been 

made by the panel before the summary. 

Breed: I don’t, I, I think, you are going to have to speak up. 

Carman: I’m, I’m sorry.  So, I’m just reminding the Board about our exhibit packet and number 

three, page two, the email from Teri Geist, in which she indicates that there was a decision 

made, and the email is referring to that  decision having been made before the panel received 

the summary from the District.  And I’m reminded of the Tim Curtin case and the rulings and 

findings, because it, they are very, very well aligned in the facts of how that case was 

portrayed to the Board.   

Breed: Okay.  I’m looking at your exhibit number three.  I, I don’t know if I interpret that email 

as necessarily a final decision was reached before they were provided the, were told about the 

performance improvement plan.  Ken, do you have any thoughts on that? 

Fitzsimon: Paul, are you referring to the second full sentence in that email. 

Breed: Yeah. 
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Fitzsimon: Chose Joshua based on some concerns about Paul and David, and so forth. 

Breed: Yes. 

Fitzsimon: I see. Well, I, I think there’s a certain ambiguity in that.  It  does appear to indicate 

that at least some decision was reached.  I don’t know whether or not that constitutes a 

decision that violative of our process, or whether that was a tentative decision subject to 

ratification after all things being perused in the personnel file.  So, that’s my initial reaction 

to that.  I understand the Union’s position.  I am not certain that it pegs the motive in terms of 

probative value.   

Breed: Yes.  Patrik? 

Antich:  I am looking at the, at the other emails in response, and you know, trying to put the time 

line together.  I just, I don’t see, aside from this, maybe poorly worded sentence, that  a final 

decision was made prior to Ms. Dickison’s file review, sort of overview to the team in asking 

for feedback and, and final decision from the panel members. 

Breed: My overall impression is that our rules have been followed here.  Ken, what do you 

think?  Do you think we should take this under advisement, or do you have the same feeling I 

do? 

Fitzsimon: Well, this is sort of a paradoxical statement, but I’m very concerned about the fact 

that the, all the information was not provided at the time of the interview process, so that the 

candidates could be questioned on their reaction to the information that was in their file.  On 

the other hand, it does appear that information was provided and then a decision was reached.  

The question is whether or not it was an affirmation of a decision already reached, or whether 

than new information was weighed, and it was considered not to be outcome determinative.  

And my inclination is to say that despite my extreme discomfort with the failure to, in my 

view, assess or weigh the perhaps negative consequences of personal plan of improvement, 

it’s not my job, and I don’t think it’s the role of the commission, to substitute our judgment 

for that of the interview panel.  All we can really do is to determine whether or not they made 

a decision in accordance with our rules, even if it’s a decision that we might find 

questionable and even lacking in substantiation as far as we’re concerned.  So, having said all 

that, and in my typically long-winded way, I would believe that our rules have been 

followed, and that there’s no violation as made out by the Union. 

Breed: Patrik, what do you think? 

Antich:  I would concur. 

Breed: Okay.  Mr. Wedge, it bothers me a little bit that you seem to be a reasonably well 

qualified candidate, and being passed over three times results in you being frozen, and not 

having the opportunity to apply for further promotions.  There is a provision in our rules, and 

I haven’t seen anybody use it before, that provides that you can ask for reinstatement of your 

eligibility.  It would be up to the District.  If the District turns you down on that, you can 

appeal that to us.  And so there, as I understand it, that avenue will still available to you.  

And, that, I just want to make, make sure that you are aware of that.  And, if we have no 

further discussion, then I will declare the appeal . . . 

Fitzsimon: I would like one more statement. 

Breed: Go ahead. 
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Fitzsimon: Very briefly.  Without presupposing or prejudging any such application that you just 

alluded to, Chairman Breed, I would think it is very important that in close cases, where there 

is demonstrable positive qualities on the part of unsuccessful candidates who have been 

denied the third time, that they seriously consider whether to not it’s a good idea to, to 

perfect an appeal if the District fails to reinstate them.  You know, I, I think that when’s there 

a full and complete record as we have had here today, that it provides us a basis for a good 

decision to go forward should we have this situation arise in the future.   

Breed: Okay.  I, I don’t think there is any further discussion now, so I’ll declare the appeal to be 

dismissed.  That will be followed up with a written decision.   

 

End of Wedge Hearing 

 

Breed: And, we will go on to the next item on the agenda which is discussion of rules of 

voluntary freezing.  And the reason we brought this up here is because after the last appeal 

and hearing, we were a little bit concerned that the way that the rules on voluntary freezing 

are being administered, we wonder whether that’s truly to the advantage of the, the people 

involved, that apparently well-qualified candidates are being disqualified from applying for 

further promotions.  And I’m just wondering how folks that the rules are working, and 

whether you would suggest any changes in them.  Don’t start all at once. 

Hume: I’ll start.  So I didn’t know that this was agenda item was on, on today’s agenda.  But I 

certainly have some ideas about how I think the promotion process could play out better, and 

benefit both the District in getting the most qualified candidates, and custodian candidates in 

terms of how the freezing rules apply.  So I’m not prepared today to kind of present an 

alternative, but I would love  the opportunity to do that at a future date. 

Breed: Okay.  Tim . . . 

Curtin:  Tim Curtin for the Union. Who put this on the agenda, and I’ve never seen prior . . 

Breed: I put it on the agenda. 

Curtin:  Oh, Okay, I’m sorry . .  

Breed: Okay? Actually, there was just a little bit discussion at the conclusion of the meeting, and 

I actually was going to send out an email to people asking them to be prepared to address it, 

but for a number of reasons that didn’t happen so I thought I would just bring it up this 

afternoon.  It’s not anything that we certainly have to act on it at the moment.  We are 

generally, genuinely curious in hearing what  you think about that, because, whether you 

think that that’s something that we should be concerned about.  I also note that our rule 4.005 

provides that after a candidate is passed over for a third time the rule provides that the 

candidate shall be given the reasons, and I don’t recall evidence that that happened here.  

That would be fairly important I would think if the candidate came back and petitioned to be 

reinstated, to have eligibility reinstated.  So you might want to think about that, too.  If you 

are going to want to make a comment regarding the rules.  Yes, Tim? 

Curtin:  Tim Curtin the Union.  I had a question about what you just read.  My understanding is 

in the Civil Services you’re not allowed, you’re not, you can ask, you said if you want, if you 
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see something, it pops out, you can ask a question about hearings and stuff on certain 

matters.  But if you read that, it says that it says that after your third interview they are 

supposed to give you reasons why you were passed over and then, then you would know 

pretty much  And some people don’t ask. 

Breed: Right. 

Curtin: Some do, and some don’t.   

Breed: Right.   

Curtin: That’s how I read it. 

Breed:  The rule says if the District, or wait, wait, wait, if a candidate is passed over three times 

he or she shall be given the statement of reasons by the District.   

Hume: Paul, I think you have an old version of the rules. 

Breed: Do I? 

Hume: Yeah, so that was modified.  It’s now if the candidate is passed over three times upon 

request that candidate shall be given documentation of reasons by the District. 

Breed: Ah, okay, 

Fitzsimon: I didn’t hear that, I didn’t hear that, Paul. 

Breed: Well that’s, I’ll . . . . 

Antich:  That was our discussion. 

Breed: Yeah, right, right.  Ken, I’ve just been reading from an old version of the rules. 

Fitzsimon: Yeah, I thought it was permissive rather than mandatory. 

Breed: Yeah.  Why was that changed? 

Fitzsimon: Why or when? 

Breed: Why? 

Fitzsimon: Well, I, I don’t know. I think there was some concern about the sensibilities of the 

unsuccessful candidate.  Given, that’s a, I don’t have a specific recollection, but that’s just 

my sense of it.  

Breed:  Ross, do you know anything about that ? 

Hume: I think that’s right.  I think that there were candidates that didn’t want to hear why they 

weren’t selected, so we changed that to be more permissive so that if they wanted to find out 

why they weren’t selected then they had an avenue to do that, rather than saying, you are 

going to receive a letter saying why you weren’t selected.  But I think that that was really the 

extent.  I mean, there was kind of a comprehensive review of, of that chapter at the time.  So 

that was just one piece of it.  It  wasn’t something that was so concerning that it brought 

forward a proposal for a rule change. It was hey, since we are going to change the rule, let’s 

address this one concern.  That’s kind of <inaudible word> 

Breed: Okay.  Tim? 

Curtin:  I do have one question for you.  One question I have is I have people who ask some 
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questions on this to me and stuff and now, under the guidelines, we have so many days to file 

or receive something in your file complaint, and if you find something in that you can have 

from the time that you receive that to file?  Or from the day that you do an interview and 

didn’t know what was going on, but then something people are not informed as much as 

some of us are.  You know what I’m saying?  And they have from the time you, they hear 

from the District, that they asked why we were passed over three times, then can they file?  

After that so many days?  Or do they have to do it from the day they interview?  How does 

that work? 

Breed: Just off hand, I, I couldn’t answer that question.  If that’s something that you think is a 

problem, it, then, well it’s ambiguous, then is essentially a problem I suppose.  At any rate, if, 

why don’t you think it over and come back in the next meeting and let us know your thoughts 

on it.   

Dickison: Chair Breed, did you have a, do you have a, Nancy Dickison from the District, did you 

have a question about the voluntary freezing when a custodian, for whatever reason, declines 

the interview, and then the six months of voluntary freezing, is that your question for us to 

examine?   

Breed: If you think that the rule is not working optimally, then we would like to hear about it.  Or 

at least I would.  

Dickison: Okay.   

Breed: Guess I’m not speaking for everybody.  I also think that , I assume <?>    Okay.  Is there 

any new business? 

Hume: Actually, I have some new business. 

Breed: Okay, what  do you have? 

Hume: So, it’s kind of come clear to me in the last couple of appeals that kind of the order of 

operation is causing some speculation as to when the decision was actually made on the 

candidates selected.  So, we want to change that process by changing the order and what we 

would like to move forward doing is have the interview with the three candidates, prior to 

that, prior to that, prior to those interviews, one person, a designated person, conducts the file 

review and completes a summary of the file, and then after each of the three interviews are 

completed, provide that to the panel at that time, so that everybody has all of the information 

at the time they are making the decision and there is not any gap in time between they do the 

interviews and when they conduct their file review, so that it takes out that question about 

whether a decision was made before, you know, the personnel file was considered. 

Breed: Okay . .  

Antich:  So you’re saying, let’s take the example that we looked at today, Nancy’s email would 

go out to the panel, and then they would conduct the interviews? 

Hume: So, No, she wouldn’t send it.  So that email she would have completed that  file review 

and then interviewed the three, and then after that third interview has been completed, then 

provide that information as part of the debrief and candidate selection process.  And if you 

want to give some credit where credit is due, because this is not my idea, actually, Tim 

Curtin gave me a call and suggested this and I thought it was a really great idea and we 

would like to adopt that and I think it would take away a lot of the speculation that’s, what  I 
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think is happening now.   

Breed: Okay. 

Hume: In terms of when decisions are made. 

Breed: Would somebody like to take a crack at writing it down?   

Hume: I don’t think that  it would change in terms, I meant, I, I still think it follows Chapter 4, I 

would be happy to kind of outline to kind of outline the change in order, so you have that in 

front of you. 

Breed: Alright.  Ken, what do you think? 

Fitzsimon: I, I think it sounds like a good idea.  I’d like to see it in terms of a policy rather than a 

modification in our rule, and if the parties agree on that, then we could just tuck that away in 

our file, and we will know that that is the policy that is being followed.   

Breed: Sounds reasonable to me.  Tim? 

Carman:  The Union would ask for one small change to what Ross has just - we would ask that 

the information be provided to the panel before the interviews.  And, and discussion could 

take place amongst the panel before they conduct the interviews so see 

Fitzsimon: I, I can’t hear, I can’t understand what you are saying. 

Carman: I would ask that the information be provided to the panel before, rather than after the 

interviews. In the case that questions may come up about the contents, I believe that that 

would be better for the end goal.   

Breed: Okay.  Well, why don’t we take it up again at the next meeting, and if you have any, after 

having given it some thought, if you have any other ideas as to whether we should be doing 

thing a little bit differently, let us know then.  If we want to put this in the form of definite 

policy, then we can do it at that time. 

Hume: So, just for clarification, until we have that next meeting, should we follow our current 

process, or would it be okay to move forward in that slightly revised practice. 

Breed: Either is alright with me.  Ken?  Patrik? 

Fitzsimon: I think if the parties can meet and agree to change the process maybe it’s a two-step 

process.  One is to reach an agreement based upon the previous discussions, and then to 

further explore. And use that process as we go forward until such time as agreement is 

reached, or the matter comes before the Board on a modified process, in which the contents 

of the personnel file would be given to the interviewers prior to the interview or at the same 

time.   

Breed: Okay 

Fitzsimon: So I’d say let’s take the baby step that the parties have agreed upon, and use that as 

we go forward if that would be an improvement that both part - both sides agree.  And then 

see whether or not other, the, just the most recent suggestion from the Union would be a 

further improvement.  The District should have time to consider that so that if there is any 

practical suggestion objection to that, so forth. 

Breed: Okay.  Anything further?  In that case, I will  . . . . do we need to schedule another 
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meeting?  Yes?  No? 

 

Hume: Well, I mean, if we are going to talk about Chapter 4 . . . 

Breed: Oh, go ahead. 

Hume: If we are going to talk about, you know, ideas for the promotion process, and you know, 

if we are able to talk about, you know, this revised process, maybe we should, I, I, maybe I, 

I’ll recommend that we plan for another meeting, and then if we need to cancel, we can.  

That would be my recommendation.  

Breed: Okay.  Do we still have one more appeal? 

McClain:  No, I believe everything is resolved with this one. 

Carman: Sorry, I did have one question.  It’s my understanding that they are currently accepting 

applications for full time custodians and I was curious to hear what the plan is moving 

forward.  I’d heard various versions of  the story, but nothing official. 

Dickison: Thank you, I was going to suggest that we possibly not have the meeting, do we have 

them on the third, or is it the first? 

McClain:  Third. 

Dickison: The third Thursday? 

Breed: Usually, Yes. 

Dickison: I don’t know if we will have the list ready by then, so right now we do have an open - 

we do have a posting for a full time custodian civil service position.  It should close around 

December 17
th

 or 18
th

, and then I believe the exam is on January 8
th  

and  

Unknown:  8
th

 . . .  10
th

  

Dickison: 8
th

 and 10
th

, so we should, wouldn’t be really be able to probably conduct interviews 

and be able to generate a list until maybe early February.  So, I think maybe via email we can 

maybe project a date  where we believe the list will be ready so we could combine agenda 

items so that we wouldn’t have to meet just a one off just to approve the new eligibility list. 

Breed: Okay, that, that sounds like a good idea to me.  We also have to do our annual report, but 

maybe we can just circulate that by email so we don’t have to deal with it at a meeting.  What  

dates do we have available for meetings. 

McClain:  Well, if we are waiting for after February, the third February, the third Thursday in 

February is the 19
th

. 

Breed: February 19
th

?  Does that work for everybody? 

Antich:  Is that an in service day or something? 

McClain:  That’s Chinese New Year .  But you know we don’t always have it on the third 

Thursday, it could be later than that.  The third Thursday in March is the 19
th

.   

Breed: February 19
th

? 

Fitzsimon: Fine with me. 
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Breed: Okay, that will be it.  4:00. 

Fitzsimon: Okay. 

Breed: And, with that I’ll declare this meeting adjourned,  Thank you. 

Meeting adjourned at 3:04. 


