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The Meeting was called to order by Vice-chairperson Paulette Van der 

Kloot at 7:00 P.M. Members present: Ms. Cugno, Ms. Guzik, Mr. 

O’Keefe, Mr. Scarpelli, and Ms. Van der Kloot (5 present and 2 absent). 

Also present: Superintendent Belson, Assistant Superintendent Nelson, 

Director of Elementary Education Caldwell, Headmaster Krueger, 

SEPAC Chair Aluia, MASC Representative Hardy, Medford 

Transcript Reporter Vladimir Shuorin, Citizens Michael Cugno and C 

Stopier Murphy. Member Falco joined the meeting at 7:10 P.M. 

 

All rose and saluted the Flag. Vice-chairperson Van der Kloot stated the 

purpose of the meeting (see attached agenda). 

 

Superintendent Belson provides an introduction to the items on the 

agenda and describes the working documents in the hands of the 

Committee. Specifically: 

• Committee of the Whole Minutes of April 15, 2010 

• Superintendent’s introduction memo to April 15, 2010 meeting 

• School Committee Meeting Minutes of July 19, 2010 

• Dr. Krueger’s Report to School Committee on July 19, 2010 

• Behavioral Contract-Social Probation (Dr. Krueger) 

• Dr. Krueger’s December 9, 2010 Update Report on Social 

Probation with current listing. 

• SEPAC Review of Social Probation Policy and Recommendation 

 

Superintendent called upon Dr. Krueger to make a presentation.  



Dr. Krueger reviews his report for the Committee. It is noted that 

there are currently twelve students listed by violation category and 

duration of social probation sanction. Four are listed as indefinite 

based upon an existing felony delinquency complaint. Since these 

four are actually suspended from school there is some question if the 

term social probation actually applies to them since they are not 

students in attendance during the regular day. 

 

Mr. O’Keefe queries if the Court reduces the Felony Delinquency, 

will the student be re-admitted.  The answer from Dr, Krueger is 

“Yes.” 

 

Mr. O’Keefe expresses his dislike for the term “Probation” because 

it is a “Court” word. He feels it should be re-labeled. 

 

Mr. O’Keefe asks if there any out of district students on social 

probation. Superintendent responds that there is a student who is 

placed out of district for safety reasons. Determination of that 

student’s status is now pending at OCR. That student is not part of 

the list presented to the Committee. 

 

Ms. Guzik comments that she sees a broader application of the term 

“Probation” because it is often used in academic circles to describe 

student standing. Ms. Cugno agrees. 

 

Mr. Scarpelli reviews his perceptions of the previous discussions on 

“Social Probation.” In particular he is concerned about the 

following: 

• Use of the word “Indefinite” for lesser offenses. 

• How to help students as well as punish them. 

• The automatic 30 day penalty for first offenses 

• Doesn’t want parent punished for student behavior. Citing the 

practice of Seniors who recognize their parents with a 

ceremony at their last home games.  

• Feels that students who participate in athletics and theater etc. 

are making a special contribution to the school and community 

and should be given some consideration under this rule. 

 



Ms. Cugno doesn’t want students to feel they get a “free pass” for 

first time offenses. Also, there should be no favoritism to certain 

groups over other groups. All should be treated equally. 

 

Dr. Krueger explains that discipline is progressive. That a class 

cut by itself will not trigger social probation. It is generally 

around the third time that an offense like class cutting would 

merit social probation for a month. Dr Krueger expressed 

concern that budgetary limitations had cut back his use of 

Saturday detention. The Superintendent commented that Dr, 

Krueger had discretion on how he spent his budget allocation and 

that other choices could be made. 

 

Mr. Falco indicates that he has no problem using the term “social 

probation.” He asks about the process and who administer 

discipline. Dr. Krueger responds that most actions are taken at 

the submaster level. 

 

Vice-chairperson Van der Kloot asks MASC Representative 

James Hardy to provide his perspective based upon his experience 

working with other districts. 

 

Mr. Hardy makes the following points: 

• A suspended student does not need to be listed as on “social 

probation.” 

• Some districts have separate codes of conduct for different 

groups and it is built into their policy.  

• The MIAA has rules but many schools have more strict 

rules than the MIAA sanctions. MIAA does not interfere 

with local decisions as long as they meet the minimum 

penalties prescribed by the MIAA 

• More schools have set “even” rules for all offenders 

• Progressive discipline is the norm for most places.  

 

 

Vice-chairperson Van der Kloot comments that there is a “gray “ area 

involved when determining which offenses should be considered 

“major” or “minor.” She also raised the issue of parental 

responsibility. An important concern is the timing of consequences. 



 

Mr. O’Keefe: spoke on the need for long term assistance for students 

with drug and alcohol problems. They need motivation and support. 

 

It was explained that the “Drug and Alcohol Policy” calls for a review 

by the school nurses office to determine if the student is “clean.’ The 

test is done outside the school by a reliable clinic and forwarded to the 

nurse’s office. 

 

Ms. Guzik queried if students out of school get make up work. The 

answer is yes. 

 

SEPAC Chairperson Aluia talked about her group’s recommendation 

that parents/guardians be allowed to chaperone a student on social 

probation to an important education event. Vice-chairperson Van der 

Kloot indicated that the situation is not new. Permission has been 

given in recent times. However, sometimes the parent cannot be 

available. Ms. Aluia felt that it had to be the parent or guardian. 

 

Dr. Krueger commented that “Social Probation” is not for academic 

issues. Students are allowed to stay for make up work and other 

related academic assistance such as counseling. 

 

Vice-Chairperson Van der Kloot asked if the penalty term of “social 

probation” included vacations and was it based on a “calendar 

month” as opposed to total school days. The answer was that it 

included vacations and was based upon the actual calendar month. 

 

Vice-Chairperson Van der Kloot in the first sentence of the focused on 

the contract document. She asked that the word “will” be  

substituted for the word “may” in the first sentence of the contract. 

Also, that the form needs a “Date Line.” Both suggestions will be 

incorporated into the contract. 

 

Mr. Scarpelli wants to sure that a student is notified of his/her status. 

Vice-Chairperson Van der Kloot asked that the definition of ‘social 

probation” be put on the backside of the contract with information 

that a parent can request an “academic exemption” when necessary. 

 



Mr. Scarpelli commented that this was a good start, but that he still 

had issues. Specifically: 

• Use of indefinite time frame. 

• Concern for missing major events like graduation  

• Concern for athletes and others participating in time sensitive 

activities. Potential use of MIAA template. “Kid who represents 

the city needs some relief.” 

• First offense vs. repeated offenses 

• Need for clear student help provisions 

• Understanding that drug and alcohol  and violence situations are 

different from general offenses 

 

Superintendent Belson offered the term “Conditional” as an alternative 

to “Indefinite.” Essentially, if the student meets the “conditions” of the 

contract, then social probation would be lifted. The conditions would be 

spelled out in the contract. 

 

Ms. Guzik queried, “What exceptions will be allowable?” What other 

tools are available for smaller offenses? 

 

Committee agreed to allow the contract to go forward and that the topic 

would be revisited as we continued our overall policy review. 

 

The Committee now moved its attention to the Draft Bullying Plan. 

 

The Superintendent reviewed the suggested process and referenced the 

need to submit a plan to the DESE by December 31, 2010. 

 

Assistant Superintendent Nelson introduced an introductory piece to 

the document that outlined the responsibilities of all involved. 

Particular emphasis was given to the concept of “shared responsibility” 

with parents. 

 

Mr. Falco agreed that there needs to be ‘shared responsibility” if this is 

to work. 

 

Mr. O’Keefe suggested that we use channel 15 to promote awareness in 

the community of this plan. 

 



Assistant Superintendent Nelson pointed out additional enhanced 

language on pages 6, 7, 8, and 9.  The Committee also looked over the 

reporting forms included in the plan. Feedback from principals and 

others will be explored. 

 

Ms. Guzik asked if there should be a differentiated plan for older and 

younger students. Superintendent replied that the State Plan is not 

grade sensitive. It would be the responsibility of the district to use 

“common sense” when applying the plan across the grade levels. 

 

Ms Guzik expressed the concern that every effort would be made to 

protect individuals who reported incidents of bullying. 

 

Mr. Hardy commented that the plan looked good and appeared to be in 

compliance with the statue and DESE requirements.  

 

The Superintendent asked if the Committee felt that the Draft Plan was 

acceptable to them pending modifications based upon input from the 

committee, public, and staff. The consensus was that the “Plan” was in 

the right direction and that with some changes would be ready for 

submission to the state. 

 

The administration will be meeting with Principals next Tuesday to go 

over the plan again and further adjustments would be brought to the 

committee’s attention prior t a vote at our December 20, 2010 meeting. 

 

On the motion of Mr. Falco and seconded by Mr. Scarpelli, the meeting 

was adjourned at 9:40 P.M. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


