





	 

	

	 


 

	


 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION 

DR. THOMAS J. HAJZUS, : 
Petitioner : 

:  Teacher  Tenure  Appeal
 v. : No. 1-03 

: 
PETERS TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DISTRICT, : 

Respondent : 

OPINION 

Dr. Thomas J. Hajzus appeals to the Secretary of Education (“Secretary”) from 

the decision of the Board of School Directors (“Board”) of the Peters Township School 

District (“District”) concluding that Dr. Hajzus was not demoted. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Dr. Thomas J. Hajzus was hired by the District to serve as the principal of 

Peters Township High School in July of 1990. (Tr.1 119). 

2. Dr. Hajzus received “exceeds expectations” ratings for the 1991-1992, 1992-

1993, 1993-1994, 1995-1996, 1996-1997, 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 school years and 

“meets expectations” ratings for the 1994-1995, 1997-1998 and 2000-2001 school year.  

(Tr. 1518-1519). 

3. Dr. Hajzus received merit bonus payments for the 1998-1999, 1999-2000 and 

2000-2001 school years. (Tr. 1520). 

1 Tr. refers to the Transcript of Proceedings before the Peters Township School Board.  There are ten 
volumes with the pages being numbered consecutively from 1–2147. 
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4. On January 25, 2002, Dr. Hajzus submitted a letter, in confidence, to Dr. 

Diane Kirk, Superintendent of Peters Township School District, disclosing psychiatric 

conditions that he was experiencing. (SD2 25). 

5. On February 25, 2002, Dr. Kirk met with Dr. Hajzus for a midyear evaluation 

whereby she handed him a letter stating that he was being put on paid administrative 

leave until further notice. (Tr. 1787). 

6. At that time, Dr. Kirk expressly prohibited Dr. Hajzus from entering any 

school building and from speaking with any District employee, student or parent about 

District business. (SD 36). 

7. Dr. Kirk also informed Dr. Hajzus in the February 25th letter that he was 

required to undergo an independent medical examination and that upon her review of the 

report, Dr. Hajzus would be notified when his leave period would end. (SD 36). 

8. On April 24, 2002, Dr. Charolette Hoffman, the psychiatrist who evaluated 

Dr. Hajzus, provided Dr. Kirk with a psychiatric evaluation of Dr. Hajzus. In the report, 

she recommended that Dr. Hajzus should return to full-time employment with 

accommodations for late arrivals and brief breaks during the workday if needed.  She also 

stated that regular meetings between Dr. Hajzus and Dr. Kirk would be beneficial and 

that after six months, Dr. Hajzus would no longer need special scrutiny.  (SD 27). 

9. On that same day, Dr. Hoffman wrote to Ira Weiss, the attorney who 

represented Dr. Hajzus for several school board hearings, providing the same 

recommendations as stated above and also specifically providing that Dr. Hajzus should 

be permitted to return to his regular duties as principal.  (SD 26). 

2 SD refers to an exhibit of the Peters Township School District. 
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10. There were no discussions between Dr. Hajzus and Dr. Kirk regarding 

providing accommodations for Dr. Hajzus in his position as principal.  (Tr. 593). 

11. Dr. Kirk and the school board discussed creating a new director’s position 

about a year prior to creating the position of Director of Special Programs and Projects.  

(Tr. 126-127). 

12. Dr. Kirk drafted a description of the position of Director of Special Programs 

and Projects less than a week before the school board approved the final version. (HX3 

4). 

13. No one discussed the possibility that Dr. Hajzus would be recommended for 

the position of Director of Special Programs and Projects until May 9, 2002.  (Tr. 25-26). 

14. On May 13, 2002, at a Special Meeting of the Board of Directors, the Board 

approved Dr. Kirk’s recommendation to create a new position of Director of Special 

Programs and Projects.  (Tr. 1520). 

15. At that same meeting, the Board also voted to assign Dr. Hajzus to the newly 

created position. (Tr. 1520). 

16. Public comments at the meeting demonstrated a negative view of the 

District’s reassignment of Dr. Hajzus.  (SD 3). 

17. Dr. Hajzus learned of his reassignment by way of a letter from Dr. Kirk 

dated May 14, 2002. (Tr. 1603, SD 4). 

18. Dr. Hajzus retained the same salary, level of benefits and tenure status upon 

his reassignment.  (Tr. 84-85). 

19. Following his reassignment, Dr. Hajzus was assigned to an office located in 

the basement of the Educational Support Facility.  (Tr. 33). 

3 HX refers to an exhibit of Dr. Thomas J. Hajzus. 
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20. All other directors are located on the main floor with waiting areas, 

restrooms, lunch areas, mail facilities and copy equipment.  (Tr. 83). 

21. Dr. Hajzus has to pass through the technology department work area to get to 

his office and must pass through the maintenance garage to get to a restroom.  (Tr. 33). 

22. When Dr. Hajzus started in his new office, he had no telephone, password 

for his email account, printer, fax machine, filing cabinets, or chairs for any visitors and 

very few office supplies. (SD 41). 

23. A secretary was not assigned to Dr. Hajzus. (Tr. 33). 

24. As principal of the high school, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to 

supervise and conduct classroom observations of 85 teachers.  (Tr. 14-19). 

25. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to interview potential teacher 

candidates, screen applications and set up interview teams.  (Tr. 16-17). 

26. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to evaluate the two Assistant 

High School Principals. (HX 1). 

27. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had three clerical assistants. (Tr. 33). 

28. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility for creating and maintaining 

the master teacher schedule, which includes courses for teachers and students, lunch 

periods, study halls, room assignments and duty periods.  (Tr. 14-15). 

29. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility for managing all educational 

activities for the 1050 students at the high school. (Tr. 13, 22-25). 

30. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to supervise extracurricular 

activities, including athletics, as well as the graduation ceremony.  (Tr. 22-23). 
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31. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to supervise all pupil services, 

including guidance, health, attendance, instructional media and pupil records.  (HX 1). 

32. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the overall responsibility for student discipline 

and behavior. (HX 1). 

33. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to ensure the collection, 

safekeeping, and accounting of all monies where the operating budget was somewhere 

between $750,000 and $1,000,000. (Tr. 51). 

34. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had the responsibility to ensure that the buildings 

and school grounds were safe and were properly maintained.  (HX 1). 

35. As principal, Dr. Hajzus had numerous other duties related to community 

and parent relations, reviewing rules and procedures, enhancing professional growth, and 

completing all reports required by governmental agencies.  (HX 1). 

36. As Director of Special Programs and Projects, Dr. Hajzus coordinates federal 

programs including the development of the annual plan for allocating those funds.  (HX 

4). 

37. As Director, Dr. Hajzus coordinates the Home-Schooling Program.  (HX 4). 

38. After meeting with the parents and students involved in the Home-Schooling 

Program, Dr. Hajzus must excuse himself from the meeting to have the Assistant 

Superintendent sign the form.  (Tr. 50-51). 

39. As Director, Dr. Hajzus is responsible for all aspects of the Child Accounting 

Process. (HX 4). 

40. The Child Accounting Process consists of a tabulation of numbers in order to 

generate state and federal reimbursements.  (Tr. 93-94). 
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41. As Director, Dr. Hajzus works in conjunction with the Assistant 

Superintendent to coordinate district-wide assessment programs.  (HX 4). 

42. As Director, Dr. Hajzus is responsible for seeking grants. (HX 4). 

43. As Director, Dr. Hajzus is responsible for the English as a Second Language 

(“ESL”) Program.  (HX 4). 

44. As Director, Dr. Hajzus works in conjunction with the Assistant 

Superintendent to develop and operate an educational foundation.  (HX 4). 

46. As Director, Dr. Hajzus attends professional conferences as directed by the 

Superintendent to ensure knowledge of applicable laws and regulations and “to obtain 

information regarding best practices in the field of education.”  (HX 4). 

47. As Director, Dr. Hajzus had no budgetary authority for the 2002-2003 school 

year. (Tr. 52, 87). 

48. In November of 1989 a Committee of the Middle States Association of 

Colleges and Schools visited and reviewed the high school finding that there was a 

“serious breakdown in the confidence, trust and mutual professional respect” and that a 

priority should be to “re-establish a positive and trusting climate” at the school.  (HX 8, 

Tr. 813-814). 

49. In December of 2001 a Middle States Committee commended the 

administration for maintaining “a positive, business-like and respectful atmosphere” and 

“for fostering a positive school climate conducive to achievement.”  (HX 23: p. 28, 33). 

50. The Peters Township Federation of Teachers conducted a climate survey at 

the schools within the district sometime prior to June 21, 2001.  (Tr. 1771). 
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51. On June 21, 2001, Dr. Kirk provided the results of the survey to Dr. Hajzus 

with a short note stating that “[t]he individual results from most buildings are acceptable, 

even favorable” and listing a few district-wide concerns, none of which related to morale.  

(Tr. 1771). 

52. Under the Act 93 Compensation Plan for Administrators and Supervisors, 

there must be a goal-setting meeting, a midyear conference and an end of the year 

conference between each administrator and his or her immediate supervisor.  (HX 25). 

53. The supervisor is required to complete a written evaluation following both 

the midyear and end of the year conferences.  (HX 25). 

54. From 1997 onward, Dr. Kirk had these responsibilities; however, she only 

sporadically provided either oral or written evaluations to Dr. Hajzus.  (Tr. 1776 – 1788). 

55. Dr. Kirk did not alert Dr. Hajzus of her dissatisfaction with morale at the 

high school until her letter of May 14, 2002 reassigning Dr. Hajzus. (Tr. 1773-1774). 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

A demotion in position of a professional employee occurs when that employee’s 

reassignment results in a decrease in salary, authority, status or prestige.  Walsh v. Sto-

Rox School District, 110 Pa. Cmwlth. Ct. 421, 532 A.2d 547 (1987).  The burden of 

proving that a reassignment in position constituted a demotion rests with the professional 

employee.  Department of Education v. Kauffmann, 21 Pa. Cmwlth. Ct. 89, 343 A.2d 391 

(1975). A demotion can occur even where the employee’s salary remains the same.  

Smith v. School District of Darby Twp., 388 Pa. 301, 130 A.2d 661 (1957). A demotion 

is a reassignment to a position that has less importance, dignity, authority, prestige or 
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salary. Walsh v. Sto-Rox School District, 110 Pa. Cmwlth. Ct. 421, 424, 532 A.2d 547, 

548 (1987). If there is a demotion, the professional employee has the burden of proving 

that the demotion was arbitrary, discriminatory or founded on improper considerations.  

Filoon v. Middle Bucks Area Vocational-Technical School, 160 Pa. Cmwlth. 124, 634 

A.2d 726 (1993). 

DISCUSSION 

Dr. Hajzus alleges that his reassignment from high school principal to Director of 

Special Programs and Projects was a demotion.  We conclude that Dr. Hajzus has met the 

burden of proof necessary to establish that a demotion occurred and that the demotion 

was made arbitrarily and founded on improper considerations.  Accordingly, we reverse 

the Board’s decision. 

A. The Reassignment of Dr. Hajzus from High School Principal to 

Director of Special Programs and Projects was a Demotion 

It is undisputed that after his reassignment, Dr. Hajzus retained the same salary, 

level of benefits and tenure status that he had as high school principal. Therefore, the 

issue in this case is whether the importance, dignity, responsibility, authority and prestige 

were diminished when Dr. Hajzus was reassigned to be the Director of Special Projects 

and Programs. 

In comparing the job descriptions and duties of a high school principal with the 

Director of Special Programs and Projects, one can immediately see that as Director, Dr. 

Hajzus has less responsibility and authority in his new position. Further investigation 

reveals that the importance, dignity and prestige of Dr. Hajzus’ duties as principal were 
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lessened when he was reassigned to be the Director of Special Programs and Projects.  

Despite the title of “Director” and though allegedly part of the central administration, the 

creation of the position was simply a method to demote Dr. Hajzus while attempting to 

conceal that fact. 

1. Diminished responsibility and authority 

As principal of the Peters Township High School, Dr. Hajzus had the 

responsibility to supervise 85 teachers, interview potential teacher candidates and 

evaluate two assistant principals. (Tr. 14-19, HX 1). He created and maintained the 

master teacher schedule that includes all courses for teachers and students, managed all 

educational activities for the 1050 students at the high school and supervised all 

extracurricular activities, including athletics and graduation. (Tr. 13-15, 22-25). He 

supervised all pupil services, including guidance, health, attendance, instructional media 

and pupil records. (HX 1). He ensured the collection, safekeeping and accounting of all 

monies for an operating budget of an amount between $750,000 and $1,000,000 as well 

as ensured that the buildings and school grounds were safe and were properly maintained.  

(Tr. 51, HX 1). He had numerous other duties related to community and parent relations, 

reviewing rules and procedures, enhancing his professional growth and completing all 

reports required by governmental agencies.  (HX 1).  Dr. Hajzus was the central figure in 

the high school that supervised all of the teachers, faculty, staff and students and oversaw 

all educational and extracurricular activities. Dr. Hajzus had an enormous responsibility 

in managing the high school and was afforded the authority necessary to carry out that 

job. 
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However, this responsibility and authority were diminished when he was 

reassigned to the newly created position of Director of Special Programs and Projects that 

was not allotted any budgetary authority during the 2002-2003 school year. (Tr. 52, 87). 

In this new position, Dr. Hajzus has only two tasks for which he is the coordinator: 

federal programs and the Home-Schooling Program.  (HX 4). However, the Home-

Schooling Program would consist of only a limited number of students within the District 

and Dr. Hajzus does not even have full responsibility and authority for the program.  It is 

undisputed that after meeting with the parents of a potential home-schooled student, Dr. 

Hajzus must excuse himself from the meeting to have the Assistant Superintendent sign 

the appropriate form.  (Tr. 50-51). Even though Dr. Hajzus is new to the position, it is 

not reasonable that after being a principal for almost 12 years, he is not permitted to make 

a decision regarding home-schooling without having to run somewhere for a signature. 

The job description provides other responsibilities that require Dr. Hajzus to work 

“in conjunction with the Assistant Superintendent”, specifically to coordinate district-

wide assessment programs and to develop and operate an educational foundation.  (HX 

4). Though it is unclear as to how much responsibility and authority Dr. Hajzus has in 

both of these duties, what is clear is that he is not fully responsible for either one, as he 

must work “in conjunction with the Assistant Superintendent.” 

There are two job duties for which Dr. Hajzus is primarily responsible.  He is 

responsible for the Child Accounting Process as well as the English as a Second 

Language (ESL) Program.  (HX 4). However, as with the Home-Schooling Program, the 

ESL Program would also involve only a limited number of students within the District 

and likely would not involve anywhere near the 1050 students for whom Dr. Hajzus had 
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been responsible when he was high school principal. The Child Accounting Process 

seems to be the only duty that Dr. Hajzus has that affects the entire district; however, it 

does not seem to require him to work directly with any students.  Instead, the job requires 

some type of tabulation of students in order to generate state and federal reimbursements.  

(Tr. 93-94). 

Similar to the situation of Dr. Hajzus, in the case of Joyce v. Spring-Ford Area 

School Dist., 600 A.2d 1302 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1991), Principal Joyce was transferred into a 

newly-created position, Principal / Coordinator of Special Programs and Elementary 

Education, within the district’s central administration.  As Principal / Coordinator, she 

was primarily responsible for: “special instructional programs including programmatic 

and fiscal administration of certain Federal programs; development and fiscal 

administration of grant applications; planning activities for program development and 

facilities; recruitment, selection, and development of personnel; curriculum monitoring 

and evaluations; and general administrative services.”  Id. at 1304. 

Ms. Joyce claimed that her transfer was a demotion.  The court agreed with her 

stating that her “supervisory and evaluative duties decreased tenfold.” Id. at 1305. 

However, Ms. Joyce had much more responsibility and authority than does Dr. Hajzus 

upon his reassignment. As described earlier, in contrast to Ms. Joyce, Dr. Hajzus is 

primarily responsible for only two programs, one of which is the ESL program that likely 

consists of only a limited number of students.  Ms. Joyce was also given wide-ranging 

responsibilities in hiring new personnel; Dr. Hajzus was given no responsibility related to 

hiring. (HX 4). When questioned at the School Board hearing, Dr. Kirk stated that Dr. 
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Hajzus would be involved in the hiring process; however, this was months after the job 

description was created. (Tr. 155-156). 

Though Dr. Hajzus is given the title of “Director” and is compared to other 

directors in central administration, his responsibility and authority have been diminished.  

He no longer oversees a significant number of students nor supervises any teachers or 

assistants. He coordinates programs with the Assistant Superintendent whereby he does 

not have full authority. Though he may need guidance when first learning the job, the job 

description should state that Dr. Hajzus is responsible for the duties listed if that is the 

intended outcome.  However, the job description provides for only two duties where he is 

“responsible.” (HX 4). In contrast, the job description provides for two duties where he 

“works in conjunction with the Assistant Superintendent” and two where he 

“coordinates” the Home-Schooling Program and federal programs.  (HX 4). However, as 

already demonstrated by the Home-Schooling Program where Dr. Hajzus has to leave the 

meeting to obtain the Assistant Superintendent’s signature, “coordinates” does not mean 

being fully responsible for a program. 

On those programs where he is given full authority, he works with only a limited 

number of students, such as the ESL Program, or no students at all, such as in seeking 

grants. The only professional development that is described in his job description is to 

attend professional conferences as directed by the Superintendent.  (HX 4). As Director 

of Special Programs and Projects, Dr. Hajzus has a diminished level of responsibility and 

authority from that which he had as principal of the high school. 
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2. Diminished importance, dignity and prestige 

Dr. Mary Anne Battaglia, Director of Curriculum, testified that upon her 

reassignment from elementary school principal to Director of Curriculum, many people 

congratulated her and that she considered the reassignment to be a promotion.  (Tr. 188-

189, 192-194). However, there is no evidence that anyone congratulated Dr. Hajzus 

when he was reassigned to the newly created position of Director of Special Programs 

and Projects. On the contrary, the public comments at the May 14, 2002 Board meeting 

demonstrate a negative view of Dr. Hajzus’s reassignment.  (SD 3). Though both have 

the title of “Director” and are housed in the Educational Support Facility, the reactions to 

their reassignments were at opposite ends of the spectrum.  This is only one indication 

that the new assignment of Dr. Hajzus was not what the District purported it to be – a 

simple reassignment.  Instead, the importance, dignity and prestige that Dr. Hajzus had as 

principal were diminished when he was reassigned.  As a result, there was no reason to 

congratulate Dr. Hajzus. 

As was the case with Ms. Joyce, Dr. Hajzus was not allowed to retrieve his 

belongings from his office once he was put on administrative leave.  In her letter of 

February 25, 2002 assigning Dr. Hajzus to administrative leave, Dr. Kirk prohibited Dr. 

Hajzus from entering any District building without Dr. Kirk’s “prior, explicit 

permission.”  (SD 36). Although it is unclear from the record below at what point Dr. 

Hajzus was able to retrieve his personal belongings, on May 21st, Dr. Hajzus was still 

attempting to retrieve his belongings from his former office.  (SD 42). 

For the new position of Director of Special Programs and Projects, Dr. Hajzus 

was given a small office located in the basement of the Educational Support Facility.  (Tr. 
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33). In order to reach the office, Dr. Hajzus has to pass through a work area used by the 

technology department.  (Tr. 33). All other directors are located on the main floor of the 

building with professional waiting areas and have easy access to restrooms, lunch areas, 

mail facilities and copy equipment.  (Tr. 83). Dr. Hajzus must walk through the 

maintenance garage to get to the closest restroom.  (Tr. 33). 

On his first day of work in his new position, Dr. Hajzus, like Ms. Joyce, did not 

have a telephone in his office. (SD 41). Dr. Hajzus also did not have a telephone number 

or password for his email account.  (SD 41). He did not have a printer for his computer 

nor did he have a facsimile machine or scanner.  (SD 41). He had no filing cabinets and 

no chairs to accommodate visitors.  (SD 41). No secretary was assigned to assist Dr. 

Hajzus. (Tr. 33). It is doubtful that a principal would find himself or herself in the 

basement away from the other administrators without a secretary and with no telephone 

or printer. 

B. The Demotion of Dr. Hajzus was Arbitrary 

and Founded on Improper Considerations 

The decision by the District to demote Dr. Hajzus was made arbitrarily and was 

founded on improper considerations.  Dr. Kirk often refers to an issue of morale at the 

high school yet she never addressed the problem with Dr. Hajzus.  She only sporadically 

provided evaluations to Dr. Hajzus thus depriving him of the opportunity to improve on 

what Dr. Kirk considered problem areas.  Also, Dr. Hajzus was demoted after Dr. 

Hoffman determined and recommended that Dr. Hajzus be allowed to continue in his job 

as principal of the high school. 
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1. Morale at the high school 

In November of 1989, one year before Dr. Hajzus became principal of the high 

school, a Committee of the Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools visited 

and reviewed the high school. The report stated that there were “clear signals…of a 

serious breakdown in the confidence, trust and mutual professional respect that must 

characterize the relationship between a school faculty and its district administration.”  

The Middle States Committee followed with a recommendation that “[t]he priority 

objective should be to re-establish a positive and trusting climate…”  (HX 8, Tr. 813-

814). Clearly, by 1989, there was an issue of morale within the high school, namely 

between the faculty and the administration. 

However, in December of 2001, only six months before Dr. Hajzus was demoted, 

the Middle States Committee commended the principal, staff and faculty for working 

well together as well as the faculty, staff and administration for maintaining “a positive, 

business-like and respectful atmosphere to which the students seem to respond well.”  

The Committee further commended the administration “for fostering a positive school 

climate conducive to achievement.”  (HX 23: p. 23, 33) According to the Middle States 

Committee, an objective evaluative group, communication and morale had improved at 

the high school. 

From the time that Dr. Kirk became Superintendent and began supervising Dr. 

Hajzus in 1997, Dr. Kirk never brought up the issue of morale with Dr. Hajzus until her 

letter of May 14, 2002 reassigning him.  (Tr. 1773-1774). Even in her evaluations, Dr. 

Kirk did not mention low morale.  She completed a final evaluation of Dr. Hajzus during 

the first week of July 2002 and provided a transcript of the evaluation conference to Dr. 
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Hajzus. (HX 26). According to the transcript, during the entire conference, Dr. Kirk 

never once mentioned morale, yet this evaluation followed her recommendation to 

“reassign” Dr. Hajzus by only three weeks. (HX 26).  It is logical that if low morale were 

truly a part of the reason that Dr. Kirk demoted Dr. Hajzus, she would have included that 

reason in his final performance evaluation (which is the only time she ever rated his 

performance as needing improvement.) 

Dr. Kirk references a climate survey conducted by the Peters Township 

Federation of Teachers as demonstrating the low morale in the high school yet when she 

sent the findings to Dr. Hajzus, she merely stated, “…individual results for most 

buildings are acceptable, even favorable” and never mentioned low morale at the high 

school to him.  (Tr. 1771). Only when questioned at a Board hearing more than three 

months after reassigning Dr. Hajzus did Dr. Kirk state that she was concerned about 

morale at the high school following this survey.  (Tr. 537-538). This is yet another 

example of Dr. Kirk failing to communicate her concerns to Dr. Hajzus about his 

performance at a point when Dr. Hajzus would still have had the opportunity to make any 

necessary changes. 

2. Sporadic evaluations 

The Act 93 Compensation Plan for Administrators and Supervisors requires that 

each year there must be a goal-setting meeting, a midyear conference and an end of the 

year conference between each administrator and his or her immediate supervisor.  (HX 

25). The supervisor is required to complete a written evaluation following both the mid-

year and end of year conferences. (HX 25).  From 1997 onward, Dr. Kirk had these 

responsibilities; however, she only sporadically provided either oral or written 

16 




 

evaluations to Dr. Hajzus. (Tr. 1776-1788). These should have been opportunities for 

Dr. Kirk to address with Dr. Hajzus any problems that she thought were occurring. 

For example, in her testimony before the Board, she testified that the climate 

survey results showed that some teachers were concerned that they were treated unfairly 

and that there was favoritism.  (Tr. 537-538). But Dr. Kirk never addressed these 

potential problems with Dr. Hajzus.  She never used the evaluations to provide any 

criticism regarding these problems that she says existed but instead, waited until her 

decision to reassign Dr. Hajzus to tell him about her concerns.  Either her concerns were 

not as prevalent as Dr. Kirk claims or she failed to address her concerns, as she should 

have done in the numerous evaluations that she was required to complete.  In fact, during 

the school years that Dr. Kirk supervised Dr. Hajzus, she rated his performance as either 

“exceeds expectations” or “meets expectations” each year (except 2001-2002 where he 

received a “needs improvement” after he was already reassigned) and he received merit 

bonus payments for three successive school years.  (Tr. 1518-1520). 

In her letter of May 14, 2002 reassigning Dr. Hajzus to his new position, Dr. Kirk 

cites issues with his management style as well as violations of curriculum mandates, 

improper record keeping, and “direct violations of the spirit and the letter of school 

district policies.” (SD 4). However, once again, Dr. Kirk had not addressed these issues 

in the midyear and final evaluations nor does she provide any support in the May 14th 

letter for the allegations. (SD 4). As Dr. Hajzus’ supervisor and with an evaluation 

approach in place, Dr. Kirk should have provided any criticism of or concerns to Dr. 

Hajzus as the problems arose.  Instead, she waited until Dr. Hajzus had already been 

demoted to alert him of her dissatisfaction with him as principal.  
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Whether Dr. Kirk harbored concerns regarding the morale at the high school or 

any other issues is irrelevant because the issues were not addressed in any significant 

fashion if at all. The Act 93 Compensation Plan provides for biannual written 

evaluations that should have been used to convey to Dr. Hajzus any concerns Dr. Kirk 

had with his performance as principal of the high school.  At best, she provided sporadic 

evaluations that failed to address the concerns contained in her letter of May 14th. 

Therefore, Dr. Hajzus was never afforded the opportunity to improve on the aspects of 

his performance as principal that Dr. Kirk claims were problematic. 

3. Recommendations of Dr. Mikhail and Dr. Hoffman 

In her May 14th letter to Dr. Hajzus, Dr. Kirk stated that she recommended to the 

Board that Dr. Hajzus be reassigned to the new position of Director of Special Programs 

and Projects and that her “recommendation was consistent with the reports of Dr. Mikhail 

and Dr. Hoffman.”  (SD 4). However, her statement is inaccurate. 

Dr. Mikhail, who had been treating Dr. Hajzus for at least eight months prior to 

Dr. Hajzus being asked to obtain an independent evaluation, sent a letter on January 24, 

2002 to the District stating that Dr. Hajzus “is capable of performing his job as a high 

school principal.” (HX 14). This clearly contradicts Dr. Kirk’s decision to reassign Dr. 

Hajzus to a new position. 

On April 24, 2002, after treating Dr. Hajzus for two months, Dr. Charolette 

Hoffman provided Dr. Kirk with a psychiatric evaluation recommending that Dr. Hajzus 

return to full-time employment with accommodations until the end of that school year 

(less than two months at that time).  (SD 27). The evaluation does not state or even 

suggest that Dr. Hajzus be placed in a job other than high school principal.  (SD 27). On 
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that same day, Dr. Hoffman wrote to Ira Weiss, the attorney who represented Dr. Hajzus 

up to and including several school board hearings, stating that the letter should 

“supersede Dr. Hajzus’ letter to Dr. Kirk of January 10, 2002. (SD 26). Dr. Hoffman 

provided the same recommendations as stated in the psychiatric evaluation and she 

specifically stated that Dr. Hajzus should be permitted to return to his regular duties as 

principal. (SD 26). 

Despite the recommendations of both Dr. Hoffman and Dr. Mikhail and despite 

the accommodations suggested by Dr. Hoffman, Dr. Kirk admits that she never discussed 

the possibility of Dr. Hajzus returning to his job with all, some or even none of the 

suggested accommodations.  (Tr. 591-594). Instead, Dr. Kirk recommended to the Board 

that Dr. Hajzus be reassigned to a new position with a hastily created job description. 

Interestingly, the job description for Director of Special Programs and Projects states 

three times that “reasonable accommodations may be made to enable individuals with 

disabilities to perform the essential functions.”  (HX 4). Despite the District’s attempt to 

have the job description appear to accommodate Dr. Hajzus, the decision to move Dr. 

Hajzus to that position is directly contradictory to the medical opinions of two 

psychiatrists. Dr. Kirk requested an opinion from Dr. Hoffman but then did not consider 

that opinion beyond including the same disability provision in the job description three 

times. 

There was no reason for the District to reassign Dr. Hajzus to a new position 

merely because his psychiatrist suggested accommodations in his current position as high 

school principal. Dr. Kirk improperly considered the suggested accommodations by 

deciding that they “were undue responsibilities on the District” without ever having 
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discussed them with Dr. Hajzus and without attempting to determine if any of the 

accommodations were feasible.  (Tr. 591-594). There were less than two months of 

school remaining when Dr. Hoffman suggested accommodations for Dr. Hajzus – that 

was a time when Dr. Kirk should have addressed these accommodations with Dr. Hajzus 

and determined whether they were feasible in his position as principal. 

Thus, the District’s decision to demote Dr. Hajzus was arbitrary and founded on 

improper considerations. The District failed to properly consider Dr. Hoffman’s 

suggested accommodations and it failed to take into account the lack of notice that Dr. 

Hajzus received about any alleged problems with his performance as principal. 

Accordingly, we enter the following: 

ORDER 

AND NOW, this 5th day of August, 2003, it is hereby Ordered and Decreed that 

the decision of the Peters Township School Board finding that Dr. Thomas J. Hajzus was 

not demoted is overturned.  It is hereby Ordered and Decreed that the demotion was 

arbitrary and based on improper considerations. 

____________/s/___________________ 
      Dr. Vicki L. Phillips 
      Secretary of Education 

Date Mailed: August 6, 2003 
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