
Joint Meeting of Amherst, Amherst-Pelham Regional and Pelham School Committees and Union #26 
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 – High School Library 
 
Laura Kent (ASC/RSC)     Thomas Colomb, Esq. 
Katherine Appy (ASC/RSC)    Kathryn Mazur 
Vira Douangmany Cage (ASC/RSC)    
Trevor Baptiste (PSC/RSC)    Absent: 
Steven Sullivan (RSC)     Tara Luce (PSC) 
Anastasia Ordonez (ASC/RSC)    Sarah Dolven (RSC) 
Darius Modestow (PSC) 
Emily Marriott (PSC/RSC) 
Cara Castenson (PSC) 
Phoebe Hazzard – by conference call (ASC/RSC) 
 
SET I – Executive Session 
By unanimous roll call vote of each committee, the committees entered Executive Session in the High 
School Cafeteria at 6:20 pm for the purpose of negotiations with non-unit personnel.  Ms. Kent said that 
the chairs received info on 6/27/16 which will inform the scheduled Executive Session.  Mr. Baptiste 
asked that the meeting be recorded so there is no mis-recollection of what occurred.  Mr. Baptiste made 
a motion for an audio recording of the Executive Session in accordance wi th information he has from the 
Attorney General’s office.  Ms. Cage seconded.  The motion was defeated with 3 in f avor (Baptiste, 
Sullivan, Cage) and 7 opposed (Kent, Appy, Ordonez, Modestow, Marriott, Castenson, Hazzard) . 
 
Ms. Cage expressed concern about the presence of Ms. Mazur as a conflict of interest.  She then moved 
to excuse Ms. Mazur from the session.  Mr. Baptiste seconded.  The motion passed with 6 in favor (Cage, 
Baptiste, Sullivan, Ordonez, Modestow, Marriott) and 4 opposed (Appy, Kent, Hazzard, Castenson).  Ms. 
Mazur left the Executive Session at 6:30 pm. 



A JOINT Meeting of the Amherst, Amherst-Pelham Regional, Pelham School Committees 
Executive Session Minutes #2 

 
Laura Kent, Chair (ASC/RSC)     Thomas Colomb, Esq. 

Katherine Appy (ASC/RSC)       
Vira Douangmany Cage (ASC/RSC)     Absent: 
Trevor Baptiste (PSC/RSC)      Tara Luce (PSC) 

Steven Sullivan (RSC)      Sarah Dolven (RSC) 
Anastasia Ordonez (ASC/RSC) 

Darius Modestow (PSC/RSC) 
Emily Marriott (PSC/RSC) 
Cara Castenson (PSC) 

Phoebe Hazzard – by conference call (ASC/RSC) 
 

(See Executive Session Minutes #1 submitted by K. Mazur) 
 
 

Attorney Tom Colomb cautioned the committee that we couldn’t address the evaluation in 
executive session. 

 
Attorney Tom Colomb discussed a phone call followed by an email his firm received with 
informal claims and a request for separation from the district provided by Mike Long, attorney 

for Superintendent Geryk.  Colomb explained the Superintendent believes she has claims against 
the committee(s) and members and has put forward the terms of the separation.  Included in the 

non-exhaustive list of claims were violations to the contract, constitutional claims, defamation, 
ethics and emotional distress. The Superintendent requests 3 years’ salary (2 for committee 
claims, 1 for individual) and health insurance benefits. Colomb stated no formal demand letter 

has been received at this point but he had requested a formal letter from Attorney Long at his 
earliest convenience.   

 
Mr. Baptiste stated that he was not “moved” by the threat of a lawsuit and it undermines our 14 th 
amendment.  He continued to suggest turning the tables especially with no formal allegations 

presented.  Ms. Ordonez discussed the contract in place as a way to protect an employee and 
their employment rights.  She questioned the future of a lawsuit and the merit in the informal 

demand letter and the claims presented.  Attorney Colomb responded that he is anticipating a 
formal demand letter from Attorney Long later in the week and is suspecting it to be of 
substantial size. 

 
Mr. Modestow emphasized the intention of the chairs in wanting to have this meeting as soon as 

possible following receiving this information and to share the information with the committee 
about the current situation.  Ms. Cage questioned the commitment of the chairs to the school 
committees and not to the superintendent.  She raised a concern about having one lawyer 

representing all three districts, our insurance and questions about what can be made public and 
when that would be feasible. 

 



Attorney Colomb responded that this is a serious claim and advised us on the process until the 
committee receives a formal demand letter.  He stated it could potentially be settled through the 

insurance process but a claim attorney is usually assigned and we could lose some control in 
negotiations.  He also advised that many insurance companies have specific coverage around 

breaches of contract and often the employer would be found responsible for lost wages instead of 
an increase in insurance premium (which could be a result of ethics, constitutional violations).  
He also recommended if the committee was interested in any form of reconciliation, significant 

public discussion could hinder that outcome. Mr. Modestow felt that employee confidentiality is 
pertinent until a formal claim is received and Attorney Colomb echoed that confidentiality of 

negotiations with both individual members of the committee going public can magnify the 
defamation claim presented. 
 

Mr. Baptiste stated that he has identified a pattern where the Superintendent isolates and 
delegitimizes individuals (as demonstrated by Attorney Long’s letter to Amanda Drane, reporter 

for the Gazette) and this same tactic is being exercised for dubious claims.  He feels we need 
better leadership. 
 

Mr. Modestow asked Attorney Colomb what the options are regarding how the contract could 
playout.  Colomb responds with four options: decline negotiations with the Superintendent, 

expect the Superintendent to fulfill contract responsibilities, claim the Superintendent breached 
contract or terminate for cause with 120 days’ notice that will likely be litigated.  
 

Ms. Appy stated that if we do the above “we deem the claims aren’t warranted” and the 
expectation would be to fulfill contract.  Mr. Baptiste stated we should find cause to terminate 

the Superintendent. Ms. Cage said “just cause for discharge” could include investigating any 
civil rights complaints against the district.  She requested from Attorney Colomb and Chair Kent 
to identify any open complaints or pending litigation against the district and to also present to the 

committee the Superintendent’s attendance and sick time in understanding the claim re: 
emotional distress.  The question was raised about what vacation and personal time could be 

exercised by the Superintendent.  Mr. Baptiste claimed there was potential criminal action by the 
Superintendent for “impugning the reputation of the police chief”. 
 

Ms. Ordonez raised the option of potential negotiation with the Superintendent versus the 
implications of a lawsuit.  Through her experiences, there was value in avoiding a public 

situation that diminishes that attractiveness of the district moving forward.  Ms. Appy recalled 
the difficulty the committee had in identifying qualified candidates in the last Superintendent 
Search to come to Amherst.  She felt strongly about the need to hire a good Superintendent, 

protect our finances (in regards to litigation), provide leadership in representing the district and 
have a thoughtful pause about the next steps. 

 
Mr. Baptiste responded that he always has the district in its best interests.  He made an analogy 
to the separation being “with a scalpel and not a hacksaw”.  He felt that finding cause for 

termination and “fight after the fact” would allow the committee to control the narrative to 
engage in separation negotiations with the Superintendent. He stated that the “personal 

exoneration the Superintendent has placed on herself can take itself and go” and these actions 
have created our reputation.   



 
Ms. Marriott questioned of Attorney Colomb to present to the committee which paths are 

available for consideration now, before we receive the formal demand letter. Colomb reiterated 
the scenario of beginning negotiations, not entertaining any negotiations and expect the 

Superintendent to fulfill the duties in which the possibility of litigation remains with claims of 
constructive discharge or fire for cause and terminate the contract.  
 

Mr. Modestow raised the question on whether the Superintendent would attend the scheduled the 
upcoming retreat to prepare for next year and Ms. Marriott noted that the evaluation was listed 

on this evenings meeting in which she is absent.  Ms. Ordonez felt that if the potential to let her 
go would be the will of the committee, litigation was probably inevitable.  Ms. Castenson said it 
would probably be better if the committee had cause to terminate the contract if faced with 

litigation and the claims of breach of contract versus negotiations are anticipatory to the formal 
letter.  Ms. Appy noted that if we were to terminate the contract for cause, it was highly likely 

that the claims presented would move forward and potentially termination could be viewed as 
more evidence to the original claim.   
 

Ms. Hazzard questioned what paths were available within negotiations, do the lawyers talk? Can 
the parties hire a mediator to find a bottom line and discuss the terms of the release especially 

because there were claims against the committee and against individual members?  Ms. Marriott 
felt that we must notify the insurance company when we receive the formal letter or if we tried to 
terminate the contract.  Mr. Modestow pointed out that most superintendent separations in other 

districts are for one year’s salary and health insurance until another job is acquired. 
 

Attorney Colomb advised the committee to be receptive to negotiations however the ask is a lot.  
Employees always have to consider the readiness of another placement.  Mr. Baptiste jumped in 
saying to fire the superintendent for cause because the district needs better leadership instead of 

impugning school committee members.  Attorney Colomb pointed out in the Superintendent’s 
claims that prior and pending reviews and evaluations could be used against us in terms of 

breaching the contract.  Mr. Modestow felt that if litigation is brought, it would probably become 
a claim through the insurance.  Attorney Colomb stated that insurance companies often do not 
cover back wages, as opposed to unlawful discrimination and emotional distress, and this would 

potentially need to come out of district funds.  He also advised that if the Superintendent files a 
complaint, it will quickly make its way to a media outlet and the defamation allegation could be 

risky. 
 
Ms. Appy felt that the most responsible thing for the district would be to negotiate with the 

Superintendent, confirm the request for separation and avoid litigation and a media narrative that 
could be detrimental to the future of the district.  It allows us to protect the district with least 

cause.  Ms. Marriott questioned on whether she would stay, clarification in the perception of our 
irresponsibility instead of working out the issues.  Ms. Cage felt it was our “fiduciary 
responsibility” to act “disinterested and maintain a position of power and strength” and 

referenced the complaints from a previous employee and parent that were told to “take it to 
court”.  Mr. Baptiste highlighted his agreement with Ms. Cage and Ms. Appy to take the path of 

least risk.  He wondered in waiting longer if DESE (Dept. of Elementary and Secondary 
Education) could find reason to revoke the license of the Superintendent with the pending 



complaints and the district has strong cards to play in the settlement.  Ms. Ordonez contributed 
that there was strength in negotiations.  She noted her experiences with lawsuits and their hefty 

costs when compared to a potential buy-out.  She felt it would potentially maintain money for the 
district and thinks we figure out the terms and propose no continuation of a relationship.  Ms. 

Cage clarified that her “end goal isn’t to go into litigation” but to use assessment and timing as 
leverage in the best way to create a smooth transition. 
 

Mr. Modestow asked of Attorney Colomb when we could expect a formal demand and maybe 
after it is received we should entertain negotiations at that time.  Colomb responded that we have 

been presented with a financial demand and with the non-exhaustive list presented, he will 
expect a pretty pointed demand letter.  A next step could be that Attorney Colomb would 
approach Attorney Long with the facts that wrongs have been alleged and the committee wants 

to sever the relationship.  The committee can give specific authority for Colomb to use in 
negotiations stating the ask for 3 years is “off the charts” and clarify specific terms that provide 

protection to the committee. 
 
Ms. Cage asked if Assistant Superintendent Morris would be the interim superintendent and what 

the next steps of the committee would be?  Would a search committee be formed? 
 

Ms. Cage asks if it is possible to state this body has entertained just cause as a form of posturing?  
Mr. Baptiste echoed the power of threat in that we need to stick together and negotiate for the 
district.  Ms. Cage exclaimed that if she is an individual named and the recourse for an individual 

than to “bring it on”.  Attorney Colomb stated he understands that Ms. Cage feels strongly but 
that would probably bring an individual lawsuit and the intent of negotiations would be to have 

all committee members released.  Ms. Appy asked a clarifying question that the negotiation were 
for all committee members including the individual claims presented.  Attorney Colomb said the 
goal is for release of all committee members in the best interests of the reputation of the 

committee and the Superintendent. 
 

Ms. Ordonez asked about the process, narrating that Colomb would negotiate with Attorney 
Long and then what happens next?  Attorney Colomb said that the committee can give very 
specific authorization with a ceiling to “X” and provide broad guidelines in which he would 

check in with the chair and report back to the committee every step of the process.  He also noted 
that in accordance with the law, all final negotiations must be approved in open session.  Ms. 

Appy stated the most expedient way would be for Attorney Colomb to negotiate.  He 
recommended having a collective, “no brainer” number and he would have a conversation with 
Attorney Long about where they sit.  Mr. Modestow made a motion of salary up to two years 

(what’s left on contract) and health insurance coverage until employed.  Mr. Baptiste asked to 
amend the motion that he felt two years was high and proposed one and one-half year salary with 

health insurance coverage until employed. Chair Kent took a roll call vote on the motion 
presented and it unanimously passed. (Baptiste, Aye; Ordonez, Aye; Appy, Aye; Kent, Aye; 
Hazzard, Aye; Marriott, Aye; Castenson, Aye; Cage, Aye; Sullivan, Aye; and Modestow, Aye.) 

 
Chair Kent announced that Superintendent Geryk was not present for the public part of the 

session this evening and we would table the formal evaluation until the next meeting.  She 
explained it was still important to discuss the evaluation process which hasn’t been followed in 



an effort to cut liability on behalf of the district (based off contractual claims).  Attorney Colomb 
reminded the committee that the process isn’t completed and the evaluation must take place in 

open session.  If we comply with the requirements on individual evaluations and discuss the 
content for a summative report, this could be viewed in a compliant manner.  Mr. Modestow said 

all members should have the opportunity to add additional information.  Mr. Baptiste said that by 
law we cannot change the record of our employee and Mr. Modestow responded that no scores 
would be changed and all members could have the opportunity to review their individual 

evaluations and resubmit them if they wanted to.  Ms. Appy questioned where we can 
logistically reassess the evaluations and Mr. Modestow said that no performance rating scores 

could be changed but members could reassess the comments to be compliant.  Attorney Colomb 
recommended that if members wish to they can supplement their initial response.   

Chair Kent put a motion on the table to adjourn to Public Session to publicly deliberate about 
matters pertaining to the evaluation process and had a roll call vote.  Unanimous vote to adjourn. 

Respectfully submitted: Laura Kent 



From: Gini Tate gtate@mhtl.com
Subject: FW: Maria Geryk

Date: June 27, 2016 at 11:47 AM
To: Katherine Appy AppyK@ARPS.ORG, Darius Modestow modestowd@arps.org, Kentl@arps.org

FYI

Regina Williams Tate, Esq.
Murphy, Hesse, Toomey, and Lehane, LLP
300 Crown Colony Dr.
Quincy, MA 02169

617-479-5000
gtate@mhtl.com

From: Mike Long [mailto:mlong@long-law.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 9:55 AM
To: Gini Tate
Cc: mariageryk@gmail.com; 'Office'
Subject: Maria Geryk

Gini,

I will forward a formal demand letter on Maria Geryk’s behalf, but wanted to follow up on our
discussion of last week before you meet with the three chairs.

A non-exhaustive list of claims/causes of action  includes: contract violations related to evaluation,
violations of 
Maria’s liberty/reputation interests protected by the 14th amendment and section 1983, defamation,
invasion of privacy, interference with contractual relations,  illegal racial discrimination under c.151B
and Title VII, constructive discharge, violations of the OML and state ethics laws under c. 268A,
 intentional and negligent  infliction of emotional distress. I reserve the right to supplement this list.

To resolve these claims with a release, a resignation, and other appropriate language for a separation
agreement, Maria will be paid the remaining two years on her contract plus an additional sum equal to a
third year of pay to resolve  claims against two  individual defendants whose actions are not covered by
c.258.  We propose this transition occur as soon as possible, and that the districts continue health
insurance benefits by assuming 100% of the premium costs until she obtains other employment-if she is
able to do so with the existing press and publicity generated by  some members of the committees.

Please excuse the informal tone, I am trying to get something to you fro your meeting this morning.

Mike Long

Executive Session #1

mailto:gtate@mhtl.com
mailto:mlong@long-law.com
mailto:mariageryk@gmail.com


                                          Executive Session 

                                               July 20, 2016 

location: professional development center Amherst Regional Middle School 

 

In attendance: 

Darius Modestow, Chair (Union#26)                                        attorney: Tom Colomb 

Katherine Appy (Union#26/RSC) 

Trevor Baptiste (Union#26/RSC)    Absent: 

Vira Douangmany Cage (RSC)    Laura Kent (Union#26/RSC) 

Stephen Sullivan (RSC)     Sarah Dolven (RSC) 

Phoebe Hazzard (Union#26/RSC)   Tara Luce (Union#26) 

Emily Marriott (RSC) 

Anastasia Ordonez (RSC) 

 

Called to order at 6:05 pm 

 

Darius M, chair of Union 26, called meeting to order and asked attorney Tom 

Colomb to update the committee. A demand letter from Superintendent Maria 

Geryk arrived at 11:00 am that morning. Tom C. handed copies of the letter out to 

committee members explaining that the letter should be collected at the end of 

the meeting. 

It was voted unanimously that the letter would be collected at the end of the 

meeting. Vira DC questioned a potential conflict of interest with our current 

attorney, Tom C., given that he works for the same firm that has represented the 



Supt prior to this negotiation. Tom C. felt confident that he could represent the SC 

and described his work. The rest of the SC felt comfortable with Tom remaining 

the representing attorney and saw no conflict of interest that a colleague of his- 

who no longer represents the district, represented the Supt. and the SC in the 

past. 

The committee took time to read the letter individually. 

The letter (included with minutes) described demands on the part of the Supt and 

grievances pertaining to her contract and treatment by the committee and with 

named individual members.  Darius M. and Trevor B. felt unimpressed by the 

demand letter. 

Tom C. has spoken with Michael Long, attorney for Maria G., and suggested to 

Mike L. that the committee would consider paying a year separation (the 

committee had voted unanimously in the previous executive session to give Tom 

C the power to offer up to a year and a half to secure the separation), but 

certainly not 3 years as demanded in the letter. Tom also said that the Supt. had 

agreed to extend the deadline for the evaluation until July 29th so the committee 

could continue to be in compliance with the contract. 

Tom C. stated that the Supt. wanted to negotiate with the whole committee. He 

thought that she wanted an opportunity to be able to say her piece and describe 

in person her experience. Trevor B. favored this approach. He stated that he 

wanted to be able to offer the Supt. a chance to apologize. He described feeling 

strongly about this primarily because the demand letter identified him and Vira 

DC as people the Supt. accused of both breaching her contract and defaming her. 

Other committee members felt that a meeting with the Supt. and the committee 

as a whole was not in the best interest of the committee and could jeopardize a 

successful outcome to the negotiation. 

At this time Tom C asked for legal questions regarding the claim. 

One question was, will the insurance company see the demand letter? 



The insurance company will get a copy of the demand letter. The insurance 

company will most likely not be involved until and unless this case goes to 

litigation. In that case, there are also only some parts of the demands that the 

insurance company would potentially cover. It would be unclear how much if any 

of the financial claim would be covered and there would most certainly be an 

increase in ongoing premium costs.  The attorney stated at that time he has not 

seen our insurance policy.  

There was some discussion at this point about the insurance settlement with a 

former teacher in the district and the increase in premium costs related to that 

settlement. It was also made clear that any costs not covered by the insurance 

company would be paid by the district.  

How serious is this claim? 

Strongest claims are contractual claims. Defamation would be harder to prove. In 

any case, Tom C. believes “this would be a very messy case, long and drawn out.”  

He also stressed that her contractual claims could put her in a good spot. 

Monetarily, what should breach of contract cost? 

Value of contract could be part of settlement. Damages for more re: her claims 

that the treatment and public defamation make her “unemployable” are more 

unlikely. 

Trevor Baptiste: “This is not any more impressive then the last legal letter I got 

from Maria’s attorney. . . .  I am convinced that we need a change of leadership.” 

Anastasia O.:  We need to decide how the Supt. goes out. We need to think of the 

district and what will be best going forward. We are going to have to hire a new 

Supt. which will be very difficult if we are in a protracted litigation. 

Katherine A.:  We have financial considerations as well as what will be best for our 

schools. A long drawn out litigation could really damage our district and distract 

from the work. It could also be very expensive. 



Phoebe H.:  If we don’t win this case, it could cost much more in legal fees and the 

final settlement than this potential agreement. 

Vira DC believes that there should be a counter claim.  

Tom C. explains that it would be a counter letter, not a counter claim. 

Vira DC states that because she is one of the people named in the letter, she is 

not afraid of the litigation. She said: “Bring it on.” Trevor B. agrees and states: 

“We should not be afraid to litigate.” Trevor B. describes his desire to be “put on 

the stand.” 

Emily M. states that this is not helpful and will not move things forward. 

The discussion returns to the negotiation. 

Vira DC is concerned that if this agreement goes forward there will be no 

evaluation and that this was perhaps the Supt.’s plan. 

Katherine A asks why the Supt. would not want the evaluation done given that 

even with the non-compliant evals included she still achieved overall proficient 

scores:  “I would think she would want the evaluation done so that people don’t 

think this is the reason she’s leaving”.  

Tom C. explained that if we did a public evaluation then the individual evaluations 

may not be public record, but rather or possibly personnel records. If we did not 

do the evaluation, the individual evaluations would definitely become public 

record. 

The discussion returns to other pieces of the agreement. 

Given that the committee has already voted for the financial piece of the 

agreement what else would be involved in settling the claim?  

Tom C. describes that we must make sure the language is legally satisfying--that 

there will be non-disparagement language, the financial language, the issue of the 

evaluation as well as the issue of release of claims and confidentiality. 



Trevor B. asks if the committee would get a better deal if he and Vira DC were not 

included in the release of liability. Tom explains that perhaps that would help 

financially in the short run, but, for example, if Trevor or Vira were subsequently 

sued, their attorneys would most likely turn around and sue the school 

committee. So in the long run it made best sense to get a release for all 

individuals as well as the committee as a whole. 

Trevor B argued against a non-disparagement clause in the agreement. He said he 

wanted to go out and tell his side of the story to whomever he wanted. Other 

committee members felt this wasn’t a helpful tactic.  

Emily M. left the meeting. 

The conversation returned to potentially meeting with the Supt. as a whole 

committee.  

The committee then voted 4-3 (Aye: Modestow, Appy, Hazzard, Ordonez / Nay: 

Baptiste, Cage, Sullivan) to have the next effort of the negotiation be lawyer to 

lawyer and not with the whole committee. 

The committee discussed lowering the offered financial settlement to one year. 

There was discussion back and forth about the amount. The committee decided 

to stay with the year-and-a-half vote which could then include all releases for 

both individuals and the committee. 

Tom C. will be in touch with Laura Kent, chair of the Amherst Regional School 

Committee, with further updates. 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:32 pm by unanimous vote 

 

Respectfully Submitted: Katherine Appy 



LONG & DiPIETRO, LLP 

MICHAEL J. LONG 
ROSANN DiPIETRO 
AMY L. LEUCHTE 
JOSHUA R. COLEMAN 

JOSEPH P. LONG 
OFCOUNS[L 

VIA EMAIL tcolomb@mhtl.com 

Thomas Colomb, Esq. 
Murphy, Hesse, Toomey & Lehane 
300 Crown Colony Avenue, Suite 410 
Quincy, MA 02169 

A I T O R N E Y S A T L A W  
175 Derby Street 

Unit 17 
Hingham, MA 02043 

www.long-law.com 

July 20, 2016 

TELEPHONE (781) 749-0021 
FACSIMILE (781)749-1121 
EMAIL@LONG-l,AW.COM 

Re: Presentation of Claims Pursuant to Section 4 of Chapter 258 of the General Laws 

Dear Mr. Colomb: 

As you know, I represent Maria Geryk, the Superintendent of the Amherst, Pelham, and 
Amherst-Pelham Regional School District in connection with her employment. She is employed 
under the te1ms of an agreement, which is scheduled to expire on June 30, 2018, subject to roll 
over provisions. We hope to meet with you and the Committee or representatives provided they 
are authorized to reach a binding agreement, which will be voted publicly, consistent with the 
Open Meeting Law. If a group of the Chairs or other representatives are not authorized to bind 
the Committees, we are prepared to meet with the Committees as a whole. 

BACKGROUND - CONTRACT TERMS 

The employment agreement contains an arbitration clause which permits arbitration when 
"there is a dispute about an express term of the specific provision in this agreement." Paragraph 
5 of the agreement defines the Superintendent as the "chief executive officer of the committees" 
authorized "from time to time to make regulations, rules and procedures deemed necessary for 
the districts; and, in general, perform all duties, incidents of the office of superintendent. .. " Id. 
The committee is required by the contract to refer "all criticism, complaints and suggestions 
called to their attention to the Superintendent for study and recommendation" or, alternatively, 
eliminate such matter from consideration in the Superintendent's evaluation process. The 
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committee is required to "recognize the superintendent's legitimate authority as defined in the 
Massachusetts General Laws." As I had previously pointed out, the Superintendent is well 
within her legal authority to issue "No Trespassing" or "stay-away" orders in connection with the 
operation of the schools. See Tyrell v. Wholey, 567 F. Supp. 2d. 279 (D. Mass. 2008.) As to 
the evaluation process, "specific details of the goals and performance criteria will be mutually 
agreed upon ... " Art. 14. 

BASIS FOR CLAIMS 

We were asked by Attorney Tate to provide a formal demand letter. By outlining the 
basis for potential claims we intend only to comply with that request, mindful that the purpose of 
this type of co1Tespondence is to provide a platf onn for constructive, but difficult discussion. 
We reserve the right to expand the potential claims 

In my May 4, 2016 correspondence to Mr. Trevor Baptiste, Chair of the Amherst-Pelham 
Regional School District Committee, I described factual matters relating to the April 12, 2016 
Amherst-Pelham Regional School District Committee meeting which in part give rise to these 
claims. Without reviewing all the details, Mr. Baptiste led the regional committee in a 
discussion of the Superintendent's actions in a matter over which the Region had no.authority. I 
am attaching a copy of my May 4th correspondence for your review, and for incorporation by 
reference into this correspondence. I note that my public records request, contained in the last 
paragraph on page 3 of my letter, remains unanswered. I renew that request through you. I f  you 
will not accept this letter to you as a proper request for public records, please advise me and I 
will contact Mr. Baptiste directly as custodian. I also request that all documents sought be 
embargoed or collected, such that they are not deleted, destroyed, or otherwise spoliated. 

The Regional School District discussion in April related specifically to a "No Trespass" 
or "stay-away'' order issued by the Superintendent in her capacity as Superintendent of the 
Pelham Committee. On May 3, 2016 the Superintendent prepared an extensive response to the 
April 4, 2016 complaint filed by Aisha Hiza, the Pelham parent against whom the order was 
issued. The Superintendent's extensive packet of documentation was provided to the Pelham 
School Committee at its meeting on Thursday, May 5, 2016, a meeting at which you and I were 
in attendance. During the course of that Executive Session Mr. Baptiste, in response to Darius 
Modestow's summary of Ms. Geryk's report and status, stated the he "can't find fault with 
Maria'' in terms o f  the manner in which this investigation was dealt with. He was concerned that 
a certain branding "had become toxic," and the perception of that the matter had been fueled by 
"specious hearsay." He stated he was not seeking a particular outcome, but he wanted people to 
think broadly "about how things play out in the commwnty." He did indicate that in his view 
"what wasn't perfect was communication." In speaking about the possible perception, Ms. Hiza 
he used the tenn "crazy chick." Despite Mr. Baptiste's private comments in Executive Session 
which appeared to be supportive of the Superintendent, his public behavior has been just the 
opposite. The Committee, particularly Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Vira Douangmany Cage, have 
continued an extensive discussion in the public domain and on various social media to attack the 
Superintendent. Mr. Baptiste implies, and Ms. Douangmany Cage states Ms. Geryk is a racist. 
How are we to reconcile the apparent hypocrisy between Mr. Baptiste's private comments with 
his public behavior? If the matter is resolved, how are we to trust that Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Vira 
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Douangmany Cage will comply with reasonable and customary confidentiality and non-
disparagement language? 

The remaining members of the school committees have done nothing to correct the 
factual record and have taken no steps to control these en-ant members or repudiate the 
speculation, innuendo, and "specious hearsay" they propagate. The school committee has the 
authority to take action to censor Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Vira Douangmany Cage, but appears to 
have made the deliberate choice not to do so. It would have been appropriate to censor these 
individuals under the Committees' authority recognized in TUiner v. City of Boston, 462 Mass. 
511, n. 22, (2012). The Committee's failUl'e to act suggests the committee has tacitly approved 
these outrageous public comments and other comments discussing the SuEerintendent's 
evaluation. Further, although the committee has indicated as recently at its July 13 meeting that 
steps need to be taken to correct "non"compliant" evaluations, the gist of the evaluations done by 
Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Vira Douangmany Cage, which I have reviewed, appear to have been 
transmitted into the public domain prior to finalization. 1bis violates Ms. Geryk's contract, 
privacy rights, and her agreed upon evaluation process with the attendant damaged her 
reputation. Perhaps recognizing the wrongfulness of  their evaluation comments, some members 
o f  the Committee have attempted to retrieve their evaluations, perhaps with intent of making
amendments to mitigate their liability.

As these actions were taken by public officials apparently operating under the color of 
state law, and as no attempt was made to check these slanders, their behavior violates 42 USC 
§1983, which protects Ms. Geryk's procedural due process rights and substantive due process
rights. It also violates 42 USC 1985 ( c ), which prohibits conspiracies to deprive individuals of
their civil rights. Additionally, Ms. Geryk's substantive due process rights are at stake precisely
because the full committees had a contractual duy to ensUl'e compliance with agreed upon terms,
were aware of  the danger or the injury to her professional reputation and chose to ignore it. Not
only does Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Vira Douangmany Cage's behavior shock the conscience, but
the committees' apparently deliberate refusal to engage on this issue constitutes a pattern of
unconstitutional activities which violate §1983 and §1985(c).

Further, and the reason this con-espondence is cast as a presentation letter under §4 of c. 
258, members of  the committee have committed several torts, all causing harm to Ms. Geryk. 
First, at least two members of  the committee have negligently and intentionally interfered with 
Ms. Geryk's favorable contractual relations with the three school committees. The evaluations 
conducted by Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Douangmany·Cage were not properly completed, used 
criteria not agreed upon and were published out of  malice - even when Mr. Baptiste knew and 
agreed the factual basis was to be contrary to his public assessment and comment. The 
evaluations are defamatory. This abuse is not protected by the customary privilege employer's 
enjoy. See Netherwood v. AFSCME and Union News, 53 Mass. App. Ct.11 (2001) 

The blatant disregard for the evaluation process and the substance of the evaluation, 
when the contract establishes a duty to perform the evaluation in a certain way, has resulted in 
physical and emotional distress for Ms. Geryk. That distress was caused by the actions of Mr. 
Baptiste, Ms. Douangmany Cage, and the rest of  the committee. Any reasonable person would 
have suffered the same distress over this treatment. That the committee members and the 
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committees should have known of the members' intent to inflict this stress may be inferred from 
the specific actions of  at least two members and the inaction of  the rest of the committee. 
Further, Mr. Baptiste's statements to other Committee members about suing the Superintendent 
for having the temerity to defend herself against what he calls "specious hearsay" is 
representative of his malice, recklessness and unreasonableness. As for Mr. Robb, it is 
remarkable that a member does not attend meetings for months but appears to possess enough 
confidence in his judgment to expound at length on the Superintendent's pe1formance. What or 
who was the source of his insight? This behavior is extreme and outrageous and constitutes 
intentional and negligent infliction of emotional distress. Mr. Batiste and Ms. Douangmany 
Cage's engaged in extreme and outrageous behavior which has caused Ms. Geryk professional 
harm and serious emotional distress that no reasonable person could endure. 

In effect, it has been alleged that Ms. Geryk is a racist because she imposed reasonable 
behavioral rules and regulations on a minority parent. In fact, Ms. Geryk's action was intended 
to protect school personnel and students from the disruptive presence of a parent who happens to 
be a minority. Staff concerns were documented and provided to the Pelham Committee. As she 
also pointed out to the Pelham Committee, previous instances requiring such orders involved 
white and black parents. The school committees and the two offending members have either 
deliberately or negligently facilitated an illogical rhetorical abuse which has caused harm to my 
client. Specifically, there has been extensive public discussion which alleges or implies that my 
client is a racist without any reference to relevant, underlying facts. The reasoning propelling the 
rhetoric is inductive. That is, at least two members of the committee have reasoned that because 
certain administrative action was directed at a minority the administration must be racist. This is 
faulty logic and always has been a faulty logical device. Such self-serving reasoning is perhaps 
common place in political circles, but the committees have a duty to consider the established 
facts which caused Ms. Geryk to issue the stay-away order and refrain from reckless public 
comment unless all the facts are out. That the outcome of an objective assessment of the facts 
leaves people uncomfortable, or wishing that things never happened, does not mean that the facts 
do not exist. A theory or perception unsupported by facts is not a club with which striving 
politicians can beat the Superintendent. 

The Pelham school committees' actions in this regard are illustrative. Despite the great 
public hue and cry, the Pelham committee unanimously agreed (even Mr. Baptiste) at its May 5111 

Executive Session that the superintendent had acted appropriately and that there was sufficient 
basis for her decision regarding Ms. Hiza. My notes of the meeting and the executive session 
minutes establish his position. I have attached the minutes of the meeting. It appears that some 
members of the committee, however, prefer not to let the facts obstruct a theory which benefits 
them personally, politically or professionally. Under the circumstances, rather than insinuating 
one thing publicly and cmmnenting privately in another way, Mr. Baptiste should have refrained 
from public comment. No right thinking person can deny that groundless allegations of racism 
have been masked by a cynical search for "transparency" which has done great damage to Ms. 
Geryk' s professional reputation and health. 

These facts have also put Ms. Geryk in a position of being constructively discharged. It is 
obvious that she is now working in a hostile environment. It is equally obvious that the 
environment, particularly as a result of Mr. Baptiste's and Ms. Cage's comments, combined with 
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the committees' complete lack of public support, have made the conditions intolerable. The 
ongoing hostility is severe and persuasive and there is no evidence of any timely effort to set the 
record straight or resolve the matter. Finally, having watched the tape of the July 13, 2016 
meeting where the committees stated they were intending to enter into an executive session for 
purposes of strategizing over contract negotiations of non-union personal, it is clear that the 
committee violated the open meeting law regarding discussions about evaluations. It is 
reasonable to infer, based on third party posts and biogs, that the confidentiality of the 
executive session was violated. 

All of this has caused great physical, emotional, and professional hmm to Ms. Geryk. I 
previously indicated to you that she would be willing to execute a release for committee 
members in their official capacities, and individual releases specifically in connection with Mr. 
Baptiste and Ms. Cage i f  the committee is prepared to pay her the equivalent of three years of her 
contractual salary and benefits, including health insurance. We believe that the individual 
behavior of Mr. Baptiste and Ms. Cage is outside the scope of their duties as public officials. We 
believe that their individual liability should not be subsumed within the general release of other 
committee members and thus have made a demand for three years' salary in consideration of a 
broader than a no1mal release. We are prepared to meet with committee representatives to 
review other potential or recast proposals, but believe that the conversation should occur only if 
designated representatives can assure us they have final authority to negotiate a binding 
agreement with the committees. 

Alternatively, and regrettably, we must retain our rights to institute a claim following 
presentation of this matter in accordance with Section 4, and the arbitration provision of the 
superintendent's contract. 

Finally, please consider this correspondence a request for public records of the school 
committee or town meetings at which any of the three entities specifically voted under Section 
13 of Chapter 258 to indemnify committee members for their intentional torts. As you know, 
Section 13 permits the indemnification of public officials for intentional acts but does not require 
it and generally no such indemnification is available to municipal officials. As Section 13 is a 
local option, please provide a copy of the annual town meeting vote at which the voters of the 
two towns and the Region have agreed to extend Section 13 protections. 
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UNION #26 AND AMHERST-PELHAM REGIONAL SCHOOL COMMITTEE 
MINUTES  

August 1, 2016 
 
PRESENT: Laura Kent, Chair (Union#26/RSC); Sarah Dolven, Vice Chair (RSC); 
Darius Modestow (Union#26), Emily Marriott (RSC), Trevor Baptiste 
(Union#26/RSC), Anastasia Ordonez (RSC), Vira Douangmany Cage (RSC), Steve 
Sullivan (RSC); Katherine Appy (Union#26/RSC) and Phoebe Hazzard 
(Union#26/RSC) were present via electronic means. 
 
ABESENT: Tara Luce (Union#26) 
 
Also present, Thomas Colomb, Attorney for the School Committee. 
Public: Larry Kelley;  MaryLou Conca; Rebecca Casagrande 
 
Chair called meeting to order at 5:14. 
Mr. Baptiste questioned how the committee could negotiate before finishing the 
evaluation process.  Ms Kent responded that people have not been able to be at the 
table due to vacations and scheduling conflicts; she explained that contract 
negotiations are not contingent upon the evaluation process.  Mr. Baptiste stated 
that he did not believe the committee should go into executive session until the 
evaluations had been completed.  Ms. Marriott added that contract negotiations and 
the evaluation process need to be separate, but the evaluation does not need to 
happen first.  Ms. Kent stated that the evaluation process will happen and that part 
of this meeting will be the scheduling of the completion of the evaluation process in 
open session. 
 
Chair moved to enter executive session at 5:31PM  for the purpose of conducting 

strategy sessions in preparation for negotiations with nonunion personnel or to conduct 
collective bargaining sessions or contract negotiations with nonunion personnel, pursuant 
to G.L c. 30A, §21(2); Mr. Modestow seconded.  Ms. Douangmany Cage stated that the 

public is grappling with why the committee is doing things this way; Mr. Modestow 
responded that the purpose was to discuss the employment contract of Maria Geryk.  Roll 

call vote:  Kent, aye; Dolven, aye; Modestow, aye; Douangmany Cage aye; Sullivan aye; 
Baptiste no; Marriott aye; Ordonez aye; Appy aye; Hazzard aye. 
 

Executive session:  
 

Attorney Colomb stated that he attended a meeting with Ms. Geryk and her attorney 
Mike Long on Friday, July 29.  The purpose of the meeting was to determine whether 
Ms. Geryk was committed to leaving her employment as Superintendent; she 
indicated that she was.  There was discussion about the terms of departure; at the 
meeting Ms. Geryk rejected the Committee’s counter offer of one and one half years , 
and made a counter offer of two and one half years (with other terms to be 
negotiated), for a total of $485,000.  



 

 

The committee discussed possible options:  stay with one and one half years, offer 
two years, or terminate her for cause.  Attorney Colomb advised that at this point 
there is no cause to terminate her so that were the Committee to do so it would 
strengthen her legal position against the Committee.    Mr. Baptiste questioned 
whether, if the Committee evaluated her first and found cause to ter minate her that 
would put the Committee on better legal footing.  Ms. Ordonez stated that the 
Committee can still conduct an evaluation but has to respond to Ms. Geryk’s demand 
letter and counter offer.  Ms. Douangmany Cage questioned whether the district’s 
insurance company could look at and respond to the demand letter; Attorney 
Colomb responded that the insurance company would not be likely to involve itself 
unless and until a lawsuit is actually filed against the district.   
The Committee discussed the amount of vacation, personal and medical leave time 
accrued by Ms. Geryk to date; Attorney Colomb advised that if the Committee 
stopped negotiations Ms. Geryk would continue to use her accrued time.  Mr. 
Baptiste stated that he believed in tempering justice with mercy and that one and a 
half years was fair.   Chair Kent stated that the Committee could stay firm at one and 
a half years, then at the next open meeting vote to cancel Ms. Geryk’s one -year 
extension, conduct an evaluation, and address the Open Meeting Law complaint filed 
by Mr. Hootstein.   There was further discussion and calculations of the amount of 
Ms. Geryk’s accrued time.   Attorney Colomb stated that Ms. Geryk’s position is that 
the evaluations are non-compliant because the committee did not afford her an 
opportunity to be heard on the complaints against her.  Attorney Colomb stated that 
Ms. Geryk at this point has four choices:  continue to work and perform her job; take 
her accrued leave; file a lawsuit against the district; or make a claim of constructive 
discharge and quit.    Ms. Marriott stated that if Ms. Geryk is still employed, the 
committee cannot look for a new superintendent.   Ms. Marriott asked for 
clarification on the meaning of constructive discharge; Attorney Colomb responded  
that this is a legal claim and could be part of her potential lawsuit against the 
district.  Ms. Appy stated that the committee needs to determine what will be best 
for the district at this point; in the interest of moving on without a lawsuit, and 
moving forward with a search for a new superintendent, does it make sense to stay 
with the one and a half year final offer? 
The parties discussed clause 5 of Ms. Geryk’s contract, and the possible basis for her 
claims against the district.  Ms. Marriott and Mr. Baptiste both stated that the 
evaluation process has not changed since the last evaluation cycle, and that based on 
past practice Ms. Geryk has accepted the evaluations without a complaint. 
Several committee members wished to know what the district’s insur ance policy 
covered, and Attorney Colomb responded that he would get that information to the 
committee.  Mr. Baptiste asked whether the committee could get information about 
the history of our insurance premium increases in response to legal claims and 
settlements in the recent past.  Ms. Kent stated that Sean Mangano could get that 
information for the committee.   
Chair Kent moved for a straw poll to assess the committee’s willingness to  respond 
to Ms. Geryk’s demand with a counter offer of two years, with 7 days notice to 
respond (yes/maybe in response to specific stipulations to entertain 2 years to 
avoid litigation); Ms. Dolven yes/maybe; Ms. Marriott yes/maybe, Ms. Hazzard 



 

 

yes/maybe, Ms. Appy yes/maybe, Ms. Ordonez yes/maybe, Mr. Sullivan no, Mr. 
Baptiste no, Ms. Douangmany Cage no, Mr. Modestow no, Ms. Kent yes/maybe.  Mr. 
Modestow stated that a one year contract buyout is common in these situations and 
that one and a half years is generous.  Mr. Baptiste stated that at this point he was 
unwilling to give Ms. Geryk anything.  Ms. Douangmany Cage stated that she would 
be willing to defend against Ms. Geryk’s legal claims.  Attorney Colomb stated that 
Ms. Geryk’s legal claims were not frivolous and would likely go to litigation.  Ms. 
Dolven stated that civil litigation is often protracted and that this matter would 
likely go into discovery and depositions, and that would not be advancing the goal of 
helping the students in our schools but would be distracting, time consuming and 
costly for all concerned. 
 
Ms. Hazzard and Ms. Appy (remotely participating) lost contact through technical 
difficulties. 
 
The Committee continued its discussion of its negotiation position and addressed 
the question of whether to conduct evaluations prior to negotiating further with  Ms. 
Geryk.  The committee gave instructions to the attorney to inform the opposing 
party that the committee had no position to state at this time.  The committee 
decided to conduct its evaluation in open session on August 9, 2016, and address the 
Open Meeting Law complaint in executive session to formulate a response to 
present in the next open session; Chair Kent stated that she would send out a Doodle 
Poll to schedule the next meeting after August 9 and email the Superintendent to 
address notify of evaluation and ask about additional agenda items. 
 
Chair Kent moved to adjourn at 9:00 p.m.;  Ms. Dolven seconded; roll call vote was 
unanimous.  Meeting was adjourned at 9:01 p.m. 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Sarah Dolven 
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Re: Maria Geryk, Superintendent of Schools/ Amherst, Pelham/ Amherst-Pelham 
Regional School District 

Dear Mr. Colomb: 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with Superintendent Geryk and I on Friday, July 
29th in Framingham. 

Superintendent Geryk has given the entire situation serious consideration. In light of all 
of the positive work and relationships that have occurred in the schools over the last several 
years there is much that she has considered in assessing whether her initial position, i.e. that the 
relationship has been irretrievably broken by the committee and members, and must be 
concluded, could be viewed from an alternative perspectives which might result in her remaining 
for a period of time with other financial terms relative to the conclusion of her contract. 
Unfortunately, it appears to Superintendent Geryk that the circumstances do not auger well for a 
return to normalcy. 

Under these circumstances, Superintendent Geryk has directed me to make a counter 
proposal to you which would result in an immediate separation from employment and certain 
financial considerations. In response to your 1.5 year proposal, Superintendent Geryk will 
modify her initial 3 year demand by reducing it to 2.5 years of her contractual salary, benefits, 
and health insurance. We formulate this demand with the assumption that her base salary is 
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$158,0 0 0.0 0 , augmented by a $10,000 .00 annuity and a $1,00 0.00 longevity benefit, plus an 
estimated $25,000 .0 0 value of  health insurance, for a total annual value of $194,00 0.00. The 
value of the committee's proposal of 1.5 years' service is $291,000.00. The value of 
Superintendent Geryk's counterproposal to that, at 2.5 years, is $485,000 .00. In consideration of 
that payment we would expect to execute typical separation documents containing a release for 
the committee's official actions and additional release terms which release members from 
individual liability. 

Please let me know your client's position. 

Michael J. L 
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Amherst Regional School Committee Executive Session Minutes 

August 9, 2016 
Classroom, Amherst Regional High School 

 
IN ATTENDANCE:     GUESTS: 

Katherine Appy (via remote)(Union#26/RSC)  Sean Mangano, Finance Director 
Trevor Baptiste (Union#26/RSC)   Kathy Mazur, Human Resources Director 

Sara Dolven (RSC)     Tom Colomb, Lawyer for Committee 
Vira Douangmany Cage (RSC) 
Laura Kent, Chair (Union#26/RSC)   ABSENT: 
Darius Modestow (Union#26)    Emily Marriott (RSC) 
Anastasia Ordonez (RSC)    Phoebe Hazzard (Union#26/RSC) 
Steve Sullivan (RSC)     Tara Luce (Union#26) 
 
Executive Session called to order at 5:21pm 

 

Regional Committee Chair Laura Kent welcomed the committees and explained that her email 
accompanying the agenda sent earlier in the week was not intended to pressure a vote on the 

settlement one way or another, but rather to signal that the committees would not accept any 
more amendments to the proposed settlement figure, and would not engage endless back-and-
forth with the superintendent’s lawyer. Ms. Kent thanked the committee members for their 
attendance, and then explained that this session had been called to review district finances in 
light of a potential settlement with the superintendent; and to review the draft separation 
agreement. 
 
Ms. Kent welcomed Finance Director Sean Mangano and Human Resources Director Kathy 
Mazur, and asked them to present relevant insurance and budget information to the 
committees so they could understand the full impact that a financial settlement with 

Superintendent Maria Geryk might have on the district’s finances  and budget.  
 

Mr. Mangano explained that the district has a $7,000 annual insurance premium for matters 
like these, and explained that he had contacted the district’s insurance agency to request 

information about how premiums might be affected by a lawsuit settlement. The insurance 
broker declined to say how much the district’s premium would increase as a result of a 
settlement, but did confirm that the premium would increase. Mr. Mangano also verified that 
the district has a $1 million settlement limit per year, and that any amount over this limit over 
the course of a year would be the district’s responsibility. 

 
Mr. Mangano explained that the limit is to cover employment practices  like “breach of 

contract”, but not other claims like emotional distress. He noted that Pelham has its own 
insurance limit, and Amherst has its own limit.  

 
Mr. Baptiste asked if the argument could be made that individuals are responsible for a possible 

lawsuit from a Pelham complainant, rather than the district. Attorney Tom Colomb answered 



that the district would not necessarily be liable, but that the claimant would have the right to 

file against both individuals and the district.  
 

Mr. Mangano continued to explain that the cost of the district’s total premiums with Charter 
Insurance are about $80,000 a year, which include 6-7 individual policies covering vehicles, 

employment, negligence, etc. He noted that the insurance company paid out one-third of the 
claim in Carolyn Gardner’s case, and the district paid two-thirds of the claim to cover lost 

wages, which the insurance would not cover. 
 
Human Resources Director Kathy Mazur then presented to the committee, and explained that 
she had been asked to identify possible budgets from which a settlement with the 
superintendent could come, that would have the least impact on students, teachers and 
materials. Ms. Mazur reviewed that the superintendent’s salary for 1.5 years would be 
$238,725; required pay-out of earned vacation to date would be $42,236; and, health insurance 
would be $14,277. Costs for vacation and salary would come out of 2017 FY budget, and 

insurance would come out of 2018 FY budget.  

 
Ms. Mazur explained that the superintendent’s salary and benefits are currently shared by the 

Region, Amherst and Pelham districts according to the standard cost allocation (54%, 42%, and 
4%, respectively). Ms. Mazur noted that per the standard cost allocation between the districts, 
the Region would be responsible for $159,429; Amherst for $124,000; and Pelham for $11,809. 
Ms. Mazur reviewed the individual budgets she examined for this purpose, and found that from 
the Region’s budget, costs could be sourced as follows : 

 $100,000 from anticipated utility savings (based on new, contracted gas rate) 
 $28,554 from 2 of 4 contingency health insurance plans (based on lower enrollment) 
 $30,875 from “back of the budget” contingency staffing ($63,415 remains in budget) 

 
From Amherst’s budget, costs could be sourced as follows: 

 $75,000 from School Choice reserve fund (balance of $519,000 will remain) 
 $22,445 from “back of budget” contingency staffing ($16,952 remains) 

 $26,555 from 2 of 3 contingency health insurance plans 
 

And from Pelham’s budget, $11,809 could come from School Choice reserve fund (balance of 
$326,000 will remain).  
 
Ms. Mazur explained that other budgets could be used for this purpose, but that she would not 
recommend it because budgets in subsequent years would have to be cut in order to make up 

the difference, since the district tries to keep between 3-5% of every budget earmarked for 
contingencies. She went on to explain that a balance of $159,150 remains on the budget for a 

superintendent’s salary; the cost breakdown of that salary to each district budget would be 
$85,941 for Region; $66,843 for Amherst; and $6,366 for Pelham. 

 
Ms. Mazur then explained that there would be an expected cost of $50-75,000 to hire a search 

firm to find a new superintendent. Mr. Modestow expressed surprise at the high cost, and Ms. 



Mazur explained that even if they were to forego a search firm’s assistance, the cost of 

conducting a national search for a superintendent would likely be just as expensive, due to the 
high price of advertising in local and national media publications. Ms. Mazur finished her 

presentation by sharing that there are currently two open staff positions that the district has 
decided not to hire for at the moment: Director of Equity and Professional Development; and a 

teaching position at Amherst Regional Middle School, which equal $110,775 in combined 
salaries from the Region’s budget (total cost in salaries for these two positions is $160,000). 

 
Upon the conclusion of their presentations, Ms. Kent thanked Mr. Manzano and Ms. Mazur for 
their work and presentations, and excused them from the session. 
 
After their departure, Mr. Colomb handed out copies of the draft separation agreement to all 
committee members for review. Ms. Kent emailed a copy of the agreement to Ms. Appy, who 
was participating in the session remotely. Following their review of the draft agreement, Ms. 
Douangmany Cage requested that Mr. Colomb leave the room for private discussion. 

 

After Mr. Colomb left the room, Ms. Douangmany Cage expressed reservations about the law 
firm of Murphy, Hesse, Toomey & Lehane continuing their representation of the committee 

since they have represented the district in previous matters. She also expressed concern about 
moving forward with any settlement agreement at this point in time, and urged the committee 
to take their time in moving forward.  
 
Ms. Dolvan disagreed, and expressed concern about delaying a settlement agreement too long 
because it would likely result in a lawsuit being filed very soon, as threatened. Ms. Dolvan 
shared her past experience as an attorney who had worked in civil litigation, and explained the 
long and expensive process involved in defending against a lawsuit of this nature.  
 
Ms. Kent expressed similar concerns as Ms. Dolvan, and said she had tried looking at this 

matter logically, and after reviewing the number of sick days that Ms. Geryk has available to 
take (219 days), and attorney’s fees so far, she worried that the risk of a lawsuit against the 

district was too burdensome. 
 

Ms. Cage asked Ms. Dolvan if they had read the original demand letter and they had not 
because of their absence. 
 
Mr. Baptiste expressed his support for how the committee has been working to date, and said 
he appreciated having frank discussions about issues with committee members. Mr. Baptiste 

then expressed concern about an indemnification clause in the draft settlement agreement. 
Ms. Dolvan explained that the clause was probably there because the committee is bound by 

federal and state employment laws, in addition to contractual obligations. Mr. Baptiste clarified 
his concern about indemnifying the superintendent of any criminal actions that may come out 

of actions she has taken while in her position.  
 



Mr. Modestow said that he did not agree with replacing Mr. Colomb and/or his law firm at this 

point in time, and expressed frustration that the idea would be suggested just as the committee 
needs legal representation for a serious legal matter. He also said that he thought some 

committee members might now be expressing “sticker shock” over the numbers presented by 
district staff, but that he felt it was the only good option to avoid greater risk to the district and 

its budgets. 
 

Mr. Sullivan expressed concern about Mr. Colomb representing the committee. He also stated 
that he would like to rescind the committee’s initial offer to the superintendent of 1.5 years 
salary in response to the threat of legal action.   
 
Ms. Ordonez also expressed concern about a lawsuit, and explained that the committee would 
be risking a long and expensive defense, in addition to a compromised reputation. She asked 
that the committee consider the long-term implications of a lawsuit on the district’s reputation, 
and how difficult it would be to undo a damaged reputation, if a lawsuit were filed by the 

superintendent for breach of contract and emotional distress.  

 
Ms. Appy said that she agreed with what Ms. Dolvan, Ms. Ordonez, Ms. Kent and Mr. 

Modestow had already stated, and that she did not think it was in the district’s best interest to 
allow a lawsuit to move forward.  
 
Ms. Douangmany Cage, Mr. Baptiste and Mr. Modestow reiterated their positions, and a lively 
discussion followed.  Ms. Douangmany Cage rejected the chairs determination of a perceived 
censorship of their evaluations. 
 
Mr. Colomb was invited back into the room to answer committee questions. 
 
Ms. Douangmany Cage asked if the superintendent might consider a lower amount. Mr. 

Colomb said the committee was within its rights to ask, but that he did not expect the 
superintendent was likely to accept a lower offer since she had initially demanded three years.  

 
Mr. Baptiste asked if any committee members were to discuss matter with constituents, if that 

would be considered disparaging and violate the terms of the settlement agreement. Mr. 
Colomb answered that he could not give an opinion on whether that course of action would be 
litigated by the superintendent, but that he had negotiated for the right of the committee to 
share information with the public and not have it be considered in violation.  
 

Ms. Kent expressed that it was her hope that after minutes from the meetings were reviewed 
and approved by the committee, all documents pertaining to the matter would be released 

publicly for complete transparency with the community about this matter. The other 
committee members agreed that this was a good idea.  

 



Mr. Baptiste asked about defamation and whether individual committee members would be 

precluded from filing individual suits against the superintendent. Mr. Colomb answered that a 
judge would decide on that course of action. 

 
Mr. Modestow asked a clarifying question about how public comments against the 

superintendent could happen. Mr. Colomb answered that committee members could make 
public comments about the matter but couldn’t say if a judge would find in the committee 

member’s favor or not if this was contested.  
 
Mr. Baptiste expressed concern with the unemployment cause in the draft agreement, and its 
connection to disparagement. Mr. Colomb explained that the language was put in to protect 
the committee members’ speech, as well as responsibilities to constituents. Details and 
definition of disparagement were actively discussed. 
 
Ms. Appy made a motion to vote to accept the agreement; it was seconded by Ms. Dolvan. The 

vote was as follows: Mr. Baptiste, Mr. Sullivan, Ms. Douangmany Cage (NO); Ms. Appy, Ms. 

Dolvan, Ms. Kent, Mr. Modestow, Ms. Ordonez (YES).  
 

Mr. Baptiste expressed concern that as the agreement was written, disparagement could be 
too broadly defined and that if he or any other committee members were to make negative 
comments about the superintendent or her evaluation, that those individual committee 
members could be pursued legally. Mr. Baptiste asked if the committee would consider 
amending the disparagement clause to protect those committee members. After some 
discussion and input from Mr. Colomb on appropriate language, the committee agreed to 
amend the clause to read as follows: 
 

“Without limitation parties agree that disparagement under this agreement shall not be 
defined to include statements about Geryk’s performance as superintendent, the 

committee’s evaluation of her performance as superintendent, or statements 
concerning interactions between the superintendent and committees either individually 

or as a group.” 
 

Mr. Baptiste made a motion to strike the original clause and replace it with the amended 
language as stated; Ms. Kent seconded the motion. A brief discussion followed about whether 
the amendment was actually necessary, but the committee agreed to move forward with it. 
The vote proceeded and resulted as follows: Ms. Appy, Ms. Dolvan (NO); Mr. Baptiste, Ms. 
Douangmany Cage, Ms. Kent, Mr. Modestow, Ms. Ordonez, Mr. Sullivan (YES). 

 
Ms. Kent then shared draft statements that she had prepared to help the committee address 

the public and the press after the votes. The committee approved the statements. There was 
then a brief discussion about the process for the open session vote on the agreement, and on 

how committee discussion would proceed.  
 



Ms. Kent initiated a roll call vote to end executive session. The committee voted unanimously, 

and the meeting was adjourned at 7:59pm.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Anastasia Ordonez 
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SEPARATION AGREEMENT and GENERAL RELEASE OF CLAIMS 

This Separation Agreement and General Release of Claims (the "Agreement") is made 
by and among the Amherst-Pelham Regional School Committee, the Union #26 School 

Committee (jointly referred to as the "Committees” or "Employer") and Maria Geryk (“Ms. 
Geryk” or the “Superintendent”), collectively referred to as the "Parties.” 

WHEREAS, Maria Geryk is currently employed by the Committees pursuant to 
the Superintendent-Contract of Employment ("Employment Contract") entered into 

between the Parties, and set to expire on June 30, 2018; and  

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to resolve issues related to the Superintendent's 

employment, and to terminate the Employment Contract by mutual written agreement, and 
without need for potential and threatened litigation;  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties, in full consideration of the promises and 
covenants set forth herein, the sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, agree as 

follows: 

1. Separation Date, Transition Assistance and Return of Property.  The
Parties agree that Maria Geryk's employment as Superintendent of Schools shall end, by 
mutual agreement, on August  9, 2016, (hereinafter the "Separation Date").  Ms. Geryk 

agrees that she shall make herself reasonably available to communicate by telephone with 
the individual appointed as her successor or as the Interim Superintendent of Schools, to 

provide consultation on transition assistance, through October 31, 2016.   Ms. Geryk 
agrees that, no later than August 10, 2016, she shall return all property of the Amherst-
Pelham Regional School District (the "District") currently in her possession, including 

but not limited to the laptop computer and iPad issued to her by the District, and all 
District keys.  Return of such property shall be coordinated through the District's Human 

Resources Department.   

2. Separation Payment.  The Employer agrees to pay Ms. Geryk a lump-sum 

payment totaling Two Hundred Fifty Three Thousand Seven Hundred Twenty-Five 
Dollars and Zero Cents ($253,725.00), representing a sum equivalent to one and one-half 

(1.50) years of salary, longevity and annuity payments as provided in the Employment 
Contract.  Ms. Geryk shall also receive, as required by law, cash payment for sixty-nine 
(69) days of vacation accrued and unused as of the Separation Date.  Ms. Geryk

acknowledges and agrees that the Separation Payment and payment of accrued vacation
constitute wages, and shall be subject to such applicable withholding as is in effect for the

Superintendent on the Separation Date.  The Employer agrees to make the Separation
Payment to Ms. Geryk as soon as reasonably practicable following the expiration of the
revocation period set forth in Section 11, and in any case, no later than September 9, 2016.

Payment of Ms. Geryk's accrued and unused vacation shall occur on the next regularly-
scheduled payday following the Separation Date.
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3. Health Insurance Continuation.  Ms. Geryk's coverage under the District's 
health insurance plan shall terminate on September 30, 2016.  Effective October 1, 2016, 

Ms. Geryk shall be eligible to elect continuation coverage pursuant to the provisions of 
COBRA.  If Ms. Geryk's elects continuation coverage, and subject to her continued 

eligibility for continuation coverage under COBRA, the Employer agrees to pay the full 
cost of Ms. Geryk's COBRA continuation coverage for a period not to exceed eighteen 
(18) months.  Ms. Geryk's ability to access further continuation coverage after said 

eighteen (18) month period, if any, shall be subject to the provisions of COBRA, and shall 
be at her expense and pursuant to the District's customary administration of COBRA 

coverage for former employees.  The Parties acknowledge and agree that the Employer's 
obligation to pay the cost of continuation coverage shall irrevocably end if Ms. Geryk 
ceases to be eligible for COBRA continuation coverage for any reason, including but not 

limited to her entitlement to group coverage with another employer.  The Parties further 
acknowledge and agree that nothing in this Agreement is intended to expand or otherwise 

alter the rights and obligations of the Parties as provided by COBRA. 
 
4. Unemployment Compensation.  The Parties acknowledge and agree that 

whether Ms. Geryk is entitled to unemployment compensation, and the amount of any 
such compensation, is a decision made by the Massachusetts Department of 

Unemployment Assistance (DUA), pursuant to the requirements of M.G.L. Chapter 151A.  
The Parties further acknowledge and agree that the Employer shall provide accurate and 
truthful information in response to any inquiries by the DUA concerning Ms. Geryk's 

separation from employment.  The Employer agrees that it shall report to DUA that Ms. 
Geryk departed pursuant to a negotiated separation, and that it does not contest her receipt 

of unemployment benefits.  The Employer further agrees that it will not appeal any 
determination of the DUA awarding unemployment benefits to Ms. Geryk. 
 

5. Satisfaction of Financial Obligations.  Other than as provided in this 
Agreement, the Committees shall have no further financial obligation to Maria Geryk, and 

it is expressly acknowledged and agreed that there are no other wages, salary or 
contractual benefits, (including but not limited to sick time, personal time, expense 
reimbursement, severance, overtime, holiday pay), due to Ms. Geryk through and 

including the Separation Date.   
 

6. Nonadmission.  The Parties acknowledge that this Agreement does not 
constitute an admission of wrongdoing or liability by any party as to any subject or 
matter. 

 
 7. Non-Disparagement.  The Parties agree that they will not make, or induce 

others to make on their behalf, any oral or written statements which are disparaging of the 
other.  Without limitation, (i.e., as a non-exhaustive list), the Parties acknowledge and 
agree that "disparaging statements" under this Agreement shall not be defined to include :  

statements about Ms. Geryk's performance as Superintendent; statements about the 
Committees' evaluation of Ms. Geryk's performance as Superintendent; or statements 

concerning interactions between Ms. Geryk and the Committees, either as a group or as 
individual members.  The Parties further acknowledge and agree that this provision is not 
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intended, and shall not be interpreted as limiting the rights of any individual, (including 
but not limited to Ms. Geryk or any of the Releasees), from making otherwise lawful 

statements on matters of public concern. 
 

8. References.  It is agreed that Ms. Geryk may request of any member of the 
Committees a reference for purposes of future employment.  No member of the 
Committees is obligated to provide such reference, and it is agreed that any reference so 

provided constitutes the personal opinion of the provider, and is not an official statement 
of the Committees, the District, or any of the Releasees defined in Section 9, other than 

the individual providing it.  The Parties acknowledge and agree that the recipient of any 
such reference shall be advised of this fact. 
 

9. General Release of Claims by Geryk.  In consideration of the good and 
adequate consideration provided to her by this Agreement, receipt of which she hereby 

acknowledges, Maria Geryk agrees on behalf of herself and anyone else claiming by, 
through, or on behalf of her, that she absolutely and unconditionally waives, releases, and 
forever discharges the Amherst-Pelham Regional School District, the Amherst-Pelham 

Regional School Committee, the Union 26 School Committee, the School Committees of 
Amherst, Pelham, Leverett and Shutesbury, and each and all of their respective current or 

former members (including but not limited to Katherine Appy, Trevor Baptiste, Cara 
Castenson, Sarah Dolven, Vira Douangmany-Cage, Phoebe Hazzard, Laura Kent, Tara 
Luce, Emily Marriott, Darius Modestow, Anastasia Ordonez, and Steven Sullivan), 

acting in their official, individual and/or personal capacities, and their respective current 
or former employees, managers, agents, representatives, attorneys, insurers, or assigns, 

acting in their official, individual and/or personal capacities, (collectively identified as 
the “Releasees”), from any and all suits, arbitrations, claims, demands, debts, damages, 
interest, expenses, actions, charges, complaints, counterclaims, liabilities, obligations, or 

causes of action of any nature whatsoever, both in law and equity, known or unknown, 
which Ms. Geryk now has or claims to have, or which Ms. Geryk at any time through the 

present had or claimed to have, against each or any of the Releasees arising out of any 
matter existing on, up to, and including the date of execution of this Agreement by all 
Parties.  Ms. Geryk's General Release of Claims includes, without limitation, and to the 

maximum extent permitted by law, any and all claims arising out of or in connection with 
her employment by the Committees or separation therefrom; all claims for personal 

injury; all tort claims; all claims for breach of contract, including but not limited to 
breach of the Employment Contract; all claims for wages under the Fair Labor Standards 
Act and the Massachusetts Wage Act (including, without limitation, Claims arising under 

M.G.L. c. 149, §§ 148, 148A, 148B, 150, 151 and 152A); all claims for wrongful 
termination of employment or constructive discharge; all claims for retaliation; all claims 

for defamation, libel, or slander; all claims for invasion of privacy; all claims for 
infliction of emotional distress, whether intentional, reckless, or negligent; all claims for 
negligence of any kind; all claims for breach of any express or implied covenant, 

including the covenant of good faith and fair dealing; all claims for interference with 
contractual or advantageous relations; all claims for violation of public policy; all claims 

arising under the Constitution of the United States or the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, including but not limited to claims arising under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 or the 
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14th Amendment; all Claims for unlawful discrimination and/or harassment on the basis 
of any classification protected by applicable federal, state or local law, including but not 

limited to Title VII, the ADA, the ADEA, and M.G.L. c. 151B; all statutory claims 
arising under applicable federal or state law; and all claims for attorneys' fees and costs 

associated therewith. Ms. Geryk acknowledges that by this General Release of Claims, 
she is releasing the Releasees from and with respect to all claims, whether known or 
unknown, asserted or unasserted, and whether or not the claims arise out of or in 

connection with her employment, or otherwise.  Ms. Geryk agrees that this General 
Release is intended to forever and totally bar her from collecting damages of any nature 

whatsoever against the Releasees to the maximum extent allowed by law.  The Parties 
acknowledge and agree that this General Release of Claims shall not serve to bar causes 
of action accruing after the execution of this Agreement by all Parties. 

 
10. Release and Waiver of Age Discrimination Claims.  In compliance with 

the Older Workers Benefit Protection Act of 1990, 29 U.S.C. § 626(f), as amended, Ms. 
Geryk acknowledges that by entering into this Agreement, she is waiving any and all 
rights that she may have to pursue claims for discrimination on the basis of age, including 

but not limited to claims arising under the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, 29 
U.S.C. § 729 et. seq., as amended, (the “ADEA”).  Ms. Geryk’s waiver of rights under 

the ADEA does not extend to any rights or Claims arising or accruing after the date she 
executes this Agreement.  Ms. Geryk further expressly acknowledges and agrees that:  (a) 
the good and valuable consideration she will receive by executing this Agreement 

exceeds that to which she would otherwise be entitled;  (b) the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement are clear and understandable, and she enters into this Agreement of her 

own free will; (c) she has been provided a period of twenty-one (21) days to consider this 
Agreement and to decide whether to sign and enter into it;  (d) she has a period of seven 
(7) days following her execution of this Agreement in which to revoke her acceptance; 

and (e) she has been advised, in writing, to consult with an attorney with respect to all 
terms and conditions of this Agreement prior to executing it. 

   
11. Consideration and Revocation Periods.  Ms. Geryk is advised, and hereby 

acknowledges, that she has a period of twenty-one (21) days from the date of her receipt 

of this Agreement in which to consider its terms and to decide whether to sign and enter 
into it.  In the event Ms. Geryk chooses to execute this Agreement less than twenty-one 

(21) days after the date of its delivery to her, Ms. Geryk acknowledges that such decision 
was entirely voluntary, and that she knowingly and voluntarily waives the remainder of 
said twenty-one (21) day period.  Ms. Geryk is further advised, and hereby 

acknowledges, that she has seven (7) days after her execution of this Agreement to 
revoke her acceptance of it.  Any revocation must be received in writing prior to the end 

of the seven (7) day revocation period by Kathryn Mazur, Director of Human Resources, 
Amherst-Pelham Regional School District, 170 Chestnut Street, Amherst MA 01002.  
Ms. Geryk agrees that this Agreement shall not become effective, and the Employer shall 

not be obligated to perform any of the promises contained herein, until the expiration of 
said seven (7) day revocation period, or in the event she ever provides or attempts to 

provide notice of her revocation or intent to revoke this Agreement.  
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 12. General Release of Claims by Committees.  In consideration of the good and 
adequate consideration provided to them by this Agreement, receipt of which is hereby 

acknowledged, the Amherst-Pelham Regional School Committee and the Union #26 School 
Committee absolutely and unconditionally waive, release, and forever discharge Maria 

Geryk from any and all suits, arbitrations, claims, demands, debts, damages, interest, 
expenses, actions, charges, complaints, counterclaims, liabilities, obligations, or causes of 
action of any nature whatsoever, both in law and equity, known or unknown, which the 

Committees now have or claim to have, or which the Committees at any time through the 
present had or claimed to have, against Ms. Geryk arising out of any matter existing on, up 

to, and including the date of execution of this Agreement by all Parties.  The Committees'  
General Release of Claims includes, without limitation, and to the maximum extent 
permitted by law, any and all claims arising out of or in connection with Ms. Geryk's 

employment or separation therefrom; all tort claims; all claims for breach of contract, 
including but not limited to breach of the Employment Contract; all claims for retaliation; all 

claims for defamation, libel, or slander; all claims for negligence of any kind; all claims for 
breach of any express or implied covenant, including the covenant of good faith and fair 
dealing; all claims for interference with contractual or advantageous relations; all claims for 

violation of public policy; all claims arising under the Constitution of the United States or the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; all statutory claims arising under applicable federal or 

state law; and all claims for attorneys' fees and costs associated therewith. The Committees 
acknowledge that by this General Release of Claims, they are releasing Ms. Geryk from and 
with respect to all claims, whether known or unknown, asserted or unasserted, and whether 

or not the claims arise out of or in connection with Ms. Geryk's employment, or otherwise.  
The Committees agree that this General Release is intended to forever and totally bar them 

from collecting damages of any nature whatsoever against Ms. Geryk to the maximum extent 
allowed by law.  The Parties acknowledge and agree that this General Release of Claims 
shall not serve to bar causes of action accruing after the execution of this Agreement by all 

Parties. 
 

13. Indemnification of Geryk.  To the extent permitted by, and not inconsistent 
with, applicable law, including but not limited to the provisions of M.G.L. c. 258, the 
Committees agree to indemnify and hold harmless Geryk from any and all suits, arbitrations, 

demands, debts, damages, interest, attorney’s fees expenses, actions or claims arising out of 
her employment as Superintendent when acting in the scope of her employment as such. 

Geryk agrees to reasonably cooperate in the defense of any such claim(s), shall consent to 
the Committees’ selection of counsel, (which shall be at no cost to her), and shall not 
unreasonably withhold consent to settlement of any such claim(s). 

 
14. Covenant Not to Sue.  Ms. Geryk affirms that, as of the date on which she 

executes this Agreement, she has not filed any claims against any of the Releasees with 
any local, state or federal court or agency.  The Committees affirm that, as of the date on 
which they execute this Agreement, they have not filed any claims against Geryk with 

any local, state or federal court or agency.  Except as expressly set forth below, the 
Parties agrees not to sue or bring claims, on their own or in concert with or in support of 

others, against the other or against any person or entity released in this Agreement (i.e., 
the  Releasees), other than a suit expressly and only seeking to enforce the terms of this 
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Agreement.  The Parties acknowledge that nothing in this Agreement precludes either 
party from filing any claim to the extent, and only to the extent, waiver or release of said 

claim is prohibited by law.  Additionally, nothing in this Agreement prevents any person 
from providing accurate and truthful information to law enforcement or regulatory 

agencies, or in response to a court order, subpoena or other legal process.  The Parties 
further acknowledge that nothing in this Agreement shall limit or interfere with the right 
of any person to file a charge with, or to participate in any investigation by the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission, the Massachusetts Commission Against 
Discrimination, or any other federal or state agency charged with the enforcement of 

labor, employment, antidiscrimination or other applicable laws.  However, Ms. Geryk 
agrees that the consideration provided to her in this Agreement shall be the sole relief 
available to her from any or all of the Releasees for any and all claims or rights that are 

released under this Agreement.  Ms. Geryk expressly waives any and all additional 
recovery against any of the Releasees, without regard to who has filed or brought such 

claim. 
 
 15. Entire Agreement / Severability and Waiver / Construction and 

Enforcement.  This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between Maria Geryk and 
the Committees, and supersedes all prior or other agreements between the Parties, whether 

written or oral, relating to the subjects discussed herein.  Both Parties have consulted with 
counsel in the negotiation and drafting of this Agreement.  By signing this Agreement, 
Maria Geryk is not relying on any oral promises made by the Committees, its officers, 

attorneys or agents, or by anyone else with respect to any term contained herein.  Any 
amendments to this document must be in writing and signed by all Parties.  This 

Agreement is a binding legal document, all parties and signatories confirm that they are 
fully authorized to enter into this Agreement and execute same, and each party’s signature 
below will commit that party, as well as any successors or assigns, to all of its terms.  If 

any provision of this Agreement is found to be invalid or unenforceable, then the 
remaining provisions and any remainder of the provision held invalid will be unaffected, 

and will continue to be enforceable.  If the General Release of Claims set forth in Sections 
9 and/or 12 is found to be unenforceable, whether in whole or in part, the Parties agree 
that said General Release of Claims shall be rewritten so as to cure any and all defects, 

and that the Parties shall promptly thereafter execute the rewritten Agreement.  The failure 
of any party to enforce any provision of this Agreement shall not be construed as a waiver 

or limitation of that party’s right to subsequently enforce and compel strict compliance 
with that and every other provision of this Agreement.  The Parties agree that the terms of 
this Agreement shall be construed according to their fair meaning, and shall not be strictly 

construed against either party.  This Agreement will be governed by, and interpreted 
consistent with, the laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  The Parties agree that 

any action seeking to enforce the terms of this Agreement must be brought exclusively in 
a state or federal court within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, to the exclusion of 
any other court.  The Parties voluntarily and expressly agree to submit to the jurisdiction 

of such court. 
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 16. Two Originals.  The Parties acknowledge that they have executed two 
originals of this Separation Agreement and General Release of Claims, and that each has 

received a fully-executed original. 
 

 17. Headings.  The Parties agree that the section headings in this Agreement 
are for reference purposes only, and shall not be deemed to affect the substantive meaning 
or interpretation of this Agreement. 

 
 

 IN WITNESS HEREOF, the parties have affixed their hands and seals on two 
originals of this Separation Agreement and General Release of Claims on the dates 
indicated. 

 
 

 
____________________________________ __________________________ 
Maria Geryk       Date 

 
 

 
____________________________________ __________________________ 
For the Amherst-Pelham Regional School   Date 

Committee    
 

 
____________________________________            __________________________ 
For the Union #26 School Committee  Date 
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