EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION
INTAKE QUESTIONNAIRE
Please immediately complete the entire form and return it to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
("EEOC"). REMEMBER, a charge of employment discrimination must be filed within the time limits imposed by law,
generally within 180 days or in some places 300 days of the alleged discrimination. Upon receipt, this form will be
reviewed to determine EEOC coverage. Answer all questions as completely as possible, and attach additional pages if
needed to complete your response(s). If you do not know the answer to a question, answer by stating "not known."
If a question is not applicable, write "n/a." Please Print.
1.

Personal Information
Last Name: Kennedy

First Name: Joseph

MI: A

Street or Mailing Address:

Apt Or Unit #:

City:

County:

Phone Numbers: Home: (

State:

)

Cell: (
)
Date of Birth:

Work: (

ZIP:

)

Email Address:
Sex: Male

Please answer each of the next three questions.

Female

Do You Have a Disability?
Yes

i. Are you Hispanic or Latino?

ii. What is your Race? Please choose all that apply.

American Indian or Alaska Native

Black or African American

Yes

No

No
Asian

White

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

iii. What is your National Origin (country of origin or ancestry)? USA
Please Provide The Name Of A Person We Can Contact If We Are Unable To Reach You:
Name: Michael Berry
Relationship: Attorney
Address: 2001 W. Plano Pkwy, Ste 1600
Home Phone: (

)

City: Plano
Other Phone: (

State: TX

Zip Code:

75075

)

2. I believe that I was discriminated against by the following organization(s): (Check those that apply)
Employer

Union

Employment Agency

Other (Please Specify)

Organization Contact Information (If the organization is an employer, provide the address where you actually worked. If you work
from home, check here
and provide the address of the office to which you reported.) If more than one employer is involved, attach
additional sheets.
Organization Name: Bremerton School District
Address: 134 Marion Ave. N
City: Bremerton

County: Kitsap
State: WA Zip:

Type of Business: School District

98312

Phone: ( 360 ) 473-1000

Job Location if different from Org. Address: 1500 13th St., Bremerton, WA 98337

Human Resources Director or Owner Name: Superintendent Aaron Leavell

Phone:

Number of Employees in the Organization at All Locations: Please Check (¥) One
Fewer Than 15

15 - 100

101 - 200

201 - 500

More than 500
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3. Your Employment Data (Complete as many items as you can)
Date Hired: 08/01/2008
Pay Rate When Hired:

Are you a Federal Employee?

Job Title At Hire: Assistant Coach
Last or Current Pay Rate:

Job Title at Time of Alleged Discrimination: JV Head Coach / Assistant Coach Date Quit/Discharged:
Name and Title of Immediate Supervisor: Nate Gillam, Head Coach

Yes

No BEEJUJPOBMQBHFT

2
If Job Applicant, Date You Applied for Job

Job Title Applied For

4. What is the reason (basis) for your claim of employment discrimination?
FOR EXAMPLE, if you feel that you were treated worse than someone else because of race, you should check the box next to Race. If
you feel you were treated worse for several reasons, such as your sex, religion and national origin, you should check all that apply. If
you complained about discrimination, participated in someone else's complaint, or filed a charge of discrimination, and a negative
action was threatened or taken, you should check the box next to Retaliation.
Race

Sex

Age

Disability

National Origin

difference in skin shade within the same race)
i. genetic testing

Religion

Retaliation

Pregnancy

Color (typically a

Genetic Information; choose which type(s) of genetic information is involved:

ii. family medical history

iii. genetic services (genetic services means counseling, education or testing)

If you checked color, religion or national origin, please specify: Christian
If you checked genetic information, how did the employer obtain the genetic information?
Other reason (basis) for discrimination (Explain).
5. What happened to you that you believe was discriminatory? Include the date(s) of harm, the action(s), and the name(s) and
title(s) of the person(s) who you believe discriminated against you. Please attach additional pages if needed.
(Example: 10/02/06 - Discharged by Mr. John Soto, Production Supervisor)
A) Date:
Action:
Please see additional pages
Ongoing
Name and Title of Person(s) Responsible: Aaron Leavell, Superintendent, Bremerton School District
B) Date:
Action:
Name and Title of Person(s) Responsible:
6. Why do you believe these actions were discriminatory? Please attach additional pages if needed.
Please see additional pages.

7. What reason(s) were given to you for the acts you consider discriminatory? By whom? His or Her Job Title?
Please see additional pages.

8. Describe who was in the same or similar situation as you and how they were treated. For example, who else applied for the
same job you did, who else had the same attendance record, or who else had the same performance? Provide the race, sex,
age, national origin, religion, or disability of these individuals, if known, and if it relates to your claim of discrimination. For
example, if your complaint alleges race discrimination, provide the race of each person; if it alleges sex discrimination, provide
the sex of each person; and so on. Use additional sheets if needed.
Of the persons in the same or similar situation as you, who was treated better than you?
A. Full Name

Race, sex, age, national origin, religion or disability Job Title

Please see additional pages.
Description of Treatment
B. Full Name
Description of Treatment

Race, sex, age, national origin, religion or disability Job Title

Of the persons in the same or similar situation as you, who was treated worse than you?
A. Full Name

Race, sex, age, national origin, religion or disability Job Title

Description of Treatment
B. Full Name

Race, sex, age, national origin, religion or disability Job Title

Description of Treatment
Of the persons in the same or similar situation as you, who was treated the same as you?
A. Full Name

Race, sex, age, national origin, religion or disability Job Title

Description of Treatment
B. Full Name

Race, sex, age, national origin, religion or disability Job Title

Description of Treatment

Answer questions 9-12 only if you are claiming discrimination based on disability. If not, skip to question 13. Please tell us if
you have more than one disability. Please add additional pages if needed.
9.

Please check all that apply:

Yes, I have a disability

I do not have a disability now but I did have one
No disability but the organization treats me as if I am disabled
10. What is the disability that you believe is the reason for the adverse action taken against you? Does this disability prevent
or limit you from doing anything? (e.g., lifting, sleeping, breathing, walking, caring for yourself, working, etc.).

11. Do you use medications, medical equipment or anything else to lessen or eliminate the symptoms of your disability?
Yes

No

If “Yes,” what medication, medical equipment or other assistance do you use?

12. Did you ask your employer for any changes or assistance to do your job because of your disability?
Yes

No

If "YES", when did you ask?
Who did you ask? (Provide full name and job title of person)

Describe the changes or assistance that you asked for:

How did your employer respond to your request?

How did you ask (verbally or in writing)?
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13. Are there any witnesses to the alleged discriminatory incidents? If yes, please identify them below and tell us what they
will say. (Please attach additional pages if needed to complete your response)
A. Full Name

Job Title

Address & Phone Number

Please see additional pages.
What do you believe this person will tell us?

B. Full Name

Job Title

Address & Phone Number

What do you believe this person will tell us?

14. Have you filed a charge previously in this matter with EEOC or another agency?

Yes

No

15. If you have filed a complaint with another agency, provide name of agency and date of filing:

16. Have you sought help about this situation from a union, an attorney, or any other source?
Provide name of organization, name of person you spoke with and date of contact. Results, if any?

Yes

No

I am represented by attorneys from Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP, Oldfield & Heldson LLP, Mr. A.J. Ferate, and Liberty Institute.
Please check one of the boxes below to tell us what you would like us to do with the information you are providing on this
questionnaire. If you would like to file a charge of job discrimination, you must do so either within 180 days from the day you knew
about the discrimination, or within 300 days from the day you knew about the discrimination if the employer is located in a place
where a state or local government agency enforces laws similar to the EEOC's laws. If you do not file a charge of discrimination
within the time limits, you will lose your rights. If you would like more information before filing a charge or you have
concerns about EEOC's notifying the employer, union, or employment agency about your charge, you may wish to check Box
1. If you want to file a charge, you should check Box 2.

Box 1

I want to talk to an EEOC employee before deciding whether to file a charge. I understand that by checking this box, I
have not filed a charge with the EEOC. I also understand that I could lose my rights if I do not file a charge in time.

Box 2

I want to file a charge of discrimination, and I authorize the EEOC to look into the discrimination I described above. I
understand that the EEOC must give the employer, union, or employment agency that I accuse of discrimination
information about the charge, including my name. I also understand that the EEOC can only accept charges of job
discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, disability, age, genetic information, or retaliation for
opposing discrimination.

Signature

Today's Date

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT: This form is covered by the Privacy Act of 1974: Public Law 93-579. Authority for requesting personal data and the uses thereof are:
1. FORM NUMBER/TITLE/DATE. EEOC Intake Questionnaire (9/20/08).
2. AUTHORITY. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(b), 29 U.S.C. § 211, 29 U.S.C. § 626. 42 U.S.C. 12117(a), 42 USC §2000ff-6.
3. PRINCIPAL PURPOSE. The purpose of this questionnaire is to solicit information about claims of employment discrimination, determine whether the EEOC has
jurisdiction over those claims, and provide charge filing counseling, as appropriate. Consistent with 29 CFR 1601.12(b) and 29 CFR 1626.8(c), this questionnaire
may serve as a charge if it meets the elements of a charge.
4. ROUTINE USES. EEOC may disclose information from this form to other state, local and federal agencies as appropriate or necessary to carry out the
Commission's functions, or if EEOC becomes aware of a civil or criminal law violation. EEOC may also disclose information to respondents in litigation, to
congressional offices in response to inquiries from parties to the charge, to disciplinary committees investigating complaints against attorneys representing the
parties to the charge, or to federal agencies inquiring about hiring or security clearance matters
5. WHETHER DISCLOSURE IS MANDATORY OR VOLUNTARY AND EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL FOR NOT PROVIDING INFORMATION.
Providing of this information is voluntary but the failure to do so may hamper the Commission's investigation of a charge. It is not mandatory that this form be
used to provide the requested information.

Print Form

Addendum to EEOC Intake Questionnaire – Joseph A. Kennedy
3. Are you a Federal Employee?
Since 2006, I have been employed by
However, this charge of discrimination
relates solely to my employment with the Bremerton School District.
5. What happened to you that you believe is discriminatory?
Since 2008, I have been employed as a football coach by the Bremerton School District
(BSD) in Bremerton, Washington. I am an assistant coach for the Bremerton High
School (BHS) varsity football team and the head coach for the BHS junior varsity
football team. I am compelled by my sincerely held religious beliefs to pray at the
conclusion of the football games I coach.
Since my first game as a BHS coach in 2008, I have engaged in private religious
expression at the conclusion of BHS football games. Specifically, after the game is over,
and after the players and coaches from both teams have met to shake hands at midfield, I
linger at the 50-yard line to engage in private religious expression. I usually kneel, bow
my head, and offer a brief, quiet prayer of thanksgiving for player safety and
sportsmanship that lasts approximately 15-30 seconds. Some of my fellow BHS coaches
frequently engage in religious expression near the 50-yard line too.
BSD has openly acknowledged that no students have ever been directed or coerced to
participate in my private religious expression. Exhibit A at 1. Initially, in 2008, I prayed
silently and alone. After several games where I prayed alone, some of the players began
to engage in their own religious expression near where I pray. I did nothing to encourage
or discourage such student religious expression. When some players asked me if they
were permitted to pray, I told them that “this is a free country, you can do what you
want.” In time, the number of players who prayed near me grew to include a majority of
the team. Sometimes BHS players invited players from the opposing team to join them
as they engaged in student religious expression after the game. At some point during the
2009 season, I started giving a short motivational speech prior to some of my post-game
prayers. Around the same time, some of my prayers began to be audible. At all times, as
BSD concedes, I did not encourage or discourage student religious expression. Exhibit A
at 1. BSD has acknowledged that it has never received a complaint about my private
religious expression. Exhibit F at 3.
On September 17, 2015, BSD sent me a letter prescribing specific guidelines for my
private religious expression. BSD informed me that I was permitted to engage in
“religious activity, including prayer, so long as it does not interfere with job
responsibilities.” Exhibit A at 3. BSD also stated that my religious expression should
not be “outwardly discernible as religious activity” if students are engaged in religious
conduct. Id.

After I received BSD’s September 17 letter, I temporarily stopped praying immediately
after BHS football games until I could obtain legal counsel to advise me of my legal
rights and obligations. I did not pray again until after the October 16, 2015 football
game. Pursuant to my attorneys’ advice, I intended to pray privately and quietly after
BHS football games, and at a time during which my private religious expression would
not interfere with my coaching duties.
I also requested a religious accommodation that would permit me to briefly and quietly
engage in private religious expression, in a manner and at a time that is reasonably
unlikely to interfere with my coaching duties. In essence, I requested an accommodation
that would permit me to engage in brief, private religious expression following BHS
football games. On October 23, 2015, just hours before the football game scheduled for
that night, BSD sent me a second letter denying my request for a religious
accommodation and issuing a new directive that BSD employees may not engage in
visible religious expression while on duty. Exhibit D.
On October 28, 2015, in response to my private religious expression on October 23, BSD
took adverse employment action against me by placing me on paid administrative leave
and prohibiting me from any participation in BHS football program activities. Exhibit E.
BSD’s stated reason for this adverse action is that I violated its October 23 directive by
“engaging in overt, public and demonstrative religious conduct while still on duty as an
assistant football coach.” Id. at 1.
Also on October 28, 2015, BSD released a public document entitled “Bremerton School
District Q&A Regarding Assistant Football Coach Joe Kennedy.” Exhibit F. In this
document, BSD set forth its rationale for taking adverse employment action against me.
Notably, BSD once again stated that it cannot permit its employees to engage in visible
religious expression while on duty. BSD admitted, however, that I had complied with its
directives not to intentionally involve students in my private religious expression.
Prior to these events, I had received uniformly excellent performance evaluations from
my superiors at BSD, including the school’s athletic director. Exhibit G. Each of my
prior performance evaluations recommended that I be re-hired for the following year. In
November 2015, however, I received a performance evaluation recommending that I not
be re-hired based on my alleged failure to follow district policy and alleged failure to
supervise students after games. Exhibit H at 2. I believe the context makes clear that this
recommendation was made because of my private religious expression at the conclusion
of football games.

6. Why do you believe these actions were discriminatory?
BSD violated my rights to free exercise of religion and free speech by prohibiting my
private religious expression and taking adverse employment action against me on the
basis of my religion, notwithstanding my request for a reasonable accommodation that
would allow me to practice my sincerely held religious beliefs. Moreover, BSD does not
uniformly or consistently enforce its discriminatory policy. I have observed other BSD
employees engage in visible religious expression without adverse consequences. For
example,
regularly engages in a Buddhist chant near the
50-yard line at the conclusion of BHS football games. Finally, BSD retaliated against me
for engaging in private religious expression.
7. What reason(s) were given to you for the acts you consider discriminatory? By
whom? His or Her Job Title?
Aaron Leavell, Superintendent of the Bremerton School District, informed me that
district policy prohibited me from engaging in private religious expression compelled by
my sincerely held religious beliefs. I was subsequently subject to an adverse employment
action, instituted by Mr. Leavell, because I engaged in “overt, public, and demonstrative
religious conduct while on duty” as an employee.

8. Describe who was in the same or similar situation as you and how they were
treated. For example, who else applied for the same job you did, who else had the
same attendance record, or who else had the same performance? Provide the race,
sex, age, national origin, religion, or disability of these individuals, if known, and if
it relates to your claim of discrimination. For example, if your complaint alleges
race discrimination, provide the race of each person; if it alleges sex discrimination,
provide the sex of each person; and so on. Use additional sheets if needed.
Of the persons in the same or similar situation as you, who was treated better than
you?
Job Title
Race, sex, age, national origin,
religion or disability
Assistant Head Coach
Buddhist
Description of Treatment
also engaged in overt, public, and demonstrative
religious conduct while on duty as an employee, yet no action was ever taken against
him.

A. Full Name

13. Are there any witnesses to the alleged discriminatory incidents? If yes, please
identify them below and tell us what they will say. (Please attach additional pages if
needed to complete your response.)
A. Full Name

Job Title
Assistant Coach

Address & Phone Number

What do you believe this person will tell us?
will confirm I have been discriminated against by the school district.
I coach with
.
B. Full Name
Job Title
Address & Phone Number
Assistant Coach
What do you believe this person will tell us?
will confirm I have been discriminated against by the school district.
I coach with
.

EXHIBIT LIST
Exhibit

Document Description

A

Letter from Bremerton School District to Coach Kennedy, Sept. 17, 2015.

B

Letter from Bremerton School District to Community, Sept. 17, 2015.

C

Letter from Coach Kennedy to Bremerton School District, Oct. 14, 2015.

D

Letter from Bremerton School District to Coach Kennedy, Oct. 23, 2015.

E

Letter from Bremerton School District to Coach Kennedy, Oct. 28, 2015.

F

Bremerton School District Statement and Q&A, Oct. 28, 2015.

G

Coach Kennedy Performance Evaluations, 2009-2012.

H

Coach Kennedy Performance Evaluation, Nov. 20, 2015.

EXHIBIT
A

A>

Bremerton

School
District .,.

t 11tt-"'September 17, 2015
Dear Mr. Kennedy:
As you are aware, the Bremerton School District has been conducting an inquiry into whether
District staff have appropriately complied with Board Policy 2340, "Religious-Related Activities
and Practices," particularly with respect to the Bremerton High School football program. That
policy is intended to implement the District's obligation to ensure that the fundamental
constitutional rights of all members of the District community are honored. I wish to thank you
for your candid cooperation and assistance in that process.
The District's inquiry has revealed two problematic practices within the football program. First,
we learned that you have a practice, at most games, of providing an inspirational talk at midfield
following the completion of the game. Students from both Bremerton High School and the
opposing team (along with coaches from the opposing team and sometimes other attendees of the
game) are invited to participate in this activity. During the activity, you hold up a helmet from
each team and speak while the students and other participants kneel. Your talks have included
overtly religious references, and you acknowledged that they likely constitute prayer. You
explained that you began kneeling at midfield following games when you first started coaching
at BHS, and that over time students asked to join, with the activity evolving organically.
Second, you acknowledged that prior to most games, in the locker room, you lead the students
and coaching staff in a prayer. You explained that this activity predated your involvement with
the program.
Each activity has been voluntary. While students and others have either been invited or allowed
to join in, you have not actively encouraged, or required, participation. Nevertheless, as I believe
you now understand, both activities would very likely be found to violate the First Amendment's
Establishment Clause, exposing the District to significant risk of liability.
The District's inquiry revealed that there has been little, if any, training of coaching staff
regarding Policy 2340 or the broad range of issues related to religious conduct of District staff in
relation to students. Many assistant coaches, including yourself, are not professional educators
and thus likely have not been exposed to extensive education and training regarding the
admittedly complex constitutional law issues arising in public education. Thus, while I am
concerned that you continued the midfield postgame prayer in games on September 11 and 14,
2015, following direction from your head coach as well as the BHS athletic director to cease
these activities, I also understand how these practices developed and persisted over time, and
know that they have been entirely well intentioned.

That said, I believe we agree that going forward, it is imperative that clear parameters be
established and consistently followed in order to ensure that the rights of all BHS community
members are respected and honored. Board Policy 2340 includes the following statement:
As a matter of individual liberty, a student may of his/her own volition engage in private,
non-disruptive prayer at any time not in conflict with learning activities. School staff
shall neither encourage nor discourage a student from engaging in non-disruptive oral or
silent prayer or any other form of devotional activity.
This policy is intended to implement the District's obligations under the First Amendment to the
United States Constitution, which reads:
Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of
the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of
grievances.
Many decades of federal court litigation, including decisions of the United States Supreme
Court, have fleshed out the meaning of the First Amendment' s Establishment Clause and Free
Exercise Clause. In the public schools conte-xt, it is clear that schools and their employees may
not directly prohibit students from participating in religious activities, nor may they require
students to participate in religious activities. Fmiher, it is equally clear that school staff may not
indirectly encourage students to engage in religious activity (or discourage them from doing so),
or even engage in action that is likely to be perceived as endorsing (or opposing) religion or
religious activity. In short, schools and their employees, while perfonning their job duties, must
remain neutral - allowing non-disruptive student religious activity, while neither endorsing nor
discouraging it.
As pertains to athletics, the federal courts have held that:

• Schools may not allow prayers to be read - even by students - over the public address
•
•

system at even optional extracurricular events, such as football games - Santa Fe Indep.
Sch. Dist. v. Doe, 530 U.S. 290 (2000)
Schools may not allow coaches to initiate, lead or supervise student prayer - Doe v .
Duncanville Indep. Sch. Dist., 70 F.3d 402 (5 1h Cir. 1995)
.
Schools may not even allow coaches to participate in or appear to endorse religious
activity that is entirely student-initiated - Borden v. Sch. Dist. of the Township of East
Brunswick, 523 F.3d 153 (3rd Cir. 2008)

I recognize that you and all District employees possess fundamental free exercise and free
expression rights under the First Amendment. However, the courts have held that where there is
direct tension between the district's need to avoid an Establishment Clause violation and a school
employee's free exercise or expression rights, the latter must yield so far as necessary to avoid
school endorsement of religious activities. Borden, above; Berger v. Rensselaer Central School
Corp., 982 F.2d 1160 (?'h Cir. 1993). The District is clearly bound by these federal precedents.
Should the District disregard them, allowing conduct that violates the Establishment Clause, the

District will be subjected to significant potential liability, endangering precious funds needed to
educate the District's students and sustain its importa~t programs.
Therefore, the following clear standards apply and must be adhered to going forward:
•

•
•

•

•

You may continue to provide motivational, inspirational talks to students before, during
and after games and other team activity, focusing on appropriate themes such as unity,
teamwork, responsibility, safety, endeavor and the like that have long characterized your
very positive and beneficial talks with students.
Your talks with students may not include religious expression, including prayer. They
must remain entirely secular in nature, so as to avoid alienation of any team member.
Students are free to initiate and engage in religious activity, including prayer, so long as it
does not interfere with school or team activities. Student religious activity must be
entirely and genuinely student-initiated, and may not be suggested, encouraged (or
discouraged), or supervised by any District staff.
If students engage in religious activity, school staff may not take any action likely to be
perceived by-a reasonable observer, who is aware of the history and context of such
activity at BHS, as endorsement of that activity. Examples identified in the Borden case
include kneeling or bowing of the head during the students' religious activity.
You and all District staff are free to engage in rerigious activity, including prayer, so long
as it does not interfere with job responsibilities. Such activity must be physically separate
from any student activity, and students may not be allowed to join such activity. In order
to avoid the perception of endorsement discussed above, such activity should either be
non-demonstrative (i.e., not outwardly discernible as religious activity) if students are
also engaged in religious conduct, or it should occur while students are not engaging in
such conduct.

I understand that the foregoing parameters may not address every potential scenario. They are
intended to ensure that existing problematic practices do not continue. I encourage you to raise
any questions you may have about these parameters, or scenarios not clearly addressed by them,
with your supervisors, and also invite you to address such questions directly to me. I am
sincerely committed to honoring your rights and continuing your outstanding contributions to the
BHS football program, while also ensuring that the District is not exposed to liability because we
have inadvertently violated the rights of students or other community members. I am confident
that we share these important goals, and can work together to achieve them going forward.

Aaron Leavell, Superintendent
Bremerton School District
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EXHIBIT
B

Bremerton
School

District
-j_

!
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September 17, 2015

Dear Bremerton School District fami lies, staff and community,
Our District recently learned that a member of our coaching staff was participating in religious prayer
with our students on school property. Because of the constitutional concerns this raised, we hired an
outside attorney to determine whether there was a need for training and clarification of the parameters
around staff involvement in religious activities with students.
These concerns have now been resolved.
We are pleased that Joe Kennedy will continue coach ing our student athletes, and we look forward to the
game tomorrow night.
Our coaching staff can continue to provide motivational, inspirational talks to students before, during and
after games and other team activity, focusing on appropriate themes such as unity, teamwork,
responsibility, safety and endeavor. This is the heart of our athletics program.
However, talks with students may not include religious expression, including prayer. They must remain
entirely secular in nature, so as to avoid alienation of any team member and, importantly, violate the Jaw
and our Board policy.
Students are free to initiate and engage in religious activity. including prayer, so long as it does not
interfere with school or team activities. Student religious activity must be entirely and genuinely studentinitiated, and may not be suggested, encouraged (or discouraged), or supervised by any District staff.
The District is bound by these federal precedents. Should the District disregard them, we would be
subjected to significant potential liability, endangering precious funds needed to educate the District's
students and sustain its important programs.
Moving forward, the District realizes we must take steps to make sure our staff members understand the
implications of federal Jaw. We will make sure coaching staff are provided ample training regarding this
admittedly complex area of constitutional law. To be clear: The BHS football coaching stafrs conduct
has been entirely well-intentioned. It is up to the District to establish clear parameters that will ensure
compliance with these laws (included on page 2 and 3 of!his document).
While we certainly wish we had provided coaching staff with training and direction that might have
avoided the current controversy, this process has been a learning experience - one that will surely
continue- and I am optimistic that the BHS footbal l program will continue to thrive within these newly
clarified guidelines.

sr~
Aaron Leavell, Ed.D
Superintendent
/pg
Aaron leave//, Ec/.D.. Supermtendenl
Bremerton School District 100-C. 134 Marion Avenue N., Bremerton. Washington 98312
(360) 473-1006 • Fax (360) 473-1040 • E-mail: aaron.leavell@bremertonschools.org
An Equal Opporr111111y Employer and Educator

Bremerton Policy and Legal References

Board Policy 2340 includes the fo llowing statement:
As a matter of individual liberty, a student may of his/her own volition engage in private,
non-disruptive prayer at any time not in conflict with learning activities. School staff
shall neither encourage nor discourage a student from engaging in non-disruptive oral or
silent prayer or any other form of devotional activity.
This policy is intended to implement the District's obligations under the First Amendment to the
United States Constitution, which reads:
Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment ofreligion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of
the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of
grievances.
Many decades of federal court litigation. including decisions of the United States Supreme
Court, have fleshed out the meaning of the First Amendment's Establishment Clause and Free
Exercise Clause. Jn the public schools context, it is clear that schools and their employees may
not directly prohibit students from participating in religious activities, nor may they require
students to participate in religious activities. Further. it is equally clear that school staff may not
indirectly encourage students to engage in religious activity (or discourage them from doing so),
or even engage in action that is likely to be perceived as endorsing (or opposing) religion or
religious activity. In short, schools and their employees, while performing their job duties, must
remain neutral - allowing non-disruptive student religious activity, while neither endorsing nor
discouraging it.
As pertains to athletics, the federal courts have held that:
•

•
•

Schools may not allow prayers to be read - even by students - over the public address
system at even optional e>..'tracurricular events. such as football games - Santa Fe Jndep.
Sch. Dist. "· Doe. 530 U.S. 290 (2000)
Schools may not allow coaches to initiate, lead or supervise student prayer - Doe v.
Duncanville Jndep. Sch. Disl. , 70 F.3d 402 (5th Cir. 1995)
Schools may not even allow coaches to participate in or appear to endorse religious
activity that is entirely student-initiated - Borden v. Sch. Dist. ofthe Township of East
Brunswick, 523 F.3d 153 (3rd Cir. 2008)

The District of course recognizes that its employees possess fundamental free exercise and free
expression rights of their own under the First Amendment. However. the courts have held that
where there is direct tension between the district's need to avoid an Establishment Clause
violation and a school employee's free exercise or expression rights, the latter must yield so far
as necessary to avoid school endorsement of religious activities. Borden, above; Berger v.
Rensselaer Central School C01p., 982 F .2d 1160 (7lh Cir. 1993). The District is bound b) these
federal precedents. Should the District disregard them. allowing conduct that violates the

Bremerton Policy and Legal Reference
Cont.

Establishment Clause, the District will be subjected to significant potential liabi lity, endangering
precious funds needed to educate the District's students and sustain its important programs.
The District's inquiry into this matter did reveal practices that are not allowed under federal
precedent. However, it also revealed that coaching staff have not been provided ample training
regarding this admittedly complex area of constitutional law. To be clear: The BHS football
coaching stafrs conduct has been entirely well-intentioned.
Going forward. the District has established clear parameters that will ensure compliance v.ith the
District's obligations under the Establishment Clause, while honoring and respecting the
fundamen tal personal free exercise and free expression rights of students and the coaching staff.
These parameters will continue to allow students to engage in voluntary. student-initiated
religious activity; allow coaching staff to continue to deliver the inspirational, motivational,
team-building talks to students that have been such an asset not only to BHS teams but to those
of opposing teams and their coaching staffs; and allow our staff to engage in their own religious
activities in a manner that will not run afoul of the United States Constitution.

September 17. 2015

EXHIBIT
C

	
  

October 14, 2015

Via Certified Mail RRR and E-mail
Bremerton School District
134 Marion Avenue N
Bremerton, WA 98312
Aaron Leavell, Superintendent
Scott Rahm, Board Member
J. David Rubie, Board Member
Jonee Dubos, Board Member
Alyson Rotter, Board Member
Carolynn Perkins, Board Member
Subj: Request for Coach Joseph A. Kennedy to Continue Post-Game Prayer
Dear Superintendent Leavell and Board Members:
Bremerton High School (BHS) football coach Joseph “Joe” Kennedy retained
Liberty Institute and volunteer counsel Anthony J. Ferate (BHS ’94) to represent him in
this matter. Please direct all correspondence related to this matter to Liberty Institute at
the contact information provided below.
Coach Kennedy has been a football coach at BHS since August 2008. Currently,
Coach Kennedy serves as the varsity assistant coach, and as the junior varsity head coach.
Since August 2008, Coach Kennedy has engaged in a private religious activity whereby
at the conclusion of each football game, he walks to the 50-yard line and prays. By letter
dated September 17, 2015, you directed Coach Kennedy to cease this private religious
expression.
This letter constitutes Coach Kennedy’s request for a religious
accommodation under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et
seq., allowing him to continue his post-game personal prayer, and that you rescind the
directive in your September 17 letter that he cease his post-game personal prayer. The
First Amendment to the United States Constitution and federal statutory law protect
Coach Kennedy’s right to private religious expression following BHS football games.
Indeed, Bremerton School District’s attempts to ban or prohibit Coach Kennedy’s private
religious expression violate both the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
In order to understand why Coach Kennedy’s private religious expression is
constitutionally protected, it is important to understand the factual context surrounding
Coach Kennedy’s practice. Coach Kennedy is motivated by his sincerely-held religious
beliefs to pray following each football game. Coach Kennedy’s inspiration for doing so
came about after he watched the film “Facing the Giants.” After watching the film,
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Coach Kennedy felt compelled by his religious faith, and his sincerely-held religious
beliefs, to begin thanking God for the young men he is privileged to coach.
Factual Background
Since August 2008, Coach Kennedy’s practice has remained largely unchanged.
Coach Kennedy’s first post-game prayer occurred on his very first game as a coach.
After the game ended and his official coaching duties ceased, Coach Kennedy walked,
alone, to the 50-yard line where he audibly spoke a short prayer of thanksgiving for
player safety, fair play, and spirited competition. Coach Kennedy did not announce what
he was doing, nor did he invite anyone to join him. He quietly, but audibly, prayed alone,
away from the coaches, players, and fans. This practice continued for several games until
several students approached Coach Kennedy and asked if they were permitted to be there
when he prayed, to which he responded, “it’s a free country, you can do whatever you
want to do.” Thereafter, after subsequent games, students continued to voluntarily go
where Coach Kennedy prayed. Members of the opposing team also sometimes went to
where Coach Kennedy prayed.
Although Coach Kennedy’s prayers are verbal, he does not pray in the name of a
specific religion or deity, and he does not say “amen.” Each post-game prayer lasts
approximately fifteen to twenty seconds, during which Coach Kennedy is unaware of
who may or may not be in the vicinity. Coach Kennedy’s sole intent, as motivated by his
sincerely-held religious beliefs, is to say a brief prayer of thanksgiving and then move on.
Coach Kennedy has never received a complaint about his post-game personal prayers.
To summarize, Coach Kennedy engages in private religious expression during
non-instructional hours, after his official duties as a coach have ceased. He neither
requests, encourages, nor discourages students from participating in, or coming to where
he prays. His prayers neither proselytize nor denigrate the beliefs of others. And he has
never received a complaint about his post-game personal prayers. Under these
circumstances, there is no constitutional prohibition against Coach Kennedy’s private
religious expression, regardless of whether students voluntarily come to the location
where he is praying.
Coach Kennedy’s Private Religious Expression is Constitutionally Protected
Bremerton School District Board Policy 2340, “Religious Activities and
Practices,” is largely silent on the First Amendment rights of District employees. But the
United States Supreme Court rejected the notion that public school employees relinquish
First Amendment rights by virtue of their government employment. See Tinker v. Des
Moines Indep. Cmty. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969) (“It can hardly be argued that
either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to freedom of speech or
expression at the schoolhouse gate.”); Pickering v. Bd. of Educ., 391 U.S. 563 (1968).
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The Supreme Court has repeatedly held that the First Amendment requires public
school officials to be neutral in their treatment of religion, showing neither favoritism
toward nor hostility against religious adherents. See Everson v. Bd. of Educ., 330 U.S. 1,
18 (1947). Accordingly, the First Amendment forbids religious activity that is sponsored
by the government but protects religious activity that is initiated by individuals acting
privately, as is the case with Coach Kennedy. As the Court explained in several cases,
“there is a crucial difference between government speech endorsing religion, which the
Establishment Clause forbids, and private speech endorsing religion, which the Free
Speech and Free Exercise Clauses protect.” Bd. of Educ. v. Mergens, 496 U.S. 226, 250
(1990) (plurality op.).
The First Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits the government
from “abridging the freedom of speech” of private individuals. U.S. Const., amend. I.
This prohibition applies to state and local governments through the Fourteenth
Amendment. Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296, 303 (1940); Lovell v. Griffin, 303
U.S. 444, 450 (1938). The government also may not suppress or exclude the speech of
private individuals for the sole reason that their speech is religious. See Good News Club
v. Milford Cent. Sch., 533 U.S. 98 (2001); Rosenberger v. Rector & Visitors of the Univ.
of Va., 515 U.S. 819 (1995); Capitol Square Review & Advisory Bd. v. Pinette, 515 U.S.
753 (1995); Lamb’s Chapel v. Ctr. Moriches Union Free Sch. Dist., 508 U.S. 384 (1993);
Widmar v. Vincent, 454 U.S. 263 (1981). As the Supreme Court explained:
[P]rivate religious speech, far from being a First Amendment orphan, is as
fully protected under the Free Speech Clause as secular private expression.
. . . Indeed, in Anglo-American history, at least, government suppression
of speech has so commonly been directed precisely at religious speech that
a free-speech clause without religion would be Hamlet without the prince.
Pinette, 515 U.S. at 760. Furthermore, the Court held that “the First Amendment forbids
the government to regulate speech in ways that favor some viewpoints or ideas at the
expense of others.” Lamb’s Chapel v. Ctr. Moriches Sch. Dist., 508 U.S. 384 (1993).
Your September 17 letter states that these bans on religious expression are
necessary to avoid an Establishment Clause violation, an argument the Supreme Court
expressly questioned. See Good News Club, 533 U.S. at 113 (questioning “whether a
State’s interest in avoiding an Establishment Clause violation would justify viewpoint
discrimination”). As support for this dubious legal argument, you cite to Borden v. Sch.
Dist. of the Twnshp. of East Brunswick, 523 F.3d 153 (3rd Cir. 2008). But that same
opinion you cite states “not every religious display of a school official will have the
necessary ‘history and context’ to be an Establishment Clause violation.” Id. at 166.
Indeed, “speech by a public employee, even a teacher, does not always represent, or even
appear to represent, the views of the state.” Tucker v. Calif. Dep’t of Educ., 97 F.3d 1204,
1213 (9th Cir. 1996) (emphasis added). Here, Coach Kennedy’s private religious
expression cannot be said to invoke the imprimatur of the government.
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The case of Wigg v. Sioux Falls Sch. Dist., 382 F.3d 807 (8th Cir. 2004), is
instructive. In Wigg, the court affirmed the right of a public elementary school teacher to
participate in an explicitly Christian, proselytizing, after-school program in the same
school in which she taught. The facts of Wigg, when compared to the present matter,
demonstrate the wrongness of Bremerton School District’s directives to Coach Kennedy:
Wigg
Public school employee
Elementary school (2nd – 3rd grade)
Proselytizing after school
In classroom

Coach Kennedy
Public school employee
Secondary school (9th – 12th grade)
Private, personal prayer after football
games
In football stadium

The Wigg court concluded that the school district’s “effort to avoid an establishment of
religion . . . unnecessarily limits the ability of its employees to engage in private religious
speech on their own time.” Id. at 814. The court found the school’s policy “preventing
[school] employees from participating in religious-based activities [was] viewpoint
discriminatory and, thus, per se unconstitutional.” Id. The court held the teacher’s after
school proselytizing was constitutionally protected as private speech that did not put the
school district at risk of violating the Establishment Clause. Id. at 815.
There can be no legitimate concern that the District is somehow establishing
religion because it merely permits one of its coaches, on his own time, to say a short
personal prayer after a football game. “The proposition that schools do not endorse
everything they fail to censor is not complicated.” Mergens, 496 U.S. at 250 (plurality
op.). As the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit explained, “the desirable
approach is not for schools to throw up their hands because of the possible
misconceptions about endorsement of religion,” finding instead that it is
[f]ar better to teach [students] about the [F]irst [A]mendment, about the
difference between private and public action, about why we tolerate
divergent views . . . . The school's proper response is to educate the
audience rather than squelch the speaker. Schools may explain that they do
not endorse speech by permitting it. If pupils do not comprehend so simple
a lesson, then one wonders whether the [] schools can teach anything at
all. Free speech, free exercise, and the ban on establishment are quite
compatible when the government remains neutral and educates the public
about the reasons.
Hills v. Scottsdale Unified Sch. Dist., 329 F.3d 1044, 1055 (9th Cir. 2003) (quoting
Hedges v. Wauconda Cmty. Unit Sch. Dist. No. 118, 9 F.3d 1295, 1299-1300 (7th Cir.
1993)).
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No reasonable observer could conclude that a football coach who waits until the
game is over and the players have left the field and then walks to mid-field to say a short,
private, personal prayer is speaking on behalf of the state. Quite the opposite, Coach
Kennedy is engaged in private religious expression upon which the state may not
infringe. In fact, any attempt by Bremerton School District to ban or prohibit Coach
Kennedy—or any private citizen—from praying violates the First Amendment. In
Tucker, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit held that the California
Department of Education’s ban on religious advocacy and displays in the workplace—
even when the stated reason was to avoid the appearance of supporting religion—was
unconstitutional. The District’s ban on Coach Kennedy’s private religious expression is
likewise unconstitutional.
Under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Bremerton School District may
not discriminate against Coach Kennedy on the basis of his religious exercise, and it must
accommodate his sincerely-held religious beliefs. Title VII provides that “it shall be an
unlawful employment practice for an employer . . . to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge
any individual, or otherwise discriminate against any individual with respect to his
compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, because of such
individual’s race, color, religion, sex, or national origin . . ..” 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(a).
Additionally, Title VII requires Bremerton School District to accommodate its
employees’ religious practices. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e(j);	
  29 CFR § 1605.2. Therefore, you
must permit Coach Kennedy to continue his post-game prayers.
Students May Voluntarily Come to Where Coach Kennedy Prays
In your September 17 letter, you acknowledged that Coach Kennedy does not
encourage or require participation in his practice of private, post-game prayer. You also
acknowledge that Bremerton School District Board Policy 2340 permits BHS students to
voluntarily engage in prayer. But your directive to Coach Kennedy is inconsistent with
Board Policy 2340: “You and all District staff are free to engage in religious activity,
including prayer . . . [but] students may not be allowed to join such activity.” You also
prohibit Coach Kennedy from joining student-initiated prayers. Incredibly, you take the
extra step of banning Coach Kennedy from bowing his head or even being physically
present where students may be praying. This too is unconstitutional.
This is tantamount to a declaration that Coach Kennedy, while praying as you
concede he is allowed to do, must flee the scene if students voluntarily come to the same
area and pray as well. There is no requirement in the law that Coach Kennedy flee from
students if they voluntarily choose to come to a place where he is privately praying
during personal time. According to the U.S. Department of Education’s “Guidance on
Constitutionally Protected Prayer in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools”
(“Guidance”), teachers may “take part in religious activities where the overall context
makes clear that they are not participating in their official capacities.” The Guidance also
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provides a solution for schools seeking to avoid the appearance of school sponsorship or
endorsement of student speech: school officials “may make appropriate, neutral
disclaimers to clarify that such speech (whether religious or non-religious) is the
speaker’s and not the school’s.” Guidance on Constitutionally Protected Prayer in Public
Elementary and Secondary Schools, U.S. Dept. of Educ., Feb. 7, 2003,
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/religionandschools/prayer_guidance.html
(last
visited October 12, 2015). This simple, constitutionally sound solution also applies to
school employee speech, and is far less restrictive than Bremerton School District’s
outright ban on Coach Kennedy’s private religious expression, and its requirement that he
flee should students voluntarily appear where he happens to be praying. Coach Kennedy,
or another school official, can simply clarify that the prayer is the speaker’s private
speech, and not that of the School District.
Conclusion
For the reasons provided herein, there is no lawful prohibition against Coach
Kennedy’s practice of saying a private, post-game prayer. The prayers are Coach
Kennedy’s private religious speech, and no reasonable observer could conclude that BHS
sponsors, endorses, or encourages student participation. To the extent that students
voluntarily choose to join Coach Kennedy, the District must not discriminate against,
prohibit or interfere with student-initiated religious activities. A simple disclaimer that
Coach Kennedy’s prayers are his private speech will suffice to avoid any constitutional
concerns.
Beginning on October 16, 2015, Coach Kennedy will continue his practice of
saying a private, post-game prayer at the 50-yard line. We respectfully request that, by
no later than 5:00pm on October 16, 2015, you rescind the directive in your letter of
September 17, 2015, that he cease doing so, and that you permit Coach Kennedy to
continue his practice of saying a private, post-game prayer at the 50-yard line.

Sincerely,

Hiram Sasser
Deputy Chief Counsel
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EXHIBIT
E

EXHIBIT
F

Bremerton School District Statement and Q&A
Regarding Assistant Football Coach Joe Kennedy
This afternoon, the Bremerton School District informed Bremerton High School assistant
football coach Joe Kennedy that he has been placed on paid administrative leave. This action was
necessitated by Kennedy’s refusal to comply with the District’s lawful and constitutionallyrequired directives that he refrain from engaging in overt, public religious displays on the
football field while on duty as a coach. While the District appreciates Kennedy’s many positive
contributions to the BHS football program, and therefore regrets the necessity of this action,
Kennedy’s conduct poses a genuine risk that the District will be liable for violating the federal
and state constitutional rights of students or others. For this reason, Kennedy will not be allowed
to further violate the District’s directives.
Has Kennedy been fired?
No. He remains employed by the District, and will be paid as such throughout the remainder of
his contract term, unless his employment status is changed in the future. However, unless and
until he affirms his intention to comply with the District’s directives, he will not participate, in
any capacity, in BHS football program activities.
Of course, like any other member of the community, Kennedy may attend District events that are
open to the public on the same terms as any other community member.
Why can’t Kennedy lead students in voluntary prayer? Nobody is forced to participate, are
they?
There is indeed no evidence that students have been directly coerced to pray with Kennedy. But
that isn’t the standard. Over fifteen years ago, the United States Supreme Court said as much. In
Santa Fe Indep. Sch. Dist. v. Doe, 530 U.S. 290 (2000), the Court held that a school district’s
practice of simply allowing its facilities to be used for religious expression during a districtsponsored football game violated the First Amendment’s Establishment Clause because of the
reasonable perception by students and attendees of district endorsement of religion. That
decision makes clear that students can pray on their own; but it is a constitutional violation of
students’ rights for a District employee, acting as such, to initiate prayers with students. It is
equally clear that District employees may not participate in even student-initiated prayer. Doe v.
Duncanville Indep. Sch. Dist., 70 F.3d 402 (1995). While attending games may be voluntary for
most students, students required to be present by virtue of their participation in football or
cheerleading will necessarily suffer a degree of coercion to participate in religious activity when
their coaches lead or endorse it.
Notably, we believe Mr. Kennedy understands this. On September 17, 2015, the District notified
him that he was prohibited from repeating his prior practices of leading players in a pre-game
prayer in the locker room or leading players in a post-game prayer immediately following games.
October 28, 2015
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To the District’s knowledge, Mr. Kennedy has complied with those directives not to intentionally
involve students in his on-duty religious activities. However, he has continued a practice of
engaging in a public religious display immediately following games, while he is still on duty.
Why has the District prohibited Mr. Kennedy from praying on his own?
It hasn’t. The District respects Mr. Kennedy’s own constitutional right to free exercise of
religion, and understands that it has a duty to reasonably accommodate that exercise under Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act. To that end, the District has repeatedly offered to accommodate
Kennedy’s religious exercise by providing him with a private location to use for prayer that does
not interfere with his performance of his duties. Examples are private locations within the school
building or athletic facility, or even in the Memorial Stadium press box. The District has also
encouraged Kennedy to offer his own suggestions for ways in which his desire to engage in
private prayer can be accommodated without subjecting the District to liability for violating the
Establishment Clause.
To date, Mr. Kennedy has not taken the District up on any of these offers. Instead, his legal
representatives have clearly stated in the media that an accommodation that does not allow
Kennedy the spotlight of the 50-yard line immediately following games will be unacceptable to
him.
Why does Kennedy have to hide in order to pray?
He doesn’t have to “hide.” However, the District cannot allow an employee, while still on duty,
to engage in religious conduct or display that a reasonable observer, aware of the context, would
perceive as District endorsement of religion. This “endorsement” standard was identified by the
Supreme Court in Santa Fe, and the federal courts have expanded upon it in the fifteen years
since that decision. For example, in 2008, a federal appeals court held that a football coach
known to have previously led students in prayer must not be allowed even to kneel or bow his
head while students prayed, as this would constitute District endorsement of religion in violation
of the Constitution. Borden v. Sch. Dist. of the Township of East Brunswick, 523 F.3d 153. And
in 2006, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals held that a public employer’s interests in avoiding
such Establishment Clause violations “outweigh the resulting limitations on [an employee’s] free
exercise of his religion at work.” Berry v. Dep’t of Social Services, 447 F.3d 642.
If the District allowed Kennedy to engage in a public religious display in the midst of the
performance of his duties, the result would be the same as in East Brunswick: The District would
be subject to liability for violating the rights of its students if it allows this practice to continue.
The District cannot put scarce funds needed for the District’s basic educational mandate (which
our State Supreme Court has already determined to be constitutionally inadequate) at such risk.
Therefore, Kennedy’s free exercise rights must be exercised only in a way that will not result in
such a violation. The accommodations offered by the District are reasonable and would allow
such exercise by Mr. Kennedy, while avoiding violating the rights of others.
October 28, 2015
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Isn’t Kennedy off duty after the game ends, and free to do what he wants?
No. All paid coaches in District athletic programs are required to remain with the program,
performing duties as assigned, following athletic contests. These events clearly do not end upon
the blowing of the final whistle. At that point, players engage in post-game traditions, such as the
singing of the BHS fight song and exchanging congratulatory and uplifting words with the
opposing team’s players. They then return to the locker room to change out of their uniforms,
and are then released to their parents or are authorized to leave. During that time, those students
remain in the care of the District, and the District’s employees have a legal obligation to
maintain supervision of the players until they have left the event. We believe that all of the
District’s coaches understand this, and that players’ parents reasonably expect it.
What about a moment of silence?
The District has given preliminary consideration to the option of calling for a moment of silence
at the end of football games. However, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in 1985 that a moment of
silence adopted for the purpose of facilitating prayer constitutes state endorsement of religion in
violation of the Establishment Clause. Wallace v. Jaffree, 472 U.S. 38. The various federal
appeals courts have subsequently issued varying, possibly contradictory, decisions on this topic.
At best, the constitutionality of a District-endorsed moment of silence is debatable – particularly
if the practice is adopted for the specific purpose of facilitating an employee’s desire to engage in
a public religious display while on duty. While the District may continue to explore this option, it
is not presently satisfied that it would survive a constitutional challenge.
Hasn’t the Supreme Court allowed prayers at public meetings? How is this different?
Yes. In 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court held in Town of Greece v. Galloway, 134 S.Ct. 1811, that
it was not a violation of the Establishment Clause for a town council to begin its meetings with a
brief prayer. Those prayers were provided by a variety of individuals of various faiths. The Court
held that this tradition was authorized in the narrow circumstance of opening legislative sessions,
where it was “meant to lend gravity to the occasion and reflect values long part of the Nation’s
heritage,” and to “invite lawmakers to reflect upon shared ideals and common ends before they
embark on the fractious business of governing.” The Court noted that the practice dates to the
framing of the Constitution itself. The Greece case does not invalidate the Court’s prior, more
restrictive application of the Establishment Clause in the context of public schools, where the
audience consists of large numbers of students, rather than mostly adults.
Why has this come up now, when Kennedy has been praying on the field for years?
The District’s recent directives were not the result of formal complaints about Kennedy’s prayers
in the locker room and on the field. These activities simply were not known to District
administrators until an employee of another district mentioned the post-game prayers to a
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District administrator. That administrator recognized the clear legal issues presented by these
activities, and this prompted the District’s inquiry and subsequent directives.
If nobody complained, why not leave Kennedy alone?
This was not an option. The prayer sessions with students clearly violated the Establishment
Clause. The District cannot allow students’ rights to be violated simply because none of them
complain. Embedded in the federal court precedent discussed above is the reasonable expectation
that students will feel coerced to go along with religious activity that is led or endorsed by their
teachers and coaches. It is very likely that over the years, players have joined in these activities
because to do otherwise would mean potentially alienating themselves from their team, and
possibly their coaches. The District has a fundamental obligation to protect the rights of all of its
students.
Is the District allowing other groups to use the football field for religious activities?
No. While District facilities can be used by private groups for religious activities, the District
cannot allow this to occur while those same facilities are being used for District functions.
During and after football games – and until the attendees leave these events – the field and
stadium are exclusively in use by the District, for the District-sponsored events. The football
field is not a public forum when it is in use for a District-sponsored athletic event. Thus, no
group will be approved to use it for their own purposes while these events are occurring, and the
District will take steps to enforce the closure of the field to non-participants while it is still in use
for the District event.
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EXHIBIT
G

EXHIBIT
H

BREMERTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
COACHING EVALUATION FORM
Name of Coach: ___Joe Kennedy______________________
Building: ____BHS____________________________________
Assignment: _Assistant Football Coach________________
Date: ___November 20, 2015___________________________
S

NI

Satisfactory

Needs Improvement

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIPS:
_____ _X___•Cooperates with administration, faculty, and other staff.
_____ _X___•Establishes and maintains positive relations with parents and community.
_____ _X___•Follows school, district, league and WIAA policies.
_X___ _____•Has valid First Aid and CPR card.
RELATIONSHIPS WITH COACHING ASSOCIATES:
_X__ _____•Maintains positive working relationships with district coaches of the
same sport.
_X__ _____•Supports and cooperates with other sports and activity programs.
__N/A ____•Head Coach – Plans, organizes, and delegates responsibility well.
__N/A ____•Supports assistant coaches.
____ _X___•Assistant Coach – Actively involved, works with other coaches.
_X___ _____•Supports head coach.
COACH – ATHLETE RESPONSIBILITIES:
_X__ ______•Honest and consistent in all relationships and established policies.
_X__ ______•Analyzes the strengths and limitations of athletes.
_____ _X___•Maintains the respect of participants in the program.
_X___ _____•Encourages and assists with academic achievement of participants.
_____ _X___•Supervises team both home and away.
_X___ _____•Maintains professional relationship with officials.
_N/A__ ___ •Makes sure all athletes have been properly cleared through the Athletic
Director’s office, i.e. physical, insurance form/waiver, emergency card,
parent permission form, ASB card and eligibility, before allowing athlete
to participate in practices.
COACHING TECHNIQUES:
_X___ _____•Uses sound and accepted teaching techniques and conducts organized
practice sessions.
_X___ _____•Participates in off-season conditioning and weight training program
for athletes.
_X___ _____•Teaches fundamentals.
_X___ _____•Teaches specific safety procedures for activity.

S

NI

Satisfactory Needs Improvement

RELATED RESPONSIBILITIES:
_N/A_ ____ •Complies with inventory, equipment care, and storage responsibilities.
_X___ _____•Has thorough knowledge of assigned position.
_____ _____ •Upgrades knowledge by participating in at least one professional clinic
per year.
_N/A_ ____•Hands in proper verification for WIAA Coaches Standards reports.
_N/A_ ____•Head Coach – files year-end activity report as required.
_N/A_ ____•Complies with budget and orders equipment in a timely manner.
_N/A_ ____•Knows and enforces current district guidelines for transportation of
students to school sponsored events. Inform assistant coaches of their
responsibilities for team transportation.
_N/A_ ____•Applies discipline in a fair, positive manner as outlined in the Student
Athletic Handbook, and files discipline reports with the Athletic Director.
_N/A_ ____•Cooperates with media and responds to reasonable requests.
_N/A_ ____•Holds meetings when appropriate with parents and athletes prior to
first contest to establish positive communication.
SAFETY MEASURES:
_X___ _____•Adheres to efficient and sound program of injury prevention.
_X___ _____•When injuries do occur follows prescribed routine and maintains good
communications with injured participant.
GENERAL COMMENTS:
Mr. Kennedy failed to follow district policy and his actions demonstrated a lack of cooperation
with administration. The subsequent situations contributed to negative relations between
parents, students, community members, coaches and the school district.
Mr. Kennedy failed to supervise student-athletes after games due to his interactions with
media and community. Prior to his public defiance of district directions, Mr. Kennedy had
assisted in student supervision. However, most of the season he did not supervise studentathletes after games.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Do Not Rehire…

_______________________________________
Signature of Coach

__________________
Date

_______________________________________
Signature of Athletic Director

___________________
Date

(Coach’s signature does not indicate agreement with the above evaluation, only recognition that it has been read and discussed).
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