

















at 742 (quoting San Antonio School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 50 (1973)). In
addition, courts have consistently recognized the “special characteristics of the school
environment.” See Morse v. Frederick, 127 S. Ct. 2618, 2629 (2007), citing Tinker v. Des
Moines Ind. Comm. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969). Due to the in loco parentis
relationship schools have with its students, Oregon courts have placed a special duty on
districts to keep schools safe for students and employees. See Fazzolari v. Portland
School District No. 1J,303 Or 1, 19, 734 P2d 1326 (1987).

School boards, working with their communities, should have the authority to
decide whether employees can carry concealed firearms onto school property, based on
the district’s needs and circumstances. OSBA urges the court to interpret ORS 166.170 to
allow school districts to continue to adopt employment policies using its special skills,
knowledge and expertise regarding their particular community.

In sum, OSBA urges the court to uphold the validity of policy GBJ and reinforce
the right of local school districts to have control over its own employment policies, as
such decisions do not implicate the government’s power as sovereign.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, this court should affirm the decision of the trial
court that Medford School District’s policy, GBJ- Weapons in Schools- Staff; is not
prohibited by ORS 166.170.
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