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FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 
B O A R D  O F  E D U C A T I O N  

 
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 

 
 
Work Session     MINUTES March 5, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 6:10 p.m. in the Board Room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue to discuss the district’s 2012-2013 Proposed Budget, 
including the presentation of the Citizens’ Budget Review Committee’s report and to hear public 
testimony.   
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President 
 Sharon McConnell, Vice President  
 Sean Rice, Clerk 
 Silver Chord, Member 

Absent: 
     Sue Hull, Treasurer 
    
 

      Wendy Dominique, Member 
 John Thies, Member 
  
Staff Present: 
 Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
 Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
 Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary  
 Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary  
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability 
 Clarence Bolden, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
 Louise Anderl, Director of Federal Programs 
 Julie Wild-Curry, Director of After School Programs 
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media 
 Dave Norum, Manager of Construction Services & Facilities Management 
 Kathy Helmick, Budget Specialist 
 Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board 
 
Others Present:  
 Heidi Haas, Citizens’ Budget Review Committee Spokesperson 
 Larry Ehnert, Citizens’ Budget Review Committee Spokesperson 
 
Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Heidi Haas, along with Larry Ehnert, members of the Citizens’ Budget Review Committee, presented 
the committee’s report and recommendations for the 2012-13 proposed budget. The Citizens’ Budget 
Review Committee’s structure had changed at the beginning of the year, with the committee meeting 
on a year-round basis for a more thorough review of ongoing school district operations outside of the 
standard annual budget cycle. 
 
The committee was tasked with evaluating the administration’s proposed budget; making 
recommendations for revenue; proposing changes to the recommended budget regardless of funding 
changes; and providing a prioritized list of add-backs in the event the district received increased 
funding. Ms. Haas spoke to revenue assumptions, suggestions, proposed add-backs, and other 
budget issues.  
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Revenue assumptions comprised an essential component of the Citizens’ Budget Review 
Committee’s review.  District administration made an educated estimate each year as to how much 
revenue would materialize for next year’s operations. Anticipated program expenditures were then 
matched against the level of projected revenues in order to present a balanced budget.   
 
At the current stage of the budget development process and due to the timing of local assembly and 
state legislative appropriation actions, the true revenue picture was never 100% certain – the range of 
possible revenue scenarios could fluctuate by millions of dollars.   
 
The administration’s proposed operating fund budget represented a decrease of $854,000 which 
jeopardized 95 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) positions from a maintenance level of service, including 
classroom teaching positions. 
 
The committee felt projecting revenue with a high or low could create an unstable and questionable 
environment which would ultimately impact students. They were concerned about making revenue 
recommendations that were both reasonable and defensible. 
 
Sustaining educational programs was of serious concern to the committee. In FY 2011-12, 22 FTE 
positions had been funded by federal stimulus funding (Jobs Bill). Due to the expiration of the “one 
time” federal funding source, the 22 positions would be expensed back against the operational funds. 
Although the committee supported the utilization of all available funds, the practice of temporarily 
moving positions put an additional “stress” on the proposed budget, as the 22 FTE positions were 
now included in the operating budget and not part of a grant. The committee pointed out it was one 
example of the increases necessary in crafting a maintenance level budget. 
 
The committee recognized the delicate balance the administration needed to maintain between 
estimating revenues too high or too low. The decrease of $854,000 demonstrated a flat budget with 
no anticipated increases to state or local funding.  In 2011-12, the administration anticipated an 
increase of $100 to the base student allocation (BSA), a state revenue source in the foundation 
formula. No increase to the BSA was included by the administration in the proposed budget because 
indications from the state, at the time the budget was prepared, pointed to the possibility additional 
revenue might not be forthcoming.  With no increase in revenue, current levels of service would need 
to be reduced by over $11 million.  
 
Citizen’s Budget Review Committee’s Budgeted Revenue Suggestions: 
 
1. Anticipate additional funding for State Revenues 
 
The committee felt districts throughout the state would receive some state funding increases.  
Although the state had not formalized any funding increases to school districts; legislative discussions 
and proposed legislation moving through committees, gave the committee confidence in 
recommending a $4 million revenue increase to the proposed budget. The committee believed the 
increase was reasonable and not outside the scope of discussions taking place in the legislature.  
 
The recommendation was based on indications from senate and house leadership additional funds 
would likely be directed toward education, though there was no clear vehicle as yet.  Funding sources 
under consideration included increases to pupil transportation, energy, and the base student 
allocation (BSA) in the foundation formula. It was not uncommon to include anticipated increases, 
even when they were not assured. 
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
2. Request additional local contributions 
 
The administration’s proposal included local contribution flat funding. The committee felt it was 
appropriate to request $1 million in additional funding from the Fairbanks North Star Borough.  The 
committee felt very strongly about asking for the increase for three reasons; 
 

 Additional funding from the state should warrant a proportional increase from local government 
contribution. 

 There was no additional request for local contribution above the loss of state funding in the prior 
year (2011-2012) budget. 

 A historical analysis revealed when compared to the government and total mills, the education 
mills had decreased at a substantially higher rate. 

 
In addition, the committee recommended a request be made to the borough to allow the district to 
utilize fund balances and not incur the penalty for having available funds roll-over to the following 
fiscal year. Starting in 2010-2011, the lapse ordinance required about 30 percent of all unspent 
district funds, regardless of the initial sources of such funds, be returned to the borough.  The district 
had historically used the unspent funds as a revenue source in the subsequent fiscal year.  For the 
current year, the district anticipated a fund balance of approximately $2.6 million, of which only $1.8 
million would be available for next year because of the lapse ordinance. The committee 
recommended retaining $361,050 of the approximate $800,000 which would be returned to the 
borough which would be necessary to balance the budget after the committee’s “add-back” items 
were included. The committee felt the “add-back” items were necessary for quality education in 
Fairbanks. 
 
The committee recommended the administration continue to work with the borough to amend code 
language that addressed the lapse of school district funds. The committee was hopeful a compromise 
could be reached.  While the committee appreciated the borough's commitment to maintain school 
facilities, current language could reduce critical operational dollars in the classroom and did not take 
into account unique situations regarding categorical funding and foundation funding offsets. The 
committee believed current language discouraged prudent saving of year end funds and the re-
allocation of those funds in support of classrooms in the next budget year.  
 
The committee’s total increased funding recommendations totaled $5,361,050, resulting in a 
recommended budget of $185,475,070, an increase of $4,506,260 from 2011-12. 
 
Citzens’ Budget Review Committee Proposed Budget Changes Regardless of Funding: 
 
The Citizens’ Budget Review Committee strongly supported the ongoing efforts of the board and 
administration to keep class sizes as low as possible as it impacted the majority of students and lent 
to greater achievement. Long discussions were held on how to maintain current class sizes.   
 
The committee made the following recommendations to the administration’s proposed budget. 
 

1.) The committee recommended the special education budget be reduced from $30,979,512 to 
$29,379,512. Though it was a reduction of $1.6 million over the proposed, the special 
education program would still see increased funding of over $880,000 for the FY12-13 school 
year. 



 
Work Session Minutes Page 4 of 10        March 5, 2012 

Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
The committee discussed the rate of growth in the special education budget.  In the past four budget 
cycles, the special education budget had increased $6,557,249 and by 97 staff.  The committee felt 
financial support was crucial to the ongoing services provided through the department. But due to 
Maintenance of Effort and budget shortfalls, it was unrealistic to increase the department’s budget by 
$2,433,176 while cutting other programs and eliminating 95 FTE positions.   
 
Many of the committee’s discussions centered on school psychologists. The district currently 
employed eight psychologists and the proposed budget called for five additional. The committee felt it 
to be unlikely five additional positions could be filled as it had historically been a difficult position to fill.  
Due to Maintenance of Effort, the committee was concerned with the high percentage growth in the 
special education budget and the ability to continue the growth level when budgets were getting 
tighter. 
 

2.) The committee recommended the curriculum budget be reduced by $1 million. 
 
The committee felt the current curriculum purchases could be postponed.  Discussions about the use 
of technology and updated materials focused around a larger discussion needed on the district’s 
future curriculum needs.    
 
The recommendation was made based on the summary of purchases provided in the proposed 
budget and by eliminating the purchase of social studies materials, leaving $646,005 available for 
purchases to replace or update needed materials. 
 

3.) The committee recommended the elimination of six reserve teachers and $600,000. 
 
The committee did not feel comfortable with the administration’s proposal of six reserve teachers 
which were allocated by the superintendent to address enrollment and staffing issues.  Rather than 
keeping teachers in reserve while class sizes were raised, the committee recommended eliminating 
the reserve positions, in order to free up $600,000 to keep overall class sizes low. 
   

4.) The committee recommended maintaining elementary class sizes ($2.2 million increase). 
 
The committee felt the board and administration had worked hard to keep class sizes low.  Many 
elementary schools were already over the PTR. Therefore, the committee felt it was important to 
maintain elementary class sizes, as it was a vital component for student success.    
 

5.) The committee recommended adjusting middle school staffing ($500,000 increase). 
 
The adjustment to middle school staffing reflected five middle school teachers added back into the 
budget to reduce the proposed increases to class size. The committee supported maintaining the 
current PTR. 
 

6.) The committee recommended adjusting senior high school staffing ($500,000 increase). 
 

The adjustment to high school staffing reflected five high school teachers added back into the budget 
to reduce the proposed increases to class size. The committee supported maintaining the current 
PTR. 
 

7.) The committee recommended reinstating the counselor position at Lathrop High School.  
 
The committee received comments from staff and parents about the proposed cuts to Lathrop’s 
counseling department.  Lathrop already had the highest student to counselor ratio at 234.1 to 1.  
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
The elimination of the counseling position at Lathrop would increase the ratio to 292.75 to 1.  Lathrop 
also had the highest number of special education students, with over 400 new enrollments each year, 
not including in-district eighth graders moving to Lathrop. Lathrop also provided services to over 40 
B.E.S.T. and CEC students. 
 

8.) The committee recommended eliminating an elementary counselor position.  
 
The committee discussed staffing for elementary counselors and felt the administration could reduce 
the current staffing by one. Crawford Elementary and Anderson Elementary were located within close 
proximity of one another and both had lower enrollment numbers. The committee felt the two 
elementary schools could effectively share a counselor to meet their needs. 
 
Committee’s Recommendation Overview 
The committee’s recommendations were budget neutral. With the exception of reinstating the Lathrop 
counselor position, the Citizens’ Budget Review Committee had put the priority on class sizes.  The 
administration’s current proposed budget increased class sizes anywhere from 1-2 students per class 
at the elementary level and 1.5-2 at the secondary level. Elementary class sizes, grades K-6 were 
currently 1.1 students over the target. 
 
Citizens’ Budget Review Committee’s Prioritized “add-backs” in the Event of Increased Funding: 
 

1.)   Reinstate elementary principal ($140,000). 
 
The committee discussed the current proposal of a part-time principal at Salcha Elementary and Two 
Rivers. The question of what a part-time principal would “look like” had been posed to the 
administration on several occasions. The committee felt the unknown formalized plan for the two 
schools was not, in good faith, a recommendation they could support.  Both schools had addressed 
the proposal in different ways.   
 
The discussion of head teacher versus a part-time principal appeared to be a viable option; however, 
the committee felt the administration had not been clear on the parameters for the position or if it was 
even an option for the schools due to current negotiated agreements. The committee recommended 
the school board look at the options available to the two schools for future staffing, but recommended 
both schools be staffed with a full-time principal for the 2012-13 school year, should additional 
funding become available. 
 

2.)   Reinstate assistant superintendent ($114,000). 
 
The committee felt the reinstatement of the .5 assistant superintendent position be a priority if 
additional funds were available. The committee did not feel the administration had a finalized work 
flow plan in place to maintain services with reduced staff in the superintendent’s office. 
 

3.)   Reinstate secondary classroom teachers ($1 million).  
 
The committee recommended the reinstatement of secondary classroom teachers to help maintain 
the current PTR. 
 

4.)   Reinstate the Elementary Reading Improvement Initiative (ERII) program ($463,500). 
 
The reading and writing program was universal through the district.  The committee felt the program 
provided a positive impact based on the presentation by Roxa Hawkins and Toni McFadden.   
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 

5.)   Reinstate the Elementary Math Improvement Initiative (EMII) Program ($543,550). 
 
The math program was only at selective schools as it had not been fully implemented at the current 
time. However, both Mrs. Hawkins and Ms. McFadden commented on the positive impact on the 
students and schools who had been utilizing the program. Mrs. Hawkins told the committee she felt 
the elimination of the two programs would leave an interruption in the support interventions provided 
to students. 
 

6.)   Reinstate two IT Teachers ($200,000). 
 
Information technology was an important aspect in society and area that would continued to grow. 
The committee felt the two teachers reduced from the administration’s proposed budget should be 
reinstated based on the direction society and the district was headed regarding technology. 
 

7.)   Reinstate curriculum materials purchase ($1 million).  
 
Curriculum materials were an important component of the district’s foundation despite the 
committee’s recommendation to place class size as a higher priority. With increased funding, the 
committee felt curriculum purchases should be made based on the curriculum cycle.   
 

8.)   Reinstate senior high counselors ($200,000). 
 
The committee recommended the reinstatement of the counseling positions eliminated from the 
administration’s proposed budget. Both West Valley and North Pole would have a substantial 
counselor to student ratio increase should the positions be eliminated. Reinstating the two positions 
would help maintain a comparable counselor to student ratio as seen currently at Ben Eielson Senior 
High and Hutchison High School. 
 

9.)   Reinstate elementary counselor ($100,000). 
 
The committee felt the elementary counselor position should be reinstated in the budget if additional 
funds became available. Counselors served an important position within schools. 
 

10.) Reinstate special education staffing ($1.6 million).  
 
Should additional funds become available, and after all other priorities had been met, the committee 
recommended funding the administration’s full recommended increase to special education. The 
committee still had concerns for federal guidelines of Maintenance of Effort regulations that could 
create future budgetary demands.   
 
Additional Committee Comments to the School Board:  
 
The Citizens’ Budget Review Committee held many conversations they felt were important to the 
overall operation of the district. The committee believed the administration had done a good job at 
utilizing staff, programs, and funds, but felt strongly continual evaluations of programs and 
departments were crucial to the student and financial success of the district.  
 
The committee understood additional areas might not be addressed prior to the current budget cycle 
but would like to encourage additional evaluations be made before the next budget cycle. The 
additional areas suggested for evaluation included twelve month employees that might be effectively 
utilized in ten months, the school safety program, building substitutes, and transportation.   
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 

The Citizens’ Budget Review Committee also had lengthy conversations about transportation, 
including ways to combine routes and adjust school start and end times to accommodate a tighter 
transportation budget. After several lengthy discussions it was determined further discussion was not 
productive since the district was in year one of a five year contract with First Student. 
 
Closing Committee Report Comments: 
The committee received comments and concerns from citizens during their review of the 
administration’s recommended budget. All committee members were provided the comments and 
additional discussions took place because of the community’s input and feedback.     
 
As recommended in 2010-11, the Citizens’ Budget Review Committee operates on an on-going basis.  
They would continue to perform a thorough review of the district’s efforts to achieve student success, 
as well as management and operational efficiencies. The committee’s goal was to provide more 
specific recommendations for the board’s consideration during future budget cycles and validate the 
effective use of taxpayer resources needed to maintain the high level of service and dedication to 
students. 
 
The committee was hopeful additional revenues would help contribute to the current budget and allow 
the committee’s recommendations to be evaluated and implemented by the board as the budget was 
finalized.  
 
Board Comments/Questions 
Mrs. Dominique asked Ms. Haas and Mr. Ehnert if they felt, as committee members, if they had 
received enough information in the area of special education.  Mr. Ehnert spoke to the issue. He felt it 
was an area of growth and thought perhaps the board should investigate the issue further before 
making a final funding decision. Mr. Ehnert stated the committee recognized the growth, but felt it 
could be spread out over two years instead of one year. Ms. Haas added the committee had spent 
quite a bit of time on special education. The committee’s basic concern was funding was increasing 
greatly for one student population at the expense of another student population. The committee felt 
the special education growth could be spread over two years to allow for some balance with regular 
education.    
 
Mrs. Dominique questioned the committee’s decision to reinstate the Elementary Math Improvement 
Initiative (EMII).  She thought research and data had shown EMII was not producing the same level of 
positive results as ERII. Mrs. Dominique wanted to know if the committee had discussed the two 
programs. Ms. Haas did not want to speak for the committee, but she thought there might be some 
confusion amongst committee members regarding the two programs.   
 
Mr. Rice clarified the committee’s “add-backs.” Mr. Ehnert noted the committee had come to 
consensus on the “add-backs” fairly easily.   
 
President Brophy thanked Ms. Haas and Mr. Ehnert for their report and the entire committee for their 
work.  
 
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Lynne Krizek, 682 Gold Vein Road, Lathrop High School librarian, provided board members with 
student input regarding the proposed elimination of a library assistant at the high school. Ms. Krizek’s 
handout was a condensed transcript of interviews taken of Lathrop High School students seated in 
the library after school on Thursday, March 1, 2012.  
 
Willing students had been posed with the question on the potential impact of decreased staffing in 
secondary school libraries under the proposed budget cuts for FY 2012-2013. Ms. Krizek had 
withheld student names to safeguard FERPA restrictions.  
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 

The question posed to students was, “If the library closed at 2:45 p.m. next school year (due to 
decreased staffing) how would those shortened hours impact you?  Ms. Krizek’s transcript included 
comments from 33 students.  From the comments, students appreciated having a place to go after 
school to complete homework assignments, study quietly in small groups, use computers to finish 
projects and assignments, look for resources (not all could get to the public library), seek assistance 
from library staff during information retrieval queries, be constructive while waiting for a ride, etc. The 
overall consensus of the students using the library on the interview day was the library was an 
integral part of their school day. The opinions voiced were direct, thoughtful, and unsolicited.  
 

Ms. Krizek testified it would be necessary to close the Lathrop library right after school if one of her 
two library assistant positions was eliminated. The library needed two adults in the morning, so 
scheduling would not allow for extended hours after school. If the library closed at 2:45 p.m.,  
Ms. Krizek envisioned a library of “pointing” and that was not providing library services.  Ms. Krizek 
thanked the board for their attention and thoughtful consideration on the importance of adequately 
staffing the secondary school libraries throughout the day.  
 

Mrs. Dominique noticed from the comments, several students appreciated being able to do their 
homework in the library before they went home. Ms. Krizek stated Mrs. Dominique’s observation was 
correct. Many students had distractions at home, after school jobs, no Internet access or computers, 
so the library provided students a safe place to work.  
 

2012-2013 Proposed Budget 
Chief Financial Officer Mike Fisher gave an overview of the district’s proposed 2012-13 budget of 
$216,947,820 including local, state, and federal revenue, expenditures, and other funding sources.  
The 2012-13 Proposed Budget reflected the administration’s best effort to present a spending plan 
that equitably addressed the substantial budget shortfall the district was facing, but also remained 
true to board priorities and goals, supported the community’s commitment to successful student 
learning, and demonstrated efficient and effective use of human and financial resources.   
 

The 2012-2013 Proposed Budget included appropriations for all funds requiring annual budgets.  It 
represented an increase in all funds of $76,640, a very flat budget. It assumed flat local funding, no 
increase in the BSA, loss of one-time state energy funding, flat federal funding, a small enrollment 
increase, and a final adjustment to the District Cost Factor (DCF).  
 

The 2012-13 Proposed Operating Fund Budget was $854,790 lower than the 2011-12 Approved 
Budget. The reduction did not fully reflect the loss in staffing and programs. The district had to absorb 
a number of cost increases, including adding back “jobs bill” teachers, getting back on cycle with 
curriculum material purchases, negotiated salary and wage increases, transportation and nutrition 
services subsidies, increasing health care and energy costs, and overall inflationary pressures on 
services, supplies, and equipment costs districtwide.  
 

A 2012-13 “status quo” or “maintenance level” of services expenditure budget reflected the costs 
noted and would total more than $11.428 million above the 2011-12 Approved Budget. A 
maintenance level budget anticipated flat local, state, and federal funding, and was based on zero 
audited available fund balance as of June 30, 2011. It meant estimated revenues and one-time 
funding sources were decreasing by $2.705 million.  
 

In 2012-13, net maintenance level increases were uncharacteristically high because of a number of 
items. In addition to typical negotiated salary and benefit increases, and energy and other contractual 
increases, the district was adding back 22 “jobs bill” teachers funded for one year out of grants, and 
adding over $1.478 million in curriculum material purchases deferred to balance the current year 
budget. In addition, the district was adding 23.8 special education positions to help provide legally 
mandated services. A net maintenance level of services budget would result in an increase of 46.62 
positions and approximately $11.428 million. Absorbing those costs, in addition to the estimated loss 
of $.855 million in funding resulted in an overall maintenance level budget short fall of $12.283 million.  
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2012-2013 Proposed Budget (continued) 
 
The combination of increased costs and decreased funding sources initially presented a $14.133 
million budget shortfall for the district to address.  Given additional foundation funding in the current 
year,  and  unused  reserve  teaching  positions, and  other  cost  saving  measures,  the  district  was 
expected to have $1.850 million in available fund balance as of June 30, 2012. It would lower the 
projected shortfall for next year from $14.133 million to approximately $12.283 million.   
 
 

The Budget Shortfall… 
  
Reduced revenues $        .8 million + 
Cost increases $    11.5 million + 
The budget shortfall $    12.3 million + 
  

 
 

 Budget Amount FTE 

2011-12 Approved Operating Budget  $ 180,968,810 1,741.02 
Maintenance Level Increases 11,428,405 46.62 
Preliminary 2012-13 Operating Budget $ 192,397,215 1,787.64 
  
Admin Proposed Budget Reductions $ (12,283,195) (95.00) 

  
2012-13 Proposed Operating Budget $ 180,114,020 1,692.64 

 
 
With approximately 83.9 percent of the district’s operating budget allocated toward personnel costs, a 
majority of the shortfall would have to be absorbed in personnel cuts. The administration had 
proposed eliminating 95 positions and program costs throughout the budget. The positions included 
29 district-wide positions including assistant superintendents, payroll, purchasing, warehouse, 
mechanics, custodians, principal interns, elementary math and reading initiative tutors, and others. 
Also included in the proposed cuts were 28 elementary positions including a principal and 27 teaching 
positions. At the middle school level, 21.8 positions would be eliminated including an assistant 
principal and 20.8 teaching positions. A total of 16.2 senior high positions were proposed to be 
eliminated, including three counselors, three library assistants, and 10.2 teaching positions. Non-
personnel cuts included the district’s lobbyist, legal counsel, human resources recruiting travel, 
supplies, equipment, leadership development, copier, and other numerous cuts.  
 
 

Budget Reductions 
 Approx Budget FTE 

Personnel:   
   Elementary Schools $   2,836,920 28.0 
   Middle Schools 1,926,918 18.80 
   Jr./Sr. High Schools 299,730 3.00 
   Senior High Schools 1,492,202 16.20 
   Districtwide 3,553,868 29.0 
 $ 10,109,638 95.0 
Non-Personnel 2,173,557  
 $12,283,195  
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2012-2013 Proposed Budget (continued) 
 
The most disheartening impact would be on class sizes. Kindergarten class size targets were 
proposed to increase by +1, with an expected pupil teacher ratio (PTR) of 23.0 to 1. The kindergarten 
model anticipated about 12 students each in the morning and afternoon programs, with an overlap 
period of 22-24 students. Age appropriate activities were scheduled in addition to a classroom aide 
being provided during the overlap period. Grades 1-3 class size targets were proposed to increase by 
+1.5, with an expected PTR of 25.0 to 1. Grades 4-6 class size targets were proposed to increase by 
+2, with an expected PTR of 27.5 to 1. Middle schools were projected to see the loss of their 
collaboration time, resulting in a decrease of 11.5 teaching positions. Middle school class size targets 
were projected to increase by +1.5, with an expected PTR of 26.5 to 1. High schools were staffed 
based on class size targets, but also had supplemental staff for ROTC, COOP, and state mandated 
vocational technology offerings and funding. High school class size targets were projected to increase 
by +2, with an expected PTR of 28.5 to 1.  
 
Board Comments/Discussion 
Board members and the administration discussed the issue of flat funding in regards to local, state, 
and federal funding. There was hope the district would receive some additional revenue from the 
state, but in what form was unknown. Although there were bills in the House and Senate to increase 
the base student allocation (BSA) the governor did not support increasing the foundation formula.  It 
did appear he favored energy and transportation support. From conversations with assembly 
members, additional revenue from the borough was not anticipated at the present time. The district’s 
fund balance, as of the June audit was zero. The district did not have any fund balance to help with 
the upcoming budget. The final budget numbers would not be known until June.  
  
Board members discussed the issue of class sizes. It was noted from the class size report some of 
the average class sizes were lower than the targets. Board members were in agreement the district 
had worked hard through the years to reduce class sizes, but with the cuts facing the district, all areas 
of operation, including class sizes would need to be considered.   
 
Board members would continue their discussions at the next work session, scheduled for 
Wednesday, March 7.  The administration would have a response to the Citizens’ Budget Review 
Committee’s report and the board would discuss the report and recommendations in depth.  
 
The board had to cancel the March 8, 2012 work session due to scheduling conflicts. It was 
suggested the board reschedule their budget approval meeting from Wednesday, March 21 to Friday, 
March 23, to allow for another work session to make up for the one that was cancelled. Board 
members would wait to see the progress made at their next work session before deciding to call for 
an additional meeting. Board members requested management team members be present at the 
Wednesday, March 7 work session.  
  
The meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the board of education.  


