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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 21, 2012 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 5:34 p.m. in the Board Room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue to discuss the district’s 2012-2013 Proposed Budget and to 
hear public testimony.   
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President 
 Sharon McConnell, Vice President  
 Sue Hull, Treasurer 
 Sean Rice, Clerk 
 Silver Chord, Member 

Absent: 
     
 
    
 

      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  
 Dave Ferree, Assistant Superintendent – Facilities Management 
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability 
 Bob Hadaway, Executive Director of Special Education 
 Clarence Bolden, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Elizabeth Schaffhauser, Director of Employment and Educational Opportunity 
 Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media 
 Dave Norum, Construction & Maintenance Manager 
 Kathy Helmick, Budget Specialist 
 Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board 
 
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Dave Parsons, PO Box 80467, started with the school district as a custodian and worked in that 
position for two years. He transferred to the purchasing department where there were two buyers. One 
buyer purchased books and physical education equipment and the other buyer bought everything else.  
Mr. Parsons noted he worked for the buyer who bought “everything else.”  
 
Mr. Parsons recalled 80 percent of his time was spent with computers. At the time he worked in 
purchasing, the district was buying Apple and IBM computers. He said it was a nightmare because 
there were Apple, Apple II, Apple III, Apple IIIGS, and others, and they were not compatible.  The 
district was buying memory and software for all the different types of computers.  Then came the iMac 
computer and by that time Mr. Parsons had become the ESSA president, left purchasing, and returned 
to the schools.  
 
While visiting schools, Mr. Parsons could see all the different types of computers, with many of them 
just sitting around gathering dust. The district was buying the computers hand over fist, with no real 
idea on what to do with them, but the district kept buying them.  Mr. Parsons said the district was still 
doing that.  
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Mr. Parsons, as union president, had the opportunity to lobby state legislators for additional funding to 
support public education, but they wouldn’t do it.  He begged and pleaded with them trying to get them 
to understand why education needed more funding, noting his specific request was for raises, but they 
did not listen.  
 
Mr. Parsons stated the legislature had told him school districts spent money like water. The legislature 
gave districts money; it disappeared, and then districts returned asking for more.   
Mr. Parsons tried to tell legislators that was not the case, but had been unsuccessful in convincing them 
otherwise, because that was what was happening.  
 
Mr. Parsons noted the district was in the same budget situation as last year and years prior; needing 
more money and the legislature not wanting to provide it. He thought it was an opportunity for the 
district to really analyze how money was being spent and make changes to show the state legislature 
the district did not just take the money and blow it. It was an opportunity to show the legislature the 
district operated efficiently and knew what it was doing.   
 
Larry Ehnert, PO Box 74918, had just come from teacher negotiations and had found out something he 
hadn’t known before. Right at the end of the session, he found out it was the board’s priority to use the 
estimated surplus of approximately $2.5 million for positions next year than for contract negotiations in 
the current year. It bothered him the board was willing to lapse $800,000 to the borough. 
 
Mr. Ehnert knew the board liked getting free money and matching grants. He thought the board should 
look at the issue the same way.  They could get $2.5 million dollars worth of money if it was all spent in 
the current year for what would equate to $1.8 million if left for the next year. He thought if the board did 
not spend the entire $2.5 million in the current year, they would lose use of $800,000 because it would 
lapse to the borough. He recalled the budget committee asking if there was anything the money could 
be spent on. He suggested the money could be spent to settle the FEA or ESSA contracts and save the 
district lapsing $800,000. He thought it seemed like the smart thing to do.  
Mr. Ehnert thought there were all kinds of creative things that could be done with the money, such as a 
four percent increase in the current year and one percent the following year. The money could be spent 
now.   
 
Mr. Ehnert recognized board members were hopeful about getting the lapse ordinance changed 
through the borough assembly. He hoped the board would keep in mind lapsing the $800,000 to the 
borough would be a shame.  
 
Regarding negotiations, Mr. Ehnert reported it seemed like they were headed for a one-year contract 
with the idea of settling the contract next year. It seemed like talks were heading in that direction.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked if the borough successfully passed the change in the lapse ordinance, would it affect 
the current year’s lapse amount.  Mr. Fisher stated it would depend upon the effective date and it could 
affect the calculation for the current year.  
 
Mrs. Hull clarified Mr. Ehnert was suggesting a one-time stipend, not a percentage increase.  
Mr. Ehnert stated he was not proposing any stipend; he was proposing spending all the district’s money 
in the current year, so as not to lose any of it by it lapsing back to the borough if the ordinance was not 
changed. He had merely suggested several ways the money could be spent at the present time instead 
of waiting and losing some of the district’s funding.  
  
Mr. Rice arrived at 5:44 p.m. 
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Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget (continued) 
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if the district spent all funds at the present time would it cover the 2.5 percent 
FEA was seeking. Mr. Ehnert calculated the amount would be short by approximately $136,000. He 
stated 1 percent cost approximately $600,000-$630,000; an additional 1.5 percent would be 
approximately $950,000-$960,000, so it would be close to the amount needed.  
 
Mr. Fisher thought it was important to note if the district spent the $1.8 million in the current year 
instead of saving it for next year, approximately 18 positions in the projected budget for next year would 
need to be cut.  Without additional revenue sources, the $1.8 million the district would have used next 
year to fund those positions would be spent in the current year and not available to fund the positions 
next year. 
 
Being creative, Mr. Ehnert said if the district spent the entire $2.5 million, it would be an approximate 4 
percent ($600,000 x 4) increase, so the district would not have to budget for as large a raise for next 
year, so there would be a little savings to help save some positions.   
 
Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
Mr. Fisher reviewed the process for determining the district’s recommended budget. The board would 
approve a Recommended Budget on Friday, March 23, 2012.  The Recommended Budget was due to 
the borough by April 1. He had prepared a handout showing projected teacher reductions based from 
the board’s work session discussion the previous evening.  
 
Board members had questions on how the district’s budget might be affected if the assembly passed 
the proposed ordinance on how the lapse was calculated. They asked about the calculation of the 
average cost of a teacher position, including benefits. Other topics of discussion included PERS/TRS 
on-behalf payments, energy costs, and district benefit costs. The district was self-insured and costs 
were unknown. Mr. Fisher stated, currently in only the eighth month of the year, health costs were up 
over 13 percent over last year.  The budget was for next year, so it could be even higher.    
  
President Brophy and Superintendent Lewis encouraged board members to voice their concerns as 
each item was reviewed.  If board members did not voice objection, it would be assumed board 
members were in consensus. 
 
Revenues 
 
Board members discussed the different possible options for funding from the local and state levels, 
including possible one-time energy and/or transportation funds, an increase to the Base Student 
Allocation (BSA), or other possible avenues for funding. The board determined $3.5 million in state 
funding and $1 million in local funding were reasonable levels of revenue expected as a starting point.     
 
Budget Considerations 
Board members discussed possible budget reductions including postponing the purchase of curriculum 
materials, reducing the growth of the special education budget, eliminating three reserve teachers, and 
eliminating an elementary counseling position.  
 
The board agreed on the importance of maintaining class sizes. To maintain class sizes, board 
members considered and reviewed many programs. With the projected revenue shortfall, the board 
would have to make a determination on how to provide funding to maintain the district’s current class 
sizes. The district had worked hard to reduce class sizes.   
 
The board took a break at 7:12 p.m.  
 
Mr. Thies arrived at 7:15 p.m.  
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Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
 
The board reconvened at 7:24 p.m.  
 
Board members continued their thorough discussion on the proposed budget. Topics of discussion 
included the middle school concept, adding administration and collaboration time at the elementary 
and/or middle school levels, scheduling concerns, principal positions versus head teacher positions, the 
position of the assistant superintendent of instruction, the ERII and EMII programs and the 
effectiveness of each program, and high school counselors. 
 
The board took a break at 8:32 p.m.  The board reconvened at 8:43 p.m.  
 
The board resumed their conversations on the proposed budget, discussing principal and assistant 
principal positions, safety liaisons, custodians, support staff positions, maintenance overtime, music, 
band, and orchestra teachers, physical education teachers, and other staffing issues. They briefly 
spoke about determining a process and programs for reinstatement if the district received additional 
revenue.  
 
Board members meticulously and thoroughly reviewed each position, program, or category proposed 
for elimination or cuts. They debated, sometimes passionately, each proposal.  Board members offered 
suggestions, different scenarios, and other alternate positions, programs, and materials for possible 
elimination, as well as reinstating some positions.  
 
From the information obtained from board discussions, the administration would be drafting language 
for board member budget amendments for Friday’s budget approval. Of course, board members would 
be able to make any additional amendments during the approval process.    
  
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2012-13 Budget 
None 
 
President Brophy did note for the record that Sandra Kramps, representing Two Rivers PTA, had 
contacted the school board to clarify the PTA’s first priority was keeping teachers. Several members 
had testified at a previous meeting and wanted to be certain the board knew their clear message and 
priority.  
 
Discussion/Other 
President Brophy and Superintendent Lewis reminded board members of the assembly’s meeting the 
following evening, addressing the lapse ordinance.  It would be good for all board members to attend 
and if possible, it would probably be beneficial to have a couple of members testify.    
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:34 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  


