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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 7, 2013 
 
President Brophy called the work session to order at 5:40 p.m. in the board room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 5th Avenue to hear public testimony and discuss the district’s 2013-2014 
Proposed Budget, including the presentation of the Citizens’ Budget Review Committee’s (CBRC) 
report.   
 
President Brophy read the district’s mission statement: “Our mission is to provide an excellent and 
equitable education in a safe, supportive environment so all students can become productive 
members of a diverse and changing society.”  
 
Present: 
 Kristina Brophy, President 
 Heidi Haas, Vice President 
 John Thies, Treasurer 
 Sean Rice, Clerk 
 Sue Hull, Member (By Phone) 
 Charlie Leonelli, Member 

Absent: 
      Lisa Hall, Member 
 
 
 
    
 

  
Staff Present: 
 Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
 Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
 Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary  
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability 
 Dave Norum, Executive Director of Facilities Management  
 Bob Hadaway, Executive Director of Special Education  
 Peggy Carlson, Executive Director of Curriculum & Instruction 
 Clarence Bolden, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Bill Bailey, Director of Public Relations 
 Traci Gatewood, Director of Grants & Special Projects 
 Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
 Louise Anderl, Director of Federal Programs 
 Tom Hall, Director of Career Technical Education  
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media 
 Janet Cobb, Director of Information Services 
 Greg Yocum, Director of Network Services 
 Tim Doran, Denali Elementary Principal 
 Robin Mullins, Director of Business Services 
 Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board 
 
Others Present:  
 Becky Williams, Citizens’ Budget Review Committee Spokesperson 
 
Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget 
Becky Williams, spokesperson for the Citizens’ Budget Review Committee (CBRC), presented the 
committee’s report and recommendations for the 2013-14 proposed budget.  
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget (continued) 
 
The committee marked the twenty-ninth year of citizen participation in the Fairbanks North Star 
Borough School District budget review process. The committee consisted of two school board 
members, Heidi Haas, chair and Lisa Hall. The following committee members appreciated the 
opportunity to comment directly to the Board of Education: 

 
Citizen Members:   Appointed by: 
Michelle Williams   Kristina Brophy 
Lisa Maynard    John Thies 
Deanna Croxen    Colonel Thomas Daack 
Tammy Dauma    Colonel Ron Johnson 
Carol Lee Gho    Sharon McConnell 
Larry Ehnert     Sean Rice 
Becky Williams    Sue Hull 
Shelby Rood     Regional Student Council Student Representative 

 
Committee members brought a wide range of experiences to the budget review process. Michelle 
Williams returned for her fifth year, Carol Lee Gho returned for her third year, and Larry Ehnert returned 
to complete his second year of service. Deanna Croxen, Tammy Dauma, Lisa Maynard, Shelby Rood, 
and Becky Williams served their first year on the committee.   
 
The 2013-2014 committee met six times prior to the 2013-2014 proposed budget presentation. 
Meetings consisted of department presentations from network services and information systems. 
Department heads were given the opportunity to present their program at which time committee 
members asked questions and engaged in conversation to more fully understand the program areas. 
 
This year, the committee was tasked with evaluating the administration’s proposed budget for 2013-14, 
including assessing the reasonableness of revenue level assumptions, and examining the level of 
expenditures planned for the upcoming school year across all operating fund program areas.   
 
The report presented some specific recommendations with regard to the FY 2013-14 administration’s 
proposed budget. Development of the recommendations occurred over the course of four meetings – 
two to conduct the review, and two to develop the final recommendations.   
 

Mr. Rice arrived at 5:47 p.m. 
 

Revenue Assumptions 
 
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 the 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, due to the timing of local assembly and state 
legislative appropriation actions, the true revenue picture was never 100 percent certain – and the 
range of possible revenue scenarios could fluctuate by millions of dollars.   
 
For FY 2013-14, the administration’s proposal for the school operating fund anticipated a revenue 
increase of approximately $4.6 million above the prior year. However, a maintenance level budget 
would require a revenue increase of approximately $8 million dollars.   
 
Projecting revenue too high or too low could create an unstable and questionable environment that 
would ultimately negatively impact students. The committee was concerned about making revenue 
recommendations that were both reasonable and defensible. 
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget (continued) 
 
Sustaining educational programs was of serious concern, as was maintaining current class size targets.  
A maintenance level budget would require an additional $3.4 million in revenue estimates. 
 
The CBRC recognized the delicate balance administration needed to maintain between estimating 
revenues too high or too low. As previously mentioned, the FY 2013-14 budget anticipated a $4.6 
million increase to state and local funding. The committee felt the level of increase might be difficult to 
obtain, given the current legislative and local political climate. However, the committee also believed 
the administration’s proposed request to be reasonable and defensible. 
 
Part of the increase in the district’s revenue estimate resulted from the anticipation the local assembly 
would “hold the district harmless” and provide an offset for the $1.3 million reduction in state foundation 
revenue. The $1.3 million was deducted by the state due to increasing borough property assessment 
valuations.   
 
Despite legislative reluctance to increase the foundation formula’s BSA (Base Student Allocation), the 
FY 2013-14 budget included an estimate for an additional $2.0 million in state revenue. District 
administration anticipated the legislature would continue to provide for a modest increase to education 
across the state via other “one-time” funding mechanisms, as what had occurred over the past couple 
of years.  
 
The committee was concerned about the very real prospect of further reductions to current levels of 
service. Should the additional anticipated revenue fail to materialize, another $4.6 million would need to 
be eliminated from the 2013-14 school year budget.   
 
CBRC Budgeted Revenue Suggestions: 

Support the District’s anticipation of ~ $2.0 M in state revenues 

It was not uncommon to include anticipated increases, even when they were not assured. 
 

Support the District’s intent to request additional local contributions 

The administration’s proposal anticipated the local assembly would “hold the district harmless” and 
provide an offset for a $1.3 million reduction in state foundation revenue. The $1.3 million was deducted 
by the state due to increasing borough property assessment valuations. The total local contribution was 
approximately 77 percent of what was allowable under state law. 
 
CBRC Proposed Budget Changes Regardless of Funding by Consensus of the Committee: 
 
Class size – reinstate last year’s class size targets for grades K-12.   

 

 The cost to reinstate K-12 class size targets to the 12-13 level was ~$2.5 million. The committee 
recommended the board obtain the funds needed to reinstate class size by:   
 

o Reducing all travel budgets to last year’s level. (save ~ $161,000) 
 

o Reducing all supply budgets to last year’s level. (save ~ $216,000) 
 

o Reduce all possible professional & technical budgets to last year’s level. (save ~ 
$100,000) 
 

o Eliminate $1 million from curriculum by postponing updating math curriculum for 1 year– 
leave just the consumables portion only. 

 

o Look at increasing building rental fees by 10 percent.   
 

o Reduce the funding for Elementary School Intervention Program (formerly known as ERII) 
to $300,000. (save ~ $336,000) 
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget (continued) 
 

o Postpone adding new administrative positions during current year. 
 

 The 1.0 FTE increase for a new assistant principal to be shared by two elementary 
schools, without complete evaluation on the direct impact the positions had for 
students.   

 The 1.0 FTE increase in assistant principals at the middle school level. 
 

 The addition of the executive director position in the IT department. 
 

o Consider reducing the level of expenditures in summer school to match prior year costs.  
Consider investigating whether summer school has proven to be successful. Look to see if 
summer school would be needed with the increased funding for credit recovery.    
 

o Review the amount of funds allocated to overtime, substitute, and temporary positions. 
During budget shortfalls, overtime should be on a case-by-case basis and substitutes and 
temporaries should only be used in classroom settings. (save ~ $354,000) 

 
The CBRC strongly supported the ongoing efforts of the school board and administration to keep class 
sizes as low as possible as it impacted the majority of students and led to greater achievement. Long 
discussions were held by the CBRC committee on how to maintain current class sizes. In the event the 
$4.6 million in anticipated funding was not secured, the CBRC requested that class size not be 
increased further than the FY 2013-14 budget request originally listed and to place first priority on class 
sizes in the elementary grades. 
 
Additional CBRC Committee Comments to the School Board:  
The CBRC held many conversations important to the overall operations of the school district. Although 
the committee believed the administration did a good job utilizing staff, programs, and funds, it believed 
the continued evaluation of each program or department was crucial to the student and financial 
success of the school district.  
 
The committee understood additional areas might not be addressed prior to the budget cycle but would 
like to encourage additional evaluations be made before the next budget cycle. Suggestions for 
additional evaluation included: 12-month employees who might be effectively utilized in 10-months; the 
district’s school safety program; building substitute positions; and elementary school counselors. After a 
lengthy discussion by the committee, it was determined further research was needed to determine if it 
was feasible for elementary counselors to split their time between two schools.  
 
Committee’s Closing Comments: 
The CBRC received comments from community members regarding various areas of proposed cuts, 
areas for improvement, and other budget concerns. All committee members were provided the 
comments and additional discussions took place because of the feedback from the community.   
 
The CBRC would benefit from having more opportunities to meet and discuss items with more 
department heads throughout the year. The 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 CBRC was hopeful the additional $4.6 million in revenues would be received for the current budget 
so the committee’s recommendations could be considered, evaluated, and implemented as the budget 
was finalized by the board. 
 
The committee was thankful to the board for their time and consideration of their recommendations. 
They hoped the board found the recommendations useful.      
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Budget Review Committee’s Report on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget (continued) 
 
Board Questions/Comments 
 
Board members expressed their appreciation to Mrs. Williams and the members of the Citizens’ Budget 
Review Committee. Their job was not an easy one.  
 
Mr. Leonelli asked how the committee determined the 10 percent increase for building rentals.  
Mrs. Williams explained she had looked at how much was being spent in the department; she recalled it 
was approximately $366,000. She recalled the income line was approximately $260,000. Her 
understanding was there had not been an increase in building rentals for some time and with the cost of 
utilities she did not think a 10 percent increase was out of line.  
 
Superintendent Lewis pointed out building rental fees were increased last year.  Mr. Norum noted the 
increase did not cover the entire deficit in the department.   
 
Mr. Thies thought the proposal of increasing building rental fees by 10 percent was a big jump for one 
year; average increases were usually 3-4 percent. Mrs. Williams explained the committee thought the 
fees had not been increased in several years and hence the 10 percent they recommended.  
 
Mrs. Williams stated all the committee’s recommendations totaled approximately $2.6 million in 
savings.  
 
In future years, Mrs. Williams shared the committee felt it would be beneficial for the committee to meet 
prior to the budget being released, so the committee could meet with more departments. President 
Brophy noted the budget committee was not previously a year-round committee, but the goal was to get 
it to being a year-round committee. She thought perhaps there were some missed meetings in the 
current year, as last year there had been more opportunities for department reviews.  
 
President Brophy reiterated the board’s appreciation to Mrs. Williams and the committee for their work 
on the budget and report.  
 
President Brophy called for public testimony.   
 
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget 
None 
  
2013-2014 Proposed Budget 
Chief Financial officer, Mike Fisher, reviewed the proposed 2013-2014 budget by departments.  
 
Throughout Mr. Fisher’s presentation on department budgets, board members raised questions 
regarding department travel, career technical education teachers, charter schools, department salaries, 
increasing the number of directors and executive directors, bandwidth, special education, and overtime 
budgets. To help reduce overtime board members had some suggestions – perhaps hire another staff 
member, full or part-time, or look at the work flow and flex work schedules to provide more coverage 
without the use of overtime.  
 
Mr. Fisher spoke about the unknown consequences of sequestration. The proposed budget for the 
district’s federal programs department was already reduced by close to $2.1 million, before 
sequestration. The department would probably need to be revisited, depending on what happened with 
the federal government.  
 
Upon completion of Mr. Fisher’s presentation, President Brophy again called for public testimony.   
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2013-2014 Proposed Budget (continued) 
 
Public Testimony on the Proposed 2013-2014 Budget 
None 
 
Board Discussion 
Board members asked for clarification on the addition of an executive director and director in the 
technology department. The administration explained the restructuring of the network services and 
informational technology departments. The addition of an executive director would oversee both 
departments, an additional director would be added, and one network services position would be 
eliminated. Overall, the budget projected a savings of approximately $95,000. Board members 
questioned the savings and need for additional management in a time when the district was facing such 
budget challenges.   
 
Board members discussed the committee’s recommendation to maintain class size. To reinstate class 
size to current year levels, money to fund the change would need to come from other cuts. Although the 
board had not yet reached consensus to reinstate class size levels to the current year’s level, they 
asked the administration for a list of recommended cuts necessary to reinstate K-6 class sizes to 
current levels. Superintendent Lewis pointed out it would take approximately $1.5 million to reinstate K-
6 class sizes to current year levels.  
 
Board members asked for clarification on the committee’s recommendation to reduce funding from the 
Elementary School Intervention Program. Administrators in attendance expressed their fear of reducing 
funding for the program. It would be detrimental to students. RTI results had shown good gains and it 
would be wrong to go backwards. Mrs. Haas, as chair of the CBRC, explained the committee’s 
reasoning for recommending the cut. There might be some confusion in the function and administration 
of the intervention program and what was previously known as the Elementary Reading Improvement 
Initiative (ERII) and the Elementary Math Improvement Initiative (EMII).   
 
The committee’s recommendation to postpone updating the math curriculum was discussed.  The math 
curriculum had not been updated and reviewed in six years and it needed to be done. Current materials 
were six years old and aligned to the previous curriculum.  With the new, more rigorous standards, the 
math curriculum needed to be updated. With the new standards, it was much more critical to have an 
updated math curriculum and new supporting materials.  
  
Mrs. Haas spoke to her experience as a citizen on the budget committee prior to being on the board. 
Last year, there were more department presentations and it was helpful. She pointed out the committee 
had looked at several positions and programs in trying to find money to fund restoring class sizes. The 
committee questioned the need for a recruiting specialist since it was reported at a previous meeting 
that a large majority of district hires were done locally. The administration explained all district hires 
were routed through the recruiting specialist and the position was an integral part of the district’s hiring 
process.  
 
The committee also questioned having about the same number of teachers in the FYF and B.E.S.T. 
programs when there was such a disparity in the number of students each program served. The 
administration explained there were huge differences in the two programs. At FYF there were basically 
two schools within the facility – one on the treatment side and one on the detainment side – and the 
four teachers taught full courses at both schools.  In the B.E.S.T. program, there were three education 
specialists who worked with students who were taking courses online or through the homeschool 
program. Their roles were very different than classroom teachers. They also worked with families to 
develop individual learning plans for students, counseled students, and by state regulation, were 
required  to  make  regular  contact  with  families.  The  committee  questioned  why  the  salary  of  the  
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2013-2014 Proposed Budget (continued) 
 
executive director of research and accountability was charged to only one department when the 
position was responsible for many other programs. The administration explained it was routine to 
charge salaries to one department and could be problematic to split to numerous departments. 
 
Another issue raised by the CBRC was the position of math mentors in special education. The 
administration explained math had been a problematic area for student improvement and the mentors 
were needed to help with student achievement. Committee members asked a question on crossing 
guards and bus monitors. The district allocated funds for both positions.  
 
Board members reiterated their concerns about travel budgets stating they should be flat funded or 
reduced, including the school board’s travel budget.  Board members pointed out areas of increase in 
the budget and voiced reservation about the increases.  It was also suggested the lobbyist salary 
should be separated from the board reserve account and listed under professional and technical for 
more transparency.  
 
Board members asked if the administration was prepared with a budget if the proposed funding already 
worked into the budget did not materialize and/or sequestration continued. It would be good to have a 
plan ready. Superintendent Lewis said sequestration questions included how it would affect grants, 
federal programs, and special education. Clearly there would be an impact to the district’s Impact Aid.  
It was all unknown at the present time. The district had to be flexible in anticipation. Superintendent 
Lewis reiterated to board members funding from the state and borough was not secure – there was 
almost $4 million in cuts that would need to be made, if it did not materialize. He added there were no 
negotiated increases in the proposed budget and if there were increases, there would need to be cuts 
to fund the increases. Superintendent Lewis believed class size would be hit. The board could give 
direction, but they needed to be mindful the revenue picture was not clear, nor rosy. Class size could 
be restored, but if revenue did not come in, cuts would need to be made. A lot of difficult decisions 
would have to be made.    
 
To help board members prepare for their upcoming decisions on the budget, several board members 
made requests for additional information including a list of all positions funded by grants. It was 
important for the board to understand which positions were grant funded and what grants the district 
had, as well as what positions were mandated. The board would not be able to cut positions that were 
not discretionary. Another request was for a list of currently vacant positions in the budget. The board 
decided it would also be helpful to get information on the proposed cuts from the previous three years. 
A board member requested enrollment data for the last 10 years to determine district growth. Board 
members also requested a list of the administration’s recommendations on funding the $1.5 million 
needed to maintain class sizes in K-6.    
 
Board members expressed concern over the restructuring of network services and information 
technology. Board members suggested it might be more beneficial to increase the number of 
technicians rather than growing management. It was also suggested the promotions and restructuring 
could be postponed a year. Board members asked for a clarification on what the technology and 
network services departments would look like if they remained status quo for the upcoming year. 
Discussions over the issues were impassioned and sometimes tense. Superintendent Lewis made it 
clear the decision for restructuring was an administrative decision and out of the purview of the school 
board. Some board members voiced objection to Superintendent Lewis’s comments; the proposed 
promotions were part of the board’s budget. A board member noted they had received 14 calls on the 
budget since Monday and felt with all the community concerns voiced, the board had a right to ask 
questions.  
 
Mr. Thies left at 7:56 p.m.  
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2013-2014 Proposed Budget (continued) 
 
Board members asked for a clarification on the remainder of the budget process. President Brophy 
explained the board would be provided with the information they had asked for during the current 
meeting. The board would meet again on Monday, March 18 for another work session on the budget 
and would again hear public testimony. Hopefully, the board would have good dialogue at their next 
meeting and provide the administration with direction on finalizing the budget on Thursday, March 21. 
Mr. Fisher asked board members to email him any questions so he could be prepared to discuss the 
issue at the work session.  
 
Board members would continue their discussions at the next work session, scheduled for Monday, 
March 18 at 6:00 p.m. Public testimony would again be taken. 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.  
 
On Thursday, March 21, at the special meeting to approve the recommended budget, the proposed 
budget would be put on the floor as it has been presented, so the board could discuss it and suggest 
any amendments to the budget for consideration. The board would approve a recommended budget by 
the end of the meeting and it would be presented to the borough by April 1.  
 
Board Discussion/Comments 
President Brophy asked for a volunteer to cover the March 14 borough assembly meeting. Mrs. Haas 
agreed to cover the meeting.  
 
President Brophy stated she had received some feedback about the number of topics for the work 
session and explained the topics had been requested by board members. She thought it might be 
timely and the board might benefit, especially with Mr. Leonelli being new, to address board protocols 
at an upcoming work session. It would help the board work as efficiently as possible. There was 
consensus to add protocols to a work session in April.  
 
Board members were reminded to file their annual Financial Disclosure forms by March 15. Members 
needed to file online and then deliver a copy of the form, with an original signature, to the borough 
clerk’s office.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  


