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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 
 
 
Special Meeting     MINUTES May 6, 2013  
  & Continued to May 11, 2013 
 
President Brophy called the meeting on May 6, 2013 to order at 5:31 p.m. in the board room of the 
FNSBSD Administrative Center at 520 5th Avenue. The meeting was called to conduct departmental 
reviews to obtain 2013-2014 budget reduction recommendations and to hold an executive session to 
consider student discipline and negotiation matters.  
 
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 
     Charlie Leonelli, Member 
    

Absent: 
Lisa Hall, Member 
  
  
      

Staff Present: 
      Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
      Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary 
      Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary  
      Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
      Traci Gatewood, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability  
 Peggy Carlson, Executive Director of Curriculum & Instruction 
 Bob Hadaway, Executive Director of Special Education 
 Bill Bailey, Director of Public Relations 
 Gena Tran, Interim Director of Grants & Special Projects 
 Elizabeth Schaffhauser, Director of Employment & Educational Opportunity 
 Louise Anderl, Director of Federal Programs 
 Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
 Janet Cobb, Director of Information Systems 
 Greg Yocum, Director of Network Services 
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media Services 
 Thomas Hall, Director of Career Technical Education 
 Shaun Kraska, West Valley High Principal  
 Robin Mullins, Director of Business Services 
 Kathy Helmick, Budget Analyst  
      Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board of Education  
 
President Brophy stated a brief executive session was needed to discuss an important negotiation 
matter prior to the budget discussion.  
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Executive Session 
 

HAAS MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO CONVENE IN EXECUTIVE SESSION TO 
DISCUSS STUDENT DISCIPLINE ISSUES THAT TEND TO PREJUDICE THE 
REPUTATION AND CHARACTER OF ANY PERSON, PROVIDED THE PERSON MAY 
REQUEST A PUBLIC DISCUSSION; MATTERS WHICH BY LAW, MUNICIPAL 
CHARTER, OR ORDINANCE ARE REQUIRED TO BE CONFIDENTIAL; AND 
NEGOTIATION MATTERS, THE IMMEDIATE KNOWLEDGE OF WHICH, WOULD 
CLEARLY HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT UPON THE FINANCES OF THE 
GOVERNMENT UNIT.   

 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE.  5 AYES (RICE NOT YET PRESENT) 
 
The board convened to executive session at 5:32 p.m. 
 
The executive session recessed at 5:37 p.m.   
 
Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction Recommendations 
President Brophy stated the board was tasked with reviewing the administration’s budget reduction 
recommendations and to consider other cuts to the 2013-2014 Recommended Budget. It would be a 
challenging task in view of the board’s interest in keeping class sizes low. The board would need to be 
open to all options. Their decisions would need to be based on the best balance of a full education 
program, while clearly understanding the direct effect any decision would have on students. The board 
needed to provide clear guidance to Superintendent Lewis and they needed to determine how they 
would provide that guidance.  
 
President Brophy explained board members could reach consensus or vote on each proposed budget 
recommendation. Superintendent Lewis and Mike Fisher, chief financial officer, would present 
information regarding the additional proposed cuts/reductions. The board would have an opportunity 
for questions and discussions after the presentation. Department heads were in attendance and 
available to answer questions. Depending upon the process the board determined to follow, public 
testimony would be taken either after the administration’s presentation or after each item was up for 
debate and vote. If the board decided to vote on each proposal, public testimony would be taken after 
each motion. If the board determined to provide guidance by consensus, public testimony would be 
taken at the conclusion of the administration’s presentation.  
 
President Brophy asked for input from board members on which process they preferred to use in 
determining the additional reduction recommendations that were needed to balance the 2013-2014 
budget. Board members weighed in and after discussion, board members generally agreed that due to 
the problems the board had in reaching consensus on budget items at their last work session, it would 
be best for board members to vote on each proposed recommendation, allowing for public testimony 
on each item as it was presented. Once the board had made their recommendations, the new 
proposed budget would be out for public input and comment until the board approved it on May 22, 
2013. The board also suggested public testimony and comments could be taken after the 
administration’s presentation. 
 
Mr. Rice arrived at 5:45 p.m.  
 
President Brophy asked for a motion regarding the process.  
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO ALLOW PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON ANY 
DEPARTMENT IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE ADMINISTRATION’S PRESENTATION 
AND FOR THE BOARD TO TAKE ACTION BY FORMAL MOTIONS WITH PUBLIC 
TESTIMONY AS PART OF EACH MOTION.   

 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
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Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
Administration’s Recommendations 
Superintendent Lewis noted it was a difficult time, as the board faced some forced decisions. The 
district was facing cuts in a number of areas. There were difficult decisions that had to be made; 
decisions that affected people, programs, lives, and families. It was important to provide thoughtful, 
careful, and continued consideration as the district moved forward and continued to improve. The 
district’s resources would not cover all the opportunities the district had in the past. With that in mind, 
the administration developed and proposed additional reductions that did not touch class size, based 
on what they had heard at the last work session. The administration’s new proposal also added back 
in the items the board indicated they wanted back in the budget at the last work session.   
 
Superintendent Lewis explained some of the reductions would hamper some programs and services 
that had been provided in the district for a number of years. In his professional judgment, it was not 
what he would recommend. However, the proposal fulfilled the administration’s obligation to come 
forward with something that did not touch class size. Superintendent Lewis stated it was not an easy 
process; it was difficult to notify all parties possibly affected prior to the meeting. He said the proposal 
was still not 100 percent vetted in terms of being able to cover services, should the board choose to 
use the proposal.  
 
Superintendent Lewis reiterated he was not in favor of the recommendations, but the administration 
was asked to come forward with an alternative proposal that did not touch class size.  
 
Mr. Fisher reviewed the administration’s new budget recommendations, which were revised based 
upon the board’s input and comments from the April 30 work session, where the administration had 
been tasked to provide the board with recommendations that did not touch class sizes. From the 
recommendations presented on April 30, all class size reductions were reinstated, along with the 
elementary art teacher position, a reserve teacher position, three secondary school library assistant 
positions, seven custodial positions, the board’s contingency fund, and the board’s Association of 
Alaska School Boards’ (AASB) dues. The board also asked to have $30,000 in school board travel 
reinstated. The administration recommended the following reductions, which were in addition to the 
ones previously made in the already approved Recommended Budget and from the April 30 work 
session, to balance the budget without affecting class size (approximated costs): 
 

Accounting/Purchasing Position  (1.00)              (87,000) 

Mail Clerk    (1.00)              (65,450) 

Switchboard    (1.00)              (55,804) 

Materials Development Specialist-Curriculum (1.0)              (83,000) 

Grants Administration Department   (2.50)            (323,337) 

Labor Relations    (1.50)            (272,917) 

Exempt-Executive Assistant   (0.50)              (52,300) 

Library Media Services    (3.00)            (486,464) 

Research & Accountability    (3.00)            (431,114) 

Testing                    (27,821) 

Technology (Info Systems & Network Svcs)             (300,000) 

Professional Development Support                 (75,000) 

Recruiting Travel                    (7,500) 

Summer School                  (72,040) 

Districtwide travel                  (50,000) 

 
The recommended budget was originally approved at $227,651,160. Total proposed reductions, as 
currently proposed, would balance the budget at $224,425,260, which was the administration’s best 
estimate based on the expected state, federal, and local revenues, less any negotiated settlements. 



Special Meeting Minutes                                             Page 4 of 44                                            May 6 & 11, 2013 

Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
The estimated negotiated settlements were budgeted at approximately $748,262. Mr. Fisher reiterated 
Superintendent Lewis’s earlier comments that the recommendations were not something the 
administration supported, but they were reductions needed to balance the budget without affecting 
class size.  
 
Superintendent Lewis stated the magnitude of the proposed cuts would have a huge impact in regards 
to operations. If requested by the board, the administration was prepared to speak to the impacts on 
each individual department.  
 
Board Questions/Comments 
Board members were generally not in favor of the administration’s new proposed reductions. Board 
members questioned several line-item expenses and offered several other reduction considerations 
including, but not limited to areas of equipment budgets, the B.E.S.T. program, the SMART program, 
and the credit recovery program. The credit recovery program, which was intended to be part of the 
new attendance policy, was an initiative seeking funding prior to having the attendance policy in place. 
Another area of consideration was the level of growth in special education. A couple of board 
members voiced support for reducing the level of growth in special education.  
 
The board also debated the use of the safety and security funding the district received from the 
legislature, totaling over $2 million. It was suggested the VOIP phone installations might be an 
appropriate use of the funds. Other suggestions for utilization of the funds were the grant funded 
safety officers, a tractor for snow removal, pest control, communication costs, and costs associated 
with the Ignition program. The administration was working to get a clearer definition on the intent of the 
safety and security funding. It had been stated the funds could not be used for salaries and benefits 
and ongoing programs. One board member had spoken with legislature leadership and Department of 
Education personnel and thought there might be a broader interpretation on the use of the funds than 
the administration had used. The administration would work to get a better interpretation for the board. 
They were attempting to reach a balance with the use of the funds and maintaining safe buildings. 
 
President Brophy called for public testimony.  
   
Public Testimony 
Lesa Meath, 2810 Riverview Drive, a teacher at Barnette Magnet School, spoke in support of the 
library media services department. In looking at the board’s budget priorities, the number one priority 
was to keep cuts as far from the classroom as possible. The cut to library media services would 
directly affect the classroom. As a 26-year veteran teacher, as well as a mentor teacher for five years,  
Ms. Meath used the library media resources herself, as well as introduced new teachers to the 
department and its vast resources. It was the one area where there was equity for all, regardless of 
the school. She also spoke to the valuable technology support the library media services department 
offered teachers. Ms. Meath thought the resources were wonderful and would hate to see the valuable 
resources for teachers diminished.  
 
Molly Sherman, 3467 Shanley Street, a teacher at Barnette Magnet School, spoke in support of the 
library media services department. Ms. Sherman had taught for 19 years. No matter what grade she 
taught, the library media department had been her friend. The department supplied a vast array of 
resources, many of which, she might not be able to share with students, if she had to find them on her 
own. She was very busy and there wasn’t enough time in her day to do the research that would be 
required if library media services did not exist. Ms. Sherman recognized the difficult budget decisions 
facing the board, but the library media services department was crucial and reached very classroom 
and every teacher. She appreciated the board’s hard work on the budget.  
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Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
Nicky Eiseman, PO Box 108, a teacher at Anne Wien Elementary School, voiced her support for the 
library media department. The department supplied teachers the materials necessary for delivering the 
curriculum. The department was much more than just books. Ms. Eiseman noted how frugal the 
department was and how teachers were able to access videos and other materials, they might not be 
able to afford through their school. The department also provided training and technology support. 
They offered hands-on learning. Ms. Eiseman shared how she utilized puppets from the department in 
preparing students on what to expect on a field trip to Creamer’s Field. Ms. Eiseman thanked the 
board for their work and asked them to preserve the library media services department.  
 
Michael Armstrong, 1650 Becker Ridge Road, managed six shops and was an electric/energy 
specialist with the facilities management department. Mr. Armstrong spoke in support of the 
custodial/maintenance department. Having come to the district two and a half years ago from the 
private sector where he did electrical contracting for many years, he saw a lot of talent and dedication 
in the district’s facilities maintenance department. The men and women in the department kept the fire 
alarms, clocks, and intercoms working; installed and repaired projectors and smartboards used in 
teaching; installed and maintained security cameras to keep the schools and the administrative center 
safe; they kept the lights on; and fixed the roofs. Mr. Armstrong spoke about the many roof leaks 
throughout the district, all out of warranty, that were very labor intensive to fix. He also noted the 
legislature had appropriated approximately $2.1 million for security upgrades, which he believed a 
large part of the equipment would be installed by facilities maintenance personnel. The way he saw it, 
the facilities management department saved the district money by fixing roofs, installing equipment, 
and performing other duties that otherwise would need to be contracted out to a third party. If 
contractors were hired to complete the work the department did, the district would probably be 
spending twice as much. Mr. Armstrong thought the department was at a good staffing level; although 
the department lost three positions during the last round of budget cuts. He was before the board to 
advocate for the department’s budget.  
 
2013-14 Budget Questions/Discussion 
Board members continued their questions and discussions on the budget. Topics of discussion and 
questions continued on the growth of the special education budget, including the contract for the Boys 
and Girls Home; appropriate use of the safety and security funding to be certain district safety needs 
were met and looking at a broader interpretation on the use of funds; and the new credit recovery 
program and the effect of not funding the program on the new attendance policy. A lot of work had 
taken place on the new attendance policy, with direction from the board that it needed to contain 
provisions for credit recovery. Part of the new policy would include a borough ordinance allowing a 
“ticketing” process for families of non-attending students, but the policy needed to be in place before 
the borough would move forward on an ordinance. Board members voiced their support for the credit 
recovery program, but had a difficult time supporting the allocation of funds on something that wasn’t 
yet policy, especially in light of the district’s current budget shortfalls.  
 
Board members reiterated their non-support for the administration’s new recommendations and did not 
support the elimination of the labor relations, library media, and research and accountability 
departments. Discussions surrounding the library media services department included online 
subscription expenses, the department’s direct affect on classrooms, and the value of the resources 
provided to teachers.  
 
The growth of special education was thoroughly discussed and debated. The district’s special 
education program was one of the best in the state; the district did an outstanding job delivering 
services to students. It was suggested the growth of special education be reduced to the level needed 
to support what was needed for existing staff and programs. Not all board members voiced support for 
reducing the amount of special education growth. The board asked Bob Hadaway, executive director 
of special education, to speak to the effects of reducing the growth of special education.  
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Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
Mr. Hadaway spoke against reducing the level of growth in the special education department. The 
district had legal requirements to provide student services. A reduction would be bad for students and 
put the district at substantial risk.  
 
Superintendent Lewis cautioned the board in moving in the direction of reducing the growth of special 
education; the district had requirements that needed to be met and they needed to take care of all 
students.  
 
Board members suggested and considered many alternative cuts and/or reductions in a number of 
areas, including the number of reserve teachers, since some where funded by grant funding for 
primary   grades;   in  substitute  costs,  with  the  administration  noting  actual  substitute  costs  were 
unpredictable and could be more or less, depending on need; the restructuring in the technology 
departments; districtwide travel, taking into consideration professional development and grant required 
travel; and board travel, with the opinion the board should not have funding for travel if the rest of the 
district did not.  
 
Since there was not clear consensus from board members, it was determined the board would 
entertain any motions on proposed budget recommendations. President Brophy clarified the motions 
would be for the sake of identifying areas to add back in or reduce, not a commitment to leave them 
out of the budget. The board would still need to vote on the approved budget on May 22, 2013.   
   

HAAS MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO REMOVE LINE #37 – ADD BACK SCHOOL 
BOARD TRAVEL AND REINSTATE LINE #36 - DISTRICTWIDE TRAVEL IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $50,000.    

 
Board Questions 
President Brophy asked about districtwide travel requirements for professional development and grant 
required training. Superintendent Lewis explained that previously travel was by department and they 
determined whether they needed to attend state conferences, meetings, trainings, etc. Superintendent 
Lewis reported the line-item yearly average for district travel was approximately $175,000. If the board 
approved the reinstatement of some districtwide funding, then it would be put in a central fund where 
people/departments would apply to travel. The district would develop a process for applying for travel. 
Superintendent Lewis thought it would be easier to eliminate districtwide travel rather than develop a 
process for monitoring it. It would take a lot of time to oversee a travel process; it would be awkward 
and cumbersome.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Haas noted if the board needed to travel, funding could be transferred from the board’s 
contingency fund, which she clarified was $150,000.  
 
Mrs. Hull supported the motion.  
  
President Brophy supported deleting the board’s travel. She did not support adding back districtwide 
travel because of the added work and responsibility of developing a process and monitoring it would 
cause the administration.  
  
Mrs. Hull noted grants required travel because they recognized how important it was to moving 
forward to obtain certain goals and projects. She suggested adding reduced amounts of travel back in 
to each department to help offset the burden developing a process and monitoring travel might cause 



Special Meeting Minutes                                             Page 7 of 44                                            May 6 & 11, 2013 

Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
the administration. There were ways to get to sensible systems for distributing the travel. Mrs. Hull 
thought it was kind of irresponsible for the board to entirely eliminate travel if staff and district were 
expected to keep up with the times and provide students with what they needed. She thought 
$100,000 in travel was reasonable; it was a reduction, but would still provide funding for some travel.  
 
Superintendent Lewis called for clarification on the motion. He believed the motion was for $50,000, 
not $100,000. It was clarified the motion was to reinstate districtwide travel, which was budgeted at 
$50,000.  
 
Mrs. Hull would like to see travel at $100,000, but would support the motion for $50,000.  
 
President Brophy agreed there was value in travel for professional development and various 
conferences, but with the tough budget times and discussions on delaying credit recovery and 
reducing special education, she was conflicted on districtwide travel.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
 
Mrs. Hull asked about making motions related to the use of safety funding since it was unclear on the 
appropriate use of the funds and how much might be able to be utilized for district programs and 
expenses.   
 
Superintendent Lewis suggested the administration get clarification on the various items that might 
meet the intent of the funds.   
 
Mr. Thies asked about the timing on receiving clarification from the state. Superintendent Lewis 
responded the state had started to provide direction that cited specific support agencies, school safety 
hardware, etc. He thought there would be additional information forthcoming. Most districts in the state 
were trying to figure out the best utilization of the funds to meet their safety needs and operating 
needs.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought there was approximately $250,000 in VOIP that could be moved to the safety and 
security funding. 
  

HULL MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO SEEK FUNDING FROM THE SAFETY 
DOLLARS FOR THE VOIP AND REMOVE THE VOIP EXPENSE FROM THE 
OPERATING BUDGET.   

 
Board Questions 
None 
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
President Brophy reviewed her notes from previous meetings and was hopeful the safety and 
security funding would address the VOIP expenses.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
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Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO SET ASIDE AN AMOUNT OF $300,000 THAT 
COULD MOVED OUT OF THE OPERATING BUDGET WITH THE INTENT OF 
UTILIZING SAFETY AND SECURITY FUNDING.  

 
Board Questions 
Mr. Thies asked if $300,000 was a realistic amount. He didn’t want to use an unrealistic number which 
would necessitate the board having to come back and revisit the issue – just prolonging the needed 
reductions.   
 
President Brophy agreed with Mr. Thies. She would like a realistic amount and what items the funds 
might address. She had heard Ignition mentioned earlier and did not believe it was a reasonable 
request and would not support the motion unless she felt it was a reasonable request.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought the total of the items she believed could be moved was over $500,000. She was 
looking for some of the items to meet the guidelines in utilizing the safety and security funding. Based 
on her conversations with people at the DEED – not just the legislators, as the legislators had an 
entirely different view – people at the department felt it was legitimate for districts to look at dollars in 
the operating budget that qualified as safety concerns. Legislators said in public testimony, when the 
legislation was passed, they were looking for ways to give school districts additional room in their 
operating budgets. The department was working on requirements to do that, while still legitimately 
helping safety. Mrs. Hull said she was drawing the $300,000 from the air. If between the present time 
and when the budget was adopted, the board found out something different, they would have to revisit 
the issue, but she thought $300,000 was a reasonable amount.  
 
Mr. Thies would feel more comfortable not moving any additional funding at the present time and 
revisit the issue after the administration was able to better determine the appropriate use of the funds.  
 
President Brophy agreed with Mr. Thies. She thought his point was it was easier to add the funding 
back in rather than to determine more cuts.  Mr. Thies agreed.  
 
Mrs. Hull responded the cut list before the board was the cut list the board would return to. She 
thought there was truly reasonable hope the district could get to the $300,000. The district received 
over $2 million dollars for safety; it was a lot of money. The district could still do locks and other things. 
She believed it was a reasonable amount and she did not see why the board should give heartburn to 
a lot of people that might not have to have their jobs cut, when there was a reasonable expectation 
that some of the dollars could be used. She thought the $300,000 was reasonable and hoped the 
board would support the motion.  
 
Mrs. Haas supported the motion for $300,000. Having just spent three months reviewing the budget 
book, she believed there was at least $300,000 in potential safety and security items that could be 
removed from the operating budget and utilized with safety funding.  
 
President Brophy did not know about reassuring people about their positions – it was no different than 
requesting money from the legislature or borough and then not receiving it – the board would still be in 
the same predicament. She didn’t know if it would assure people, especially with the board’s 
discussion about having to take it back out if the board couldn’t legitimately use that much of the 
funding. She didn’t think it necessarily reassured anyone.  
 
Mr. Fisher could certainly understand the desire to utilize the safety and security funds and save 
money in the operating fund. The district would receive additional information on what was allowed 
and not allowed. He asked Mrs. Hull for the name of the person she was speaking to in the 
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Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
department so he could talk to them. The guidance the district received clearly stated the safety and 
security monies were one-time capital funding that was not to cover salaries or ongoing operations 
that were in last year’s budget and would be in next year’s budget. Mr. Fisher believed the general 
intent was if the item was something the district generally took care of in the operating budget, the 
monies were not necessarily meant for the safety and security funding. If the department was going to 
change their interpretation, that was understandable, but that was not the direction the district had 
received.  He noted the funding had a five year spending window. The board would need to determine 
whether to take a large portion of the funding in the first year or spread it out. 
 
Mrs. Hull stated there really was conversation in the legislative hearings about sub-planting and it was 
legitimate. Folks wanted districts to be able to move expenses from the operating budget to the safety 
and security funding, which was why they used the example of repairing broken windows, which were 
already budgeted for in the operating budget, as a qualifying expense. Mrs. Hull wasn’t certain how 
much the district would be ultimately be able to get qualified, but she thought it was reasonable to 
expect the board could find $300,000.  
 
Mrs. Hull agreed President Brophy was correct; the action would not be a guarantee to anyone about 
their position. She believed $300,000 was a reasonable amount and the board would do their best 
during the evening to make their best guess, as the superintendent did at the start of the year with his 
guess on what the assembly or legislature would provide in funding. The board would make their best 
guess and operate from there. If changes were needed, the board would make the necessary 
changes.  
 
President Brophy asked if the district did not receive clarification prior to May 22 when the board was 
scheduled to approve the budget, and the $300,000 was added back into the budget, would the board 
be authorized to add it back in without clarification on how the funds could be spent. Superintendent 
Lewis stated the administration would make a decision on whether or not they believed the items were 
appropriate and make a recommendation to the board on how to address it.  
 
President Brophy asked what would happen if the board found out after the fact the $300,000 was not 
an appropriate use of the funds. Superintendent Lewis stated the administration would then approach 
the board for a different avenue or the administration would come forward with a recommendation for 
the adjustment.  
 
President Brophy clarified if it happened after the budget was approved by the board on May 22.   
Mr. Fisher stated whenever the administration received additional information they would have to 
come back to the board to deal with the issue.  
 
Public Comments & Board Comments  
None called for.  
 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
 
The board took a break at 7:36 p.m. The board reconvened at 7:48 p.m.  
 
During the break, President Brophy spoke to Mr. Fisher about ways to expedite the process in a more 
reasonable and linear way. President Brophy asked Mr. Fisher to speak to expediting the process.  
Mr. Fisher prepared a new budget column for the board, starting with the original approved 
recommended budget. The only changes so far had been adding back $50,000 in districtwide travel, 
and taking out $30,000 in school board travel, $250,000 for VOIP, and $300,000 in other safety issues 
hoped to be removed from the operating fund. Those items cut $530,000 from the recommended 
budget, leaving $3,444,000 needed to balance.  
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Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
Mr. Fisher recommended the board group the items and work down the list and offer motion 
recommendations and if approved, he would deduct the amount from the total until there was a 
balanced budget.  President Brophy thought Mr. Fisher’s suggestion was a reasonable.  
 
President Brophy called for any motions addressing class size.   
 
Mr. Thies did not see how the district could make huge cuts in programs cut full departments and 
programs and continue to operate. As an example, he asked about the grant department and an 
estimate in the amount of grants the district received. Mr. Fisher estimated the district received $15-16 
million in grants.  
 
Mr. Thies asked about the effect of cutting the entire grant department and the impact it would have on 
future grants or sustaining current grants. Superintendent Lewis stated the grants department provided 
oversight of grants to ensure the district met compliance and regulatory responsibilities. There would 
be individual grant managers in different departments who would remain and would have to take on 
the responsibilities. Some grants were federal roll-over grants. The cut would preclude the district from 
many new additional grants or searching for supplementary funding to meet student or building needs. 
Existing program managers would have to take on the added compliance role.  
 
Mr. Thies asked if the district would receive additional grants by slashing the program. Superintendent 
Lewis thought it would be very difficult, except for some of the smaller level grants - $1,500-3,000, 
versus the larger six to seven figure grants because of the oversight and compliance responsibilities. 
Also, without the research and accountability department to provide the data for the evaluation piece, 
those responsibilities would need to be contracted out.  
 
Mr. Thies agreed the last thing the board wanted to do was touch class size. It was a board priority to 
keep cuts away from classrooms. But in looking at the district’s class size numbers, it was Mr. Thies’s 
understanding the district was the lowest in the state. The district would not be able to function with the 
proposed cuts currently in front of the board.  
 

THIES MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO REINSTATE THE CLASS SIZE CUTS THAT 
WERE INITIALLY RECOMMENDED, FOR A TOTAL REDUCTION OF 28 POSITIONS 
AT $2,336,800.  

 
Board Questions 
Mr. Rice asked a process question about the struck-through items on Mr. Fisher’s graph.  
 
Mr. Thies asked how many of the 28 positions were expected to be taken care of through attrition. 
Superintendent Lewis stated there had been an increase in secondary class size as part of the 
recommended budget, which added more positions. He anticipated that with attrition, and if the motion 
passed, there would between 20-30 positions lost, attrition would take care of the rest.  
 
Mrs. Haas asked for the total number of positions between the current motion and the already 
approved recommended budget. Superintendent Lewis did not have the total number at hand.   
Mr. Fisher believed there were 19 positions in the recommended budget, added to the current motion 
of 28 positions, for a total of 47 positions.  
 
Mr. Thies clarified that after attrition, it would leave 20-30 positions lost. Superintendent Lewis stated 
Mr. Thies was correct.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
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Board Comments 
Mrs. Hull spoke in opposition to the motion. She was opposed to raising class size. It might be 
necessary to raise class size in the future, but she believed the budget could be balanced in the 
current year without raising class size. She thought the board’s priorities were in the right place – to 
keep cuts as far away from the classroom as possible. For Mrs. Hull, it wasn’t about attrition or who 
would or would not lose their job, but rather about service to kids. There were first grade and other 
classes that were larger than she’d like and by raising class size, it wasn’t just the target, but the entire 
range increased. She didn’t think that was where the district needed to be. From what Mrs. Hull had 
been told, class sizes had not been raised in the district for at least 18 years. She believed it was their 
job, as board members, to do all they could to preserve class size. Although it would take some painful 
cuts, Mrs. Hull believed the board could preserve class size, keeping the focus on maintaining the 
current level of services in the classrooms. 
  
Mrs. Haas was also opposed to raising class size. Without repeating everything Mrs. Hull stated, she 
too believed the board could balance the budget without touching class size. If, after everything had 
been reviewed, the budget wasn’t balanced, the board could perhaps revisit the issue, but at the 
current time, she was opposed to raising class sizes. Mrs. Haas thought the board had thoroughly 
discussed class size and that was the reason the board had the current cut list before them from the 
administration that did not touch class size.   
 
Mr. Leonelli agreed with Mrs. Hull and Mrs. Haas. He believed the board had a responsibility to keep 
cuts as far from the classroom as possible. Over the last several weeks, the board had sent a number 
of teachers, administrators, and board members to the borough assembly to boast about the district’s 
increased graduation rate, increased scholarship levels, and other wonderful accolades. Mr. Leonelli 
believed the board was trying to do what was best for the 14,000+ kids the board was elected to 
represent.   
 
Mr. Thies agreed class size was the last place to make cuts, but if key support systems were not in 
place for students and classrooms, how would the district continue to operate? If the grants 
department was cut and the district lost $5 million in grants – where would that leave the district?  
There had to be support for technology, labor relations, summer school, library media, etc. for the 
students and staff. Graduation rates might decrease, dropout rates might increase – the district could 
find itself losing ground on the great progress it had made. Fairbanks had a great education system – 
he wasn’t that far out of high school – he was a product of the school system. The last thing he wanted 
to do was cut any positions, but essential services needed to be provided. The district was a leader in 
the state in many areas. Unless the board could find $2.3 million elsewhere, he felt the board had no 
other choice than to increase class size.  
 
Mrs. Hull agreed with Mr. Thies about the importance of many of the support services, but did not 
believe the board had to cut the departments he had mentioned or that were on the cut list to balance 
the budget. She certainly would not support eliminating the grants department or the library media 
services or many of the other services mentioned.  
 
President Brophy stated she was not personally losing sight of the board’s priorities or the board’s 
responsibility to provide excellent educational opportunities for students. She believed it was not 
limited to class size in providing that opportunity. The district was a system and the system depended 
upon on all factors to function successfully. If the board was not willing to consider all areas, such as 
class size, which was proposed to be increased by a very small amount, then she thought the board 
was not giving the entire budget the consideration it needed. President Brophy thought it would be 
very difficult to find the funds necessary to balance the budget. In fact, in looking at the large dollar 
cuts, it was decimating entire departments. From the beginning, President Brophy had stated that 
though she supported maintaining class size and thought it was very important, she did not think the 
board could literally afford to ignore the class size issue, especially when the increase was small.  
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MOTION FAILED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 NAYS (2 AYES: THIES, BROPHY) 
  
President Brophy called for motions regarding any of the previously recommended cuts. 
 

HAAS MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO REDUCE RESERVE TEACHERS BY TWO, AT 
$166,692.  

 
Board Questions 
Mr. Leonelli clarified the motion would be for the reduction of one additional reserve teacher position, 
in addition to what was previously done with the recommended budget.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
None 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
 
Mr. Fisher clarified the process. The board was working from the recommended budget and making all 
new reduction recommendations. The board was looking at a total operating budget of approximately 
$228.4 million dollars and it needed to be reduced by approximately $3.2 million dollars to get to a 
balanced budget. If board members were interested in any of the suggested cuts, they needed to 
make a motion and if it was approved, Mr. Fisher would reduce the recommended budget by an 
appropriate amount. The board was essentially starting from scratch from the recommended budget; 
they were encouraged to forget anything they had done since the recommended budget.  
 
Mr. Fisher further clarified the recommended budget had five reserve positions and Mrs. Haas’s 
motion cut two of the five positions, leaving three reserve teachers in the recommended budget.  
 

HAAS MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO REINSTATE THE EXEMPT 
COMMUNICATION’S COORDINATOR POSITION TO THE BUDGET.   

 
Board Questions 
Mr. Rice asked if the position was part of Mr. Bailey’s department. Superintendent Lewis stated it was. 
 
Mr. Fisher again pointed out the communication coordinator was already in the recommended budget. 
If the board didn’t do anything, it would remain in the budget. If the board voted to cut the position, he 
would reduce the budget.  He noted the board’s motion was to reinstate a position that was already in 
the budget.  
 
President Brophy reminded board members all positions on the list were still in the recommended 
budget and motions were only necessary for positions that board wanted to cut.  At this point, there 
was nothing to reinstate.  
 
President Brophy noted board members had talked about areas in the budget they felt could be cut to 
balance the budget without touching class size and those were the areas/motions board members 
should be making. Mr. Fisher stated she was correct.  
 
Mrs. Haas apologized to the board; she was confused by the lines in Mr. Fisher’s budget graph. She 
moved to rescind her motion.  Hearing no objection from the board, the motion was rescinded.  
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HAAS MOVED, HULL SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE .25 EXEMPT RTI POSITION 
DUE TO THE REDUCTION IN RTI FUNDING.  

 
Board Questions 
President Brophy asked about the impact in providing services to students who were struggling. Roxa 
Hawkins, assistant superintendent of elementary instruction, explained the two aspects of RTI – the 
RTI assistants who were ESSA employees and the instructional intervention support tutors who were 
non-benefited – both groups were supported by the RTI coordinator.    
 
President Brophy asked who would take on the responsibilities of support to the two groups without 
the RTI coordinator position. Mrs. Hawkins stated there wouldn’t be anyone, but more importantly, 
there would not be anyone to maintain the AIMSweb data. It would be something someone else would 
need to learn and be responsible for. It would be a challenge to provide that aspect of support to the 
schools.  
 
Mrs. Haas understood the position would still exist, but it would be a half-time position. Mrs. Hawkins 
believed the position was .25 grant funded and .75 funded by the operating budget. She believed the 
board had already cut the position by .25 in addition to the reduction of .25 in grant funding and 
believed the proposed reduction in the motion of .25 would take the position to .25. Superintendent 
Lewis stated the position was reduced by .25 in the grant and the motion would reduce it by another 
.25, leaving a .50 position.  Mr. Fisher stated Superintendent Lewis was correct. In the operating fund, 
the position was .75 and the motion would take it down to .50/half-time.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Haas believed the half-time position would correlate to the reduced RTI dollars.  
 
President Brophy recalled RTI had been cut by approximately $400,000 over the year. Mr. Fisher 
stated RTI had not been cut. The Elementary Reading Improvement Initiative (ERII) and the 
Elementary Math Improvement Initiative (EMII) were combined into one program that was called 
intervention support and approximately $400,000 was cut from intervention support, which went along 
to support RTI, but RTI itself was not cut.  
 
President Brophy was concerned about providing services to students who were struggling and 
needed extra support.   
 
MOTION FAILED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 NAYS: BROPHY, THIES, RICE 
                                                                    3 AYES: HAAS, HULL, LEONELLI 
 
 

HAAS MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE BUDGET BY ONE PRINTER.  
 
Board Questions 
President Brophy asked about the effects of eliminating one printer position. Superintendent Lewis 
stated one printer position was cut last year and the elimination of another one would take the 
department down to one position. It would increase timelines and what could be produced.   
 
Public Comments 
None 
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Board Comments 
None 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
  
 

HULL MOVED, RICE SECONDED, TO ELIMINATE TWO CUSTODIAL POSITIONS.   
 
Board Questions 
Mrs. Haas asked about the impact of the proposed cuts on work flow. She believed some of the 
custodians cut last year were back to work, but not all of them. Superintendent Lewis stated positions 
would be reduced from 134 to 132.  Mr. Norum would work with zone managers to address coverage 
of the square footage of the district. Job specific crews, such as carpet crews, would need to be 
looked at to see if they could be maintained.  
 
President Brophy asked for the dollar amount of the two positions. Mr. Fisher stated it was $95,700.  
 
Mr. Thies asked for the number of custodial positions cut last year. Mr. Fisher stated there were 13 
positions cut last year.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mr. Leonelli noted Mr. Norum had stated previously that when the board originally proposed cutting 
seven custodial positions, it would be tough, but his department would be able to manage. Mr. Norum 
had expressed his desire to see a reduction to the proposed reduction of seven positions. Mr. Leonelli 
thought the motion to eliminate two positions, rather than seven, was a good middle ground  
Mr. Norum’s department would be able to overcome and still maintain the quality of schools.   
  
President Brophy thought it was a reasonable compromise.   
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
  
Going back to the previous motion, Mrs. Hull stated there were four printers in 2011-12, and in 2012-
13 there were three, and the recommended budget included three. She believed the cut of one printer 
position would leave the district with two printers. Mr. Fisher stated one of the positions was a copy 
person and the other was a printer.  
 
Superintendent Lewis apologized; he thought of the copy person as a different position than the printer 
position.   
 
President Brophy announced the board was still $3.1 million short of balancing the budget.  
 
 

HULL MOVED, LEONELLI SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE EXEMPT 
SUPERINTENDENT FOR $71,106.  
 

Board Questions 
Mr. Thies asked about the impact of eliminating full-year funding for the position. He knew  
Mrs. Hawkins would be retiring in January, but asked about the impact of not filling the position when 
she left. Superintendent Lewis stated once the impact was known, they would have to figure out what 
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structures and support systems would need to be put in place. They would need to figure out how to 
provide supervision to the departments and 19 principals Mrs. Hawkins supervised.   
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Haas supported the motion. She had gotten the feeling from the administration at a previous work 
session they could work it out on a short-term basis and finish out the school year without the position.  
 
Mrs. Hull stated her motion was in no way a reflection on Mrs. Hawkins; she would be missed.  
 
President Brophy agreed with Mrs. Hull; the proposed reduction was in no way a reflection on  
Mrs. Hawkins.  She supported it as a short-term solution.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
 
 

HULL MOVED, LEONELLI SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE BUDGET BY $141,000 
FOR A SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES CONTRACT.   

 
Board Questions 
Mrs. Haas asked for clarification; she believed the reduction was based on formulas. Mr. Fisher stated 
the administration included an estimate for the contract in the recommended budget based on the 
number students in the program. The number of intensive needs students in the program was less 
than expected, so the administration readjusted next year’s estimated contract based on the actual 
numbers during the count. There were no guarantees; it was the administration’s best estimate.   
 
President Brophy clarified the proposed cut was not reducing the special education department’s 
budget; it was adjusting for a contract. Mr. Fisher stated the contract was in the special education 
department’s budget, but the contract would be determined by the number of students and the number 
of intensive needs students in the program next October when the official count was done. It could be 
more or less than the administration’s estimate. The adjustment was the administration’s best guess.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
President Brophy supported the motion since it did not specifically take funding away from special 
education.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
 
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO CUT $45,000 FROM FACILITIES 
MANAGEMENT EQUIPMENT AND $142,119 FROM THE UTILITIES BUDGET.  

 
Board Questions 
Mr. Thies asked for a description on the equipment. Superintendent Lewis stated it was for the 
replacement of an aging tractor.  
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President Brophy asked about the utilities; she assumed it was an estimate as actual costs were 
unknown. Mr. Fisher stated President Brophy was correct. The price of fuel was down since the 
administration had worked on the recommended budget. He knew the costs might not remain low, but 
it had gone down a couple of times in the recent past. Mr. Fisher stated it was an adjustment to the 
administration’s best estimate. They tried to budget an adequate amount for utilities; they did not like 
to overestimate because it impacted other areas. If the price of fuel started to increase, the 
administration would come back to the board for other areas to cut.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
None 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 AYES 
 
President Brophy asked about districtwide travel, she thought the board had acted on it earlier.  
She asked for clarification of the earlier motion. The earlier motion was to reduce board travel by 
$30,000 and reinstate districtwide travel for $50,000.  Mr. Fisher stated there was originally $100,000 
in districtwide travel in the recommended budget that was previously cut by the board. The board 
reinstated $50,000 in districtwide travel earlier in the current meeting.    
 
President Brophy clarified there was $50,000 in districtwide travel and zero in board travel in the 
budget to date. Mr. Fisher stated President Brophy was correct.  
 
President Brophy announced the board was still over $2.6 million short of balancing the budget.  
 
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO ELIMINATE $365,000 FROM THE BUDGET 
FOR THE CREDIT RECOVERY PROPOSAL.  

 
Board Questions 
None 
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Haas clarified the amount of $365,000.  
 
Mr. Thies asked how the elimination of the funding would affect the policy. Superintendent Lewis 
stated the Policy Review Committee had reviewed the policy and it was scheduled to go to 
management team earlier in the day, but management team had been cancelled. He said the 
administration would look at the policy to determine if it should move forward or be adjusted.  
 
Dr. Gaborik quickly reviewed the policy and the part that would need to be adjusted was the language 
on credit recovery.  
 
Mrs. Haas clarified the policy could still go through first and second reading. Superintendent Lewis 
stated if the credit recovery positions were cut, the administration would look at the policy to see if it 
could be adjusted and then make a determination on whether to bring it forward to the board or not. It 
might need to return to the Policy Review Committee.  
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President Brophy believed it went beyond whether the policy could be adjusted. Attendance had been 
an issue and the board had discussed the need to create something that would have some impact.  It 
was more than just attendance, as attendance affected graduation and dropout rates. Students who 
were not able to recover credit were more likely to dropout. If the credit recovery was removed from 
the attendance policy, she thought it would be an ineffective policy. Given the fact the district had 
made some strides with the borough regarding the attendance issue, President Brophy thought 
removing the credit recovery portion would affect any impact the attendance policy might have.  
 
Superintendent Lewis noted the serious impact of the difficult decisions the board faced. The data was 
clear; if students were in school and in the classroom, their chances of graduating significantly 
improved the more they were present. The district’s graduation rate for students present in the 
classroom 95 percent of the time was well over 90 percent. The administration and board had been 
working on the policy for over two years, but there were difficult decisions to make to balance the 
budget. Whatever action the board chose, the administration would figure out ways to get students in 
school.  
 
President Brophy spoke about serving students who fell through the cracks. In looking at the entire 
system in how to meet the needs of students, the students affected by the credit recovery were the 
ones who really needed attention. Putting the funding off for the program made her a little nervous.  
 
Mrs. Hull agreed with Superintendent Lewis; it was a tough decision. She supported the credit 
recovery option, but she did not believe it was the district’s only option in terms of encouraging 
attendance. Unless she was unfamiliar with the policies of other districts, she hadn’t heard of other 
districts in the state, among the Big Five, that had such a stringent attendance policy. There were 
districts that were doing things with credit recovery that were different than what the district was doing. 
Mrs. Hull thought the board might have to take another look at the short-term and postpone the credit 
recovery; perhaps next year, funding would be available. She did not think the district should give up 
on the program, but in the current fiscal climate, the district did not have the dollars to fund the 
program. Mrs. Hull thought the district should look for other ways to encourage attendance, particularly 
for the students President Brophy spoke about. She thought there were ways to provide other 
incentives for students who were most challenged and most likely to miss class.  
 
Mrs. Haas supported the motion. She would like to see the administration continue to move forward 
and work with the borough for a fully vetted policy and ordinance. After that was done, she felt the 
district would be in a better position to allocate funding to the program. She agreed there was a need 
for a credit recovery program. She hoped the process would continue to move forward.  
 
Mrs. Haas agreed with the others; the board was to the point they had to make some tough choices. It 
was difficult to allocate resources to a policy that had not yet been approved by the board.  
 
President Brophy believed funding was allocated by the administration because it was a directive of 
the board to add the credit recovery positions. It came in conjunction with developing the policy and 
moving the process forward. She did not believe it was a backwards move on the part of the 
administration; rather they were carrying out the board’s directive.  
 
Mrs. Haas clarified she did not mean to infer there was anything being done backwards. She would 
like to see the process continue forward. She was in no way placing blame on anyone. It just came 
down to tight funding. Mrs. Haas appreciated the work that had been done on the policy. She had 
seen the transformation of the policy. The policy was on the right track.  
 
President Brophy did not mean to imply Mrs. Haas was placing blame, other than the fact the board 
had directed the administration to create the positions for the credit recovery piece of the attendance 
policy.  
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Mr. Leonelli supported the motion. He felt the Policy Review Committee was a very capable 
committee. In the event the policy needed to be changed or readdressed, which it sounded it might, 
there was not a better group of local community members who could champion that cause and make 
the proper adjustments to keep the best interests of the district at hand and get policy put forth so kids 
had options, whatever they might be. If there was a group that could come up with a policy that could 
work for the district, it was the Policy Review Committee.  
 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
 
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE CERTIFIED SUBSTITUTES IN 
THE BUDGET BY $99,750.   

 
Board Questions 
President Brophy asked Mrs. Hull to clarify her motion. Mrs. Hull stated the motion was to reduce the 
amount of certified substitute costs by $99,750.  
 
Mrs. Haas asked for an explanation of the certified substitute costs.  Mr. Fisher explained the costs 
were for substitutes for certified staff (teachers, counselors, etc.) for absences, such as personal 
leave, sick leave, administrative leave, etc. throughout the year. It was the administration’s best 
estimate of substitute costs for the year. It was based on prior years’ activity. Mr. Fisher stated the 
board could reduce the substitute budget, but the costs could not be controlled, so if there were 
expenses, the district would have to pay them.   
 
Mrs. Haas asked if there were additional substitute costs in the school budgets. Mr. Fisher stated there 
was close to $1.4 million in additional budgets for substitutes. Costs averaged approximately $2 million 
a year.  Mr. Fisher also stated the overall costs included a small benefit rate. The overall reduction to 
substitutes would be $109,226 including the benefit reduction costs.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked Mr. Fisher for clarification on the benefit rate. Mr. Fisher explained there were required 
payroll taxes and FICA for substitute teachers. If the board cut $99,750 in substitute costs, it would 
also reduce the associated costs, totally $109,226.  
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO AMEND THE MOTION TO REDUCE THE 
CERTIFIED SUBSTITUTES IN THE BUDGET BY $109,226.  

 
Board Questions on the Amendment 
President Brophy asked for additional clarification on reducing certified substitute costs by $109,226. 
Mr. Fisher stated the reduction could be made, but depending upon the number of sick leave, annual 
leave, and administrative days taken, there could be more than the remaining budget in expenses. 
Whatever the amount incurred ended up being, the district would have to pay. There was no way to 
control substitute costs.  
 
President Brophy clarified the administration’s best overall estimate was $900,000 and the motion 
would be reducing that amount by $109,226. Mr. Fisher stated the district had overspent the substitute 
budget the last couple of years, so additional funds were added to cover the actual costs from 
previous years.  
 
Mrs. Hull made the proposal because it was part of the reserves. In looking at the actual expense in 
2010-11 it was $119,000, and the actual expense in 2011-12 was $61,000. The approved budget in 
2012-13 was $500,000; that was many times more than the actual expensive of the past two years.  
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Mrs. Hull thought by significantly reducing the travel budget there would be fewer substitute days 
needed for travel. The number of certified positions had also been reduced. She thought it might be an 
area where there could be some run-over because there was no way to know what the actual might 
be, but she thought it was reasonable to expect there might be less of an increase than originally 
expected.  
 
Mr. Fisher clarified the administration had changed the way it budgeted substitutes over the last 
couple of years. In the past, there would have been a $2 million dollar budget for substitutes. As costs 
were incurred at each school, there would be budget transfers to specific schools to cover costs. 
Actuals were seldom ever charged to the account. It was a holding area and actuals were charged to 
the schools. Mr. Fisher cautioned the board not to assume the district only spent $119,000 on 
substitute costs in 2010-11; the actual costs were $2 million.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked about the level of hardship if the increase in substitute costs was reduced. She 
understood if the costs were higher the district would have to pay them. She asked if it was reasonable 
to believe the increase in substitute costs would not be as great as originally budgeted, or if the 
decrease in the budget would be an enormous hardship. Mr. Fisher stated the district could either be 
over or under the estimate by the time next June arrived – it was impossible to know.  
 
Mr. Leonelli asked if there were numbers dedicated to time off or travel time versus sick days that were 
being spent towards substitute teachers. He was asking that with the reduction in travel budgets, he 
wanted to know how much of the original substitute budget was dedicated to teacher travel time.  
Mr. Fisher stated very few teachers would have been traveling as part of the travel budget that was 
cut. Most teacher travel was done through grant funding. Mr. Fisher noted it wasn’t even necessarily 
the issue of travel; it could be release time to come from a school to the administrative center for 
trainings. The travel budget the board cut really did not impact the certificated staff that much.  
 
Public Comments on the Amendment 
None 
 
Board Comments on the Amendment 
None 
 
The board voted on the amendment.  
 
AMENDMENT CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES (1 NAY: BROPHY) 
 
Public Comments on the Main Motion  
None 
 
Board Comments on the Main Motion 
None 
 
The board voted on the main motion as amended.   
 
MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED FAILED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  6 NAYS   
 
The board took a break at 9:05 p.m.   
 
Mr. Rice left at 9:15 p.m.  
 
The board reconvened at 9:16 p.m.  President Brophy noted Mr. Rice’s departure for the record.  
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Mrs. Haas, as part of the prevailing vote, asked the board for reconsideration of the last motion 
regarding substitutes in the amount of $109,226. She did not understand the vote.  
 
 

HAAS MOVED, HULL SECONDED, FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE LAST 
MOTION REGARDING SUBSTITUTES IN THE AMOUNT $109,226.  

 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES 
 
 

HAAS MOVED, HULL SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE CERTIFIED SUBSTITUTES IN 
THE BUDGET BY $109,226. 

 
Board Questions 
None 
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
President Brophy clarified a no vote would not reduce the substitute budget by $109,226 and a yes 
vote would reduce the substitute budget by $109,226.  
  
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
 
 

HAAS MOVED, LEONELLI SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE INSTRUCTIONAL 
TECHNOLOGY TEACHERS (ITTs) BY 3 POSITIONS FOR APPROXIMATELY 
$327,144.  

 
Board Questions 
Mrs. Hull asked how many ITT positions had been eliminated in the last five years. Mr. Fisher was not 
certain on the exact number. In 2010-11 there were ten IT teachers; in the 2012-13 budget it was 
reduced to eight positions; and in the 2013-14 recommended budget there were still eight positions, 
along with one Career Technical Education (CTE) ITT position for a total of nine ITT positions.  
 
President Brophy asked for a count of ITT positions in the current budget. Mr. Fisher stated there were 
nine total – eight which had been in the budget and one which was funded by the supplemental CTE 
funding.  
 
Public Comments 
Dave Foshee, Joy Elementary principal, spoke in support of the ITT positions. He was in shock when 
he heard the motion. The ITTs not only helped staff, but also students through guiding and instructing 
teachers in how to better use technology in the classroom. With the direction the district was moving in 
regards to technology, it would not be good to eliminate any of the ITT positions. The ITTs were 
already spread thin. The ITT that served Mr. Foshee’s school was shared with four other schools.  
Mr. Foshee encouraged the board to fully fund all the ITT positions.  
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Hull thought eliminating three ITT positions was too many. She thought Mr. Foshee was correct. 
With the direction the district was moving, it would be difficult to eliminate that many positions.  
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Even thought the governor’s proposal relative to the one-to-one initiative was not approved, Mrs. Hull 
thought the state was moving in that direction and people were still seriously considering it. To fund 
only five positions would put the district back. One of the eight ITT positions was dedicated to CTE.  
She thought losing three positions was too much. If the motion was for fewer, she might have 
supported it, but three positions were too many.  
 
President Brophy corrected Mrs. Hull, there were nine ITT positions including the CTE position.  
 
Mr. Thies agreed with Mrs. Hull.  So much of everything done during the day and in life today dealt 
with technology. The proposed cut would directly affect the classroom. He would not support the 
motion and did not think he could support any cuts to the ITT positions.  
 
Mrs. Haas stated she suggested the three ITT positions as a starting point for some good discussion 
around the ITT positions. She recalled she received 10-12 comments regarding the ITT positions and 
their role at the schools. Some of the comments got her thinking about the positions. Mrs. Haas valued 
the position and had seen firsthand the incredible work they did at the elementary level. The 
comments she heard were similar from different people at different schools. Many of the teachers, 
because of the training the district had provided and the technology assessment staff was asked to 
take, were in two categories. One group of teachers was proficient and did not utilize the IT teachers 
as much as others who were not. Many teachers were becoming proficient by the tools the district 
provided, aided by the massive use of technology in today’s world. Then there was a group of 
teachers who were not utilizing IT teachers because they were not ready to take the leap into 
technology. She had suggested three positions as a starting point for discussion. She would look to 
the board for additional ideas if three positions were too many.  
 
At the last meeting, Mrs. Haas had suggested eliminating one position, bringing the number of regular 
ITT positions to seven and with the addition of the one CTE ITT, it would bring the total back to eight 
positions overall; but no decisions were made at that time. She would be open to reconsidering the 
number of positions to eliminate.  
 
President Brophy noted the board had received reports in the past on how the use of ITTs had 
improved the technological skills of district teachers, but there were students who were still lacking. 
She thought in light of the new standards and assessments that were coming that would be taken 
electronically by students, it was extremely important to continue the forward motion of providing 
opportunities to improve technology skills through the ITTs. President Brophy was not in support of 
cutting the ITTs.  
 
MOTION FAILED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 NAYS (1 AYE: HAAS) 
 
Mrs. Hull noted the board could circle back to the ITT positions, as was the case with other positions, if 
needed.  
 
Mr. Leonelli agreed with Mrs. Hull. He suggested revisiting the issue but eliminating fewer positions.  
 
President Brophy announced the board was $2.1 million short of balancing the budget.   
 
 

HAAS MOVED, HULL SECONDED, TO REDUCE SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDING 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $1.5 MILLION.  
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Board Questions 
Mr. Leonelli asked for a breakdown on the $1.5 million. Mrs. Haas stated reducing special education 
by $1.5 million would leave $1.7 million in special education increase. She determining an appropriate 
amount to reduce, she had looked at $738,000 in salary and benefits which would be an increase to 
the budget due to contractual agreements. It would now be $746,600 because the board had already 
reduced $141,000 of the professional and technical. It would leave additional monies for some of the 
new staffing positions, such as the sign language interpreters.  
 
Superintendent Lewis stated that in his professional judgment, he would strongly discourage the board 
in making the proposed cut to special education. He thought it would put the district at risk. The district 
had an obligation to serve the neediest students. In order to provide a proper and safe environment, 
and close the achievement gap, the district needed to be certain it was addressing those needs.   
Mr. Hadaway had spoke on record earlier in the meeting how a reduction to special education would 
put the district at risk. Superintendent Lewis stated if the board was looking at class size, class sizes in 
special education and support services also needed to be considered. It didn’t necessarily come in 
terms of a certified teacher at all times; it came in terms of additional support in the smaller numbers 
and in individual settings in which students were served.  
 
Superintendent reiterated, in his professional judgment, he would strongly discourage the board from 
touching special education.   
 
President Brophy asked Mr. Hadaway if he had anything to add to Superintendent Lewis’s comments. 
Mr. Hadaway had nothing to add. President Brophy noted Mr. Hadaway would stand by his earlier 
comments.   
 
Mr. Leonelli asked Mr. Hadaway for the number of sign language interpreters currently in the district. 
Mr. Hadaway stated there were six currently in the district.  
 
President Brophy asked Mr. Hadaway how many sign language interpreters he anticipated the district 
would need next year.  Mr. Hadaway expected the district would need five interpreters next year. One 
position would be carried in grant funding and the rest would come out of the operating fund.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Hull thought the board was in a difficult position. She thought, with the kinds of increases the 
special education department had had over time and in light of the current economic situation, the 
special education budget could not grow at the proposed rate in the recommended budget. She was 
concerned in looking at the size of the proposed budget increases in almost every category. As an 
example she noted there was $65,000 in special education travel, when the board had reduced 
districtwide travel to only $50,000. In looking at other departmental increases, the numbers were 
enormous. At some point, with the maintenance of effort requirement by the federal government,  
Mrs. Hull did not think it was responsible of the district to consistently grow the special education 
budget at percentages that were not in keeping with the rest of the overall budget.   
 
Mrs. Hull noted the district’s good scores on special education audits. She did not feel good about the 
rate of growth on one side of the ledger, with all the hits being taken on the other side. Mrs. Hull did 
not believe the proposed rate of growth in special education was sustainable or responsible in light of 
what was happening in the rest of the budget. Mrs. Hull supported the motion.  
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Mrs. Haas thought the district’s special education department did a phenomenal job with the resources 
they had. She thought they would continue to do a phenomenal job in the future. The motion to reduce 
the amount of budget increase was no indication of a lack of support for specific students or students 
with disabilities.  
 
Mrs. Haas agreed with Mrs. Hull’s comments about the rate of growth in special education. The budget 
review committee had looked at the issue last year. There had been a significant increase in the 
department budget. She supported the motion.  
 
Mr. Thies did not support the motion. He agreed the department budget had grown significantly over 
the past few years, but so had the district’s compliance requirements. He believed the funding for 
special education needed to be spent on special education.  He would not support the motion.  
 
President Brophy thought she had made it clear over the course of the last couple of years, she would 
not support cuts to the special education department budget. As Mr. Thies noted, the funding was 
allocated to special education. President Brophy had confidence in Superintendent Lewis and  
Mr. Hadaway when they spoke about the risks to the district. She did not believe it was realistic to 
think a department could continue to do things well and provide all the necessary services when their 
budgets were being cut.  
  
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
 
President Brophy announced the board was $659,583 short of balancing the budget.   
 
Mrs. Hull asked for the dollars generated by increasing 9-12 class size levels by one student. 
Superintendent Lewis noted the administration had proposed an increase of .5 student in grades 7-12. 
He would discourage the board from increasing grades 9-12 by one full student. He thought it would 
have a detrimental impact on a number of programs at the secondary level.  
 
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO RAISE CLASS SIZE AT GRADES 9-12 BY .5 
PTR. 

 
There was some initial confusion on the corresponding positions and dollar figure equating to the 
increase of .5 PTR in grades 9-12, due to what was already in the recommended budget.  Mr. Fisher 
determined increasing PTR by .5 would equate to six teachers for $500,076.  
 
Board Questions 
Mrs. Haas clarified Mrs. Hull was asking for a total increase of 2.0 PTR.  There was already an 
increase in the recommended budget of 1.5 PTR and the additional .5 would make it 2.0 PTR.  
Superintendent Lewis confirmed the recommended budget had increased PTR by 1.5.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought the recommended budget had increased PTR by 1. She noted she did not believe in 
raising class sizes so making the motion was not easy for her. It appeared with the additional staff 
provided to high schools class sizes for 9-12 were significantly lower than the district’s target, so the 
board approved the initial increase in the recommended budget of 1.5 PTR. Mrs. Hull felt if the board 
raised PTR by another .5, it would not create extraordinary class sizes, but it would bring the classes 
closer to the targets. 
 
Mrs. Hull noted the action didn’t have to be final and the board could hopefully hear from people about 
the potential impact. Her sense was it might be reasonable to raise the target in light of the district’s 
current budget situation.  
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President Brophy clarified Mrs. Hull’s motion. The motion was to increase the PTR for grades 9-12 by 
.5, for a total increase of 2, including what was already approved in the recommended budget.  
Mrs. Hull stated President Brophy was correct.  
 
Mr. Leonelli asked for a total number of staff reductions by increasing the PTR for grades 9-12 by 2. 
Mr. Fisher explained the actual PTRs were quite a bit lower than the targets. The target was 26.5 and 
the actual was 21.2, substantially lower. Part of the reason for the low actual class sizes were the 
additional certificated staff support provided to schools through CTE, JROTC, and Co-Op. The extra 
support positions were in addition to the number of teachers provided to schools by the target.  
 
Mr. Fisher explained the administration had done something a little different in staffing for the current 
year. They had the high schools absorb the JROTC allocations. If a school had 30 teachers to meet 
PTR and 2 JROTC teachers, they would have had a total of 32 teachers. In an effort to reduce the 
budget, the administration provided the school with the 30 teachers and told the buildings they had to 
carve out the JROTC program from the existing 30 positions, so technically the building had 28 
teachers and 2 JROTC teachers for a total of 30.  
 
If the motion passed, the target would increase from 26.5 to 28.5 and with the supplemental support, 
Mr. Fisher expected the average class size to be 25-26 at the high school level, which would still be 
lower than the targets.  
 
Public Comments 
Jenifer Cameron, PO Box 117, a district art specialist, voiced her concern with the board cutting the 
special education budget and at the same time increasing class size. Ms. Cameron felt it was a 
creating a perfect storm. Classroom teachers already had a diverse group of kids to teach. To cutback 
support, through special education programs, to help reach the neediest kids while increasing class 
size made her nervous. Ms. Cameron did not believe the decisions took into account what was best 
for students and the teacher.   
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Hull spoke to the issue of special education funding. The $1.5 million reduction was half of the 
increase proposed for special education. The special education budget would still grow; just not at the 
proposed rate the administration had originally proposed.  She was hopeful there would still be funding 
for all existing staff and services; the department just would not grow at the rate it was originally 
proposed.  
 
Mrs. Hull wished the board did not have to reduce the rate of growth for special education or increase 
class sizes. Because the increase in high school class size got the district closer to the high school 
target of 26.5 PTR, Mrs. Hull thought it was worth considering.  
 
During the course of budget discussions, other ideas and suggestions for cuts and reductions had 
surfaced. Mrs. Hull had been asked why teachers were being cut when secondary counselors hadn’t 
been considered, as their loads were lower than the national average. It was unacceptable to Mrs. Hull 
to make some of the other cuts that were provided by the administration. Before the board finalized the 
budget, funds to cover the shortfall had to be found. As everyone had stated over the course of the 
evening, the board might need to revisit some of the proposed cuts.  
 
Mrs. Hull thought the increase to the PTR was worth considering and if the board received feedback 
from people it wasn’t the right thing to do, the board could reconsidered the issue. The board needed 
to hear how the increase would impact people. Mrs. Hull did not want to hear there were English 
classes with 32 students, six periods a day, so teachers couldn’t grade essays. But if the move got the 
district to its original target, she thought it might be the right place to make the motion.  
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Mrs. Haas had reservations about the increase in PTR because the board had received quite a bit of 
feedback regarding class size. She was concerned the district would continue to see an increase.  
 
Mrs. Haas believed there were approximately 20 percent of high school classes above the target, 
including choir, music, and art. She had concerns how the increased target would look by building, and 
what the numbers would be if additional teachers were not available to buildings that already had 
identified classrooms with 30+ kids.  
  
Mr. Leonelli was trying to grasp the total number of staff affected. He wanted the total number of 
secondary teachers affected from the current year to next year. Mr. Fisher explained from the current 
2012-13 budget to the 2013-14 recommended budget, the following positions were lost: 1.6 teacher 
positions due to enrollment adjustments; 12.5 teacher positions because of increased class size 
targets, which was the increase of 1.5 PTR and absorbing the JROTC teacher; and 2 districtwide 
teacher allocations that were not filled in the current year.  The additional proposed .5 cut to the PTR 
would equate to five teachers, so it would be approximately 21 teachers.  
 
Mr. Leonelli was concerned about the high number of positions lost. He would not support the motion.  
 
President Brophy did not believe the issue was how many positions were lost, but rather the size of 
the class.  
 
Mr. Thies noted the 21 positions might not be the number of people who lost their jobs, as attrition 
would take care of some of the lost positions.  
 
Mrs. Hull was concerned about people’s jobs and it was good some of the lost positions would be 
covered through attrition, but the end result was bad things were happening to the size of classrooms. 
It was good there would be some attrition, but the main issue had to be what happened to, and in, the 
classroom. Twenty-one teachers in one year at five high schools sounded like a lot to her.  
 
Superintendent Lewis noted the 21 teachers were in grades 7-12. There was some confusion with 
board members and the administration on whether the 21 teachers were for grades 9-12 or 7-12.  
Mr. Fisher reviewed the numbers. For high school, grades 9-12, 12.5 positions would be eliminated by 
the 1.5 PTR increase already in the recommended budget. An additional five positions would be 
eliminated if the motion to increase PTR by another .5 in grades 9-12 passed; bringing the total to 17.5 
positions at the high school level.  
 
President Brophy said as indicated by her original vote to increase class size and based on the fact 
she believed there had to be a balance, supported the small increase in the PTR, which was more 
acceptable to her than the trade-off of cutting over a million dollars out of special education or the 
other recommendations. It was clear to her, whether through the emails the board received or 
research read, the general opinion was any public official who brought up an increase to class size 
was risking some pretty severe backlash.  
 
President Brophy’s preference was to base her decisions on the data she gathered herself or was 
available to her. There was no question, the workload and the efforts on the part of the teacher were 
increased as students increased. She spent a lot of time reading and researching the opinion 
regarding class size. She noted one could find research to support the personal position of the person 
looking. Some studies showed class size did not make a difference and some showed it made a 
difference, noting a difference at 15 and lower versus 20 or more. Given the class size report and the 
board’s discussions on the actual class sizes, noting the district’s average was 21.5; with North Pole 
High School having the highest average at 23.5 and Ben Eielson the smallest at 13.6, there was a 
wide range. Granted there were some classrooms that were large, but there were also some very 
small ones.  
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President Brophy addressed the issues of student ratios and the workloads of the district’s school 
counselors. She recalled the American School Counseling Association recommended a ratio of 250 to 
1. District counselors had a pretty heavy load and they addressed a number of issues outside of the 
number of students they served. President Brophy was not interested in reducing or cutting counselors 
in any way.  
 
Mrs. Hull stated she would support the motion to increase the PTR, but she would be willing to revisit 
the decision based on the feedback the board received. She also requested information on the load of 
district counselors versus the national recommendation at the high school level. Mrs. Hull thought 
reductions could be made elsewhere if the additional .5 increase in PTR was a hardship for kids. She 
would support the motion but she wanted people to know it was with a little bit of dithering on her part. 
She was willing to come back and revisit the issue.  
 
President Brophy hoped the board would be willing to revisit any of the issues after input from the 
public.  
  
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 AYES (2 NAYS: HAAS, LEONELLI) 
 
With some six graders at the middle school level, middle school students at the elementary level, and 
junior high students with high schools, in recalculating the PTR change, Mr. Fisher stated the increase 
of .5 in PTR for grades 9-12 resulted in six positions in the amount of $576,000.  
 
President Brophy announced the board was $159,507 short of balancing the budget.   
 
  

HAAS MOVED, HULL SECONDED, TO REDUCE RECRUITING TRAVEL BY $7,500.  
 
Board Questions 
None 
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
None 
 
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES (1 NAY: BROPHY) 
 
 

HAAS MOVED, HULL SECONDED, TO REDUCE CURRICULUM BY 1.0 FTE 
ADMINISTRATIVE SECRETARY FOR APPROXIMATELY $78,003.  
 

Board Questions 
Mrs. Haas asked about the work load in the department. She asked for confirmation if one 
administrative secretary in the department was grant funded and one was paid through the operating 
budget. Peggy Carlson, executive director of curriculum and instruction, stated the department had 
one professional development program secretary that was grant funded and one administrative 
secretary from the operating budget. There was also a materials development specialist.  Mrs. Carlson 
summarized the work of the administrative secretary who was responsible for the payroll, purchasing, 
travel, and much more for a staff of 26 in the department. The material development specialist was 
responsible for all the documents the curriculum department produced, which was a huge 
responsibility. The professional development program secretary was responsible for supporting 
professional development events, served as the liaison between the district and university regarding 
credit courses for teachers, and maintained the curriculum library. 
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Because of specific questions that had come to Mrs. Haas, she was looking for Mrs. Carlson’s 
professional opinion on how the elimination of one of the positions would affect the work load in the 
department. 
 
Mrs. Carlson stated it would depend upon the position because they all had different responsibilities. 
The administrative secretary worked a lot with administrative services regarding budgeting and 
purchasing. The material development specialist worked extensively with schools, course catalogs, 
information technology services, course numbering in PowerSchool, etc. The position required a high 
level of accuracy. The professional development program secretary had a more general position as far 
as providing support for professional development and the liaison to the university.  
 
Mrs. Haas had seen a document at some point showing there were two administrative secretaries, 
with one funded through grants. Mrs. Carlson did not know what document  
Mrs. Haas had seen, but the information was not correct. There was one administrative secretary, 
grade 8 and one program secretary, grade 6.  There was a difference in their work and responsibilities. 
Mrs. Haas asked if either of the positions were grant funded. Mrs. Carlson stated the professional 
development program secretary was grant funded.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked if there some flexibility of duties within the constraints of the grant requirements if one 
position was eliminated. Mrs. Carlson stated yes. If one position was eliminated, the duties would be 
spread throughout the curriculum department. Mrs. Hull asked if seniority was a consideration. 
Superintendent Lewis stated yes; there were bumping rights within ESSA. 
 
Mr. Leonelli asked for the motion to be restated. Mrs. Haas stated the motion was to reduce curriculum 
by 1 FTE administrative secretary position. 
 
President Brophy was not clear on the workload if one position was eliminated. She understood the 
duties would be spread to others within the department, but she wanted to know if it was feasible to 
expect the responsibilities of any one of the positions could be covered by two other secretaries and 
still get the job done. Mrs. Carlson said the responsibilities would be spread amongst everyone in 
curriculum; everyone would help pick-up the work load. 
 
Mrs. Carlson felt it would be very difficult to eliminate the administrative secretary position because 
that position was responsible for all the payroll, purchasing, budgeting, and other technical 
administrative work that could not be spread amongst everyone. It would be the same with the 
materials development specialist – it was a very specific position. The position required work on huge 
documents that were months-long projects. It would also be a very difficult position to spread the 
duties out among others. The program secretary duties, if a position was eliminated, could be spread 
out to others. 
 
President Brophy asked for the duties of the program secretary. Mrs. Carlson explained the duties of 
the position were to support professional development as needed; developing signs for events, 
scheduling and setting up rooms for events, checking in and out materials from the curriculum library 
for teachers, serving as the contact person for credit courses, working as the liaison to the university 
regarding continuing education courses, and anything else related to professional development. 
President Brophy was concerned the jobs would not be done as effectively as they should be, if one of 
the positions was eliminated, especially with all the new initiative and responsibilities being added to 
the district. 
 
Mrs. Hull asked about the professional development support line item in the budget book and if that 
was a different position. Mr. Fisher explained the line item was not a position but support costs. 
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Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Haas noted it did not happen often, but she would not support her own motion. She had made the 
motion to initiate some good discussion on the issue. She appreciated Mrs. Carlson’s comments.  
Mrs. Haas had received comments about the positions and Mrs. Carlson had clarified for her, and 
hopefully others, how important the work flow was to the department.  
 
President Brophy noted for the record there was sometimes the impression that when someone made 
a motion or seconded a motion they supported it, but that was not always the case. Sometimes 
making a motion or seconding it allowed the opportunity to get the subject on the floor for board 
discussion.  
 
MOTION FAILED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 NAYS 
 
President Brophy announced the board was $152,000+ short of balancing the budget. 
 
Mrs. Hull asked about recessing the meeting at the current stage to reconvene later to further deal 
with the budget. She didn’t have any additional proposals. Obviously the board would need to cover 
the shortfall at some point, but she wasn’t certain it had to be done at the current time.  
 
President Brophy clarified Mrs. Hull would like to recess at the current time without addressing the 
remaining $152,000+ in shortfall. There had been some prior discussion the board would work until it 
the budget was balanced as close as possible then meet again to address the additional information 
the district had obtained regarding the use of safety and security funding.  
 
Mrs. Hull felt she needed more information. Superintendent Lewis asked if a Saturday meeting was an 
option. Mrs. Hull asked if the administration would have the information the board needed regarding 
the safety and security funding that soon. Mrs. Hull thought the board could make changes to the 
budget on May 22 when it was scheduled to approve the budget. She wanted feedback from the public 
on some of the motions the board had made so far as well.  
 
Superintendent Lewis said the administration would certainly work to get clarification on the safety 
funding. From a standpoint of positions being cut, the administration would like to have as much time 
as possible to make certain the district was following the appropriate layoff process relative to the 
collective bargaining agreements. There were also some contractual obligations the district had to 
comply with.  
 
President Brophy recalled the earlier conversation was the administration was not clear on when 
information on the safety funding would be available. She noted all the information the board had 
discussed during the evening was open to change. President Brophy was not comfortable leaving 
$152,000 on the table and leaving the impression positions were secure or not secure to the general 
public. She would like to have more discussion.  
 
Mr. Thies agreed the $152,000 needed to be wrapped up, pointing out there was also approximately 
$500,000 in funds the board wasn’t certain could be used. He would also like more information 
regarding the ramifications on cutting $1.5 million from the special education budget – he didn’t think it 
was something the district could do. In his mind, Mr. Thies thought the board had a much greater 
shortfall than $150,000.  
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HAAS MOVED, LEONELLI SECONDED, TO REDUCE THE TECHNOLOGY 
DEPARTMENT BY $100,000.  

  
Board Questions 
Mrs. Haas noted the administration’s proposal given to the board was to reduce technology by 
$300,000. She asked for the administration’s vision on the $300,000 reduction and the impact if the 
reduction was $100,000 rather than $300,000. Superintendent Lewis stated it would ultimately depend 
upon what the district was asked to support and what was in the final budget. If the board asked the 
administration to cut $100,000 they would find a way to make the adjustment; whether it was in 
personnel cuts, hardware, equipment, or support would need to be dealt up.  
 
Mrs. Haas wanted to add new firewalls and filters, etc. to the list of possible uses for the safety and 
security funding. They would be used to keep students safe from the crazy world of the Internet. She 
also suggested the possibility of adding cyberbullying to the list.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked if the proposed budget reductions in technology would be in network services or 
information services. Superintendent Lewis said it would be a combination of the two departments.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked if the administration found out the filtering and firewall expenses could be applied to 
the safety funding would Mrs. Haas’s suggestion apply to the network and information services 
department. Superintendent Lewis responded if it was determined appropriate from the state, 
absolutely.  
 

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO AMEND THE MOTION TO RAISE THE 
REDUCTION TO THE TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT TO $128,000.  

 
President Brophy asked if there were any objections to considering the amendment as the main 
motion. Hearing no objection, Mrs. Hull’s amendment would replace the main motion.  
 
Board Questions on the Amendment 
None 
 
Public Comments on the Amendment 
None 
 
Board Comments on the Amendment 
Mrs. Hull made the amendment hoping to get to a zero shortfall. The board may certainly have to 
revisit the amount, but at the present time, she couldn’t think of a better solution.  
 
Mr. Thies did not see how the district could cut technology – not in today’s world. With the district 
working towards more distance delivery in CTE between Lathrop and West Valley – it would require 
technology. He thought the board was wishing and dreaming with some of the funding and until it was 
known how the safety and security funding could be used, he did not believe making the cuts was a 
good idea. Technology should be increased, not cut. He would not support the motion.  
 
Mrs. Hull agreed with Mr. Thies, technology needed to move forward and be updated. But for the 
moment she would support the motion and continue to work to find another way to make the reduction 
and was hopeful the board would come back and revisit the issue.   
 
President Brophy thought the board was caught in a Catch 22 in postponing decisions until it was 
known if additional dollars through the use of the safety and technology funding were available. She 
would not support the motion.  
 
AMENDED MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
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President Brophy announced the board was $24,007 short of a balanced budget.  
  

HULL MOVED, HAAS SECONDED, TO ELIMINATE THE EXEMPT RTI 
COORDINATOR BY .25.  

 
Board Questions 
President Brophy clarified the motion was for the RTI coordinator.  
 
Public Comments 
None 
 
Board Comments 
Mrs. Haas supported the motion.  
 
Mr. Leonelli reiterated it would leave the RTI coordinator as a half-time position.  
 
President Brophy would not support the motion for the same reasons she voted against it earlier. She 
felt it had been made clear the position was very necessary and addressed students with the greatest 
needs.  
  
MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 AYES (2 NAYS: THIES, BROPHY) 
 
President Brophy noted there was currently a surplus on the bottom-line of the budget. Mr. Fisher 
stated the degree of accuracy on the numbers was not exact.  
 
President Brophy stated the board still had work to do on the budget, but at the current time the 
budget was to a point of a surplus.   
 
President Brophy announced the board would recess from the special meeting after their executive 
session and reconvene on Saturday May 11.  
 
Mrs. Haas asked that since the budget was more or less balanced, and the administration did not 
know if they would have the answers needed regarding the safety and security funding, if it would be 
beneficial to meet on Saturday or if it would be better to wait until May 22 when the board was 
scheduled to approve the budget. Superintendent Lewis said if the administration was not ready on 
Saturday, he would encourage the board to look at the following Saturday, so there would be one 
more time for the board to meet before the approval on May 22. Mrs. Haas was concerned the 
administration would not have enough time to get the information they needed and the board would 
not have time to review the information before the meeting.  
 
President Brophy did not want to delay the decisions any longer than necessary. The board could 
decide on the date after the executive session, but the options were Saturday, May 11 or Saturday, 
May 18.  
 
Mr. Thies stated he could not meet on Saturday, May 18.  
 
Executive Session 
An executive session was called to discuss student discipline and negotiations.  
 

HAAS MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO CONVENE IN EXECUTIVE SESSION TO 
DISCUSS STUDENT DISCIPLINE ISSUES THAT TEND TO PREJUDICE THE 
REPUTATION AND CHARACTER OF ANY PERSON, PROVIDED THE PERSON MAY
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REQUEST A PUBLIC DISCUSSION; MATTERS WHICH BY LAW, MUNICIPAL 
CHARTER, OR ORDINANCE ARE REQUIRED TO BE CONFIDENTIAL; AND 
NEGOTIATION MATTERS, THE IMMEDIATE KNOWLEDGE OF WHICH, WOULD 
CLEARLY HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT UPON THE FINANCES OF THE 
GOVERNMENT UNIT.   

 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE.  5 AYES 
 
The board convened to executive session at 10:37 p.m. 
 
The executive session recessed at 11:11 p.m.   
 
 HAAS MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO: 
 

EXPEL STUDENT 05-06-13-01 FOR A PERIOD OF ONE HUNDRED 
THIRTEEN (113) SCHOOL DAYS; FURTHER, STUDENT SHOULD 
ENROLL IN THE SMART PROGRAM; OBTAIN A THREAT 
ASSESSMENT PRIOR TO APPLYING FOR READMISSION TO 
SCHOOL AND COMPLY WITH ANY RECOMMENDATIONS AND/OR 
REQUIREMENTS OF THAT ASSESSMENT; AND STUDENT MAY BE 
ELIGIBLE TO RETURN TO SCHOOL ON THE FIRST STUDENT DAY 
OF THE SECOND SEMESTER OF THE 2013-2014 SCHOOL TERM, 
JANUARY 7, 2014.    
 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE. 5 AYES 
  
Board Comments/Discussion   
President Brophy reminded board members the retirement reception for district retirees was the 
following evening, starting at 6:15 p.m. before the regular meeting.  
 
President Brophy noted the board would also most likely be reconvening into executive session 
regarding negotiations during the meeting on Saturday.  
 
The meeting recessed at 11:14 p.m. and would reconvene on Saturday, May 11 at 10:00 a.m.  
 
Saturday, May 11, 2013 - Reconvened - Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 
Budget Reduction Recommendations 
The special meeting from May 6, 2013 was reconvened at 10:01 a.m. with the following board 
members in attendance:   
 
Kristina Brophy, President 
Heidi Haas, Vice President 
John Thies, Treasurer 
Sean Rice, Clerk 
Sue Hull, Member 
Charlie Leonelli, Member 
  
There was a quorum present. Mrs. Hall was excused.  
 
Staff members in attendance were:  

 
      Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
      Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary 
      Roxa Hawkins, Assistant Superintendent – Elementary  



Special Meeting Minutes                                             Page 32 of 44                                            May 6 & 11, 2013 

Reconvened - Conduct Departmental Reviews to Obtain 2013-2014 Budget Reduction  
Recommendations (continued) 
 
      Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer 
      Traci Gatewood, Executive Director of Human Resources 
 Kathy Hughes, Executive Director of Alternative Instruction & Accountability  
 Dave Norum, Executive Director of Facilities Management 
 Peggy Carlson, Executive Director of Curriculum & Instruction 
 Bob Hadaway, Executive Director of Special Education 
 Bill Bailey, Director of Public Relations 
 Janet Cobb, Director of Information Systems 
 Katherine Sanders, Director of Library Media Services 
 Shaun Kraska, West Valley High Principal  
 Tim Doran, Denali Elementary Principal 
 Robin Mullins, Director of Business Services 
      Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board of Education  
 
President Brophy stated the board would be following the same process as they had used on Monday. 
The board would take public testimony on each motion, as well as after Superintendent Lewis and  
Mr. Fisher made their presentations. After the board completed their discussions on the budget they 
would reconvene into executive session to hear an update on negotiations.  
 
Superintendent Lewis stated as superintendent, he was responsible to provide the board with 
information and recommendations so board members could make well-informed, responsible, 
sustainable decisions. Once the board made a decision, it was his responsibility to ensure every effort 
from the administration was made to support the decision and implement it so it was successful. 
 
Superintendent Lewis explained he and Mr. Fisher would be briefing the board on safety, special 
education, and the calendar in regards to timeline implications.   
 
In regards to safety, the administration had been asked to vet the potential use of safety funds and 
potential projects or costs that might be able to be moved from the operating fund. The safety funds 
were one-time dollars with a five-year expenditure window. The district had a number of safety needs 
ranging from cameras, fencing, lighting, locks, securing of entry ways, and facility upgrades in meeting 
the district’s overall safety plan.  
 
In evaluating safety, the administration had been working with law enforcement agencies to develop a 
comprehensive plan to address safety needs. The needs were significant. The law enforcement 
agencies the administration had been working with consisted of the FBI, Fairbanks Police Department, 
Alaska State Troopers, and Homeland Security. Discussions had taken place on how the groups could 
collectively collaborate around and address the safety needs of the district and determine the top 
priority items and best use of resources. During the conversations, law enforcement had been clear – 
address hardware needs. Superintendent Lewis believed the hardware needs would exceed the $2.2 
million allocated to the district from the legislature. However, if the district’s needs were than the 
allotted funding, he would then recommend the leftover funding be moved to the operating fund, if all 
the district’s needs were addressed.  
 
Superintendent Lewis believed safety needed to be a priority. He believed it was a community 
expectation. From the frame of the district doing everything it could, with the funding that had been 
allocated from the legislature, the district should address its safety needs.  
 
Superintendent Lewis pointed out the use of the funds was a board decision and whatever the board 
decided, the administration would support it. It was his recommendation the board needed to look to 
the district’s safety needs first and address those needs before moving the allocated funds to the 
operating fund. The board had asked the administration to specifically address certain areas and 
projects. Mr. Fisher would address those specific areas and projects.  
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Safety and Security Funding 
Mr. Fisher prepared a packet of information which included a spreadsheet reflecting the board’s action 
from the meeting on Monday, May 6, bringing the budget to a surplus of $7,405. The packet also 
contained information regarding the criteria on the use of the safety and security funding, specifically 
as it related to each of the items the board had considered for the use of the funds. The remainder of 
the packet contained graphs reflecting the district’s special education spending over the past 12 years, 
comparisons in special education spending and expenditures with the other Big 5 districts, and a table 
showing the impact on the district’s overall special education funding as a result of the board’s 
proposed $1.5 million reduction in the growth of special education.  
 
Based on information received from the state to-date, and based on his experience and professional 
opinion, Mr. Fisher developed safety and security funding guidelines and criteria. He applied the 
criteria to the board’s suggested projects and provided a table showing if the project did or did not 
meet the criteria. Mr. Fisher’s general criteria for “one-time capital student safety and security 
enhancement” expenditures: 
 

a. Expenditure should be related to “student safety and security enhancements” within reason. 
b. Expenditure should not be for a recurring or routine operating cost.  
c. Expenditure should not be for personnel costs. 
d. Expenditure should not be a “contract” for personal services. 
e. Expenditure should not be for consumable items. 
f. Expenditures should be for items with a useful life greater than 1 year. 
g. Expenditures should be for item(s) or project with a value greater than >$5,000.  

 
After applying the criteria to the board’s list of possible expenses, the administration felt two items – 
the elementary phone system replacement with VOIP, and system-wide VOIP traffic management 
hardware met the criteria for a total of $317,680. Mr. Fisher felt the other items the board suggested 
would be a stretch to meet the criteria, noting with three degrees of separation, anything could be tied 
to safety.  
 
Special Education Funding 
Superintendent Lewis noted the budget process was extremely complicated and explained why the 
special education categorical funding was important. Special education was a federal mandate 
requiring a minimal educational program for each qualifying student. Mandates were codified in statute 
and documented in the students’ individualized education plan (IEP). An IEP could not be changed 
without an educational basis. The special education budget was prepared in anticipation of the IEPs; 
the district could not say it did not have the money to fulfill its obligations.  
 
The board’s planned reduction in the anticipated increase in special education budget would require a 
reduction of services to students; services the district could not legally alter without an educational 
reason. Any failure to implement an IEP, as written, would put the district at risk for due process 
hearings and liabilities associated with failing to implement the IEPs or provide the mandated 
appropriate educational program. Unlike some programs, the district received a component of extra 
special education funding based on the way the district structured its programs for high needs 
students. The district only receives the money if the district could maintain the unique programs for 
high-needs students. Superintendent Lewis said, simply put, the district only got money if it spent 
money.  
 
If the board’s contemplated reductions were made to special education, the district would have to 
modify its programs and would no longer qualify for the extra funding that would have otherwise been 
available. Unfortunately, the lost funding would far exceed the board’s anticipated savings from the 
reduction in special education growth. The administration estimated the lost funding would be $3.2 
million. 
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Superintendent Lewis asked the board to consider that although the extra funding would go away, the 
high-needs students would remain in the district, as would the district’s legal obligation to educate 
students in an appropriate program. The district would be at risk for liability for failing to meet the 
requirements.  
 
Bob Hadaway, executive director of special education, thanked board members for their very 
complimentary comments from Monday’s meeting regarding the district’s special education services 
and programs. The program had staff who worked extremely hard, under very difficult circumstances. 
Mr. Hadaway thought it was nice the efforts of staff were recognized.  
 
Mr. Hadaway pointed out special education had been growing in both areas of revenue and spending. 
The increased revenue benefited the district as a whole, as well as special education programs. State 
special education funding had outpaced the level of special education expenditures for the last five 
years. The district should commit to properly using special education funding for its intended purposes. 
Managing special education was a uniquely complex endeavor because it required both foresight and 
responsiveness. Merely reacting to issues that arose was a recipe for disaster.  
 
If the special education budget was reduced, the district would not be able to provide established and 
legally required IEP services. As a result, the district would be at significant risk to exposure of 
expensive due process litigation, including liability for providing compensatory education services.  
The district’s compliance with state requirements would be in jeopardy and might be subject to state 
ordered corrective measures that would also cost time and money.  
 
Regarding a previous question regarding special education students accessing general education 
classrooms, Mr. Hadaway stated the vast majority of special education students did spend some 
portion of the school day in general education. Access to the general curriculum was required under 
special education law. In order to allow for students with disabilities to have access to general 
education, the district was required to provide supporting services as determined by the needs of each 
student by the IEP team. The law required services be provided in the least restrictive environment to 
the maximum extent feasible. Unfortunately, serving special needs students in the general education 
setting took more staff support and more resources to implement, not fewer.  
 
The district must provide support to the general education teachers so they could successfully 
implement the necessary adaptations required by law. Training and collaboratively supporting 
teachers was a must-do task and it was expensive. Fortunately, the supports benefited the general 
education population as well.  
 
Most people assume larger class sizes are bad for both general education and special education 
students. The educational data on class size impacts clearly showed general education students were 
not negatively impacted by class sizes of 23 versus class sizes of 24. The impact of class size on 
students with disabilities was significant. The data demonstrated that larger resource classrooms 
consistently hurt the performance of special education students. Cutting $1.5 million from the 
proposed special education budget would result in larger classes and negatively impact the program.  
 
Students with IEPs required, as mandated by law, specially designed instruction which meant they 
were legally entitled to smaller class sizes, alternative materials and instruction, and the provision of 
related and supplemental services. Since the board’s proposed reduction to the special education 
budget would cause the district to increase the size of some special education classes and limit 
services, the district might not be able to demonstrate its special education program was that different 
from the general education program.  
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The special education program and budget were carefully balanced to provide support for students 
with disabilities while keeping the district out of legal trouble and generating maximum revenue for the 
district. When Mr. Hadaway trained staff on how to think about the provision of special education 
services, he asked them to keep three general questions in mind: 
 

1. Was the plan necessary and good for the student? 
2. Was it legal? 
3. How would the school support the plan? 

 
Disrupting the balance would be harmful for special education students. It might cause the district legal 
problems and it would negatively impact the district as a whole. In light of the resources and revenues 
special education provides the district, reducing the special education budget was highly problematic. 
It put the district at financial risk, and it was inconsistent with the district’s mission and legal mandates. 
Mr. Hadaway strongly requested the school board restore the recommended special education 
budget.  
 
Mr. Fisher reviewed the special education funding and the repercussions of the $1.5 million reduction 
in special education funding growth. The state changed the special education funding formula in 2000 
from categorical funding to block funding, with supplemental funding for intensive needs students.  The 
district’s number of intensive needs students had grown over the years.  In 2007, there were 274 
intensive needs students; in 2012 there were 419; and next year, 455 students were projected.  In 
2007, the Base Student Allocation (BSA) was $5,380 and in 2012 it was $5,680.  The intensive needs 
funding had increased from five times the BSA in 2007 to thirteen times the BSA in 2012.  
 
In comparing the Fairbanks district to the other Big 5 districts – Juneau, Mat-Su, Anchorage, and 
Kenai, Mr. Fisher spoke to the percentage of expenditures each district spent in special education in 
the 2011-12 school year. Taking into consideration the different sizes of the districts, Mr. Fisher 
determined the amount of additional funding the district would need to allocate to special education to 
equate with other districts: 
 

District Total Sped 
Budget 

% of 
Expend 

Additional Equivalent 
Funding Needed for 

Fairbanks 

Number of 
Sped 

Students 

Expend 
per 

Student 

Above 
(below) 
Fairbanks 

Juneau $  16,497,129 21.7% $15,207,053      853 $19,340 $6,123 
Mat-Su $  43,786,144 19.8% $11,259,785   2,639 $16,592 $3,375 
Anchorage $113,332,779 17.9% $  7,301,800   6,878 $16,478 $3,260 
Kenai $  23,290,440 16.8% $  4,907,534   1,389 $16,768 $3,551 
Fairbanks $  29,844,604 14.4%    2,258 $13,217  

 
Fairbanks was well below other districts in expenditures per student and special education program 
funding; yet, it was considered one of the best programs in the state.  
 
Mr. Fisher presented the impacts of reducing the special education by $1.5 million as the board 
directed. Three intensive resource classrooms would be eliminated, one each at the elementary, 
middle school, and high school levels, at a savings of approximately $171,495 each for a total of 
$514,485. The remainder of reductions would come from 14.4 elementary special education 
secretaries/clerks and 9 secondary special education secretaries/clerks for a savings of $1,033,560.  
Combined, the reductions totaled $1,548,045, hitting the board’s target of $1.5 million in special 
education.  
 
Due to the loss of staff and availability of services, the administration projected the district would no 
longer have the resources to meet the state requirements for intensive needs funding, resulting in a 
revenue loss of $3,248,960. The district would still be required to provide the services to students, but 
they would most likely no longer meet the state’s definition for supervision and services to qualify for 
the intensive needs funding. The district would save $1.5 million in expenditures, but could in turn, lose 
$3,248,960 in additional revenue, causing an even greater budget shortfall.  
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The reduction of the special education clerks/secretaries would have a great impact on teachers. The 
paperwork requirements would still exist, but rather than having clerks or secretaries to process the 
paperwork, either teachers or administrators would most likely have to take on the responsibility.  
 
Superintendent Lewis noted the three intensive resource classes slated to be reduced were new 
classes for 2013-14. The administration had looked to see if the students could be moved to other 
sites. The administration had also looked at other aide positions, but they were providing services to 
students and did not believe it was an appropriate area to consider. Aides in the intensive resource 
program allowed the district to meet the funding criteria for the state. A cut to any of the aides would 
result in additional lost funding.  
 
The administration also looked at cutting some of the 53.6 resource teachers. If the reductions came 
from the resource teachers, it would equate to approximately a third of the positions – 17.9 positions. 
A cut in that area would affect class size and based on contractual obligations, the administration 
could not get to those teachers, as they were past the contractual notification deadline. Most 
contracted services such as speech-language therapists, occupational and physical therapists, etc. 
were mandated services. School psychologists were not mandated, but provided the testing and 
screening and qualification pieces.  
 
Superintendent Lewis explained after considering the above options, it left the secretary/clerk 
positions. Combined, they completed approximately 140+ hours of paperwork a day; paperwork that 
would have to be completed by another source. Gayle Pierce, labor relations director, had spoke at a 
previous meeting about the important role of the special education clerk/secretary and how the 
positions had developed from teacher contract negotiations. 
 
Superintendent Lewis did not see any other place to go for the reductions in special education except 
the new intensive resource classes and special education secretaries/clerks, but it would result in the 
potential loss of over $3.2 million dollars.  
 
Notification/Calendar Concerns 
Superintendent Lewis reviewed some calendaring needs in respect to layoff, contract non-renewal, 
budget adoption, etc. Reduction in certificated staff required time to sort through the process. Non-
renewal letters were due by the last contract day for teachers, May 28. The board was scheduled to 
approve the budget on May 22 and the administration planned to start delivering the non-renewal 
letters on May 23, the last student contact day. Exempt non-renewals would need to be notified by 
May 28, due to the 30-day notification clause in the exempt contract.  
 
Although the board was scheduled to approve the 2013-14 budget on May 22, a budget was not 
required to be approved until June 28. From a practical standpoint, the administration would like the 
approval prior to June 28 so departments and programs would have budgets ready beginning July 1. If 
the district did not have a budget by May 22, the administration would have to make a decision about 
what to do in terms of certificated and classified staff and determine if reductions were needed to keep 
options open for the board until a decision was made. Superintendent Lewis thought the board needed 
to be mindful of the calendar considerations.   
 
Conclusion 
Superintendent Lewis reiterated the administration had to have time to appropriately determine which 
positions/persons would be affected in regards to bargaining agreements and contracts. In regards to 
special education, the district needed to meet the needs of students, provide mandated service 
requirements, and limit risk. There were sometimes unintended risks associated with the reductions – 
the loss of $3.2 million in intensive funding.  
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Superintendent Lewis recapped the issues surrounding the safety and security funding. The district 
needed to determine its safety needs across the district, taking into consideration law enforcement 
recommendations. The legislature’s intention on the appropriate use of the safety funds had to be 
determined; noting there were varying thoughts on the use of funds. The community’s expectations on 
safety needed to be determined and addressed. Mr. Fisher spoke earlier about the accountability 
issue with the safety funding.  
 
Superintendent Lewis recognized the difficult and forced decisions before the board. He believed it 
was the administration’s responsibility to provide the board with a recommendation. Superintendent 
Lewis wanted it to be clear, the administration wanted to be certain the district was able to meet its 
safety and special education needs. He believed the funding to special education should be restored 
and the board should look elsewhere for reductions.   
 
Superintendent Lewis also wanted to be perfectly clear; the budget was the board’s decision. He 
assured the board that whatever their final decision, the administration would implement it with fidelity 
and to the best of their ability so it could be as successful as possible. The administration cared about 
kids and the district’s programs. They wanted to do the best job possible for everyone. It was a difficult 
time and there were difficult decisions to be made.  
 
Superintendent Lewis thought it was unfortunate the district was facing such financial hardship. He 
pointed out the BSA, in 2007 was $5,380 and it was only $5,680 at the current time. Education funding 
had been in a flat-funding cycle for many years. Superintendent Lewis pointed out he had preached for 
the three years he had been in the district; the district was not sustainable. He recognized the board 
had struggled with the budget and recommendations, just as the administration had. The 
administration wanted to be certain the district could maintain programs and provide a quality program 
to all students in a sustainable way. He believed the district would face financial difficulties for the next 
several years.  
 
President Brophy called for public testimony. 
 
Becky Williams, PO Box 10359, a parent and budget review committee member, thanked the board for 
the hard cuts they had already made; she knew they faced more. Ms. Williams appreciated the 
spreadsheets and other information on the budget and proposed cuts, but had more questions 
regarding the $1.5 million reduction in special education. She had been asking staff and parents about 
the impact of the reduced growth for special education. Ms. Williams stated the people she had spoke 
to indicated they received quality special education services. If the board had to reinstate the funding 
to special education because of mandated services, to limit risk, or because of unintended 
consequences,  
Ms. Williams asked the board to consider other areas for reductions other than elementary class size.  
 
Ms. Williams noted the district was already meeting the needs of students with disabilities and 
accommodating mandated services, so there should not be any additional risks. The board was 
seeking to reduce the amount of growth in special education by $1.5 million, not to cut the growth of 
the budget entirely. She believed there were probably many line-item things that could be considered 
to balance the budget.  
 
Lee Nash, no address provided, came to Alaska as a social studies teacher. When he was unable to 
secure a teaching position, he began working with the mental health and social service in the state’s 
only developmentally disabled institution. The institution handled intensive resource and other cases 
that could not be handled in group homes. Mr. Nash married a life-long Fairbanks’ resident whose 
mother was a physical therapist. Their three children were served with IEPs or 504 Plans in the school 
district.  
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Having experience both personally and professionally, Mr. Nash had a good sense of the district’s 
special education services. The district did a good job, but there was always room for improvement. 
Mr. Nash also spoke to the benefit of lower class sizes, both for special education and regular 
education classes. But he knew from his own teaching experience, that even in a small class of 15 
students, one student could wreck havoc in a classroom. Mr. Nash believed Fairbanks had done an 
excellent job with his children, but reiterated there was always room for improvement. He suggested 
providing special education training for non-special education teachers.  
 
Wendy Dominique, PO 84484, former school board member, commented on the budget and special 
education graphs and information presented to the board by the administration. Mrs. Dominique noted 
several board members had a close connection to special education. She too had close ties to special 
education – her grandson received services and her future daughter-in-law worked in special 
education as a special education secretary/clerk.  
 
Mrs. Dominique noted Mr. Fisher’s presentation reflected the special education secretaries/clerks were 
budgeted at $20 an hour. Her future daughter-in-law did not make $20 an hour and was interested in 
how many special education secretaries/clerks made $20. She believed the positions were one of the 
lowest paid positions in the district for the work they provided. Most loved their jobs.  
 
Mrs. Dominique would like to see the facts where a $1.5 million cut to special education would hurt the 
total program. Mrs. Hull and Mrs. Haas had done their homework. Mrs. Hull did not come without doing 
her homework and researching an issue, as did Mrs. Haas. The board was very educated in special 
education and the impact the reduction would have to special education. They would not have brought 
the suggestion forward if they did not believe the program and district would survive with the $1.5 
million reduction.  
 
Mrs. Dominique did not believe any board member would bring something forward that wouldn’t work. 
The district had to deal with the problem. It was no one person’s fault. No one wanted to see class 
sizes increased. Mrs. Dominique thought the board needed to consider everything so all programs 
could be covered.  
 
Tim Doran, 512 Windsor Drive, Denali Elementary principal, stated he had been through many budget 
cuts going back to the 80’s, when then Governor Sheffield, in the middle of the summer, cut up to 50 
percent of the state’s allocations, which heavily impacted districts, including the district he was in at 
the time. Mr. Doran recognized the difficult job before the board. The time the board had taken to go 
through the budget was impressive.  
 
Mr. Doran asked the board to keep everything on the table and under consideration. He was 
concerned about administrative center cuts; they did impact classrooms. The district had cut and cut 
and cut from administration. As Mrs. Hull had mentioned before, it had been 18 years since the last 
increase in class size; he had ball-parked it at about 20 years.  No one wanted to see class sizes 
increased and he felt quite ill at ease even asking the board to keep it on the table, because he didn’t 
want to go there. But the financial difficulties the district faced where not of their own making; he felt it 
was a failure of the funders – federal, state, and local. The board had to deal with the monies they 
were given.  
 
Mr. Doran was heavily involved in lobbying at the federal and state level for special education. The 
federal level had not increased or covered the costs of special education. By law, they said they would 
appropriate up to 40 percent of costs, but they had not done that; in fact, it was only 19 percent at the 
high point. The state principal association lobbied very hard for an increase in special education 
funding. Fortunately, the state came through with the increased funding.  
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Mr. Doran expressed concerned about reaching a vacant desk when he called downtown for 
guidance. There were many things on building administrators’ plates – legal obligations, educational 
obligations, initiatives, etc. – and principals needed assistance. Mr. Doran was a very experienced 
principal and had a good handle on many issues, but he still needed guidance because things 
changed constantly on the state and federal levels.  
 
Mr. Doran was concerned about the impact on classrooms. He had worked with many districts and the 
Fairbanks district was thin. He and other building administrators needed the support of the 
administrative center. They would do their absolute best no matter what the board decided and would 
make it work in schools, but he urged the board to consider all the implications of their decisions.  
Mr. Doran reiterated the district’s financial situation was not its own doing and hopefully it would be 
better in a few years.  
 
Gayle Pierce, labor relations director, once again addressed the special education clerks. Ms. Pierce 
explained the position of the special education clerks was added approximately 8-9 years ago, as part 
of the teacher’s negotiated agreement. Prior to that time, special education paperwork was the most 
contentious issue during contract conversations. Teachers were overwhelmed. There was constant 
tension and conflict surrounding how to address the issue.  Under the direction of then superintendent, 
Dr. Ann Shortt, the special education clerk position was developed which resolved the issue and 
helped the district meet federal and state special education compliance requirements.  
 
Christina Hum, district ITT teacher, voiced her opposition to cutting the ITT positions. Ms. Hum felt 
cutting the ITT positions would directly affect the classrooms. In talking with classroom teachers, it 
would have a big impact on teachers and be detrimental to classrooms.  
 
Budget Discussion 
President Brophy thanked everyone for their testimony. She opened the floor to board members for 
questions and discussions, after which time board members were welcome to propose any new 
motions or revisit previous motions.  
 
Mrs. Haas asked how many of the 23.4 special education secretaries/clerk positions were currently 
filled. Superintendent Lewis stated all the positions were currently filled. Mrs. Haas questioned why the 
currently funded positions would not continue to be funded with a special education budget expected 
to still grow by $1.7 million the following year, even after the board’s $1.5 million decrease in growth. 
Mr. Hadaway explained when looking for areas that might need to be cut to meet the board’s $1.5 
million directive, they had looked at areas that would not directly affect services to students. The 
district was required to continue to provide services in students’ IEPs. The clerks did not provide direct 
services to students and given the current budget situation, might be seen as a lower priority. 
 
Mr. Hadaway stated the classroom teachers and aide positions proposed to be cut were new 
positions. The administration’s concern surrounded the disbursement of intensive funded special 
education students, which by state law required a ratio of no more than three students to one adult 
staff member to obtain for funding. To simply place the intensive needs students into existing classes 
without adding new staff or new classes, would put the district over the three to one ratio in several 
classes to the point that not only would the district lose funding for the newly identified students, but 
the students who were already in the classroom and already eligible for intensive funding would lose 
that status because the district could not maintain the three to one ratio. Mr. Hadaway figured the 
elimination of the teachers and aides would result in a loss of approximately 44 intensive needs 
funded students for approximately $3,248,960 in lost intensive funding. Mr. Hadaway said the 
administration had looked at cutting resource teachers, but contractually, it would be an issue, as 
those teachers had not received doubtful status letters.  
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Mrs. Haas noted the reduction list to meet the board’s directive to reduce special education growth by 
$1.5 did not list services to Access Alaska, but she had received a copy of an email Mr. Hadaway sent 
to Access Alaska stating the shuttle, and other services, would be lost if the cuts were made.  
Mr. Hadaway stated the district had been using, and would continue to use, grant money to support 
the service. He added there may be other services that would need to be moved from the operating 
budget to grant funding, such as sign language interpreters, as the district was required to provide 
those services. Another reduction consideration was the reduction of three speech-language 
pathologists, which would inflate the case loads of the remaining 26 speech pathologists, inhibiting 
their ability to provide services to students the district was already committed to serve thought IEPs.  
 
Mrs. Haas clarified Access Alaska services were currently being paid through grants. Mr. Hadaway 
stated yes.  
 
Mrs. Haas asked if the previously stated figure of $738,000 for salary and benefit increases for special 
education included extended learning. Mr. Fisher stated it did.  
 
In looking specifically at extended learning, Mrs. Haas noted there was $206,508 in increases that 
were not related to salary and benefits and asked if they could be looked at for reductions.  
Mr. Hadaway stated they could be looked at, but the administration was not going in that direction at 
the current time. The district already had a bare-bones gifted and talented (extended learning) 
program. There were new things happening that were very good for students that would be expensive, 
but it was certainly an area the administration could revisit.  
 
Mrs. Haas asked Mr. Hadaway if it was his opinion one of the barriers to special education students 
receiving their high school diploma was the state’s requirement of the High School Graduation 
Qualifying Exam. Mr. Hadaway said it was one of the barriers, along with access to the general 
curriculum and appropriate support while engaged in the curriculum.  
 
President Brophy asked if it was the administration’s opinion funding should be increased for the 
extended learning program rather than reducing it.  Mr. Hadaway stated absolutely; funding should be 
increased.  
 
Mr. Hadaway said much of the discussion centered on intensive funding students and the money they 
brought to the district, which more than paid for the entire special education program.  The intensive 
funding was given to the district for the operating fund to be used as the district saw fit, although the 
intent was the funding was to be used for intensive services. There were approximately 440 students 
who qualified for intensive needs funding, but there were approximately another 1,800 special 
education students who required very unique, very extensive services in order to benefit from school. 
Mr. Hadaway asked the board to consider, while the district was not using all the money given to the 
district for intensive needs, they had an obligation to improve services for students in resource 
classes.   
 
President Brophy noted the state had increased the intensive needs funding to specifically address the 
needs of special education students without impacting operating funds. Mr. Hadaway stated President 
Brophy was correct. President Brophy thought as a rule, the district did not take operating dollars to 
fund special education. Mr. Hadaway stated the intensive needs funding and block funding went into 
the operating fund, but was given with the intent of providing adequate services for students with 
disabilities.  
 
Mr. Rice asked how district students were identified for special education services. Mr. Hadaway 
stated there was an evaluation-based process to determine if a child had a disability and if they 
required specially designed instruction to benefit from school. Federal law mandated the district 
operate a “Child Find” program for students of all ages who might need special education services.  
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Part of the process began with interventions at the general education level. If students did not respond 
well to interventions, then school teams, parents, or others, could make a referral for a special 
education evaluation to determine if a child was eligible for services. Mr. Hadaway explained the 
process was well-thought out and complex. There were fourteen eligibility categories in special 
education covering a variety of disabilities.   
 
Mr. Hadaway noted there were over 2,200 students in the district who required services. He said there 
were also several hundred other children in the district who were eligible for additional support through 
Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act. While the district was not required to provide Free 
Appropriated Public Education (FAPE), as it was for students on IEPs, the district was required to 
provide accommodations, supports, and sometimes services to prohibit discriminating against them 
because of their disability. Some of the district’s spending for students with disabilities included the 
504 students, as well as IEP students.  
 
Mr. Rice asked how students qualified for 504 plans. Mr. Hadaway stated 504 plans were for students, 
who had a disability, but were not eligible for special education services. Students on 504 plans 
receive accommodations and supports under Section 504. The district’s responsibility was to devise a 
plan for the accommodations and supports based on a student’s need. Needs might vary from 
academic support to physical access to building and activities. A 504 plan was not as extensive as an 
IEP, but it was a federal mandate that was unfunded, but the district was required to comply. 
Noncompliance with Section 504 did not only impact funding for students with disabilities, but could 
impact all school district federal funding.  
  
President Brophy asked who would provide screening and other services if school psychologists were 
cut, or the district did not have a sufficient number of positions for adequate coverage. Mr. Hadaway 
stated the district would need to contract out certain parts of the evaluation as licensed psychologists 
were required for certain assessments. The district would spend a great deal of time and money 
obtaining those resources. Mr. Hadaway noted school psychologists were also providing counseling 
services; they had extensive training in counseling. School counselors were very busy and even 
overloaded in some cases. For some of the district’s high-needs students who suffered from emotional 
and behavioral problems, counseling could be an important piece for them. If counseling was added to 
a student’s IEP, it became a mandated service the district had to provide. School psychologists were 
beginning to pick up counseling pieces in addition to their responsibilities of testing and leading the 
assessment process.  
  
President Brophy asked about the expense of contracting out services versus employing staff.  
Mr. Hadaway explained contracting out for services could be very expensive. Contractors in the 
specialty area, varied in price anywhere from $70-100 an hour. The cost was close to what the district 
would pay a full-time employee, with benefits. But there were other issues to consider. Contractors 
were not always available when the district needed them, where employees were. With the costs 
being very similar, it behooved the district to have regular employees rather than contractors.  
 
President Brophy clarified having contractors would affect case loads, thus impacting students 
receiving the services they needed consistently and across time. Mr. Hadaway stated President 
Brophy was correct and it could put the district at great legal risk as the district was obligated to 
provide the services IEP teams had identified for the needs of each student.  
 
Mrs. Hull asked if all the people in the positions listed on the administration’s recommended cut list 
had been notified, according to contractual deadlines, their positions might be in jeopardy. Mr. Fisher 
believed all employees had been notified. Mr. Fisher added there were a couple of cuts to 
departments where actual positions had not been identified.  
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President Brophy noted it was preferable for the board to approve the budget on May 22, but asked 
about the impact on the district if the board delayed approval of the budget until June 28. The board 
had received emails from individuals whose positions had been added back to the budget which 
concerned President Brophy. Because the budget was not approved, all positions were still on the 
table. She thought the message being sent was if a position was not currently on the list, it was safe 
and that concerned her.   
 
Superintendent Lewis said the sooner the board approved the budget, the better. The borough had 
completed their work and would be looking to the district for their budget. In regards to providing notice 
of nonretention, non-renewal of contracts, or layoffs, if the board delayed approval of the budget, the 
administration may need to notice all possibly affected staff to keep all options open for the board. It 
would cause a lot of grief and unrest in the district. Another consideration in approving the budget 
sooner rather than later was the administration would need a few days to plan out and carry out any 
position moves. Without knowing the specific budget and its ramifications, the administration would 
have to prepare for multiple scenarios.  
 
Traci Gatewood, executive director of human resources, spoke to the importance of notification and 
notifying and placing the right person in the proper position. For her, and the others making those 
decisions, it was critical to have enough time to make those decisions. A few board members had 
stopped in to the superintendent’s office and seen firsthand the complexity of moving staff. As 
Superintendent Lewis had stated, Mrs. Gatewood agreed, it would be very disruptive to do a blanket 
layoff to staff until the board was able to reach a balanced budget. She urged the board to make a 
decision on staffing at the present time.   
 
Board members continued to ask questions regarding special education including the Boys and Girls 
Home contract; differences between proposed and actual budgets; utilizing special education funds for 
non-special education expenses as had been done in the past; how special education funding affected 
the lapse fund; and the overall rate of growth in the district’s special education budget.  
 
The administration was questioned whether the cuts were constructed to make the worse impact or 
where the recommendations the best cuts. A few board members felt there were other areas in special 
education that could be cut without impacting student services, such as travel, temporary employees, 
etc.   
 
Superintendent Lewis agreed the administration could certainly go back and revisit several other areas 
in special education, but the board had directed him to bring forward a $1.5 million cut in special 
education that cut the new positions and met the needs of students; which he had done. 
Superintendent Lewis said the administration could make some cuts to other areas of special 
education, but not near the $1.5 million needed.  
 
Some board members had not been persuaded the board’s $1.5 million cut in special education 
growth would destroy the program, but a few agreed the proposed cuts by the administration may not 
be the best areas for reductions.  
 
The board took a break at 12:08 p.m. The board reconvened at 12:21 p.m.  
 
Board members continued their discussions on special education. It was suggested some funding 
might need to be restored to special education so the district would be able to provide mandated 
services and supports to students.  It was noted a reduction in special education growth had been part 
of the budget review committee’s recommendations for a couple of prior years, but had not been a 
recommendation for the current year.  
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THIES MOVED TO RESTORE $750,000 TO THE SPECIAL EDUCATION BUDGET.   
  
Mr. Thies’s motion did not receive a second, so it was not brought before the board for discussion and 
consideration.  
 
A couple of board members expressed the need for additional time to consider other avenues for 
reductions. Some board members asked the administration for additional options for reductions. In an 
attempt to reach consensus to have the administration come forward with additional reduction options, 
the administration asked for further guidance from the board regarding the reductions. The 
administration had forwarded several different options over the course of the budget process based on 
previous board input. Board members passionately debated whether it was the administration or the 
board’s responsibility in proposing additional reduction options.  
 
After much discussion, the board reached consensus to have the administration bring back additional 
budget reductions totaling $1.5 million. President Brophy asked board members for specific areas 
where cuts could or could not be made to provide clear direction to the administration. Board members 
wanted to give the administration leeway and asked for them to bring back reduction 
recommendations that did not affect intensive needs funding, met the needs of students, and had the 
least amount of impact on services to students.  
 
Superintendent Lewis summarized what he believed he had heard from board members: gifted and 
talented was on the table, as was travel and other miscellaneous items, and cuts and reductions 
should be kept as far away from the student services as possible. He thought Mr. Hadaway could find 
between $150,000-200,000 in special education reductions, but it was significantly lower than the $1.5 
the board directed. Superintendent Lewis did not believe the district would be able to provide 
mandated services to students by making the $1.5 million in cuts to special education. He believed the 
district would have a loss in revenue and there were would be a ripple effect. Superintendent Lewis 
assured the board the administration would revisit every area for possible reductions, but there were 
contractual obligations that would limit some options.  
 
President Brophy asked board members for questions on safety issues.  
  
Mrs. Hull spoke to the criteria for using the safety and security funding. She believed the issue was 
more a policy discussion. In looking at how the funding was put in the budget, and having spoken to 
multiple legislators, including those in leadership positions, there was concern about getting funding to 
school districts. Legislators were hopeful school districts would be able to free up operating funds 
using the safety and security funding. 
 
Mrs. Hull had also had conversations with people at the state education department, who reassured 
her it was clear to them from legislators. The department would provide some guidance, but districts 
would have the discretion to use the funds however they saw fit and there wouldn’t be much 
monitoring from the department; they did not have the personnel or capacity to do it.  Based on the 
information Mrs. Hull had received and from what she had heard, the funding could be spent for 
almost anything. The district wanted to play by the rules, so she thought ethically there was a 
balancing act, although people had indicated districts had broad leeway. Mrs. Hull thought ethically, 
there needed to be a safety connection, one that if legislators asked, the district could list how the 
funds were used and say they were used in a way that was right for kids.  
 
Mrs. Hull was encouraged by the latest information from the department. While it did not provide 
additional guidelines, it did provide resources, websites, etc to help districts best utilize the safety 
funding. She thought there might be various programs for which the funding might legitimately be 
used.  
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President Brophy asked Mrs. Hull to provide the administration with the names of legislators for whom 
she spoke so the administration could contact those individuals. Mrs. Hull stated she would do that in 
private.  
 
Board members discussed the district’s safety issues and concerns, including classroom locks, 
fencing around buildings, and VOIP systems. It was noted the funding had a five year expenditure 
window. Board members debated the use of the funding. It was suggested there could be additional 
avenues for safety funding in legislative and capital grants in the future.  
 
President Brophy asked board members for specifics regarding the use of the safety and security 
funding. Board members did not want to tie the hands of the administration and would leave it to the 
administration to bring back their recommendations for the appropriate use of the funds. It was pointed 
out the administration had already provided recommendations to the board for the appropriate use of 
the funds based on the criteria it had been provided.   
 
Regarding how much of the safety money to use in the first year, board members expressed the 
desire to use enough to cover the budget shortfall, while also adequately funding special education. 
Board members did not want to cut special education services more than necessary.  
 
Superintendent Lewis summarized what he believed he had heard from the board; utilize 
approximately $678,000 in safety funding based on the criteria, and reduce special education by $1.5 
million as much as possible without compromising services or funding. Considering the board’s 
directives, he believed the budget would be unbalanced. He asked if the board’s direction was to have 
a balanced budget or an open figure. It was the board’s consensus to have the administration return 
with a full list of reduction options and the board would determine the reductions needed to balance 
the budget.  
  
The board discussed the need for another budget meeting. There were differing opinions on the need 
for another meeting prior to the board approving the budget on May 22. The board decided to call a 
special meeting for Friday, May 17 at 5:00 p.m. to further discuss and consider the budget. The 
administration would provide their budget recommendations to board members as far in advance of 
the meeting as possible.  
  
Executive Session 
An executive session was called to discuss negotiations.  
 

HAAS MOVED, LEONELLI SECONDED, TO CONVENE IN EXECUTIVE SESSION TO 
DISCUSS FEA NEGOTIATION MATTERS, THE IMMEDIATE KNOWLEDGE OF 
WHICH WOULD CLEARLY HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT UPON THE FINANCES OF 
THE GOVERNMENT UNIT.   

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE.  6 AYES 
 
The board convened to executive session at 1:45 p.m.  The executive session ended at 2:09 p.m.   
 
Board Comments/Discussion 
None 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:10 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  
 
  


