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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    March 12, 2014 
 
President Haas called the special meeting to order at 5:33 p.m. in the board room of the FNSBSD 
Administrative Center at 520 Fifth Avenue. The special meeting was called to approve the district’s 
2014-15 Recommended Budget. 
 
President Haas 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:      
 Heidi Haas, President 
      Wendy Dominique, Vice President 
 John Thies, Treasurer 
 Allyson Lambert, Clerk 
 Sean Rice, Member 
 Colby Freel, Student Representative 

  Absent: 
       Lisa Gentry, Member 
  Sue Hull, Member 
 
 
 
 

 
Staff Present: 
      Pete Lewis, Superintendent 
      Mike Fisher, Chief Financial Officer   
 Dr. Karen Gaborik, Assistant Superintendent – Secondary  
 Dave Norum, Executive Director of Facilities Maintenance 
 Peggy Carlson, Executive Director of Curriculum & Instruction  
 Janet Cobb, Executive Director of Technology 
 Elizabeth Schaffhauser, Director of Employment & Educational Opportunity 
 Gayle Pierce, Director of Labor Relations 
 Helen Clark, Director of Federal Programs 
 Heather Rauenhorst, Director of Grants & Special Projects 
 Scott McCrea, Director of Public Relations 
 Katie Sanders, Director of Library Media   
 Robin Mullins, Director of Business Services 
 Tom Hall, Director of Career & Technical Education 
 Sandy Weaver, Budget Analyst     
      Sharon Tuttle, Executive Assistant to the Board of Education  
 
FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval  
Board members would amend and then approve a 2014-15 Recommended Budget. The budget had 
to be submitted to the borough assembly by April 1, 2014.  
 
President Haas explained the board would be streamlining their process. The board would continue 
to accept public testimony on the main motions and the main amendments to the budget, but public 
testimony would not be accepted on amendments to any amendments, unless there was a 
substantial change in the amendment.  
 

DOMINIQUE MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO APPROVE THE 2014-15 SCHOOL 
DISTRICT BUDGET AS PROPOSED BY ADMINISTRATION ON FEBRUARY 1, 2014, 
TOTALING $259,656,300 FOR ALL FUNDS.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
The motion put the administration’s Proposed Budget before the board for further action to amend 
and then approve as the district’s Recommended Budget which would be forwarded to the borough.  
 
Mr. Fisher stated the $259,656,300 budget included all funds.  
 

Fund 
 2013-14      

Approved Budget 
2014-15         

Proposed Budget 
Increase 

(Decrease) 
 % 

Change 
School Operating  $224,425,260  $223,716,640  $  (708,620)  -0.3% 
Student Transportation  12,455,770  12,645,700  189,930  1.5% 
Nutrition Services  6,088,860  5,795,960  (292,900)  -4.8% 
School Activities  2,335,300  2,458,400  123,100  5.3% 
Local Programs  187,100  182,890  (4,210)  -2.3% 
State Programs  3,746,900  2,350,270  (1,396,630)  -37.3% 
Federal Programs  12,615,490  12,506,440  (109,050)  -0.9% 

  $261,854,680  $259,656,300  $  (2,198,380)  -0.8% 
 
At the board’s Monday work session, it was proposed the board request a $1.5 million increase to the 
local contribution from the borough. Mr. Fisher stated by formula (because of the impact aid deduct), 
that an increase in local contribution would generate an additional $187,220 in state revenue that was 
not discussed by the board at the work session. The administration was also adding two other 
revenue items, one of which would also increase state funding by $13,280. The additional revenue 
was counted on in balancing the 2014-15 budget.   
 
Mr. Fisher reviewed a couple of budget items that had not been discussed at the work session, but 
which affected the Recommended Budget before the board for approval. The district’s purchasing 
card (p-card) program rebate was estimated to be $75,000 to $100,000 in the current year; but next 
year, it could be considerably more. Mr. Fisher included a conservative estimate of $110,000 in local 
revenue for next year’s p-card rebate. The additional revenue would also help increase state aid.  
 
Mr. Fisher also included JROTC salary reimbursements. There were eight JROTC instructors, for 
which the federal government reimbursed the district for about half of their salaries, not including 
benefits, which equated to approximately a third of the total cost of a JROTC position. Mr. Fisher 
changed the way the reimbursements were accounted for in the budget to help clarify JROTC funding 
for school budgets. The accounting changes provided much better transparency in regards to the 
federal reimbursements.  
 
Mr. Fisher explained the amendments prepared by the administration for the board’s consideration 
pertained only to the Operating Fund. The amendments were based on what was believed to be 
board member consensus from previous budget work sessions.  At the request of the board, similar 
actions had been combined into one motion, and each motion was subject to further amendment. 
Since each motion must balance within itself, typically, any budget increase or decrease made by the 
motion, was offset by an increase or decrease in the use of fund balance. The last motion would 
increase or reduce revenue, or adjust fund balance to arrive at a balanced budget.  
 
Mr. Fisher pointed out motion #5 provided support to schools that were losing 21st Century 
Community Learning Center funding. Julie Wild-Curry, after school coordinator, had submitted the 
request but it had been inadvertently left out of the administration’s Proposed Budget. Mr. Fisher 
prepared a motion for the school board’s consideration. Ms. Wild-Curry was present to speak to the 
motion if needed.  
 
Mr. Fisher explained if the motions were approved as presented, motion #6 would allow the board to 
reinstate 26 classroom teaching positions.   
 
After the board approved a Recommended Budget and it was submitted to the borough, the board 
would wait until funding from the state and local levels had been determined and then revisit the 
budget in late May or early June to adopt a final Approved Budget.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON THE MAIN MOTION 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE MAIN MOTION 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON THE MAIN MOTION 
 
AMENDMENT #1: 
 

THIES MOVED, DOMINIQUE SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY INCREASING ESTIMATED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION REVENUE BY 
$1,500,000, INCREASING ESTIMATED STATE REVENUE BY $187,220, AND BY 
INCREASING CONTRIBUTION TO FUND BALANCE BY $1,687,220.  

 
Amendment #1 – The amendment increased the estimated revenues from the borough assembly and 
accounted for additional state revenues because of the request.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #1 
President Haas clarified the $1.5 million and the additional $187,220 was used to reinstate classroom 
teachers. Mr. Fisher stated President Haas was correct. President Haas noted if the borough did not 
come through with the full amount, the board would have to recalculate the local and state funding. 
She asked for the total contribution the board would be seeking from the borough if the motion was 
approved. Mr. Fisher estimated it would be approximately $50,748,280, which represented about 80.6 
percent of the maximum.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #1 
None  
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #1 
Mr. Thies wanted the public to understand the board had to set its budget prior to the borough or 
state determining their funding. If the funds did not materialize, the board would have to revisit the 
budget and make some difficult decisions.  
 
President Haas had many concerns about building the $1.5 million request into the budget that would 
be sent to the borough. She felt it sent a false message about the district’s financial situation – she 
was worried it might send the message the district’s funding was fine. The likelihood of the district 
receiving the full amount of the additional funds was not good and she preferred to be more 
conservative at the current time. If the funding was obtained, the board knew it wanted to use it to 
reinstate classroom teachers to help with class size.  
 
President Haas had also received a lot of feedback from the comments from Monday evening’s work 
session about the request being “pretend” money. She thought the board could send a transmittal 
letter to the borough requesting the additional funding as recommended by the Citizen Budget 
Review Committee. The letter would explain the additional funding would be used to address class 
size. She was concerned about sending a false message to people the district’s budget concerns 
would be okay because the borough would come through with $1.5 million.  
 
President Haas pointed out one board member had made the suggestion to request the additional 
$1.5 million at the work session, but no other board members spoke up believing the district would 
get that funding. She wanted to be certain the board was building a budget that clearly outlined the 
district’s financial situation. To go from a local request of $49,248,000 to $57,048,000 was a big jump 
that would affect a number of people and their positions.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
President Haas would not support adding the $1.5 million to the budget, but would be supportive of 
asking the borough for the additional funding through a transmittal letter as part of the budget 
package. She would encourage people to advocate for the additional funding. She had some real 
reservations about making assumptions the full amount would materialize.  
  
Mrs. Dominique agreed with President Haas, but felt if the board did not ask for the additional 
funding, they would not get it. President Haas said the board would still ask for the additional 
revenue, but not build it into the budget. She reiterated her concerns about adding it into the budget 
and sending the wrong message about the district’s budget situation.  
  
Mrs. Lambert agreed the board should send a realistic budget to the borough. She stressed the need 
for everyone to advocate for the additional funding. She was hesitant to make such a large 
assumption in revenue.  
 
Mr. Thies reminded board members the board had built additional funding into the budget in previous 
years that had not materialized and were forced to come back and make deeper reductions. He 
agreed it would be better to approve a realistic budget. If the district received additional funding, it 
would be easier to add funding and positions back in than to take them out.    
  
President Haas wanted the public to know not building the $1.5 million into the budget had nothing to 
do with not valuing low class sizes. The board valued low class sizes. It was about presenting a 
realistic budget and not setting up unrealistic expectations. President Haas would not be in favor of 
approving the $1.5 million request to the borough.  
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON AMENDMENT #1. 1 NAY 
AMENDMENT #1 FAILED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 NAYS 
 
President Haas confirmed there was consensus from the board to have the administration make it 
very clear to the borough the district was requesting an additional $1.5 million in local revenue. To 
avoid making false assumptions, the additional revenue request would not be built into the 
Recommended Budget.   
 
Mr. Fisher thought the request would probably have to be made by public testimony when the district 
presented the budget to the borough on April 17. The administration would include the request in the 
transmittal letter, but he was concerned whether that would be read. He felt the best way to get the 
message to the borough would be through public comment. President Haas believed there were 
people who were willing and ready to advocate for additional funding.   
 
Mr. Fisher estimated the $1.5 million in additional revenue would equate to approximately 16 
teachers. He also estimated the $1.5 million represented approximately $56 on the BSA. The district 
had a $100 increase on the BSA already built into the budget. If the state were to give a $150 or $160 
increase on the BSA, it would equate to about the same as the $1.5 million in additional revenue 
request to the borough.  
 
President Haas thanked Mr. Fisher; it was good information to know. If the district received $150 on 
the BSA from the state, it would cover the additional revenue request from the borough.  
 
AMENDMENT #2: 
 

DOMINIQUE MOVED, LAMBERT SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY INCREASING ESTIMATED LOCAL REVENUES BY $110,000, 
FEDERAL REVENUES BY $304,560, STATE REVENUES BY $13,280 AND BY 
INCREASING CONTRIBUTION TO  FUND BALANCE BY $427,840. 
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
Amendment #2 – The amendment increased the estimated local revenues from the p-card program, 
federal revenues for JROTC reimbursements, and accounted for additional state revenues because 
of an increase in local revenues.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #2 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #2 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #2 
None 
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON AMENDMENT #2. 1 AYE 
AMENDMENT #2 CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 AYES 
 
AMENDMENT #3: 
  

THIES MOVED, DOMINIQUE SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY APPROVING BUDGETARY REDUCTIONS TOTALING $274,202 TO 
“DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION” AS NOTED ON LINES 6-10 ON THE ATTACHED 
WORKSHEET, INCLUDING THE ELIMINATION OF 1.0 FTE CLASSIFIED POSITION, 
AND BY INCREASING CONTRIBUTION TO FUND BALANCE BY A LIKE AMOUNT. 

  
Amendment #3 – The amendment cut the “district administration” items discussed at the board’s work 
session on Monday.  
 

Item Amount $ FTE 
  6.  Board Reserve  (  100,000)  
  7.  Substitutes-EEO  (      6,900)  
  8.  Classified position  (    60,882) (1.00) 
  9.  Technology Temp Support (-$15,000)  (    16,420)  
10.  Technology Professional & Technical  (    90,000)  
  ($274,202) (1.00) 

 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #3 
President Haas inquired about utilizing overall unrestricted reductions in district administration instead 
of specifying particular reductions in positions or programs. Mr. Fisher stated the board could 
certainly make those recommendations, such as to cut a specific dollar or percentage amount. 
President Haas clarified the request could be by either percentage of the administration or by a 
specific dollar amount. Mr. Fisher stated the board would need to define what they meant by district 
administration. President Haas asked if district administration had been defined by state function at 
Monday’s meeting. Mr. Fisher stated President Haas was correct. All the items in the amendment 
were considered district administration as defined in state functions.   
 
Mr. Rice arrived at 5:56 p.m.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #3 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #3 
President Haas stated she had asked about unrestricted reductions because of conversations she 
had with community members about other organizations who had made cuts such as 10 percent 
reductions, etc.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
Mrs. Lambert asked President Haas if she was suggesting the reductions be made by a percentage 
or set dollar figure and then left to the administration to determine where the reductions would be 
made.  
 
President Haas said she was considering an additional percentage or dollar reduction along with the 
proposed reductions in the amendment.  
 
Mrs. Lambert asked President Haas what she had in mind for an additional reduction. President Hass 
did not have anything specific in mind. 
 
Mr. Thies understood what President Haas was suggesting but thought it would be better to wait until 
the district’s revenue had been set to see if additional cuts were needed. He thought it might be a 
good way to make additional reductions if they were needed.  
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON AMENDMENT #3. 1 AYE 
AMENDMENT #3 CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES 
  
AMENDMENT #4: 
 

DOMINIQUE MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY DECREASING SPECIAL EDUCATION CONTRACTED 
INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES BY $149,209, BY ELIMINATING 3.0 FTE RESERVE 
TEACHING POSITIONS TOTALING $325,590, BY ELIMINATING 2.4 FTE 
SECONDARY LIBRARY ASSISTANT POSITIONS TOTALING $124,489, AND BY 
INCREASING CONTRIBUTION TO FUND BALANCE BY $599,288. 

 
Amendment #4 – The amendment cut the “other instruction and support” items discussed at the 
board’s work session on Monday.  
 

Item Amount $ FTE 
Special Education Contracted Instructional Services  (  149,209)  
Delete Reserve Teaching Positions  (  325,590) (3.00) 
Reduce Library Assistants at Secondary Schools  (  124,489) (2.40) 
  ($599,288) (5.40) 

 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #4 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #4 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #4 
Mrs. Dominique suggested keeping one of the three reserve teachers. She asked for the dollar 
amount of keeping one reserve teacher. Mr. Fisher stated it was approximately $108,530; it would 
adjust the reduction to $217,060 for two reserve teachers.  
  
If the board was going to use proportional reallocation reductions, Mrs. Lambert would like to see the 
amount go up on the “other instruction and support” category. She did not have a preference as to 
whether it was by a specific dollar amount or specific positions. In light of some of the comments the 
board received from legislators and the public, Mrs. Lambert did not think approving a budget 
affecting mostly teachers was a good move. She would like to have the amount of reduction 
increased, having the administration determine where the reductions would be made.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
President Haas clarified Mrs. Lambert would like to increase the amount of the reductions in the 
“other instruction and support” items, but not specify any type of position. Mrs. Lambert stated 
President Haas was correct; the increase in reductions could be by a dollar figure or by percentage.  
 
President Haas asked Mrs. Lambert if she had an amount in mind. Based on the proportional 
reallocation work sheet the board received at Monday’s meeting, Mrs. Lambert suggested a reduction 
of approximately 18.5 percent.  
 
President Haas summarized board member comments. There was a suggestion to keep one reserve 
teacher and another suggestion to increase the total amount of reductions in the category to 18.5 
percent, leaving the reductions to the administration and not necessarily in the areas noted in the 
amendment. Mrs. Dominique and Mrs. Lambert agreed those were their suggestions.  
 
Mr. Fisher thought the board was mixing apples and oranges. The proportional reallocation worksheet 
the board received at Monday’s work session was based on a $4.5 million estimated deficit and what 
it might look like in reductions across all functions. Some of the reductions on the worksheet were 
already part of the administration’s Proposed Budget, such as the reduction in counselors. The 
worksheet currently before the board was working off the administration’s Proposed Budget.  
 
Mr. Fisher explained the special education contracted instructional services and the library assistant 
positions were instructional support items. The reserve teachers were part of instruction.  He wasn’t 
certain where the board wanted the additional cuts. If the reductions were to come from “other 
instruction and support,” it could be nurses, counselors, etc. Mr. Fisher reiterated two counselor 
positions were already cut as part of the Proposed Budget, as was an art teacher position.  
 
Mr. Fisher helped board members understand the proportional reallocation worksheet was an 
overview of what $4.5 million in reductions would look like if the reductions were proportionally made 
across the district. Some of the proposed proportional reductions on the worksheet were already 
reductions in the administration’s Proposed Budget.  
 
After Mr. Fisher’s explanation, Mrs. Lambert was okay with the amendment as stated.  
 
Mr. Thies suggested the reserve teachers be added to the list of possible add-backs if the district 
received additional revenue.  
  
ADVISORY VOTE ON AMENDMENT #4. 1 AYE 
AMENDMENT #4 CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  3 AYES, 2 NAYS: DOMINIQUE & RICE 
 
Mrs. Dominique explained she had voted no because she thought the board was voting on her 
amendment to keep one reserve teacher. President Haas pointed out she had not put an actual 
amendment on the floor. Mrs. Dominique apologized, she misunderstood. She would have voted yes 
on the original amendment. President Haas apologized for not restating the amendment. She stated 
Mrs. Dominique could ask for reconsideration. Mrs. Dominique felt there was no need to ask for 
reconsideration since the amendment was approved.  
 
AMENDMENT #5: 
 

THIES MOVED, DOMINIQUE SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY INCREASING TUTORING AND ACADEMIC ASSISTANCE AT MIDDLE 
SCHOOLS BY $101,652, WHICH PROVIDES SUPPORT FOR AFTER SCHOOLS 
PROGRAMS UNDER THE UMBRELLA OF 21ST CENTURY COMMUNITY 
LEARNING CENTERS, AND BY DECREASING CONTRIBUTION TO FUND 
BALANCE  BY A LIKE AMOUNT.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
Amendment #5 – The amendment provided support to schools losing 21st Century Community 
Learning Center funding and allowed the programs to continue. The request was submitted by the 
department but inadvertently left out of the administration’s initial Proposed Budget.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #5 
President Haas asked about the different funding sources for after school programs. Julie Wild-Curry, 
after school program coordinator, explained the middle schools were going off their current grant. The 
grant was in its fifth year and the middle schools would be losing the funding for teaching and 
temporary support that helped with after school tutoring. Ms. Wild-Curry had been working with 
principals to transition from the grant and figure out how to continue the programs. A required piece of 
the grants was sustainability.  
 
The district had been participating in after school grants for the past 14 years. Ms. Wild-Curry stated 
the program was working on a new grant to cover Lathrop High School and Ticasuk Brown and North 
Pole Elementary Schools. Because of the requirements of the grants and who qualified for them, the 
middle schools no longer qualified for the grants. The requested funding was a partial amount of the 
funds the middle schools would have received through the grant. Principals were being asked to 
consider their SAS funds to help the programs continue to provide academic support to struggling 
students after school.  
 
President Haas asked if the $101,652 requested for the after school programs was in addition to the 
amount already included in the Proposed Budget. Ms. Wild-Curry stated President Haas was correct. 
President Haas confirmed the program was still writing grants for several after school programs.  
Ms. Wild-Curry said yes, the program was continuing to write grants. President Haas asked how 
many students were served through the after school programs. Ms. Wild-Curry said the program 
served approximately 1,000+ students a year at 12 school sites, four days a week for a total of 108 
program days a year, except for fee-based programs, where the programs operated five days a week. 
President Haas commented on the big impact the programs had on students.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked if there were non-fee based after school programs. Ms. Wild-Curry said there 
were strictly fee-based programs, however at those school sites, there were other funds to help 
provide program scholarships for some students. At some sites, there was a combination of fee-
based and non-fee based grant programs. At the full Title I sites, there were no fees for the program, 
however, the targeted students were students who were struggling academically and in economic 
need. Not all students at schools with grant programs qualified to participate in the programs.  
 
Mr. Freel asked if the requested $101,652 was an increase in district funding to after school 
programs.  President Haas stated Mr. Freel was correct. She asked Ms. Wild-Curry the approximate 
amount of grant funding the after school programs received. Ms. Wild-Curry said the district received 
just over $1.5 million in grant funding for the current year. The district always provided match funds 
for the grants which included district funds and funding from partners. The program worked with many 
community partners who provided workshops and classes.  
 
Mrs. Lambert asked if the requested funding through the amendment and already in the proposed 
budget were part of the matching funds for the grant currently being written. Ms. Wild-Curry said yes. 
As she mentioned earlier, part of the grant included sustainability and the grant would include 
language about the district supporting the middle school program that would no longer be funded 
through the grants. The district’s commitment to sustain the middle school program provided the 
district with more leverage in the grant review process.   
 
President Haas calculated the district match was approximately 16 percent, which she said was fairly 
low in the grant world. It meant the district had been writing good grants.   
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #5 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #5 
Mr. Freel thought increasing funding for after school programs in the amount of $101,652 did not 
necessarily align with the students’ budget priorities, which was keeping cuts away from the 
classroom. If programs away from the classroom were being increased, it was completely opposite of 
the students’ budget priorities.  
 
President Haas thanked Mr. Freel for his comments; he made a good point. But what she thought she 
heard Ms. Wild-Curry state was that in order for the program to submit the grants they were writing for 
the program, the district had to commit to the match; otherwise the district would not quality for the 
grants, which were approximately $1.5 million in the current year.  
 
Ms. Wild-Curry confirmed the district was required to provide a match or indicate how the district 
supported the programs. The grant reviewers looked at the match. Because district students 
performed pretty well in comparison to other students across the state, the district did not receive 
priority points for that; but they did receive priority points because of the district and community’s 
strong support in sustaining the programs. The grants helped provide after school tutoring by certified 
district teachers to struggling students.   
 
Ms. Wild-Curry explained there were usually about 30 districts applying for the grants, which were 
awarded to five or six districts in the state. Where other districts were receiving priority points for high 
need students, the district received its priority points from the match and leverage put forth in the 
grants.  
 
Mrs. Lambert asked how the program would be affected if the amendment for $101,652 was not 
approved. Ms. Wild-Curry said the grant would be submitted to Juneau on March 28. The program’s 
budget had to be to Mr. Fisher’s office by March 17.    
 
President Haas asked if the grant could be submitted without the funds. Ms. Wild-Curry stated the 
grant could be submitted with the match that was currently in the Proposed Budget. President Haas 
clarified the original request was for the full amount, but part of it had been inadvertently left out of the 
Proposed Budget.  
 
Ms. Wild-Curry noted the after school programs would be presenting a spotlight at the April 1 board 
meeting, but reminded board members that last year’s spotlight highlighted the data that showed the 
success of the programs at the middle schools and the improvement in test scores, grades, 
attendance, and school relationships.   
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON AMENDMENT #5. 1 AYE 
AMENDMENT #5 CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES 
 
AMENDMENT #6: 
 

DOMINIQUE MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY $2,886,898 BY ADDING 26.6 FTE CLASSROOM TEACHING 
POSITIONS PER LINES 16-19 ON THE ATTACHED WORKSHEET, AND BY 
DECREASING CONTRIBUTION TO FUND BALANCE BY A LIKE AMOUNT. 

 
Amendment #6 – The amendment added 14 teachers to elementary schools, 3.8 teachers to middle 
schools, 1.6 teachers to junior-senior high schools, and 7.2 teachers to senior high schools.  
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FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget Approval (continued) 
 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #6 
President Haas asked Mr. Fisher for the amount needed to adjust the amendment for not including 
the request for an additional $1.5 million from the borough. Mr. Fisher stated the budget was 
$1,199,678 to the good. If the amendment was to pass as stated, it would cost $2,886,898, leaving a 
deficit of $1,687,220 that would need to be reduced from the budget.  
 
Mr. Thies asked for the number of teachers that could be reinstated to balance the budget without the 
$1.5 million request to the borough. Mr. Fisher stated 11.1 teachers could be reinstated to balance 
the budget.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #6 
None 
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #6 
Mr. Thies pointed out because the board had not included the imaginary $1.5 million to the borough in 
the budget, adjustments needed to be made to balance the budget. If the district received additional 
revenue from the state or borough or both, additional teachers could be reinstated to help lower class 
sizes, which was a priority of the board.  
 
President Haas clarified to balance the budget the board would either need to vote down the 
amendment and offer a new amendment or amend the amendment.   
 

DOMINIQUE MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO SUBSTITUTE A NEW AMENDMENT 
FOR THE AMENDMENT ON THE FLOOR TO AMEND THE  OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY $1,199,678 BY ADDING 11.1 FTE CLASSROOM TEACHING 
POSITIONS AND BY DECREASING CONTRIBUTION TO FUND BALANCE BY A 
LIKE AMOUNT. 

  
Mr. Rice clarified the substituted amendment offered by Mrs. Dominique replaced the previous 
amendment on the floor. President Haas stated Mr. Rice was correct. 
 
Mrs. Dominique restated the substituted amendment.  
 
Mr. Fisher asked if the board had any suggestions on grade levels. He recommended doing it 
proportionally.  
 
Mr. Thies suggested a friendly amendment to provide the administration direction to add-back 
teachers proportionally.  
 
President Haas asked for any objection to Mr. Thies’s friendly motion; hearing none, announced the 
amendment was amended to have the administration add-back teachers proportionally.  
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON SUBSTITUTED AMENDMENT #6. 1 AYE 
SUBSTITUTED AMENDMENT #6 CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  5 AYES 
 
Mr. Thies noted the board had a balanced budget.  
  
AMENDMENT #7: 
 

DOMINIQUE MOVED, THIES SECONDED, TO AMEND THE OPERATING FUND 
BUDGET BY DECREASING THE TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT BY $152,165 AND 
ELIMINATING A 1.0 FTE POSITION AND BY INCREASING CONTRIBUTION TO 
FUND BALANCE BY A LIKE AMOUNT. 
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Amendment #7 – The amendment cut a position from the technology department as requested by a 
board member.  
 
BOARD QUESTIONS ON AMENDMENT #7 
Mr. Thies asked if the $152,165 was for one position. Mrs. Dominique stated it was. Mr. Thies asked 
if there was a specific position tied to the amendment. Mrs. Dominique stated it would be the director 
of student information systems.   
 
Mr. Thies asked how the loss of the position would affect the department. Janet Cobb, executive 
director of technology, reviewed the reorganization of the technology department over the past few 
years. She reported the restructuring of the department had saved the district over $75,000, while still 
allowing the department to provide improved technology service to staff and students. With the 
implementation of PowerSchool, Munis, and other technology programs and reporting requirements, 
there were many more demands on the department and technology staff. The district had one of the 
best student data programs, which did not happen by accident. Mrs. Cobb urged the board not to 
approve the amendment.  
 
Mrs. Dominique asked about combining the student and business information systems to make one 
director over both areas. Mrs. Cobb explained the two areas were very different and the directors 
supervised different groups of employees. She did not think one person could do both jobs. 
 
Mrs. Dominique said combining the two positions would make one person a director and the other a 
technician. She did not see the significance of the department having two separate directors when 
they could be combined. Superintendent Lewis confirmed there would not be a reduction in FTE, but 
a reduction from a director to a different position. He asked Mr. Fisher for the amount of the increase 
the director received when he was promoted to director. Mr. Fisher stated it was an increase of 
$2,023 going from systems administrator to director.   
 
Mr. Thies confirmed the director was given an increase of $2,000 but given a significant amount of 
additional work load and responsibilities. Mrs. Cobb stated Mr. Thies was correct.  
 
Mrs. Dominique thought the increase was more than $2,000. Mr. Fisher had looked up the paperwork 
in the payroll file. Superintendent Lewis stated the director went from a grade 6, step 14 to grade 7, 
step 11.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #7 
Gayle Pierce, 2210 Patterson Lane, labor relations director and a district administrator since 2001, 
spoke in opposition to the amendment. There had many changes and difficult challenges in the 
technology department through the years. It had been just in the last year the users of PowerSchool, 
Munis, and others worked together; she had the sense there was a good collaboration in the 
department. The district had an excellent system. The directors had been able to make changes for 
the district that were creative and of great benefit to the district.  
 
Kathy Port, 1392 Joliet Drive, instructional technology curriculum coordinator, supported the 
technology department and spoke in opposition of the amendment. She worked with the three 
technology directors daily and could not do her job without them. The work of the technology directors 
directly benefited what happened in the classroom. They were responsive to problems and were 
quick to come up with solutions and changes to programs that helped both students and staff.  
Ms. Port urged the board not to undo the changes Superintendent Lewis had made in the 
department.  
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Colleen Fitzgerald, 435 Zuckerman Drive, director of accounting services, voiced serious concerns 
with the amendment. Ms. Fitzgerald believed the work and responsibilities of the directors was too 
much for one director. They supported Munis, which was the district’s financial program that provided 
infrastructure to purchasing, accounting, payroll, human resources, and more. The Munis program 
was much more comprehensive than the district’s previous financial program and provided for 
business opportunities not previously available to the district. Maintaining Munis took manpower. Prior 
to working with the district, Ms. Fitzgerald had worked in the private sector auditing public 
organizations. She recognized the district was lucky to have technology directors of such high caliber 
– they could make more money in the private sector. She asked the board to vote down the 
amendment.  
 
Flora Roddy, 480 Jeannette Way, curriculum administrative secretary, spoke in support of the 
technology directors. She had heard from a board member that it took five people to sway a vote, so 
she wanted to be the fifth to sway the board’s decision in favor of the directors. Ms. Roddy worked 
with Munis every day. While it was a great program, users needed support and the directors provided 
that important support. She reminded the board they had a balanced budget and urged the board not 
to approve the amendment.  
 
BOARD COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT #7 
Mrs. Dominique appreciated all the comments. Because there were five people commenting, she 
guessed it swayed the vote against the amendment. She had brought the suggestion forward 
because of the deficit facing the district. The budget was balanced at the current time, but it might be 
necessary to revisit the issue if additional reductions were needed.  
 
Mrs. Dominique noted a person did not have to be a director to do a lot of work. A lot of people were 
asked to do a lot of work. In her office, they had cut back from 12 people to 4 and everyone had to 
take on the extra work and responsibilities. There was one lead person in the office. 
 
Mr. Thies agreed with Mrs. Dominique, the district faced some difficult budget decisions. Everyone 
was trying to find areas that could be reduced. He appreciated the comments.  
 
Mr. Rice agreed with the other board members. The board had to make hard decisions. Teachers and 
library assistants were cut and every position needed to be looked at – nothing was off the table.  
Mr. Rice expressed his appreciation to all staff who worked hard for the school district.  
 
President Haas made it clear the board was approving a balanced budget for the current time, but 
needed to notify everyone they were on notice. The board could not say one position was more 
important than another. The board could get five people to testify to the importance of every position 
in the district because it had quality staff running the district. Once the board knew its revenue 
funding, it may be necessary to revisit the budget for additional reductions throughout the entire 
budget.  
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON AMENDMENT #7. 1 NAY 
AMENDMENT #7 FAILED BY ROLL CALL VOTE.  4 NAYS, 1 AYE: DOMINIQUE 
 
President Haas asked for any additional amendments. Hearing none, she asked for the final budget 
number from the administration.  
 
Mr. Thies restated the main motion as amended:  
 

TO APPROVE THE 2014-15 SCHOOL DISTRICT BUDGET FOR ALL FUNDS, AS 
AMENDED, TOTALING $260,084,140. 
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BOARD COMMENTS ON THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED 
Board members voiced their appreciation to the administration, the Citizen Budget Review 
Committee, parents, staff, and community members for their work on the budget and encouraged 
everyone to continue their advocacy to increase education funding. Board members also 
acknowledged the board would be revisiting the budget after the revenues were determined. They 
also expressed the importance of approving a realistic budget. All board members agreed the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough School District was one of the best in the country.  
 
President Haas called for the board to vote on the main motion as amended.  
 
ADVISORY VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED. 1 AYE 
MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY ROLL CALL VOTE. 5 AYES 
 
General Board Comments/Announcements   
President Haas announced several upcoming meetings: 
 

 Board Diversity Committee – Thursday, March 13 at 5:30 p.m.  
 Legislative Committee – Friday, March 15 at 5:30 p.m.  
 Administration’s Budget Presentation to the Borough – Thursday, April 17 at 5:30 p.m.  

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.  
 
Submitted by Sharon Tuttle, executive assistant to the Board of Education.  
 
 


