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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 01-5, SIDE A
Number 0001

CHAIR BUNDE called the House Special Committee on Education
neeting to order at 8:10 a.m Menbers present at the call to
order were Representatives Bunde, Porter, Stevens, Joule, and
Quess. Representatives Green and WIson joined the neeting as
it was in progress.
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HB 71 - EDUC. OF DI SABLED OR G FTED CHI LDREN

Nunmber 0198

CHAI R BUNDE announced the first order of business as HOUSE BILL
NO. 71, "An Act relating to the education of children wth
disabilities and of gifted children; relating to the CGovernor's
Council on Disabilities and Special Education; making conform ng
anendnents; and providing for an effective date.”

CHAIR BUNDE went over HB 71 since there was no one from the
adm nistration to present it. The bill is a requirenent of the
federal governnment to adjust the funding of disabled children
and basically renove gifted children fromthe di sabl ed funding.

CHAIR BUNDE referred to the fiscal note, [$103,400] of new G-
[general fund], which would continue the gifted prograns
formerly funded out of the special education noney. He noted
that HB 71 anends the Alaska statutes and brings them into
conpliance with current federal special education nandates and
enphasi zes the participation of parents in naking decisions.
"I'n shorthand for that is if we don't do it, we'll stand to |ose
federal noney." It clarifies the procedure for requesting due
process hearings, streamlines the process for selecting a
hearing officer, and provides allocation responsibilities and
coordi nation of services anpbng various educational agencies for
special education students who are enrolled in alternative
educati on prograns.

CHAI R BUNDE went on to say that the bill requires local schools
to provide services to disabled children who attend private or
religious schools or who are honme school ed. It allows parents

of home schooled children to also refuse services; replaces the
provi sion regarding separate transportation by school district
with a requirement that issue be determned by the IEP
[individual education plan] that special needs children have,
which has been part of their education for years and years;
separates Al aska statutes regarding special education services
and gifted education services as required by federal |[|aw I t
does, however, maintain procedural safeguards for both prograns
and repeals and re-enacts definitions.

Number 0409

DEBBI E OSSI ANDER, Menber and Legislative Chair, Anchorage School
Board, testified via teleconference. She reported that the
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Anchorage School Board has been followng this issue for sone
time now and has heard comments from folks all over the
comunity regarding the potential for this bill. The board is
not supportive of separating the gifted out from other special
education unless it has been determned with certainty that
Alaska is in jeopardy of |losing federal special education

dol | ars. Last Novenber sone people from the departnent
[ Education and Early Devel opnent] told the board that that was
not yet certain. First, the board would |ike sone assurance

that that has been determ ned.

M5. OSSI ANDER said the board has a nunber of questions and
concerns on this bill based on conversations between board
menbers and their superintendent. It hasn't yet been thoroughly
di scussed with the Anchorage special education people, so at
this point, there are nore questions than anything.

MS. OSSI ANDER referred to page 3, Section 9, lines 25 and 28,
where the word "participate” is used rather than "consultation”
in the evaluation. She wondered if that mneans a change in
responsibility; what are the specific inplications of that word
choice for districts?

M5. OSSI ANDER referred to page 7, Section 19, line 26, which
uses the words "individualized education program"™ which is
different than "individual education plan." The board believes

that the intent was nmerely to reword current practice, but the
first sentence in lines 26-27 basically says the district shall
devel op an individualized education program She wondered if
that neans there is a separate, distinct district responsibility
fromthe individual team responsibility to develop a plan for a
chi |l d.

MS. OSSI ANDER referred to page 9, Section 21, lines 15-19, which
refers to a situation where a district does not have the
capability for delivering the education that a child needs
| ocally. The board has sonme concerns about this and nay present
an anendnent after talking to the special education people in
Anchorage. Anchorage serves as a statew de resource to provide
medi cal needs and educational services for |ow incidence
di sabilities. Right now those children are in a separate
category of the state funding fornula. Typically they are nore
expensive to educate. Her concern is that these children need
to cone in before the count date in order for the district to
receive additional funding to nmake sure the children's needs can
be net adequately. She asked the commttee to at |east consider
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the possibility of giving the district the ability to docunent
the needs it is experiencing at some point through the year.

M5. OSSIANDER reported that additionally, there are sone
extrenely unusual situations where there is no ability within
the state of Alaska to provide for needed services. There was a
case |last year that caused great concern. That has wusually
happened with a severely enotionally disturbed child. There was
an instance where a child was sent outside for services because
the IEP team did not feel there were services available in
Al aska. The Anchorage School District totally absorbed the cost

for that education Qutside. The board would be interested in
di scussing a responsibility for situations like that and hope
that there would be at |east sonme potential help fromthe state
in a situation |ike that. She doesn't have wording for an

anendnent, but that is the concern in this area.

M5. OSSIANDER referred to page 12, Section 34, "inforned
consent." She specified (A), which says "fully infornmed" in
talking about a parent's know edge situation. She woul d
appreciate sonme clarity and further definition of what it neans
to be sure that a parent is fully infornmed of all information
rel evant. There is sone real potential for district liability

if that is not fully done.
Nunmber 0848

M5. OSSI ANDER referred to page 13, Article 3A "Education for
Gfted Children", (f), lines 24-31, where it talks about a
parent's right to obtain an independent evaluation if the parent
doesn't believe that the district has done a correct assessnent

for his/her child. The concern is the wording "due process.”
The board would hope to, at least, discuss an "admnistrative
appeal ," which is cheaper for the district, it's less tine

consum ng, and there is |less burden of proof, rather than going
i mredi ately to due process.

Number 0922

REPRESENTATI VE PORTER asked M. Ossiander to explain the
difference between an admnistrative review and a due process
heari ng.

M5. OSSI ANDER answered that to be accurate on this, she would
need to refer it to the people who do it for a living, but
general ly, she understands that a due process hearing requires a
greater standard of proof and is a very formalized process; an
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admnistrative review is nore informal. Both have disinterested
and inpartial hearing officers, but one is nore simlar to a
litigation process, and one is nore of a discussion. She noted
she could stand corrected on this.

Nunmber 0980

MS. OSSI ANDER referred to page 14, line 17. As each child is
reviewed, both for special education and gifted children, the
team has been developing an individualized education plan or
program as is listed in the bill. She wondered what the
departnment had in mnd wth the term used in (2), line 17,
"short-terminstructional objectives."”

MS. OSSI ANDER referred to page 15, lines 4-9, that refer to a
termthat is part of federal special education |law called "Il east
restrictive environnment." The board nenbers support and
understand this term with special education students. In the
arena of gifted education, in the board nenbers' mnds, things
can be viewed a Ilittle differently. Al the educational

research they have seen show real benefits allowng these
children to have cl asses together rather than be at all tines in

with all their other classnates. There is a gifted education
program in Anchorage, offered at the elenentary school called
the "Ignite" program where children are taken from their
nei ghborhood school one day a week and given special gifted
education services at a neighborhood school, which is not
necessarily their own. She wondered if Anchorage would be
precluded from offering this program under the "l east

restrictive environnent."

M5. OSSI ANDER referred to page 17, [line 3], "Definitions". The
specific concern here is item (4), l|ines 15-16. It includes
creative talent and ability in the definition of gifted.
Currently, Anchorage does not offer gifted services to children
who may be creative nusically or artistically, and the wording
in this definition appears to include that. On line 16, it
appears that gifted children wll be determ ned under
regul ati ons adopted by the departnent. Currently, districts
develop their own plan of delivery of services for gifted
chil dren. There has been sone discrepancy anong districts in
the past. The board would very nuch like to retain |oca
control and hopes to continue wth its own definition of
servi ces.

Nunber 1160
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M5. OSSIANDER said it was interesting that transportation
delivery of gifted students was not nmentioned. Currently,
gifted students do qualify for transportation to their delivery
site. She wondered if it is the departnent's intent to do away
with that. She is also concerned about the change Chair Bunde
mentioned at the beginning of the neeting where he said
"transportation service for speci al educat i on students
additionally will be provided in a different fashion based on
| EP rather than identifying |abel." She requested clarification
on those points.

MS. OSSI ANDER said the board is pleased to see that this bill is
goi ng through several conmttees because it needs a fair anount
of discussion and work prior to passage.

Number 1223

LOUI SE PARISH testified via tel econference. She is the parent
of a learning disabled child and has a nunber of concerns
regarding HB 71. She read the follow ng testinony:

Wiy has the departnment [Departnent of Education and
Early Devel opnent] conpletely ignored ny nunerous
requests to change the word |anguage to speech-
| anguage in eligibility regulations, even though |DEA
[Individuals with Disabilities Education Act] uses the

term speech-| anguage? If you go to page 11, "child
with a disability” at line 24 reads "speech
i npai rnent . " |  have comented nunerous tinmes to

AKDEED [ Al aska Department of Education and Early
Devel opnent] that this needs to be changed to speech-
| anguage i npairnent. My  daughter is |language
i npai r ed. | DEA di scusses speech-| anguage i npairnent,
not just speech inpairnents. |"ve conpl ai ned about
this to people at AKDEED, |'ve comented formally on
their proposed regulation. | see no change in it and
this one gross oversight, | believe, cost ny daughter
many years of appropriate services. And | don't
understand at all why | have been able to pointedly
conplain about this and have absolutely nothing done
about it. It gives me the feeling and the overall -
and | also went to due process - and just ny
background gives nme the feeling as though many of
these statutes and regulations are just witten
W thout parent input and that often our concerns are
sinply disregarded and forces us into a situation
where it's a brick wall, and the only way to change
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anything is to take sonmebody to court. ... It's bad
news. | would hope that at |east that gets fixed.

| asked Dr. Johnson why the departnment never invited
regular parents to participate in any |egislative

review of this bill as it was constructed. I felt we
were left out of the picture. Dr. Johnson told ne it
was because the departnment didn't "have to." He said
| could react after the bill was constructed to the
| egi slature. ... Wiy does AkDEED excl ude parents?

| have no certainty whatsoever that this bill is
adequate or appropriate for our Kids. | asked Dr

Johnson and the state board to confer wth private
counsel in the construction so that parents could feel
that their interests were represented.

Has the departnment even conferred as it promsed it
would do with private counsel practicing in this area
of law before submtting this bill, and if so, please
identify such private counsel ?

Wiy is it that AkKkDEED never asked its hearing officers
for input or conment on current or proposed state regs
or statutes? That only nmakes sense to ne.

Wiy has the departnment refused to consider the
proposal to set up a hearing panel as adopted by
M ssouri ?

Wiy does the bill fail to state Alaskan policy on
exceptional children? W should neke a statenent on
what we want to see for our kids; other states do.

M5. PARI SH said she has a nunber of other itens that she wl
fax to the commttee. She requested that the commttee ask the
departnent and Dr. Johnson these questions. She also read:

There seens to be no Conprehensive System of Personnel
Devel opnent statute. There seens, just from ny
limted review of IDEA 97, to be a nunber of itens
that are not included in this statute or in the

proposed regs. | don't like that AkKkDEED appears to
have no oversight in this inportant legislation. [It's
al nost as though the bill gets constructed, and then

we start haggling about the mnutiae in the bil
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wi thout |ooking at the big picture of what's m ssing
to begin wth.

|'"'m particularly concerned because in IDEA 97, they
|ist additional procedural safeguards that should be

witten into statute. These additional procedural
safeguards help us to be sure that kids are tested
appropriately in the evaluation process. | DEA reads:
"for teachers to ensure testing and evaluation
materials and procedures ... wll not be racially or
culturally discrimnating ... no single procedure
shall be the sole criterion for determning an
appropriate educational program®"™ Oten our districts

use an |1 Q discrepancy formula, regression formula, and
use this for determning whether a child is eligible

or not. This needs to be witten into statute so it
is very clear that districts can't use this neasure to
excl ude ki ds. The problem often is that kids wth

| anguage learning disabilities, such as mny daughter,
may be tested wusing devices that detect certain
disabilities, which would be reading, and therefore
provi de inappropriate data for determnation of her
eligibility.

The no CSPD (Conprehensive System of Per sonnel
Devel opnent) with no additional procedural safeguards,
AKDEED not addressing ny request to add the word
| anguage to speech-language inpairnment gives me the

overall inpression that this bill nmay very well be
extrenely inadequate, and | wuld like a private
| awyer to who deals with special education to review
this. | attended a legislative review neeting that

was held at | east at AKDEED s behest for Parents Inc.,
DLC [Disability Law Center], district representatives,

and the (Governor's Council [on Disabilities and
Speci al Education], but there were no regular parents
that were represented there.... It was a listen only

type of review. Parents need to be infornmed about all
of this and should be in on the construction of the
bill and hopefully what will be a nunber of changes
that will inprove this bill drastically.

CHAIR BUNDE told Ms. Parish that Dr. Johnson was at the neeting
so has heard her questions directly.

Nunber 1577

HOUSE EDU COW TTEE -10- February 7, 2001



GRETCHEN KEI SER came forward to testify. She read the follow ng
testi nony:

| conme today as a parent of a child who has been
determined to be high-ability, or gifted, student in
our public school system here in Juneau. My son is a
sophonore here at the high school.... Personal ly |
have spent a considerable time in ny son's classes
over the years in Juneau and have nmade sone effort to
educate nyself about how you go about educating gifted
ki ds.

As a state, we are blessed with approximtely 6,200
gifted kids from Ketchi kan, Kodi ak, KaktoviKk. That's
approximately 5 percent of our student population.
That's a lot of children. If you place them together
that would rank as about our eighth largest city, just
behi nd Kodiak in population, or as our fifth |argest
school district, ahead of Juneau in size.

| want to speak briefly about educating gifted
children -- is one piece within the broad array of
efforts we're undertaking ... for a nunber of years to
i nprove educati onal st andar ds, increase and test
conpetenci es, and basically graduate children who are
ready and able to tackle life's chall enges. | would
| i ke to suggest sone changes to the |anguage of one
section of HB 71 because | believe it may nore closely
mat ch t he educational needs of gifted kids.

There are a variety of ways schools can neet the needs

of gifted children. In sone circunstances, children
can be accelerated through pronmoting them just nopve
them up a grade, and they're ready to nove. O you

can have a classroom of gifted children who can zoom
t hrough the equivalent of two years of nmaterial in one
year by ... conpressing the curriculum For exanpl e,
rat her than spending three days going through
repetitive math problenms on a particular topic, these
kids are ready to nove on to new material on day two.
In another instance, a group of gifted children from
one class can pull out to the library to do research
or discuss books by an author the whole class has
read, and then they could actually nove on and wite a
play or their own short story based on the reading.
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The comon thread here is an enriched educational
approach that matches and stinulates the ability of

the gifted kids.... One point to nake is we're not
necessarily talking about nore services provided to
these children than other students. |  think what

we're really talking about are different services, a
different educational nethod and pace, appropriately
advanced materials, and a nodified classroom setting
in sone circunstances.

Way should we worry about special education for gifted
ki ds? Wwn't they be okay anyway? What happens to
these kids if they don't get some special services?

Gfted kids who do not receive the necessary
enrichment beconme bored, frustrated, discouraged, and
even angry. To have ability, to feel power you are
never allowed to use, can be traumatic for sone of
t hese chil dren. You end up with social discontents
and acting-out behavior in the <class in sone
ci rcunst ances. An article | read recently said many
researchers consider the gifted as the |argest group
of underachievers in the Anmerican education system
t oday.

On the other hand, bright kids who are never truly
challenged find schoolwork easy and quite frankly,
sonre of them develop an inflated view of their
abilities, which can interfere wth their future
education or their enployability down the road.

| draw your attention to HB 71 the section on page 15.

The first speaker this nmorning ... spoke to this,
beginning on line 4, the section which is identified
as the "least restrictive environnent." | have sone

difficulties wth this prescription of the |east
restricted environnent for gifted children. Now this
virtually identical |anguage is also in place earlier
in the bill wunder the section for the children wth
di sabilities.

W have nmde an inportant educational decision to
integrate children wth disabilities into the main
classroom as a way to help them nmaximze their
potential through interaction with other children. I n
this sense, it is the least restrictive environnment

HOUSE EDU COW TTEE -12- February 7, 2001



for those children, particularly given sone of the
alternatives in the past.

However, common sense suggests that the sane does not
hold for gifted children in a regular classroom The
| east restrictive environnment for these children, by
and large, would be an accelerated classroom
differentiated curriculum ... nore advanced nmateri al
small group setting with their ability peers, or
i ndividualized | earning on their own.

From ny personal experience, mainstreamng gifted kids

for "education in regular classroons wth
suppl ementary aids and services" typically neans
isolating one or two kids in a given classroomin what

is equivalent to an intellectual straitjacket. There
are not enough kids in any one of these classes to
reach the critical mass ... you don't have enough of
them to work together or feed off each other's quick
| ear ni ng. | also think, actually, using the word
regular classroom ... we nmy be seeing that as
somewhat of an obsolete ... termat this point.

As the results of our benchmark tests and qualifying
exans begin to convul se through our school districts,
we are in fact defining two groups of children: those
who |ack proficiency on material and those who are
proficient and ready to nove on. In this context, |
think "regular classroont has becone obsolete. Wat's
regular? |If nore than 50 percent of the third graders
are proficient in witing, do these kids make up a
"regular class" while additional renedial efforts in
special classes are directed at the other children?
Alternatively, if 60 percent of the eighth graders
| ack proficiency in math, do they constitute the
"regular classroont while the fewer students are
proficient nove forward? I think we really need to
| ook at that | anguage and naybe step back fromit.

M5. KEI SER provided copies to the conmittee of sone | anguage she
came up with dealing with the |least restrictive environment.

CHAIR BUNDE said there are obviously a lot of questions on HB
71. He remanded the bill back to the departnent and asked that
it work with the questions that have conme up from school
districts, parents, and M. Briggs from the Disability Law

HOUSE EDU COW TTEE -13- February 7, 2001



Center and bring it back to the conmttee with as nuch agreenent
as they can achieve. [HB 71 was heard and hel d.]

HB 43 - STUDENT LOAN FORG VENESS

Nunber 2018

CHAI R BUNDE announced the next order of business as HOUSE BILL
NO. 43, "An Act relating to reinbursenent of certain student
| oans; and providing for an effective date.”

Nunber 2040

REPRESENTATI VES WLSON and GREEN nmade a notion to adopt the
proposed committee substitute (CS) for HB 43, version 22-
LS0225\ O, Ford, 2/6/01, as a work draft. There being no
obj ection, Version O was before the conmttee.

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN, sponsor of HB 43, explained that it is a
work in progress because the people from the student |oan
program pointed out sone problens wth it even wth the
nodi fications. It is hoped that the current version circunvents
t he nost obvi ous problem of the trenmendous drop out in the first
two years of people who apply for loans, which is not uncomon.
By meking incentives to encourage people to take out student
| oans could create a problem This bill now says there wll be
| oan forgiveness only after 60 credits have been earned. The
conpletion ratio fromthat point is nuch higher.

Number 2124

KEVIN JARDELL, Staff to Representative Geen, cane forward to
present HB 43. The goal of the bill is to increase the nunber
of students in subject matter areas that are determned to be
underserved in the state and to encourage students in their
final two years to |look at teaching in geographical areas that
have a shortage of teachers. The bill acconplishes this by
allowing a program for Al aska student |oans to be forgiven. In
order to qualify for loan forgiveness -- it would only apply to
| oans taken after 60 credit hours -- the student would have to
graduate from an institution in Al aska, and the student would
have to either teach in a subject matter area that has been
identified as wunderserved by the conm ssioner or teach in a
geographically area that has been determ ned to have a shortage
of teachers.
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MR. JARDELL explained that the provision for payback allows for
up to 100 percent of loans taken after 60 credit hours, and
there is a five-year "ranp up" on the payback provisions to try
to increase retention in those areas.

CHAI R BUNDE noted there had been a lot of public response on the

issue of |oan forgiveness. Many have asked, "Wy only
t eachers?" He wondered if "we are killing students wth
ki ndness by allowing them to graduate $50,000 in debt." These

students are graduating from colleges and assum ng what were,
for many people in the past, home nortgages.

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN said that the concept here is to let
teachers have "first crack at it" and see if this incentive is
going to be effective before adding other disciplines that are
facing shortages. He said regarding retroactivity: if it
doesn't start now, then how far back does it go? "W have to
start froma point and go forward."

CHAI R BUNDE added that the cost would be astrononmical once it
was opened up.

Nunber 2299

VERNON  MARSHALL, Executive Director, NEA- Al aska [ Nati onal
Educati on Association], cane forward to testify. He i ndicated
that both HB 43 and HB 37 are steps in the right direction and
| oan forgiveness is one neans of attracting individuals to the
teaching profession and to the classroom The NEA-Al aska sees a

distinction between the two bills. Representative Green is on
the right track in identifying need relative to geographic area
and shortage as it relates to subject. It wll give an

opportunity to hopefully get teachers into critical areas and
hel p the school s.

TAPE 01-5, SIDE B
Nunber 2371

MR. MARSHALL offered a thought relative to both bills. Loan
forgiveness is applicable July 1, 2001, but the NEA-Al aska woul d
like to see sone opportunity to the students currently in
education preparatory prograns now to take advantage of the | oan
forgi veness, particularly as it serves as an encouragenent to
increase the pool of teaching applicants. The NEA-Alaska is
concerned that wth the 2001 tineline, it could take one to
three years to get that pool enhanced to the point where it is
beneficial to school districts. He suggested that the pool in
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the wuniversity system now be taken advantage of so those
teachers can get in the classroom i medi ately. He called it a
nodi fied retroactivity.

MR. MARSHALL agreed that the bill is one step in solving the
problens relative to teaching that are critical to the capacity
and ability to attract individuals to classroons. These two
bills and Representative Davies' bill are a step in the right

direction to enhance and inprove the pool of applicants from
whi ch teachers are sel ected.

Nunber 2247

DEBBI E OSSI ANDER, Menber and Legi sl ative Chair, Anchorage School
Board, testified via teleconference. She said the board nenbers
have been following the |oan forgiveness bills with interest for
the purpose of dealing with the shortages being experienced in
specific areas. The board would like further discussion on how
this would apply in the urban areas of Alaska in those high
needs areas, which include special educationucation and rel ated
services, but there is also difficulty with foreign |anguage,
math, and librarians. There was sone nention earlier of a neans
of appealing to the comm ssioner for determining if an area was
hi gh need, and the board would |i ke nore information about that.

REPRESENTATI VE PORTER clarified that one difference between HB
43 and HB 37 is that HB 43 addresses |oans that have been
acquired by going to college in-state, and HB 37 addresses | oans
acquired by going to college anywhere.

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN said that not necessarily all a student's
academ c career nust be in-state, but the student nust graduate
from an accredited Alaskan institution. Since there is a dearth
of graduates from the University of Alaska, he is trying to
encourage people to go into the teaching profession and graduate
from Al aska col | eges.

Number 2128

VENDY REDMAN, Vice President, Statewide University Relations,
University of Alaska, cane forward to conment and answer
guestions on HB 43. She pointed out two issues that she thinks
are inportant. In response to a specific question asked, "I
think if you are trying to get college graduates to stay in
Al aska, investing in in-state institutions is the best way you
can do it. We already know quantitatively that 82 percent of
our graduates stay in Al aska, work here, make their honmes here.”
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She told the coommittee that the University of Al aska could never
neet all the shortage; there are other things at play.

M5. REDVAN said the second issue that is inportant is to
consider extending it to students who are already enroll ed. It
also is known quantitatively that only 50 percent of the
university's graduates in teacher education actually go into
t eachi ng. According to surveys that the university has done,
the reason is primarily salary. It is also there aren't a |ot
of teaching jobs in the urban areas, outside of the specialty
areas that Ms. Ossiander nentioned.

CHAI R BUNDE asked Ms. Redman what would be the mininmum that a
student would have to be in residence in the University of
Al aska system to graduate.

M5. REDVAN answered that right now it is 30 credits, but there
is sonme flexibility in that. Basically, it is the last two
senmesters.

Nunber 2048

REPRESENTATI VE WLSON asked Representative Geen what the
definition is of a geographically underserved area or subject
for which there is a shortage of teachers. She asked: If a
school has all the positions filled except one and can't get
soneone to go to that area, is that considered a shortage?

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN said he didn't want to presune how the
school district would determine that; it would be up to the
school district. He thought rather than a single position, it
woul d have to be a single, perhaps, subject matter.

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON suggested perhaps that should be tightened
up.

CHAI R BUNDE requested that Representative Geen talk to school
districts and see what kind of adjustnent there could be.

Nunber 1982

REPRESENTATI VE GUESS asked if the loan forgiveness was 100
percent of the | oans taken out after 60 credits.

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN answered yes. It would not apply toward
the first 60 credits.
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CHAI R BUNDE sai d he had sonme questions about the fiscal note.
REPRESENTATI VE GREEN said there isn't a fiscal note yet, but he

thinks it would be significantly |ower because it doesn't cover
the first two years, which is the bul k of people taking | oans.

Nunber 1919

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE asked Representative G een: It was your
intent not to include graduate students?

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN agreed it was just for an wundergraduate
degree and not the Masters in Teaching program

CHAI R BUNDE announced that proposed CSHB 43 woul d be hel d over.

HB 37 - STUDENT LOAN FORG VENESS

Nunmber 1888

CHAI R BUNDE announced the next order of business as HOUSE BILL
NO. 37, "An Act relating to reinbursenent of certain student
| oans; and providing for an effective date.”

CHAIR BUNDE asked if there was any nore public testinony.
Hearing none, he closed public testinony.

REPRESENTATI VE GUESS asked Representative Stevens if he would
consider putting in a clause simlar to the one in HB 43 on
geographically underserved areas or subject shortage to target
t he probl em

Number 1849

REPRESENTATI VE STEVENS responded that there are sone excellent
issues to discuss. The idea of identifying the needs
geographically and the shortages in subject areas, as long as
they are identified, could easily be pulled in to HB 37. In
essence, 100 percent forgiveness, one way or the other,
acconplishes the sane thing whether it is a five-year
forgi veness, freshman through graduate school, in HB 37 or

beyond 60 hours in HB 43; in the end he thinks it is a simlar
dol | ar anount.

REPRESENTATI VE GREEN renm nded the committee:
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If they take 100 applicants in year one, by the tine
we get to year three, that nay be down to 20 or 25
because we've lost all these people who are not going
to finish. So now we're talking about only using
about whatever ratio ... that would be the group that
would end up with effectively 50 percent of their |oan
pre-paid, not this big group that dropped out, and
that's the difference between the two bills.

REPRESENTATI VE STEVENS clarified that the student would not
receive forgiveness unless he/she was teaching in HB 37. He
comment ed:

A lot of the discussion that has occurred is under the
assunption that if you don't actually graduate, you
sonehow have failed.... There's a trenendous
advantage to our state when people take any cl asses at
the university or college. This does not apply, but

still I ... keep hearing this that it's a failure, and
you're not contributing to society if you don't
actually get a college degree. That's really not
true.

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE referred to the conment about the
university providing about 30 percent of the state's needs for
teachers. He asked if that percent takes out the 50 percent who
conpl eted the teaching degree but chose not to teach.

REPRESENTATI VE PORTER asked what infornmation the fiscal note was
conprised of.

Nunmber 1679

M5. REDVAN answered Representative Joule that the 30 percent
total is those who are actually teaching. It does not count the
50 percent of the university graduates who are doing sonething
else. It could potentially be higher. The 30 percent is of all
t eachers. At the elenentary level, close to 68 percent of the
need is being filled; the problem is in the specialty areas,
many of which the university does not even offer, |ike foreign

| anguages, physical education, and other specialty areas.

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE referred to Ms. Redman's earlier points:
"1) that we need to continue to invest in the University; and 2)
that 50 percent of the people who did not go into teaching but
received their degrees did it because they can get higher pay
sonepl ace else.” He comented, "W seemto be mssing the boat
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on 50 percent of the people who are already in the system

because ... we can't be conpetitive on the wage market."

M5. REDMAN replied that she had said, "Pay was one [reason]. It
was the first thing in the polling we do, but the second issue
is locale.™ It's a very significant issue that there are many

graduates who want to teach in Anchorage, Fairbanks, or Juneau.
REPRESENTATI VE GREEN cl arified his comrents:

I'"'m not saying that if they don't qualify for this
|l oan that they're failures; by no means do | inply
t hat . I"'m just saying that this is a single
possibility to try and encourage students to go to
school here and teach here, and if they don't do that,
they just don't qualify for this loan forgiveness.
That in no way neans that they're failures. Even if
they take one course, ... that's better than not
t aki ng any course.

CHAIR BUNDE indicated that he would |ike sonme conclusion today
about HB 37. The conmittee will hear HB 43 next week. He said
that HB 54 is going to be a difficult challenge financially
because it spends the Student Loan Corporation's noney.

Number 1470

REPRESENTATI VE STEVENS nade a notion to nove HB 37, as anended,
fromthe commttee wth individual recommendations and attached
fiscal notes. There being no objection, CSHB 37(EDU) noved from
t he House Special Conmm ttee on Educati on.

ADJ QURNIVENT

Number 1426

There being no further business before the commttee, the House

Special Comrmittee on Education neeting was adjourned at 9:20
a.m
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