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POSI TI ON STATEMENT: As conmmttee aide for the Joint Committee
on Legislative Budget and Audit, responded to questions
regardi ng the School District Cost Study.

JOE ROBI NSON, Anerican Institute for Research (AIR)

(Address not provided)

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Assisted with the presentation of the
School District Cost Study.

DAVI D TEAL, Legislative Fiscal Analyst
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POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Responded to questions regarding the School
District Cost Study.

JAY CHAMBERS, Anerican Institute for Research (AIR)
(Address not provided)
POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented the School District Cost Study.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

[ NOTE: This neeting, although held in 2003, is part of the
Twent y- Second Al aska State Legislature.]

TAPE 02-14, SIDE A
Number 0001

VICE CHAIR HUGH FATE (via teleconference) called the Joint
Commttee on Legislative Budget and Audit neeting to order at
4:30 p.m Menbers present at the call to order were Senators
Hof fman (via teleconference) and Phillips (via tel econference),
and Representatives Fate (via teleconference), Harris, Joule,
Lancaster (via teleconference), WIllianms (via tel econference),
and Davies (via tel econference).

APPROVAL OF M NUTES

Number 0139

REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS nade a notion to approve the mnutes of
August 22, 2002; Cctober 3, 2002; Novenber 13, 2002; and
Decenber 19, 2002. There being no objection, those mnutes were

approved.

SCHOOL DI STRI CT COST STUDY
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Nunber 0151
REPRESENTATIVE HARRIS nmade a notion to "accept the School
District Cost Study as a final product and nake it available to
the public.”

VICE CHAIR FATE noted that there were no objections to the

notion, adding, "We'Il take that up at the present tinme - the
cost study." He asked whether all nenbers have a copy of that
st udy.

SENATOR PHI LLIPS rel ayed that he did not have a copy.

VICE CHAIR FATE remarked that the Anerican |Institute for
Research (AIR) "did not get these to us until this norning," and
that he has only had about an hour to study it since it arrived
at his |ocation. He stated that he would like to go ahead and
di scuss the report, adding:

We have the intention of noving this report out to the
public, but in conversation ..., before we called the
neeting to order, there was sonme concern about menbers
of the commttee not being able to have the tine to
study the final report before we finalize it and |et
it [out] to the public.

REPRESENTATI VE DAVI ES asked whether the last notion included
only "Volunme 1" or also "Volunme 2," which nenbers did not
currently have.

Number 0340

HEATHER BRAKES, Staff to Senator Gene Therriault, Al aska State
Legi sl ature, speaking as the comittee aide for the Joint
Comm ttee on Legislative Budget and Audit, said, "That includes
the full report from the contractor.” She suggested that Jay
Chanbers and Joe Robinson could present the report to the
comittee.

REPRESENTATI VE DAVI ES asked whether nenbers would be receiving
Vol ume 2 sometine soon

M5. BRAKES said yes, the contractor wll be providing bound
copies of the final report to each of the conmttee nenbers.
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REPRESENTATI VE DAVI ES asked when nenbers could expect to have
that final report.

SENATOR HOFFMAN sai d he has concerns, adding:

W can go ahead and have the ... presentation nmade by
the contractor on the study, but having not had the
time to review the docunent in detail, it's very
difficult for nost nenbers, especially for nyself, in
asking intelligent questions of the presenters wthout
having the necessary tinme to review the docunents.

And | stated this to you before the neeting had
started, that | think it would be derelict of us to
pass this on wthout having a full wunderstanding of

just what this report actually does and having our
guestions answered, because, having been in the
| egislature for sone 16 years, this is always a very
contentious issue - on the fornula - and for us not to
do our honework, | think, would be irresponsible in
noving it out at this early tine.

VICE CHAIR FATE indicated that that issue could be discussed in
nore detail after the presentation fromAIR

SENATOR PHI LLI PS asked how nmuch time is being allocated for the
presentati on.

VICE CHAIR FATE nentioned that there is a summary sheet [in
menbers packets].

SENATOR PHI LLIPS relayed that he had neither that summary sheet
nor anything else pertaining to the commttee's agenda, other
than the aforenmenti oned m nutes from previ ous neetings.

VICE CHAIR FATE said he would be asking AIR to sinply present
the summary sheet, a series of four graphs, the results of those
four graphs, an explanation of how those graphs were derived,
and what data was placed forward to devel op those graphs. He
ventured that the presentation would probably not exceed 15
m nut es.

SENATOR PHILLIPS reiterated that he did not have any materials
related to the forthcom ng presentation.

VICE CHAIR FATE acknowl edged this, and renmarked that the

commttee would sinply be having "a barebones presentation to
give sone of the basic results.” He suggested that follow ng
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the presentation, the commttee could then discuss whether to
have another neeting in which to fully approve [the report] in
order to "let this to the public.”

Nunmber 0716

JOE ROBINSON, Anerican Institute for Research (AIR), offered to
start the presentation.

REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS said that because there are a lot of
guestions and Volune 2 is not yet available, he would like to
hear the presentation, but noted that it mght be better for the
committee to rescind its action "in actually accepting the final
product until we see the final product.”

VICE CHAIR FATE said, "W haven't accepted the final product,
yet, | don't believe."

REPRESENTATI VE HARRI S pointed out that "the notion certainly was
to accept it, and since we don't have it all, maybe it'd be
better ... to rescind our action and wait until we get the fina
product before we accept it."

VICE CHAIR FATE said, "Wll, ... let's hear it and then, if
sonebody wants to nmake that notion, they're certainly privileged
to do so."

SENATOR HOFFMAN said, "It would seem to ne that we would hear
the report and decide, at that point, whether or not to nmake a
notion; it seens as though we' ve got the cart before the horse,
and | would concur with Representative Harris."

REPRESENTATI VE HARRI' S nentioned that he has a concern regarding
the paynment schedul e, and relayed that according to a

conversation he'd had with Chair Therriault, "there was sone
difficulty - they were asking for nore noney or sonething”
adding, "I think there was a set anount already determ ned for
how much the study was going to cost.”" He said his concern is
that if the conmttee approves it now, there nmay be sone
assunption that "we're going to pay them" He remarked that he
woul d rather hold the payment off wuntil the comrmttee sees the
whol e st udy.

Number 0911
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REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS nade a notion "to rescind our action in
approving the cost study as a final product until we receive the
full report.™

VI CE CHAIR FATE called an at-ease from4:43 p.m to 4:50 p. m

REPRESENTATIVE HARRIS wthdrew his notion, and offered the
foll ow ng explanation for withdrawing it:

| think we're going to ask, before the makers of this
presentation give their present ati on, t hat t he
technical commttee ... explain to us why we should go
ahead, and that they're confortable with the fact that
all the information is there; it's just [that] we
won't get it until tonorrow, but that it is all there.

Number 1126

DAVID TEAL, Legislative Fiscal Analyst, Legislative Finance
D vision, Al aska State Legislature, indicated that the technica
committee did neet with the contractors in [md-Novenber]. He
conti nued:

W did review the first draft of their report. The
group pointed out a nunber of anonmalies in the data
and asked themto do sonme things |like split the report

into two portions. One, a nore readable sumary of
the report, and then to pull the technical stuff and
put it out in an appendi x. A nunber of comments on
the report. [We] gave them until Decenber 15 to do
that final draft. They did that, came up wth few
nore recent problens, which they reran and which
del ayed the report until today .... But the group, |

believe, is satisfied that the contractor has met its
requi renent.

Qur purpose in reviewng the report was not to
agree or disagree with their conclusions, but sinply
to say, "You' ve net the requirenents of the contract;
you produced a report, you did what you were supposed
to do, and we find that your product is acceptable”
acceptable in that it did what we asked, but we're not
commenting at all on the results of the study. That ,
| think, needs to go before [the House Health,
Education and Social Services Standing Commttee] and
other conmmttees. ... | think your first notion was
sinply, "lIs this report acceptable.”
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| understand that the full commttee has not seen the

report, and ... | think you have a valid point, that
maybe you'd like to review it before you do approve
it. So | guess | would say this is nore a group

reporting to the conmttee, that we believe the
contractor has net its obligations and should be paid.
It can't be paid until the report is accepted.

SENATOR HOFFMAN asked M. Teal, "Wen vyou reviewed the
prelimnary draft, were any of the schedules that were presented
to you changed, as a result of your input, fromthis draft that
is entitled 'Final' that we have before us?"

MR. TEAL said yes, they were.

SENATOR HOFFMAN asked whether the committee could get those
schedul es as they were originally presented. He said:

| think we, as nenbers of the commttee, should be
able to review those schedules, particularly the
main ones that are in regard to the percentages, such
as exhibit 2-3. | would like to see those copies and
what was changed to neke those nunbers change. I
think it would be incunbent upon all of the nenbers to
review that information on all those schedules, and
why they were changed. Can we have that request
[fulfilled] ...?

Nunmber 1505
MR TEAL sai d:

| can't because the contractor would have to respond

to that. | don't even have a copy of this. That
report was sent out to us and was then collected, by
Heat her, and then returned to the contractor. So, |

have no way of conplying with that request ...; |
think you' d need to ask AIR to give you those
schedules, and | think that in this presentation, that
you're going to hear now, perhaps they could address
those issues then. What | can tell you about it is
that the group questioned the energy and sonme of the
other things, and AIR re-estimted those based on our
comrent s.
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VICE CHAIR FATE confirmed that, adding, "The tenperature days
seened to have confused in a few areas, not all of the areas,
but they did a good job." He noted that one of the questions
which he raised pertained to the data used to cone up with the
nunbers; therefore, he remarked, "that's about the only thing

whether that data is correct and justified.™ The nunbers
t hensel ves, he said, "are designed only to be facts, and cone up
with costs to do what we will with them in the |egislature.”

"They did not nake any decisions relative to those costs, only
sonme recommendations,” he added.

SENATOR HOFFMAN pointed out, however, that "AIR is under

contract to this committee, and, as a nenber of ... this
commttee, | would request that [that] information be provided
to ne."

VICE CHAIR FATE remarked that Senator Hoffman's request 1is
proper. He asked the representatives from AIR to keep in mnd
Senat or Hof fman's request and get that information to him

Number 1749
JAY CHAMBERS, Anerican Institute for Research (AIR), said:

| can assure [you] that there were very fairly mnor
changes ..., between the Novenber presentation and the
January presentation, in the nunbers for the vast
majority of districts. There were a few changes, but
there was also sone discussions regarding inproved
ways of taking into account energy cost differences,
and there were very, very mnor changes - but | think
i nportant changes - that we discovered as a result of
our discussions with the oversight conmttee back in
Novenber in the personnel indices (indisc.), but they
were very, very small changes.

For al | intents and purposes, the sane Dbasic
nmet hodol ogy has been used with just sone inprovenents
in the data that we have. W asked the technical
working group - the school business officers - to
double check the nunbers for wus, and we've double
checked sone of our own nunbers and reran things. So

the ... mgjor things that we have done ... since the
| ast report is that we have shortened the report into
what | think is a nuch nore readable form we have

aggregated into four categories the (indisc.) indices,
one sets the personnel, one set for energy, one for
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goods, and one for travel. But within each of
those there are a set of sub-indices, ... the details
of which are not reported in the summary report but
are reported in the nore technical version of the
report.

MR. CHAMBERS conti nued:

W have also prepared a third version of the report,
which is contained in the summary report that ... we
sent electronically today, that 1is an executive
summary that's ... five or |ess pages |ong. The
tables ... that you see in the npbst recent report
reflect a ... slight change in the way we did the
energy cost index, ... one that | think ... perhaps
better reflects the energy cost differentials in the
state. ... W wused a nore continuous analysis of
heat i ng- degree days and enployed the analysis of our
prototypes, which we had devel oped for ... estimting
the costs, in a slightly nore sophisticated way; |
think it better captures, or reflects, the differences
in energy costs across the state.

Number 2130

There are a couple of other issues with regard to data
that we wanted to check. The technical working group
menbers and the two nenbers that were representing
that group included David Jones of Kodiak and Mel anie
Davis (ph) of ... [Kenai]. They talked to the other

six nmenbers of the eight-nenber commttee to
doubl e check all of the data that we had collected to
make sure that everything we had done was ... an
accurate reflection of the nunbers for each of the
school districts in the state. | think the patterns
in the report speak for thenselves; there's no reason
for me to go over those differences here, | think it
would take much too |ong. But we have produced
nunbers for each of the 53 school districts.

Il wll say that there is a very high correlation
between the index that we have created and the current
Al aska index, although there are sone differences.
And we would be happy to provide ... a set of tables
that show the differences between the nunbers that
were presented in Novenber and the nunbers that we
have now, and a brief explanation of why those
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di fferences exist. In fact, | have a table in front
of me right nowwith ... kind of [a] quick description
of those differences, but we would be glad to provide
you a brief paragraph describing what factors are
involved in each of the changes that have occurred
bet ween Novenber and now.

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE remarked that AIR s presentation appears to
be nmerely an update to the technical commttee, and as such, it
makes little sense to him because he is not a nenber of that
group and, therefore, does not have access to all of the
information that the technical commttee has access to.

MR. CHAMBERS acknow edged that he thought he was speaking to the
technical commttee - he did not realize that he was addressing
the whole committee. He said he would be glad to provide nore
i nformation.

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE opined that if the entire conmttee is
expected to pass out the report, the commttee should receive
nore of a report than has thus far been given.

VICE CHAIR FATE nentioned that at the last neeting [of the
technical commttee], it was decided that the findings would be
in Volume 1 in a summary format, and that the technical data -
the raw data - from which those findings were derived would be
in Volume 2. He remarked that sone of the aforenentioned
technical data is not included in the summary that he has,
adding that such data can be made available to any nenber who
wants it.

Nunber 2740

MR. CHAMBERS confirnmed that Volune 1 <contains a sunmary,
provi des an overview of nunbers, and includes a description of
the technical methodol ogy used to conduct the study. He said he
anticipates that Volune 2 will be transmtted to Ms. Brakes that
evening for dissem nation to nenbers.

SENATOR PHI LLIPS again reiterated that he has not yet received
any information pertaining to the study, not even the executive
summary, that other nenbers have received, despite repeated

requests on his part. He remarked that before voting on this
issue, he expects to receive all the information that s
avai |l abl e.
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SENATOR HOFFMAN remarked that a footnote on page 2 of [Volune 1
of the study] says, "Additional <cost factors relating to
nmeasures of pupil needs and costs of operating districts in
sparsely popul ated and renpte areas of the region of the state
nmust be addressed to provide adequate additional services in
Al aska." However, in the mddle of page 2, he pointed out, it
indicates that this study does not address the costs associ ated
with pupil needs nor other factors related to the concentration
of district operations; for exanple, it does not address the
difference in the levels of staff, disadvantaged backgrounds,
students who have an English-1anguage, |earning, nental, or
physi cal disability. He stated that these issues "are nmajor
costs for districts that are providing education in rural
Al aska,"” adding that it seens as though a major cost area has
not been addressed by the study.

Number 3145

MR. CHAMBERS replied that Senator Hoffman's coments are
correct. He said:

W were not asked to address those issues. They are
inportant; they're inportant to every state in this
country, and in order to provide for a fully adequate
set of resources, one nust address the issues of pupi
needs and the scale of operation. However, that
doesn't nean to say that you can't address subsets of
i ssues, which we do address in this study. Thr ee
issues - three factors - affect, in general, the cost
of education in any state in this country: One of
them is pupil needs, one of them is scale of school
and district operations, and the third one is the
price that a district pays for conparable resources or
servi ces. It is the third one that the RFP [request
for proposals] - the proposal - and every aspect of
this study have been focused on, that we were asked to
focus on. In fact, we were explicitly told not to
focus on the issues of pupil needs or the scale of
oper ati ons.

SENATOR HOFFMAN asked why AIR was asked not to focus on those
ot her two aspects. He said that he did not think that the
commttee made a notion to that effect.

MR. CHAMBERS relayed that those instructions were specifically

in the RFP. He suggested that that question would be best asked
of whoever wote the RFP. He indicated that the technical
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commttee - oversight commttee - has already addressed that
point. He stressed that AR has addressed the issue that it was
instructed to focus on: specifically, the differences in prices
of conparabl e resources and servi ces.

SENATOR HOFFMAN opined that excluding the other two factors
skews the study towards wurban schools and puts "all the
educational services that are provided in rural Alaska to a
di sadvant age. "

MVR. CHAMBERS remarked, however, t hat according to his
under st andi ng, Al aska already addresses, in other portions of
the formula, the issues related to pupil needs and scale of
operations. Again, he said, AIR was asked to specifically focus
on pricing issues only, under the theory that the other issues
woul d al ready be addressed el sewhere. \Whether they actually are
or not, he added, is not for himto judge.

SENATOR HOFFMAN opined that they are not because the costs
[discussed in the study] are directly related to culture and
| anguage. He explained that in his district, there are many
students for whom English is a second |anguage; thus, he added,
there are many costs directly related to that issue that are
bei ng overl ooked. He predicted that nost [legislators] who
represent rural areas of Alaska will concur with him

MR. ROBI NSON rel ayed that the RFP says:

Adequacy of general funding for education, the sources
of that funding, quality of education, and adjustnents
to school-size factors in AS 14.17.450 are not to be
addr essed. The scope of the study is limted to
determ ning geographic cost differentials simlar to
those in AS 14.17. 460.

MR.  ROBINSON opined that whoever wote the RFP had already
determned that what needed to be wupdated were the cost
differentials; [that issue] has been addressed by the study. He
suggested that perhaps [the other issues] are addressed in other
parts of the funding formula.

Nunber 3672
REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS opined that the |egislature would have
pl enty of opportunity during the conmttee process to review the

content the study. Rather than debate the contents of the study
at this time, he suggested, the question before the comittee,
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in accepting the report, is whether AIR net its contractual
obl i gati on. He remarked that according to advice he has
received from the technical commttee, AIR has net its
contract ual obligations; therefore, he opined, the study,
regardless of its faults, should be accepted by the conmttee,
whi ch can then, as a whole, debate all the issues.

SENATOR HOFFMAN said that he would agree with Representative
Harris if in fact all nenbers of the current conmttee were
going to be present [during the upcomng |egislative session];
however, since that is not the case, he remarked, "for us to
pass sonething on that we have not had the necessary tine to
review and ask the presenters the necessary questions and get
the responses, | think is a little bit irresponsible by this
commttee."

REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS noted that if the vote regardi ng whether

to accept the report is delayed another five days, there will be
a nunber of nenbers who won't be able to vote on it anyway; the
issue will be before a different Joint Commttee on Legislative

Budget and Audit.

SENATOR HOFFMAN poi nted out that the commttee was aware of that
fact all during the year in which it was working on the study,
and asked, "Wy are we dealing with it in the 11th hour?"

Number 3972

VICE CHAIR FATE relayed that many of Senator Hoffnman's points
have already been discussed by the technical/oversight
commttee. He said:

One of the reasons, | understand, that ... the scope
of the study was limted [is] sinply because it could
be quantified, and "needs" are taken care of in the
other parts of the formula funding and cannot be

quanti fi ed. And part of the problem is in making a
nodel that you can plug in the figures - after this
year, you can plug in different figures - and that
nodel will continue to be a true and effective node

for years to cone. And  "needs," not bei ng
gquantifiable, sometinmes are not [anenable] to plugging
into that nodel. And so decided sinply on the basis
of - as already stated, the statutes as applied - that

it wuld be a geographic study, and not based on
needs, so that we could quantify all these things.
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So all these things have been discussed prior to this,
and ... nobody is trying to really pull a fast one or
anything else, it's just that we've got to get these
peopl e who did the study according to the demands that
were placed upon them if we've got to conclude that
they did the proper study or didn't do a proper study,
and that proper study was based upon what the RFP was
i nposed upon them when they won the bid. So, wth
that, I would like to nove on ..

SENATOR HOFFMAN i nt erj ect ed:
You had stated earlier ... that you had raised

guestions, as a nenber of the oversight conmttee, on
the energy relating to the days or the tenperature

and then the charts were changed. But you had that
| uxury; | did not have that luxury. You had input as
a menber of that commttee, and | would |ike to have
that same opportunity to review ... this information

and have ny concerns net, as yours were net, but
obviously that is not going to happen. And | think
that that is a fault of whoever's, but the study is
here, ... [and] |, as a nenber of this commttee, am
not getting the input - ny input - into the process as
you did as a nenber of the oversight commttee.

VI CE CHAIR FATE agreed that Senator Hoffman hadn't had the sane
opportunities that he'd had.

Nunmber 4316

REPRESENTATI VE DAVIES referred to "the issue of developing the
prototype schools in ternms of energy consunption,” noting that
such is intended to be a tool that works across the state to
estimate the ideal energy requirenent for a district, asked how
it affects individual districts in which the buildings that are
in place are substantially substandard conpared to the
pr ot ot ype. In other words, he added, "do we have a situation
where districts my be spending a |lot of energy because their
bui |l di ngs are substandard and, so, if we were to adopt this
nodel, we would be sending them | ess noney than they actually
require to heat their buildings?"

MR. CHAMBERS repli ed:

Well, we did do sone analysis ... [and] we worked with
a group of engineers, and our main reason for doing it
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this way was not to get into the issues of all of the
differences that may be a result of many, many factors
that would be extrenely difficult to control. W were
trying to ... capture the broad variations in energy
costs ... around the state that related to the
climactic conditions and, to sone degree, t he
differences in the construction of buildings. There
was sone anal ysis done of ol der and newer buil di ngs.

MR ROBI NSON added:

We had done sonme prelimnary analysis ... using data
from the Anchorage school district because that
provided us with the |argest sanple. And using that

data, we had determined that there was no
significant difference based on the age of the
bui l di ng, whether ... the majority of the building was
constructed before 1985 or post-1985, because that was
deened by the energy engineering subcontractors to be
a defining point in construction of energy efficient
bui | di ngs. However, there was no significant
difference wusing the prelimnary analysis of the
Anchor age dat a.

Anot her thing is, we were, with the study, also trying
to elimnate, as nuch as possible, the idea of choice
that the school districts had and whether ... they had
poured noney into constructing or renovating buil dings
to be nore energy efficient, or if they had let that
go by the wayside, and instead of wusing noney for
that, used it for other reasons and, therefore, have
| ess efficient buildings. Wen the engineers had done
the study, they do have kind of a caveat in the report
- in the technical report, at least - saying that you
shoul d consider the age of the building and ... [Ends
m d- speech because of tape change.]

TAPE 02-14, SIDE B
Number 4653

MR. ROBI NSON conti nued [m d-sentence]:

to get a nore conplete picture, but the prototype
anal ysis does try to elimnate choice for [a] mpjority
of factors, and just base it on geographic differences
and climactic differences and levels of insulation
that that would correspond with an increase in the
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nunber of heating-degree days per year. So, ... the
energy efficiency of the buildings is not considered

for a couple of reasons: we were trying to
standardize things ... so that schools weren't
penal i zed for renovating buildings, and also we would
have an inordinate nunber of prototypes as well. So,
this was a way to basically limt it down to the
climate and geography as the cost differential.

MR. CHAMBERS explained that AIR was trying to capture the ngjor
pi eces, which are climctic differences, mpjor differences in
insulation, differences in the prices of the fuels, and the
types of fuels that were used. And the prices of the fuels are
inpacted to sonme degree by the cost of transportation, he
poi nted out. He remarked: "Does this fully capture every
nuance or aspect of energy costs? No. Does it capture the bulk
of differences in energy costs that are likely to exist across
the state? | think it does.” He relayed that a nore conplete
study would require substantially nore investnent than was nmade
available for this study, adding, "You could probably spend a
half mllion dollars on a study like that all by itself." He
sai d:

The nmmjor purpose, in our view, was to try to capture

the ... major factors that inpact the variation in the
costs across the state, in order to provide sone
conpensation for the disadvantages that certain
districts m ght face rel at ed to clinmate,
transportation of goods, and access to different kinds
of fuel.

REPRESENTATI VE DAVI ES asked whet her any conpari sons of projected
costs to actual costs were done.

MR CHAMBERS said that such was not done on a statew de basis.
Nunber 4409

MR. ROBI NSON added that AIR | ooked at the cost per square foot
of energy but did not conpare [those costs] wth projected
[estimates]. He nentioned that AIR did receive input from a
geographically diverse representation of people and facility
managers across the state.

REPRESENTATI VE DAVI S then referred to personnel costs, and asked

whether AIR, in gathering that information, wused an "idea
instructor” [to project costs]. He said that it is generally
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known that in rural Al aska, there is "kind of a revolving door"
with regard to teachers; "you tend to get personnel that have
| ess experience teaching [and], hence, their salary scales are
| ower," he added. Therefore, if one were to look at the
guestion of adequacy, one could say that teacher's salaries need
to be raised in those districts with "an inordinately |ow |eve
of experience represented,” he opined. He asked whether AIR had
considered this issue.

MR CHAMBERS sai d:

W did try to look and take into account differences
in turnover, which is a major issue that we know faces

the school districts - or the schools - in sonme of the
renote rural areas, and our approach was to answer the
foll ow ng question: How much nore or less does it

cost to recruit and enploy conparable teachers in
di fferent geographical locations in the state? And so
our analysis started by trying to ... develop a nodel
that ... provided a conprehensive picture of ... as
many of the factors as we could account for in the
data - the variations in wages of teachers and other
professionals and personnel enployed by the school
district. But then we ran a simulation, and the
si mul ati on controlled for experi ence, educat i on
| evel s, and other denographic characteristics of
teachers, and asked that question: ... How nuch nore
or less will it cost to get simlar teachers? So we
took, in this instance, the average teacher ... [in]
Anchorage ... and said, "How much nore or |less does it
cost to recruit and enploy ... the conparabl e teacher
to what Anchorage is recruiting, in these different
| ocations in the state?"

REPRESENTATI VE DAVI ES sought confirmation that "that conparable
teacher cost"” is what was actually used in the final results
pertaining to cost factors.

MR. CHAMBERS said that is correct.

Nunber 3951

SENATOR HOFFMAN predi cted that using Anchorage data as the basis
for the conparison would not provide a true indicator of costs

experienced in other areas of the state such as Bethel or
At maut | uak or Tul uksak.
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MR. CHAMBERS explained that AR controlled for the experience,
education, and denographics of the teachers. Those itens were
hel d constant while AIR sought to determ ne what the wage would
have to be in other districts in order to recruit and enploy
conpar abl e teachers. He acknow edged that teachers have to be
conpensated for working in renote, isolated l|ocations that are
far away from urban areas, cultural anenities, or access to
shopping and nedical facilities. He relayed that AIR s cost
index attenpts to capture those factors, as opposed to just the
aver age sal ary.

SENATOR HOFFMAN asked what communities AR traveled to in order
to get a feel for the state.

MR. CHAMBERS said that for this particular study, AR did not
travel to any other comrunities. He noted, however, that 20
years ago, "when we did a simlar study in Al aska, we traveled
to Kenai, Skagway, Juneau, Anchorage, Fairbanks, Barrow, Point
Hope, Point Lay, Kotzebue, Nonme, Kenai Peninsula, and other
school districts.” In response to another question, he
indicated that he had participated in that study 20 years ago,
and is now the project director and designer of the current
st udy. He added that for the conceptual design of the current
study, he enlisted the help of a technical working group made up
of eight school business officers. M. Chanbers, in response to
anot her question, confirmed that a series of questionnaires went
out to all 53 school districts in Alaska, and then once
returned, that eight-nenber technical working group [reviewed]
those questionnaires and discussed the results wth ARSs
proj ect team

Nunber 3457

VICE CHAIR FATE stated that there is a notion before the
commttee "that the commttee accept the School District Cost
Study as a final product and nake it available to the public.”
Nunber 3429

REPRESENTATI VE DAVI ES obj ect ed. He said, "I would object to
that on the basis that npbst of the conmttee nenbers have not
had a chance to even read the executive sunmary.”

SENATOR HOFFMAN concurr ed.

Nunber 3413
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REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS nmade a notion to withdraw the notion to
"accept the School District Cost Study as a final product and
make it available to the public.” There being no objection, the
notion was w t hdrawn.

[ Menbers and staff then had a brief discussion regarding how
soon nenbers could expect to receive the School D strict Cost
Study in its entirety, and that the study is to remain
confidential until the conmttee accepts it.]

EXECUTI VE SESSI ON
Number 3048

REPRESENTATI VE HARRI S nmade a notion to nove to executive session
for the purpose of discussing confidential audit reports under
AS 24.20.301. There being no objection, the conmmttee went into
executive session at 5:40 p. m

VI CE CHAI R FATE brought the commttee back to order at 6:00 p. m

REPRESENTATI VE HARRI S made a notion to nove the comm ttee back
into regular, open session. There being no objection, the
commttee was brought back into regul ar session.

AUDI TS REPORTS
Nunmber 2853

REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS nmade a notion to release the final audit
reports to the public: Departnent of Community & Econom c
Devel opnment, Regulatory Comm ssion of Alaska; Departnent of
Nat ural Resources, Division of Agriculture; and University of
Al aska, Retirenment |Incentive Program

VICE CHAIR FATE asked whether there were any objections.
Hearing none, he indicated that the aforenentioned final audits
woul d be rel eased to the public.

OTHER COW TTEE BUSI NESS

Nunber 2790

REPRESENTATI VE HARRIS nade a notion to "authorize the chairmn
to review the final legal billings of Volland & Taylor and nake
that paynent ... as you determ ne reasonable."”
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SENATOR PHILLIPS asked whether this is "the reapportionnment
billing."

VI CE CHAI R FATE sai d yes.

SENATOR PHILLIPS said he has no information regarding [this
i ssue] .

Nunber 2743

REPRESENTATI VE HARRI S withdrew his notion, suggesting that the
commttee would take the issue up the next tine the conmttee
neets, allowing Senator Phillips an opportunity to receive and
review the information pertaining to the Volland & Taylor
billing.

[ Menbers again had a brief discussion regarding the distribution
and confidentiality of the School District Cost Study.]

ADJ OQURNVENT
Number 2406
VICE CHAIR FATE recessed the Joint Conmttee on Legislative

Budget and Audit neeting to a call of the chair at 6:10 p.m
[ The neeting was reconvened January 16, 2003.]
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