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APPENDIX A
POPULATION

For the purposes of designing and_Prowdln special education services In e |l
school districts of the state, children with "low-Incidence handicaps" are
defined (a) by category, as those vIth handicapping conditions which occur
infrequently and who réquire specialized services cot ordinarily available in
nosc school districts, and (b) by difficulty of providing service in a rural
area, as those children In need of special ‘education who say be the only child
or one of e few children in an area who need service.

The "exceptionality” categories included as low incidence are:

DEAF AHD HEARING IMPAIRED

3LLTO/VISUALLT IMPAIRED

CRTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED (Non-aabulacory)

SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED (and Autistic)

MEUROLOGICALLY IMPAIRED

SEVERELY HEALTH IMPAIRED

multi-ha© icapped

SEVERELY Ai© PROFOUNDLY MENTALLY RETARDED

MODERATELY MENTALLY RETARDED (In bush schools)
Of the eleven speclLai education disability categories included under A.S. 14.30.330,
all of the children identified in five of the categories (Daaf. Visually Handi-
capped, Seriously Emotionally Disturbed, Deaf-Blind, and_MuIH-Hand_mappedk ere
included as low-incidence. Of the rcseinlag six eetegories, e portion of the
children Included In esch nay be included as low-incidence,
Table | provides the beet estimate to decs as to the sunber of these students
who srs currently in need >f service in Alaska.  Of these. 4) studente ere

currenth eervao outside their own district, vhils an additional 13 are served
out of the state, at state expense.



APPENDIX TABLE 1

Number of Low-1ncldence students by regional areas as reported by Alaska
Department of Education as of February 11, 1981

"HH- ~TT VH -——-SET- 01 OHI 03" =" "HH*“*
Southeast 20 2 11 22 12 3 0 21
Southcentnl 47 9 18 207 89 45 1 7
Central 6 3 7 19 20 4 0 6
Southwest IS 1 0 10 4 3 0 2
West 16 5 2 23 4 . 6 0 3
Northwest 19 2 2 0 4 I 0 0
North 6 2 0 28 0 2 0 0
Contracts 6 45 a 22 17 1 11 20
31A 8 1 0 7 C 4 0 5
iL*"iiimuumTO- 70 48 33B bo 69 12 04

H - Ei{% of Hearing
¢ UEd

YH - Visually Handicapped

SEO- Seriously Emotionally Olsturted
01 - Orthopedlcally Handicapped

OHI- Other Health Impaired

0B - Deaf/Bilnd

M - ftjltlple Handicapped
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APPENDIX B
SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA:
NUMBERS OF LOW-INCIDENCE STUDENTS 8 ASSOCIATED SERVICE COSTS



KETCHIKAN - LOW INCIDENCE FIGURES

Emotionally Disturbed 14 .

Autistic 2 (not included in 14 above)
Visually Impaired 2 (1 blind, 1 partially sighted)
Deaf 1

Hearing Impaired 11

OH 1 (Just moved to Seattle)

Out of district by Social Services or Corrections
Emotionally Disturbed 2 (APl and 3coth)

Cost
VI-3 - 13 staff, Visually lapaired staff $ 55,000
EH aide 10,000
Autism grant'staff & consultants L5.000
HI aide 10,000
Deaf note taker 2,160
Physical therapy Coop, a(?reement
Preschool aides™ 4,000
Equipment S saterials 5,000
$101,160
Heeded but not yet provided:
EH teacher (a second one) 30,000
Deaf tutor 10,000



OUT-OF-D|STR|CT TRN\S:% PAID FOR BY DEPARTMENT G: E]LA\T'G\'

District No. of Students Grant Anard
Alaska Gatevay 1 521.253.C6
Aleutian 1 12,256.00
Anchorage 4 *35,240.00

*27,100.00
*10,745.00
31,228.w]
Chatham 2 17,235.00
*32,480.20
Oil ingham 1 16,643.00
Fairbanks . 5 37,251.00
*30,430.00
*25,725.00
*27,952.00
, 17,456.00
Haines
riycaburg
Juneau *21,504.00
*28,245.00
28.245.00
9,681.52
1.002.00
6,974.00
Kenal 1 30,032.00
Ketchikan 1 *1,113.69
Kodliak *3,285.00
*0,725.00
*4,335.95

813.75



- Yy :
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EDUCATING ~
LEVEL IV STUDENTS |% E A RAGE SCHOOL OISTRICT
080" - 1061

PAGE 2

3»latsd. Services

OT/PT - il therapists

Teachers r*11 X 33,900 * $372,300

c)

Aides ““ 3 X 16,950 * $ 50,350
Psychologists - 5
" R DS
Teachers V. 6 X 33,900 * $203,400
' 0
Speech/Laqgua e - 7 therapists
o o é’

Teachers V,?‘ X 33,900 = S237.200
*N -

Nurses 46

Teachers 5 X 33.9C0 wmm $203,400

Medical -1 -

Psychiatrists - $23,0G0
Medical it o - §10.000
L -V $33,209:=

AcnJnistraticn

Acainistritors 3 X 43,000 - $129,000

3 administrators, 5 secretaries



OUT-OF-DISTRICT TRANSFERS PAID FOP BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

District No. of Stucents Grant Anerd
Lake & Peninsula 0
Vit - QU 0
Northwest Arctic 1 $25,254,00
Pelican 1 6,956.00
Pribilof 0
Sitka ! *23,825.00
* 5.230.00
*27.725.00
* 8,220.00
*32,230.00
*32,230.00
*16,721.00
Southeast Island
Unalaska 1,635.26
Yukon-Xoyukuk 9,917.05

* out-of-state placerant



ANCHORAGE

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN LEVEL 1V
BY TYPE OF EXCEPTIONALITY

Mentally Retarded 225
Learning Disabled 410
Emotionally Disturbed 70
Orthopedically Handicapped 37
Speech Impaired 20
7isua3 Impaired 2
Health Impaired 11
Hard of Hearing 17
Deaf 45

TOTAL 837



P.0. Sox 169 e Baxbow,Alaska 99723 e 332.5311

REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR®S COUNCIL FOR TriE HANDICAPPED AND CIFTED ON FACTORS
PRETENTING TIE DELIVERY OF SERVICES TO LOW INCIDENCE HANDCAPPED
QITLDREN ON TrE NORTH SLOPE OF ALASKA

On the North Slope we-face many difficult and unique problems 1in the
delivery of special education services. Unlike urban arcus with both a
financial and student population base, rural Alaska is forced to dcal with
scarcity and logistical factors which make compliance with P.L. 94-142 vir—
tually impossible. Little success has been achieved in adapting existing
urban approaches to special education programs in rural Alaska, especially
in the delivery of services to lew incidence handicapped children. Few
factors which underlie successful deliver/ ”of services to this population
have been identified.

We are attempting to serve approximately twenty-five children in the
common low Pncidence categories. This 1is about eight per cent of our
special education population. The count is actually higher in that any
child for which you cannot provide services should be classed as low in—
cidence.

We are spending an estimated average 59,114. per lew incidence child.
This amount dees not include the regular instructional program costs. Ad —
ditional personnel needed to provide support services which are presently
not being provided, or are being inadequately provided via itinerant and
outreach ser/ices 1include: Speech/Language Specialist, ED Itinerant Psy—
chologist, Physical Therapist, Deaf Educator, Deaf Interpreter, and a Par—
ent Ccunselor/Trainer. The estimated cost of this additional personnel in—
cluding salary, benefits, and travel to the villages would be $33 *,000.

This could run the cost of providing ser/ices to these children, to approx—
imately S12,464. per child. Counting the regular instructional costs, this
figure could well be in excess of $30,000. per child.

As it stands new, we have special education personnel 1in each village.
Most are ser/i,.g children with a variety of handicaps. It is difficult, if
not 1impossible, for these people to deal with such a diverse caseload. We
have itinerant ser/ices in seme areas and utilise outreach ser/ices in others,

but both have proven inadequate due to a nurher of factors (availability



COST ASSOCIATED WITH EDUCATING
LEVEL 1V STUDENTS IN THE ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT
1980 - 1981

1) Oeaf - 45 students - funding (State)
Components - 0-3, cutraach, Anchorage program
Budget - $984,578

2) Severe/Profound - Multiple Handicapped - 55 students
Budget - $666,756

3) Mentally Retarded - 170students - PR 33 tol
Teachers ~ 21X33,900- $711,900
Aides 2 X15,950 » $355,950

4) Learning Disabled - 410students - PTR 39 tol
Teachers 46 X 33,900 - $1,559,400

5) Emotionally disturbed - 70 students - PR * 3 to 1
Teachers 9 X 33,900- $305,100
Aides  + 9 X16950 > $152,5%0

6) Orthopedically Handicapped - 37 students - PTR * 10 to 1
Teachers 3 X33,900 » $101,700
Aides s*§ X16,950 » $ 84,750

1) Speech Impaired - 20 students - PIR * 10 to 1
Teachers 2 X33,900 - $ 67,800

8) Health Impaired - 17 students - PTR m6 to J
Teachers 2 X33,300 + § 67,300
Aides 1 X16,950 = $ 16,950
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PACE 3

Total Personnel (Excluding Deaf S Severe'nrofound) $4,733,750
Total Supplies and Equipment 45 $ 189,350
TOTAL $4,923,100
Overhead (225 of total - excludes transporta ion) $1,083,082
District Costs ;r\-/TitIe VI3 $6,006,182
State Contract §1 651 444
TOTAL Costs for 837 Students $7,657,525
Total cost per student $9,149
Olstrict cost per student $8,149
Tk PP i R

63 X 34,935 X 97.94535 $2,325,759

or
$3,157 per student

VS”
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of planes, weather, housing space, itinerant burn-out, expense, etc.)e

Our low incidence children need more than outreach or itinerant services
We are spread out over 88,000 square miles with ~even villages and Barrcw to
serve. The maximum number of visits you can possibly expect dn itinerant to
make to each village would be three, and that would be pushing it. We pres—
ently have a speech clinician who gees to each village. She manages to con—
duct some evaluations, screening, and creates a lot of paperwork, but not
much therapy. The time and red tape involved in utilizing outreach services
or attempting an out-of-district placement make these less than desirable
alternatives.

We are spending about twice as much money in special ec- aticn as we
are generating under wie present foundation system. We are still not com—
ing closv. to adequately delivering services. We have very nice 1ZP"s, but
there is a big gap between what those i1EP"s say and what we are actually
able to deliver.

IT we are expected to adequately implement 94-142, a rea.enable fi—
nancial commitment must be made. Changing the state law so that each school
could be counted as a separate attendance area for special education would
be a step in the right direction. That way, one deaf child would not have
to wait for another dozen or so mildly handicapped children to materialize
in order for a unit to be generated.

We would also like to propose that a diagnostic/residential facility be
established on the North Slope to ser/e native students from this and other
“"bush"™ ar.-as. We envision a facility similiar to the Jesse Lee Heme, or
possibly one based on the original Whaley Center concept. We are in need
of a place to bring;students, parents, .nd teachers for training and follow-
up services. For those that need long term treatment, the colrural shock
of existing in an urban area would be minimized here 1in 3arrcw. As costly
as this seems, it would still be less expensive than sending tho.»e needing
treatment cut of the district or out of the state.

As it stands now, there is little hope for us to provide services for
the low incidence child in cur village schools, or for that matter, here
in Barrow. There are simply too many factors working against us. We can
no longer expect a generalist to meet the needs of each child. We can onlv
meet the paperwork guidelines. The intent of 94-142 1is good, but it is nut
working on the North Slope of Alaska.

Respectfully submitted,
Sam Bushcn, Coordinator

N."S.B.S.D. Special Services
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CC.1.ANICATION DISORDERED
THESE MU.19ERS NAT CHANGE UHE.1 OUR FIRST 9CARTER
REPGRT 1S 3U3.1ITTED.

BASED UPON THESE HUHBEW UE ARE SPENDING AN AVE***j£
OF S10.3A3.00 PER LEVEL 4 STUDENT. CUR DASIC
INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT ALLOTNSNT REITtSURSES US AT THE
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BILL HAUKINS. CHILD STUOT TEArt LEADER

KODIAK [ISLAND SOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

*CC: KODIAK ISLAND -
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vhich to bring students, parents, end teachers for training end follow-up
services as a less costly alternative to sending students out of the
district end out of the state.

S,event)( .eoi students are presently{ being serviced in tuO state. Forty-
five of these students are served In e centralised residential/leducational
state contract pro%raa through the Anchorage School District. The contract
program receives $984,000 in start funds. “Once their students are accepted
into the program, sending districts are no Ionger re3ﬁ0n5|ble for funding
the child's service cost, Deaf students served In other districts ccoc
under rpocial education foundation ADM/F7Z funding. Kenui serves several
deaf students at a cost of $12,500 per child per year yet receives only
$3,000 per child per year from foundation finds.

A child vich s cooblnstlon of _phrsical and mental handicaps who lives sc
home and attends school in his focal southeastern coxsurlry say receive the
following se .ices Iron the agencies ;osced during the year:

. nedical treatment: privets physician o ,

. Iglvallltjhatlon: Child Developaenc "Services through the Division of Public
ea

. education jupport services: Alaska Resources administered through the
Employment” and Training Center of Alaska , _ _

. special educational materials for vialsn handicap: : 3lind/Visually
Impaired Program through Bristol Bay Regional Resource Center

. speech therapy services:  Southeast Regional Resource Center

. Ehysmal therapy services:  private provider funded by the Handicapped
hildren* s Prograa of the * vision of Public Health

Except for the sedical cars which is provided b¥ a local resident physician
end the local school district vhich implements the daily educational ‘pro-
troa. all of the services are provided by itinerant professionals froa
Juneau or Anchorage. Sose of the services are provided sc no cost to the
district. Others aey cost in excess of $300 a day.

All of the specialised services are Important to the child's success in the
local education prograa. The child's parents nay not even he aware that
such programs are serving their child.” The local school district special
education personnel auat contact each of these agenmes,_request SErvices,
negotiate service aEreenencs, arrange travel schedules, implement program
recommendations, neks sure that reports ere coapleted end that vendors ere
paid for services rendered.

The Department of Education peys the total cost of ooc-of*stece transfers
Bpresently 23 students at an average cost of § per student). The
epartment peys the residential pldcement and non-tuition coecs of inter-
district transfers. charging sending districts the tuition coecs. The
Department of Education does not peY residential placement coecs for Incrt-
discricc transfers. A Department ot Health and Social Services review of
ouc-of-ecace placements found that in manK caoet local communities can
provide the necessary education services hut need noising for children who
can't stay at none. "H_o_usmg_ is creating the need for transfer", -e have
come to accept the justification that student transfers to larger tcnool
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APPENDIX C

SERVING THE LOW INCIDENCE STUDENT IN ALASKA:  CURRENT PROBLEMS



APPENDIX C
SERVING THE LOW INCIDENCE STUDENT IN ALASKA:  CURRENT PROBLEMS

As a result of existing state and federal laws and regulations, scnool districts
are now required to provide a free appropriate public education to all children
reOardless of handicapping conditions. The cost of providing these services has
far exceeded the acquisition of funds to pay for these services. This is espe—
cially true with regard to the "low-incidence” population. Many of the educa-
tional services needed by these students are extra-ordinary in that they are not
the types of services generally available to average school districts. This 1is
especially true in the rural areas of the state. A wide variety of specialized
services must be made available to these special-needs students in each school
district of the state.

At the present time there are several agencies providing a variety of services

to the same or similar children in local schools under several different admin—
istrative and funding mechanisms. For some specialized services, local districts
are required to obtain the needed services from resource centers state or
private agencies. For ocher services local districts are encouraged, because of
funding mechanisms and disincentives, to send their children to special resi—
dential programs provided under State ccncract by the Anchorage School District
or to schools in ocher sc?tea. Still ocher services are provided for some
exceptionality categories by state agencies at no cost to districts but because
of funding restrictions cannot serve other children with similar conditions.

It is assumed chat, as a first option, all districts and REAAs seek to serve nTT
children in the local district program. Such an assumption is embodied in
Public Law 94-142, and Alaska education stacutes and regulations.

It is also assumed that each child can be provided an adequate program of services
in state. While local districts will provide most of the services through local
personnel there will need to*be special resources and personnel made available

to local districts from statewide support programs and in "centralized" or
regionalized programs.

Only through adequate funding of a variety of resources a 4 careful attention to
personnel development, program standards and program administration will the
full service goal for this population be achieved efficiently and comprehensively.

The recomnendation3 presented result from the consideration of alternative
solutions to the problems illustrated by the following examples:

1. The North Slope School District serves 25 low-incidence children at a
current cost of $9,114 per child; spends about twice as much money 1in
special education as is generated under the foundation system and would
increase costs to $12,500 per child if iti Zarant *ud outreach services for
a Speech/Language Specialist, ED Psychologist, Physical Therapist, Deaf
Educator, Deaf Interpreter, and a Parent Counsellor/Trainer were fully
funded.

2. The North Slope Borough School District, like a;ny other rural and urban
districts, envisions development of a diagnostic/residential facility to



APPENDIX D

NEEDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DELIVERY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

TO LOW-INCIDENCE POPULATION STATEWIDE

1. PROGRAM MODELS AND SLANDARDS

A.

A.

3.

C.

Urban and rural service delivery models.

Program standards which cake into account a combination of delivery
models.

Curricula and models for vocational education programs.

Methodologies for serving low-incidence students in correspondence
programs.

Scandards for consultants.
“ tmer and \ear-Round programs.
Allocation of educational facility space for local programs.

Improved local education resources plus allied health and social
services in order to reduce out-of-district transfers.

Adapt standard testing instrutents for use with the lou-incidence
population.

Centralized or regionalized programs with housing componen s.

in-state residential and education programs and facilities for
that portion of emotionally disturbed and orthopedically handi—

capped populatio®s, and for a few "other health impaired"” students

who need specia” medical and health care, for whom services are
unable to be pro lied locally.

. programs for special short-term intensive services to low-incidence

populations.

. continuum of alternative community housing resources.

APPROPRIATE PERSONNEL AND TRAININC FOR PERSONNEL

In some disciplines, there are position vacancies which districts
cannot fill.

3ilingual personnel are needed particularly in outlying districts.

Lack of adequate housing in some villages results in high turn-over.



districts and out-of-state are made for educational reasons even though
there is clear evidence to the contrary. The lack of funding for local
residential/family support services by the Department of Education and the
Departmr of Health and Social Services results in high-cost placements
away from home communities. There are no financial incentives for school
districts to work o keep children in the local community.

Anchorage School District estimates that 100 of their 837 Level TV students
are transfers from other districts of the state.

At present the State Department of Education must negotiate separate con—
tracts with many different agencies and residential service providers to
obtain essential services for children with low-incidence handicaps.



D. Opportunity for training and consultation with other specialists and
high travel deuands result in a high burn-out rate.

E. Training and supervision of aides.

F. Districts do not have sufficient resources for personnel recruitment.

G. Inability of specialized personnel to see students in outlying areas
regularly.

E. There 1is a general lack of diagnostic personnel.

l. Increased capability to test bilingual children.

J. Improved pre-service and in-service training for perse-nel.

K. S~ illed trainer.;.

L. Adequate time and financial resources for training.

M. Follow-up.on service delivery following training.

N. Training of superintendents, school boards, principals, administra—

tors, special education teachers, regular education teachers, aides,
and regular teachers.

ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION
A Statewide data collection system.

B. Resolve conflict between federal and state laws and regulations,
particularly with regard to definitions, eligibility, and funding for
services to the age 20 student.

C. Program administration wich provides for the identification of student
resource needs earlier in the fiscal cycle.

D. Consistent statewide policies and policy interpretation from the
Department of Education.

E. Memorandums of Agreement between DOE and H&SS and between divisions
within departments.

F. Role definitions of personnel and for consistent central management of
low-incidence services in the Department of Education.

G. Improved coordination and delineation of responsibility between edu—
cational programs and allied health and social services programs:

. alcohol counselling
. mental health programs
. housing and residential program
. vocational rehabilitation
. public health
legal servxeos



. corrections

. social services

. Alaska Psychiatric Institute
. State Program for the Leaf

H. Need to combine similar programs and reduce fragmentation and pos—
sibility of duplication.

l. Need for life-long continuity of service between agencies:
infant learning programs and transition to school district pro—
grams at age three (1).
. continuum of vocation-1 services in school after graduation.

J. Sharing nd use 0€ diagnostic information among program personnel.

K. A unified, representsrive statewide constituency group for special
education.

FUNDING

A- The ptesenc foundation formula generally funds aporoximately one-third

to one-half of the actual cost of service.

B. The present foundation system encourages the placement of students at
Level 1V inorder to generate needed funds, yet such placement is not
in keeping with the intent of P.L. 94-142 or necessarily in the best
interest of the individual student. The more a district integrates a
handicapped child into regular education programs, the less money the
district generates for service.

D. Smaller districts do not have a sufficient number of students to
generate funding needed for adequate provision of programs.

E. Funding 1is not provided for diagnosis and assessment. Therefore,
costs associated with assessment of students who are found not to be
eligible for special education are not recoverable.

F. There is no way, under the present system, to insure that funds
received for special education are utilized for special education.

G. There 1is agreat disparity of funding levels for contract programs.
Some receive basic funding for personnel and must charge local dis—
tricts for travel and as~ociaced costs, while others receive funding
for non-personnel costs.

H. There isd lack of funding for specialized equipment and materials.
I. There isa lack of funding for transportation for regular service to
itinerant staff and to bring students to larger schools for diagnosis

and assessment, short-cerm intensive services.

J. There 1is presently no funding for sunnier and year-round programs.



Funding for intra-district transfers is not the same as for inter—
district transfers, thus creating a disincentive for districts to keep
students as close to home as possible since it is less costly to
transfer the student to another district.
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APPENDIX E
SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS

Urban, rural, and centralized programs are essential elemeuts of a comprehensive
statewide system of special education for children with low-incidence handicaps.
The three service delivery nodels, their similarities and differences, must be
recognized and supported in the development of regulations, program standards,
and administrative policies. The models, their components, and basic require—
ments are as follows:

URBAN

Specialized programs for groups of children with similar handicapping
conditions and service needl.

Personnel employed by the local district:

. specialists in educating specific disability groups
. diagnosis/assessment staff
. related service personnel:

. occupational therapy

. physical therapy

. speech therapy

. audiology

. psychology

. recreational therapy

. orientation/mobility

Medical constlcarts are locally available

Specialized e~uipmnt, materials, and facilities provided » the district
as part of the p ™ ._gram

RURAL (3 or less students)

Specialized programs for individual children with dissimilar handicapping
conditions and different service needs

Teachers and aides employed by tne local district:
generalists in special education

Itinerant personnel provide specialized services, and materials and train
local teachers and aides to implement prescriptive programs

Medical consultants availab. on itinerant basis

Specialized equipment and materials purchased by district or used on loan
from centralized programs or itinerant service agencies

Regular (3-4 times a year) on-site visit by trained specialist and support
staff



. APPENDIX D .

NEFDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DELIVERY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES
TO-LOW-INCIDENCE POPULATION STATEWIDE
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. evaluation/assessment

. participation in CST & IEP development

. development of prescriptive programs and data systems
training of teacher and aide who implement programs
training of other personnel
assistance in training parents

Mechanism for appropriate diagnosis/assessment either in local village or
at other location

Trained local perseenel who work with the child daily

Parent training prograi*

Library of materials and equipment

Extensive in-service training program for local, personnel

Availability of 12-montb program including access to centralized program
for periodic and/or summer 1intensive specialized training and education
services

CENTRALIZED

Community with capability for serving children from ocher areas and with
local daily availability of specialized and related support services and
foster home or group home placement options with payment of parents or

staff for service provision

."raining services to parents, facility staff, allied medical, health and
social services personnel

Outreach and follov-up services to natural fancies

Weekly professional assistance to families and groups home
Social/Recreational options

Develop/approve new materials, methods, and equipnenc
Provide diagnosis, assessment, evaluation services

Capability for providing long-cerm (30 day) icineranc services



<«
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APPENDIX F
URBAN AND RURAL SERVICE DELIVERY FOR LOW INCIDENCE HANDICAPPED

Currently, two board categories of service delivery systeas are recognized:

urban and rural. The urban aodels of service delivery are characterized by
relatively large numbers of students with varying types of low-incidence handicaps.
In many cases it is possible to develop a self-contained classroom of 10-12
students who have similar handicapping conditions. Under such a system, one will
find specially designed proerari for the audltorially impaired, visually impaired,
orthopedically handicapped, naotionally handicapped, retarded, deaf-blind, and
multiply handicapped. [In addition to highly trained teaching staffs, supportive
professionals such as speech therapists, audiolegists, physical and occupational
therapists, psychologists, recreational therapists, orientation/aobilicv
specialists and medical consultants are also readily available.

Since a relatively large number of low-Incidence handicapped students are
gathered together, the funding mechanisms currently allow urban school districts
co afford these services. This availability of aarvlces also provldas an

avenue for rural school districts co transfer students to these urban areaa
thereby requiring chat residential cervices also be provided.

A need co continue the centralized residential programs os currently provided

by urban districts in Alaska is recognized. These programs provide many children
with the necessary educational environment to move towards more independence
within society.

These urban models also sarva the rural araas of the state by providing exemplary
educational service delivery systeas which rural areas can look to for replica—
tion of specific educational techniques. These urban t>dol» can provide
temporary services to rural students who need diagnostic a-id evaluative services
which cannoc necessarily be provided in a rural school diaerlct.

Rural schools, conversely find the developsenc of comprehensive services extremely
difficult. Few schools serving email numbers of low-Incidence children can

afford the mul.ltude of teaching and supportive professionals required. While

one severe mentally retarded and/or multiple handicapped student say require
specially designed instruction In several areas and the eupporclve cervices of
numerous professionals, the funding generated by this student la Insufficient

to hire the qualified teaching staff.

While schools receive funding based primarily upon the numbers of students
served, the low-Incidence student say require a dlsproportloses mab*r pf services.
For example, a rural school district attempting t? serve three severely/pro—
foundly handicapped student finds that these students require specially designed
instruction in the areas of education for the severely retarded. In addition,
these students require ehe supportive services of e speech pathologist, sn
audiologist, physical and occupational cherapltes, a psychologist, < recreational
therapist, and medical consultants. Often special education staff consists of
teachers with no specific training with the severely handicapped. Likewise,

the supportive personnel are not available In the rural dlacrlict to provide eh#
legally maadaeed related serv.ces. While the rural schools heve avery desire

to meet the needs of all their students, Che provision of the many services required

is impossible given current staffing lavels.
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While ehla report proposes incressed funding levels for lov-incidsncs haadi-
capped students, ie is contended that the cost of providing all the profes—
sionals necessary on a full tiae basis to each school would be prohibitive.
Instead, it is sore cost effective and just as educationally effective to have a
state-wide consortlua cooposed of the necessary professionals who would provide
technical assistance and staff training to districts on an individual basis.
For instance, a physical therapist can be retained on a consultant basis and
visit the school three to four tines a year. This interaction is sufficient
because of the way 1in which this consultant is used. He/She diagnoses end
prescribes for thoss students for whoa physical therapy has bscn indicated by a
physician. Freacripciona f~r physical therapy are in progracraatic fora and the
teacher of the child for whoa a prescription has been written is taught by tbs
therapist how to conduct the prograa. A data tystea to asasure ths progress of
the student through, the prograa is established as part of the data system.
Thsee data and the progress through a prograa art then shared becveen the hoae,
school, and physical therapist and ths prograa is updated in the saae aannar as
ochsr programs for the atudent. If difficulties in a particular prograa art
nan.ifsated before the next visit of the therapist, the therapist can be reached
by telephone for consultation.

This asthod of consultation has been used by the Federal Title 71-C (Deaf-Blind)
Crane for several years. It has served students in a very adequate nanner
across the state. An analysis of why it has been successful aust conclude thee
the consul ting specialists have been able to csoaunicate their orogrsa in a
sequenced format, have been responsive to data, and have supported the concept
thee parents and teachers are capable, after instruction by the consultant, co
conduct the programs prescribed.

In conjunction with the needs of serving this low-incidence population is ths
necessity of providing trained personnel to educate these students. This can be
accomplished through (1) continuing to recruit quaillfled individuals co Alaska

to serve these students. (2) expending existing pre-service progress to train

the necessary individuals (currently existing pre-service prograns do soe neces—
sarily provide their graduates with all the skills needed co teach this popula—
tion), and (3) provide extensive and continuous in-service training to existing
staff In regards co iov-incidence populations.

Projected Tepartaect of Education needs for special education teachers and aides
for 1980-41 reflect e temend for about 912 person*. Since lot*-incidence student*
are scattered throughout the state. It ia conceiveble that teachers end sides
will be working with these students. This will create * need for treining for
eany of these personnel, end nay also include training of edninletrations,

aidss, sdpport service personnel, and parrots. Sine* staff turn-over 1is high In
Alaska, training to some districts nay have co be repeated on e yearly basis.



APPENDIX G
PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM

To effectively solve the problems districts face regarding recruitmentf selection,
training and retention of qualified special education personnel, a comprehensive
system needs to be developed. Consistent with the current Department of Education
re-organisation plan, responsibility for developing such a system rests vith

the nev State Professional Development Steering Coaalttce.

Recommendations regarding special education vhlch vill need to be considered
by the State Professional Development Steering Committee are:

. Establishing and staffing a central recruiting agency for special education
personnel to undertake active recruitment of personnel, conduct personnel
screening, arrange local on-site Interviews prior to hiring. Costs of such
an agency should be shared by school districts and ehe Department of Education.

. Developing a statewide incentive prograa for special education personnel
including:

. centralized pre-service training for new rural personnel;

. student teaching and intern opportunities in rural schools;

. teacher exchange programs;

. teacher training and paraprofessional training programs for local people
through grants, fellowships, internships;

. programs to encourage training and employment of natives;

. development of career ladders;
improved opportunities for sabbatical leaves, leave of absence and
professional training.

. Providing special education training programs for principals, superinten—
dents, and school board neabers. .
Improving housing for tsachers and providing temporary housing for Itinerant
personnel.



RATIONALE FOR CHANGES IN SPECIAL EDUCATION FOUNDATION FORMULA
(March 24, 1981)

The purpose of this correspondence is to delineate a rationale for
increased funding for special education and the deletion of "level of
service" concept from the Special Education Foundation Formula.

1. This recommendation was developed and unanimously supported by
a task force app: :nted by the State School Board. The reconmendation
IS supported by tne State School Boards Associa.'on, Alaska
Education Association, Alaska Parent/Teacher Association,
Alaska Superintendent's Association, Alaska Administrators of
SPeC|aI Education, and Alaska State Board of Education (see
attachment A).

2. The "level of service" concept is a deterent to providing a
successful educational experience to a certified special
education student for the following reasons:

a. The foundation formula acts as a regressive influence on
special education students by encouraging educators to
P_rowde_ more special education services rather than more
ime with their peers in the regular classroom (main-
streaming). One of our goals in special education is to
mainstream a student as much as possible inormallzatl_on),
but the foundation formula encourages just the opposite
by providing a_larger reimbursement for a greater time in
special education.

b. "Level of service" requires members of the Child Study
Team (no less than 3) to denote the exact amount of time
in special education. If these "levels" were eliminated,
alot of unnecessary paperwork could be eliminated. In
Anchorage alone approximately 1,000 hours per year of
paperwork could be devoted to anothe** endeavor.

3. The present special education foundation formula does not
provide adequate revenue to cover the minimum costs that are
necessary to provide an adequate special education program,
especially 1n the larger districts. As an example. Anchorage
School Ofstrict will spend approximately $18.3 million in
1981/82 to assist special education students. These same.
students will generate only $11.2 million of revenue. This
indicates that the Anchorage taxpayers will have to provide
over $7.5 million of local "support to assist their children
Igsee attachment B). If the Special Education Foundation
ormula were changed for FY 82, Anchorage special education
costs would approximate $20.3 million and total revenue would
approximate $19.4 million (see attachment C). This is_equivalent
to a local contribution of $435 per FIE special education
student. These monies are needed in order to provide for the
following services (see attachment D):



a. Diagnosis and assessment.

b. 1ow pupil/teacher ratios for restricted handicapped.
c. Related services.

d. More restricted handicapped.

These costs do not take into consideration an estimated $2.5
million of recommended special education additions. These
additions are necessary to improve the Anchorage program to an
established standard (See attachment E).

Similar costs and rationale can be delineated for the larger districts
such as Fairbanks, Kenai, Mat-Su, Kodiak, Juneau and Ketchikan. These
large districts bear the brunt of the excess special education costs due
tolth? reasons delineated above. These funds would also provide taxpayer
relief.

If these additional funds are provided, summer school programs for
special education students can be adequate_IY Browded and all students
Irél need of special education assistance will be provided an adequate
education.

One of the greatest special education needs in the Alaska districts with
low pupil enrollments is educating a low incidence student (severely
handicapped students such as deaf, blind, severe/profound, etc.). A
task force appointed by the Council for the Handicapped and Gifted has
developed a recommendation to deal with this high area of need_ésee
attachment FJ. If these additional foundation monies are provided,
adequate funds can be rechanneled to support the low incidence population
throughout the state.



JAY S. HAMMOND

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER N AR RARKA G FICE BUILDING
TO: Special Education Task Force Members
FROM: .
DATE: February 23, 1981
RE: Minutes and Final Report - Juneau Meeting

Please find attached the minutes and the final report from the Juneau
meetl_n?. Terry Coon and Tom Brown did an excellent job of presenting the
Special Education Task Force Report to the State Board of Education.
Followmgdthelr presentation, the Board voted 7-0 to accept the recommenda®
tions made.

The fiscal note, usin% the FY 81 student count, resulted in a slightly
higher increase than that estimated from FY 80 enroliment used in making
the final report. Steve Hole's estimated cost (increase) under the new
formula is $19.1 million.

IIzwant to thank each of you for your contribution to the work of the Task
orce. .

Enclosures

iilh



SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE REPORT
Background

The Special Education Task Force was established by the State Board it
its October meeting in Glennallen, with the actual members of the group
being named by the State Board at its December meeting in Anchorage.

Members of the Special Education Task Force included:

Afaire Stanton, State Board
Barbara Block, PTA o
Tom Brown, Superintendents' Association

o Sue Glocke, Health and Social Services

C*/ctvl] mo Parks, NEA/Alaska

Robert Greene, Alaska Association of School Boards
Marsha Buck, Governor's Council
Terry Coon, Special Education Directors
Steve Daeschner, Anchorage
Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp

Two general Task Force meetings were held, one in Anchorage on December 3-4,
1980, and the second in Juneau, February 5-6, 1981  Moreover, two sub-
committee meetings were held, one on fiscal matters and the other on grants
for extraordlnarﬁ_cwcumstances related to special education for low incidence
and for geographically hard-to-serve students.

Findings

The Task Force identified the following problems relative to special education
funding under the present system:

1. Least restrictive environment versus present funding system
based on percentage of direct services;

2. Requirements of Child Find re: no funding for diagnosis and
assessment;

3. Special education funds not following program (accountability
of special education funds);

4. Low incidence students not adequately funded under present
?ystelm, thu)%rFE fails to recognize need for services beyond Level IV and
or lower )

5. Geographically hard-to-serve not adequately funded under present
system;

6. Related service requirements not recognized by present system;

1. Inappropriateness of first quarter floor for special education
funding;



8. Need for twelve month services for some students not recognized
by present funding system; and

9. Staff development/in-service not funded, although required.
Two proposals were put forward by the Task Force for dealing with the
aforementioned problems. One waS a proposal by Tom Brown, representing
the superintendents, which called for:

1. Elimination of the present level/-of-service concept;

2. Counting each special education student as one FTE;

- 3. Use of an adjustment divisor for calculating the amount of
district state aid for special education pursuant to the formula:

Special Education X Instructional State Aid _
Enrollment (ADM) Unit Value » for Special Education
Adjustment Divisor

The second proposal consisted of a grant program co deal with the low incidence
handicapping condition. Subcommittees were established to study each of
these two proposals.

After reviewing the reports from the two subcommittees and after deliberating

during its two day meeting in February, the Task Force made three recoronendations
to the State Board.

Recommendations.

The Task Force, in evaluating the two aforementioned proposals, arrived at the
following recommendations:

1. That AS 14.17.041(f) be amended, deleting ADMFTE (Levels-of-Service
Concept) and replacing it with a straight count. ~Moreover, amend the state
aid schedule for special education to reflect a funding ratio of 15-1 for all
districts, except Anchorage, Fairbanks, Kenai, Mat-Su and Juneau, which
shall use a funding ratio of 11 - 1.

~ 2. That recommendation one be all inclusive, that 1s, cover al®
district costs for special education, Including low-incidence, geographically
hard-to-serve, and summer school programs.

3. That the State Board request a final report from the Governor's
Council on Handicapped and Glfted's Task Force on Low-Incldence Handlcameg
Cé)ndlﬁgons, which '1s presently addressing state-wide programs for specia
education.



SP. ED. INITIAL DOLLAR PERCENTAG

DISTRICT ADM BILL COST SP. EOQ. INCREASE INCREASE
N.W. Arctic 247 1,016.9 478.5 538.4 113
Chugach 5 46.3 -0- 46.3 100
Ada 93 378.2 216.1 162.5 75
Annette 65 200.7 120.4 80.3 66
Chatham 42 125.0 83.4 41.6 50
|dItarod 33.6 179.4 119.6 59.8 50
Lower Yukon 193 777.6 538.3 239.3 44
Yukon-Koyuk 93 418.7 299.1 119.6 40
Lake 4 Peninsula 46 239.3 179.4 59.8 33
S.E. Island 50 166.7 125.0 41.7 33
Railbelt 56 185.2 138.9 46.3 33
Alas a Gateway 80 277.8 231.5 46.3 20
C%per River 85 266.3 221.9 44.4 20
S\W. Region 89 358.9 299.1 59.8 20
LKSD 206 1,256.1 1,076.7 179.4 16
Aleutian 22 115.8 115.8 -0- 0
8ering Strait 45 1794 299.1 -0- 0
Del ta . 145 463.1 509.4 -0- 0
Kuspuk 29 119.6 119.6 -0- 0
Pribilof 28 115.8 173.7 -0- 0
Yukon Flat 51 239.3 239.3 -0- e 0

PAGE TOTAL 1,765.5 31



FY 82 b

SP. ED. INITIAL DOLLAR PERCENTAGE
DISTRICT ADM BILL COST SP. ED. INCREASE INCREASE
Fairbanks 1,556 6,137.4 2,204.3 3,933.1 178
Kenai 863 3,292.5 1,417.0 1,875.5 132
Mat-Su 612 2,247.5 1,043.5 1,204.0 115
Juneau 680 2,392.6 1,119.1 1,273.5 114
Galena 17 119.6 59.8 59.8 100
King Cove 22 115.8 57.9 57.9 100
Pelican 2 43.2 -0- 43.2 100
Haines 122 399.4 2219 . 177.5 80
Anchorage 4,000 14,046.8 7,833.8 6,213.0 79
Kodiak 513 1,566.7 940.0 626.7 56
Sitka 281 762.5 481.6 280.9 58
Cordova 76 266.3 177.5 88.8 50
Ketchikan 393 1,041.9 694.6 347.3 50
Petershurg 134 361.2 240.8 120.4 50
Wrangell 90 240.8 160.5 80.3 50
Yakutat . 34 138.9 92.6 46.3 50
Hoonah 49 172.9 129.6 43.3 33
Nenana 46 185.2 138.9 46.3 33
Dillingham 65 299.1 239.3 59.8 25
North Slope 182 177.6 717.8 59.8 8
Bristol Bay 19.5 119.6 119.6 -0- 0.
Craig 28.5 83.4 125.0 -0- 0
Hydabirg 9 41.7 41.7 -0- 0
Kake 42 125.0 125.0 -0- 0
Klawor.k 17 83.4 83.4 -0- 0
Nome 123 538.3 538.3 -0- 0
Sand Point 14 57.9 57.9 -0 Ox
Skagway 28.5 33.4 83.4 -0- 0
St. Mary's 42 | 1795 179.5 -0- 0
Unalaska 21 115.8 173.6 -0- 0
Valdez 187 576.9 665.7 -0- 0
TOTAL 16,637.4 82
On 3ase Fairbanks 475 1,200.7
On 9ase Anchorage 385 g&&g
DOE Student Transfers (Tuition Stud.) 600.0 .0).
DCE Contract Schools — 666.3 666-8). .
REAAS 1,765.5

BILL TOTAL (Increase) 19,070.0



SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE

Alaska Department of Education
February 5-6 Meeting
Juneau, Alaska

Minutes

Task Force Meeting was called to order at 1:15 p.m. by
Chairman Terry Coon.

Agenda was amended and adopted per appendix item one.

Reports of the subcommittees established by the Task Force
at its December meeting were presented. First, the report
of the Subcommittee on Grants for Extraordmaryr Circum-
stances was presented by Marsha Buck. Second, Tom Brown
and Steve Daeschner preSented the report of the Subcommittee
on Funding. Both of these subcoronittee reports are located
in the apﬁendm. In_addition, reports were presented to the
rou b% ?(/ra Howe, Program Standards Task Force, and _b%/
arsna Buck, Governor's Council for Handicapped and Gifted.
This latter report from the Governor's Council was a re-
sponse to the subcommittee proposals for funding and for
(e:xtrao_rldlnary grant programs, which were reviewed by the
ouncil.

Steve Daeschner moved and Barbara Block seconded t motion

to recess meeting. Motion passed and meeting was recessed
at 4:10 p.m.

l(\:/leeting was reconvened at 9:12 a.m. by Chairmun Terry
oon. ]

After listening to the presenters of the aforementioned
reports, the Task Force discussed, at length, the pros
and the cons of the changes in special education funding
proposed by the group., Questions were raised and ad-
dressed relative to Pl) criteria for grant grogram
covering extraordinary circumstances (2) 25S local
contribution feature of extraordinary grant program

(3) legitimacy of district budget submittals re the
chairman's letter requesting amount of dollars needed
to comply with P.L. 94-142 %4) appropriateness of
various divisors used in_formula FS) fiscal impact of
staffing proposals from Program Standards Task Force
(6) accountability of special education funds (7) low
incidence handicapping conditions and geographically
hard-to-serve issue re statewide programs and (8)
political realities/strategies regarding implementation
of proposed increase in special education funding.

CALL TO ORDER

AGENDA
REPORTS

RECESS

MEETING RECONVENED

DELIBERATIONS
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Following these deliberations, the Task Force turned its RECOMMENDATIONS
attention to actions (motions) designed to fulfill its
mission from the State Board of Education.

Steve Oaeschner moved and Tom Brown seconded that the ACTION
Task Force recommend to the Sta.te Board of Education

that AS 14.17.041(f) be amended, deleting ADM/FTE

(Levels-of-Service Concept) and replacing it with a

straight count. Moreover, amend the state aid

schedule for special education to reflect a funding

ratio of 15 - 1 for all disMcts, except Anchorage,

Fairbanks, Kenai, Mat-Su ar*< Juneau, which shall

use a funding ratio of 11 - 1. Motion carried.

Moved by Barbara Block and seconded by Steve Daeschner ACTION
that recommendation one be all inclusive, that is,

cover all district costs for special education, 1n-
cluding’Tcw-incidence, geographically hard-to-serve,

and summer school programs.” Motion carried.

Moved by Marsha Buck and seconded g(" purpose of ACTION
discussion) by Barbara Block "hut'the T"sk Force

reccmnend to the State 3oard of Education that

contract funding for statewide programs for low

incidence handicapping ronditions be consolidated

under a single administrative system and be adequately

funded. Motion failed.

Steve Oaeschner moved and 3arbara Block seconded a ACTION
recoimendation that the State Board request a final

report from the Governor's Council on Handicapped and

Gifted's Task Force on Low-Incidence Handicapping

Conditions, which is presently accessing state-wide

programs for special education. Motion carried.

« Moved by Marsha Buck and seconded (for purpose of dis- ACTION
cussion) by Barbara Block that the Task Force request
the State Board of Education to recommend an accounta-
bility system be established by the Department of
Education ensuring that special education dollars are
spent on special education programs where the identified
needs of special education students are not being met.
Motion failed.

Moved by Tom Brown and seconded bg Steve Oaeschner ACTION
that Chairman TerrK Coon and Tom Brown present a

final report for the SEemaI_Educatlon ask Force

to the State Board of Education on Tuesday,

February 10, 1981. Motion carried.

Moved by Steve Daeschner and seconded by Carolyn Ooggett ADJOURNMENT
that the meetlncll adjourn. Motion passed. Meeting
adjourned at 4:1I5 p.m.



V.

VI.
VII.
VIII,

SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE MEETING
February 5-6
Juneau, Alaska

AGENDA

Call to Order

Approval of Minutes for Anchorage Meeting

Adoption of Agenda

Reports

A.  Subcommittee onBlock Grants

B.  Subcommittee on Funding

C. Program Standards Task Force Report
0. Governor's Council Report
Statewide Programs (Funding)
Deliberations and Recommendations

Final Report re; Legislation
Journment



SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDING TASK FORCE

Sub-Committee Report
Re: Extraordinary Circumstances Grants

Grant Parameters: .S
.o * &

1. A grant can be made available to an LEA only after the LEA establishes or
shows proof that foundation funding received is inadequate to meet the extra—
ordinary circumstance or is exhausted, and that the LEA has achild or
children in ne*d of extraordinary service.

2. An LEA must contribute at I<*asc 25Z of the cost of providing for the extra—
ordinary circumstance out of irs foundation or localfunds.

3." A Child Study Team at the LEA level must establish adefinite unmet need
for a specific child or specif. T children and asstnae all responsibility

for tne provision of service ptior to applying for an extraordinary circura-
stance grant. o r *

4. Extraordinary Circumstances Grants need to be available throughout the year. -

o - L J ® '. . ® L J *=
« B R . 4 _ * -1 -
Extraordinary Circumstances for Which Grants May 3e Applied*
1. Severely/profoundly multi-handicapped students. N e

2. Low-incidence handicapped or extraordinarily gifted/talented students
needing highly specialized programs. (Example: An emotionally handicapped,
blind student who is mainstreamed but in need of sveh things as counseling,

orientation and mobility training and a summer prograa in independent livin
KT " ' - - - ("

r g .
3. St idents who are so- exceptional as co need 1-co-1 e”uraciooal resources or

sr..-vices throughouc the day in. order to benefit from appropriate placement.

- * *

4. Summir school prjgrams. *

3. Students moving into a district mid-year for whom no appropriate program
exists.

6. Out-of-discrict placements.

7. Development of local residential programs for low incidence handicapping
conditions.

3. Geographically hard to serve students who are in need of coecly itinerant
services.
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DATE: January 21, 1981 -

. «iwi ¥ eee  foommalmh, oW
TO: Special Education Task Forct-Hembers Q
FROM:  James W. Elliott, Ph.O. n I’ yi .

Commissioner®s Representative

RE: Funding Subcommittee Report ufm ook w_
On Wednesday, January 13, Tom Brown"s proposal, which was presented to ; K
the Task Force at the Ancho.-.ge meeting, was analyzed by the referenced
subcommittee. You will recall that Tom"s proposal called for: oV . e o 1.

1. Elimination of the present level-of-service con

2. Counting each special education student as one FTE;
"’\y. rr.™ r _e

Ve = —

3. Use of an adjustment divisor for calculating the amount
of district state aid for special education pursuant to
the formula:

Special Education Instructional State Aid
Enrollment Unit Value for Soeclal
Adjustment Divisor Education

Using tha above formula, the subcommittee arrived at projected FY82

funding estimates for special education by district. Therefore, pleare v

find enclosed, for your review, the results of the subcommittee®s work

In the form of a comparison chart showing funding under the present \j .t_h'SJ
system and funding under Ton"s proposal using a series of different

adjustment divisors, plus two combinations for districts with> and <

1500 AOM.

Also, please find additional charts prepared by Steve Oaeschner, us<ng
an adjustment divisor of 11, and 3111 .Mulnlx"s analysis of different
divisors using averaoe Instructional unit values and a ¢ 1500 AON
enrollment factor.

At our February 5-6 meeting In Juneau, the group as a -hole will be
requested, of course, to take action on a*recommended proposal for

increasing special education funding. oo O
..

JVE/$T
Enclosures



smciAL nmcATieN task nracr/

District f of Students o 11 rer_l L. Projected_|_ 1.U. Projected | LI Projected { LIl
79-10 w/Present Potasiln 1*omilu w/Mew 1™ainitn Wi cw_rQIWSI|» w/Mew 1Thmi lii
¢ $ MInf divisor cf Using divisor of Using divisor of w/j 1500 SImlcn
| e 13 95 Is*$ Hictor 11/15 4
Anchorage™ 4121 110 373 317 27S 375
6,946,200 14,471,230 12,233,030 10,612,250 14.471.230
Wistol Iy 2 ) 3 2 2 2
119.630 179,445 119,630 119,630 119,630
Cordova 66 4 6 6 S 5
177,316 166,27 206,274 221,8% 221,8"S
Craig kil 2 3 ¢ 3 3 3
03,334 123.031 123,031 173,031 125,031
dill Infko 3 4 3 S 4 4
719, 260 790,075 299,073 239.260 239,260
rilttanlii 1306 ss 137 116 101 137
2,377,133 3,921,217 5,013,636 4,365,311 3,921,217
r«ln« 73 2 2 7 7 2
119,630 119.630 119,630 119.630 119.630
IUtnes 133 S 12 n 9 9
221193 337,341 4140,169 399,411 309,411
Hoomih 49 3 3 4 4 4
. 129,663 116,103t 17711 177,004 172.144

t
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Pltitirt

1

IflInf fibm1*

(Vilhw

r*n*r 41m
ti-l« brrif

M linrf

1A | rminvila

Imrt ImInUIK"

T of Sliklentt
79*10

61

1))

74

fimm mr/Tim tv* mnai

1 1.U.
w/rrewil fomila
o1

I
100,141
7
119,6)0
7
119,610
)
1/9,44)
|f
1,016,1)1

Pigjrcictl | LIL
w/Mrw Tomiln
Ihinc Hivisor of

1 e1

6
354,010

200.311

441.16*
72
1.011.770

)

179,441

3
129,441

1
m,«7«

I
1,716,111

Piojrclrd 1 1.U.
v/Ucw loiiniln
Hilitp Divinor of
135

299,0/5
4
166, 204
1
46,300
9
399,411
]|
033,144
3
179,441
2
119,610
4
*239,760
n
1,076,670

Projected * LIL.
w/Mcv lonwiln
Ihin* Divinor of

5%

S
299,071

166,700
1
46,300
4
355,032
16

T <4
3

179,445
2

119,6)0
4

2)9,260
16

057,040

ITojccinl * LIL

o lotmiln
v/* 1500 Snklent
factor 11/15 « $

5
299,075
4
166,700
1
46,304
‘
355,002
16
740,970
3
179,141

119,6)0
4
7)9,760__
7
,7)i



District

1

lower Yukon
Nortlmrst Arctic
Tril.Uor
Southeast Island
Soutlivcst
Rlliscit
Yukon Hats

Yukon-k ital.dk

« RTAA Sub-Tolal
0

| of Students
70-80

190

161

5|

107

1.705

> LI
w/Present lotmiln

+ 3

n
657,965
8
478,570
3
173,655
3
175,051
4
239,760
5
231,540
S
299,075

4
5,649,224

SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK UGTCD

Projected 1 LIL
w/New Pomitiln
Using Divisor of

n»3

18
1,076,670
IS
897,225
4 .
231,540I
6
250,062
n
657,965
6
777,848
6
558,890
10

LVIMBET

175
9,431,857

Projected » 1.U.
w/Ncw tormiln
Using Divisor of

15«3

IS-
897,225
13
777,595
3
173,655
5 *
708,385
10
598,150
S
231,540
S
799,075
9

147

7,934,537

Projected » LIL
w/New 1"ormiln
Using Divisor of

153

13
777,595
1
657,965
3
173,655
4
166,708
8
478,520
4
(185,232
4
(239,620)
8
478,510

130

7,025,375

Projected * I.U.

w/New lurumIn
w/r 1500 Student
Inctor 11/15 <3

13
777,595
n
657,965
3
173,655
4
166,708
8
478"520
4

(IM.21)
4

(739,260)
H

U.uu,j

15

7,374,010



Totnl

Pl strict

7 of Students
79-80

12,218

SPECIAL IUXCATICN TASK

f1.U.
w/Present ronnul*

¢

562
74,853,944

Projected | 1.U.
w/New rorwilo
Using Divisor of
» $

1,134
49,234,852

1.981

rORCII

Projectetl * 1.U.

w/New 16Ii la

Using Divisor of
13¢%

9672
41,790,300
1.681

Ptojectcd 1 LIL.
w/New Pcrmiln
Using Divisor of
IS«$
839
36,479,967

1.468

Projected = 1.U.

w/New 1oimiln
w/« 1500 Student
fnctor 11715 « $

1,061
45,493,854
1.830



14.

16

I School District

Anchorage
nrislol (ly
Cordova
Craig

0111 Ingham
Talthanks
P.alena
Haloes
Iomeh
Hydahurg
Juneau
Xave

Kcnal
Ketchikan
Xing Cove

KlawncV

Instructional
Unit Cost
1901-1902

in, 590
59,015
14,379
41,677
59,015
321
59,015
44,319
43221
41,677
30,590
11,677
41,677
30590
57,1015
41,677

Current
romiila
Instructional
Units
1979-1900

o~ R

Number of
Students
Served
1979-1900

4,121

26
66

a
5
1,506
23
133

49
Il
761
47
730
379
24

Projected
fhmher_of Estimated
Instructional Cost of
Units Direct
e 1%
375 14,670,101
3 100,972
6 209,102
3
5
! 17 6,000,000
2
©
5 lin.732
1
70 2,239.055
5
60 2,005,697
35 1,663.666
3
2 07.610

estimated
Total Cost
Direct Plus

Indirect

1901-1902

10.

347,
226,

116,

,600,

105.

.799,

,607,

,079,

974

200

727

000

290

019

057

507

109,550

fsi Inaled
Cost Using
lev Tmndla 1* 1)
Unit Cost (Onl. 2) X
Projected lhimher of
Instructional Units (1 ". 5)

19,171.750
179,115
266.771
125,0)1
799,075

5,921.777
119,»10
512.590
216,105

11,677

7,701,10
700.3»

7.014.016

1.160.650
173,665

01,34



17.

70.
71.

71.
71.
7S.
76.
7.
IB.
79.

JI.

iSilicol Dlitrict

ICoillIA
Hi11-So
Mrrmjn.

How

North Sloj«
rrilc.o
I*MfnUiri
Sill*

St. Huy"t
Unalatl™
Valtlfi
Mrawjr 11
Trivial

S.od rolnt

Instructional
Unit Cost
1901-190?

44,761
<n,u<
4G_J00
S7.015
59,015
<1,721
<0,14
40.134
<1,677
59.015
57.005
«, 179
<0.134
<6.300
57,005

Current
formjla
Instructional
Unlit
1979-1900

7?
79
3
10
10
0
5
]

Hiekk of

it
Served

1979-1900

506
610

<0
165
176

17?
753

4

191
105

&

Projectrd
UuAier of
Inilme llnn.1
IInllt
Stinlentf 1 11
1979-1900

54
56

5
15
16

1
17
71

Estimated
Cost of
IMrocl
Service
19111-190?

1.770.369
7,010,077

5f.n,365
1.447,596

795,360
1,447,476
107,010

1.416.61)
374,715

EllUaled
loin! Colt
Dirrcl Mm

Indirect o

1901-1907?

7,777,961
7.547,570

710,456
* 1.001.71J

169,700
1.071,707
1)4,762

1,769,541

460,191

ruu.i11
toll IKIm
lrw SI )]
AInll toil (rnl. 7)1
rrojccl*?'! IfcMirr of
Instruction*_Onltt_J Col

?2.417.7sg
2,747.501
7)1.540
097.775
9r7.0i0
<1.7.1
4M N
97J.007
IM,;m
719,760
17J.655
790.077
<01.110

105.7)?

11S,1/0



F B8 838#aRBREA

SN

Projected Estimated

_ Wil Miberof  Instrction Tt of Totl oot dov Fornula & 11

Instructional Instructional  Students Units Direct Direct Plus Unit Cost (Col. 7) X

Unit Cost Units Served Students * 1l Service Indirect Projected Number of

" School District 19111-1907, . 19;9-1900 19/9-190 1979-19110 1901-190? 1901-190? ructlurMl Tinus (Col. )

Adak 51,026 7 50 5 770.1.10
Alaska Gateway 16,300 1 69 7 209,517 361,93.1 371,156
Aleutian Chain 57,005 7 73 3 173,655
Annette Island 10,131 1 72 7 2n0,91fl
During Straits 50,1115 1 65 ( 6 1,906.166 ?2,J03,00? 350,090
Chatham 11,6*7 3 16 5 “f= 9 20n,300
Clmgach 16,300 0 7 | 16,300
] er nlver 11,379 6 13 | 516,000 615,000 100,169
Delta/Greely 16,300 It 731 77 1,010,776
ldItnrod 59,015 7 K14 3 173,000 716,750 1/9,115
kuspuk 59,015 7 76 3 179,115
take and Peninsula 59,015 3 16 5 799,0/5
lower Kutkokwln 59,015 7 i 71 1,679,000 7,036,250 1,756,115
trwer Yukon 59,015 u 190 10 1,076,670
Nor Unrest Artlc 59,015 0 161 15 097.725
Pribllof 57,005 3 K1) 1 731,510
Southeast Island 11,677 J 5% 6 750.067



<9,
50.
Sl.

'School District

Soutlwesl
[tallbelt
Yukon rials

Yukon-Koyukuk

lusimctlon. 11

184555

M,ni5
<63
59.015

59.015

Current
fonMila
Instruction®

ri;U_ r53j$9no_

d
5

0

* Nuwber of

Saidtlls
Served

1979M1900

im

56

170_jrcted
Monitor of
Instruction.2l
Units
Students t 11
A 9-19110

n
6
6

10

Estimated Estimated
Cost of lot.il Cost

Direct Direct Plus

Service Intd Irect

1901-190? 1901-190?
619,119 ;n,n90
717,500 303,175
533,001 666,351
633,079 791,706

tS Him led

Cost Usinti
Hew Totnml.i ff |I1I)
Unit Cost (fnl, 7) X
Projcded Dumber of

Instructional Units (Col.

65/ .966
7// .nio
350,090
590,150

<11,013.901

5)



o

Total Students

12,218

Total Units

1,055

Averaae 81-82

S48.434

Total Students

12,218
12.213
12,218
12.213

Ratio

12-1
15-1

8l

SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE

@Bill Mulnlx)

Based on 11-1 and 15-1

Allotment - Statewide

Ratio

Students-Unlts

12-1
15-1
16-1
18-1

Units

“all

753
679

Nuroer umts

1,018
814
763
679

Resent Funolno

$22.032.100
22.032.100
22.032.100
22.032.100

Cost

$49.30S.912
39.428.276
35.955.142

32.806.536

Increase

S27.273.712
17.393,176
U.923.042

10,854,536

I
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1981-82 CHOOL YEAR

Direct.

Asst. Deputy Supt.

Gifted & Talented

Booth

Mary Johnson House
Whale¥]

Speech/Language

%ess% ITee

sycholo

OTIPT & _ _
Elementary Special Education
R1gel _ _
Secondary_Special Education
Visiting~ Teachers

Health Services

Total Direct

Indirect
3584721 X 109 »
Bond Costs
1,836,103 X .86 *

TOTAL COSTS

(3/11/81)

AttachmentS B

$ 334,963
1,202,037
14,417
52,959
1,040,339
1,211,781
175,282
1,004,758
347,208
3,766,025
554,859'
3,280,937
116,820
150,953

$13,312,938

3,907,346

1,579,048

$18,799,332



REVENUES

(3/11/81)
State
Foundation Support 5185 Units X 38,590) $ 7,139,150
600 Levei IV/18 X 38,590 1,236,333
State Tuition 49,842
Pupil Transportation 1,167,137
Reimbursement for Indirect _ 29,000
Debt Service - Aid for School Construction 1,553,346
Cost Recoveries - Facilities Rentals 7,800
Total State $11,232,608
Local Contribution 7,566,724

Average Oaily Membership (FTE) 2,035



1981-82 WITH ANTICIPATED FUNDING CHANGES
(3/11/81)

Direct Costs
Direct
Deaf
Severe/Profound
Subtotal
Program Needs (See Chart)
Indirect
Bond Costs

Total

Revenues

4,385 ADM/11 X 38,590
Other
Total Revenues

Local Contribution

Local Revenue/PER FTE

$13,312,938
800,000

761 931
14,874,869
(2,500,000)
3,907,346
1,579,048

20,361 ,263
(22/861,263)

15,383,377
4,093,458

19,476,835

(3,384,428)
884,428

$435
(51 663)



Attachment D

AREAS OF CONCERN
WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION FOUNDATION PROGRAM
IN THE ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

The State Department of Education provides a foundation formula (AS 14.17.010,
021, .031) for special education funding. At the present time the statutes
provide foundation units to the District at the rate of 11 full time
equivalent special education students to one unit, taking into account the
number of days 1n service and disregarding the nature of the handicap. The
local taxpayers in Anchorage have provided funds to supplement the special
education student, almost three times a normal student's allocation.

The reason for these excess costs is the inadequate funding base supplied

551 the Department of Education. The following areas summarize these funding
llemmas.,

1) No costs are allowed for the diagnosis and assessment of students. In
Anchorage these costs are in excess of a million dollars, including
costs for psychologists and other testlnq specialists, substitute
teachers so that teachers can sit on Child Study Teams, and addendum
days for teachers.

2) No costs are]fro_wded for related services when students are already
Level IV (rull time special education). Many of our specialists _
(occupational therapists, physical therapistS, speech/language therapists,
orthcpedlcally handicapped, hard of hearing) provide required services
yet generate no foundation suggort. Our costs for these services with
no reimbursement approximate $800,000.

3) The Anchorage School District also has numerous special education programs
that require low pupil/teacher ratios. These inclgde preschool special
education children, vision impaired, severely profound, orthopedically
handicapped, emotionally disturbed and multiple-handicapped. Anchorage
provides the above services for many students who come to Anchorage from
outside the district. The existing number of FTE students receivin
services that require a pupil/teacher ratio of at least 5 to 1 is 150.

The State formula allocates an 11 to 1 ratio which translates into a
loss to Anchorage of approximately 12 units.

4. The floor, as established by AS.14.17.170, <n estimating AOM for the
first 9 weeks of school 1s providing a great hardship for the District.
The multitude of new referred students makes 1t physically Impossible to
et them tested, diagnosed and reviewed by the end of the first 9 weeks.
%ythe end of the first 9 weeks we will generate approximately 140 units,
wfheAtgas b)t/ the end of the school year the total units are 130 or a loss
0 units.

The present foundation formulas generally oppose the phl_Iosthy of our State
regulations regarding the concept of more interaction with the regular students.
The formula provides us a larger incentive to place students as Level IV than
mainstream the students. Also, the State foundation formula provides no money
for the education of special education students during the Summer. The laws

In other states are requlrm% summer school attendance for selected groups of
students. What are some of the solutions to the aoove dilemmas? Several
possibilities might include the following:



1)

Eliminate level of service and provide foundation formula at 11 AOM
to 1.

Local special education fundi\r;\g be provided by Block Grants on a
bi-annual plan of service. W presentl)é have to develop budgets and
related Frogram plans supé)ortlng these budgets for passage through
our local School Board and approval by the State. With all this
documentation, another scrutiny by the State would not affect us.

Change the foundation floor for special education from October to April.
Provide instructional units to cover diagnostic servlets.

Have the State provide full funding on a contractual basis for all

high risk or low Incident students, emotionally disturbed, preschool,
blind, deaf, etc.

Allow each school to be counted as a separata attendance area.



ANCHORAGE SCHOOL 01STRICT
SPECIAL SERVICES OEPARTVENT
PROGRAM STANDARES JUSTIFICATION

Tht following scurcis of inforaatlon *trt usad In «stadllshlng our
propostd prograa standards for sctcial nr/lets:

1.

2.

3.

10.
11.

12.

13.

Washington Stata Funding Crltaria
Stata of Iswt Rults for Sotclal Education

Portland PuoHc Schools Plactatnt Altamatlvas
Procadurti Ooc»tn:

sacrwtnto Uniffto School pistrict
Hlghlint PjOHc School District, Saattla, Washington

Alaska Dtcardntnt of Education P*ogrta Standard
Task Fores Peccroeneaticns - rougn drift

Ancho_n?_t School District itiour.i Ttachtri
Assoclation Rsccmnoattens

hettégﬁRA,Etféjf%fatlcrai TMrspy Association

Auneamntals for SoMCh/Languaca and <tan-.g
p-ogrim Alasa Issaptawt of tducat »6

tationa* Association >* School uursas
Stau of Missouri P*ogrtn Standard
Aiaua St»u focatisnal Educational «ort Study Standards
tattera** Atsnciatfcn of Soool Psychologist*
Satanomt lotto* I w ir"; Assn. Sutt Standards
Florida Sotoca I "taring asm. Stitt Standards
Sotocn | w if ] Assn. Stitt Jtanoa-»
«*aar*Unc tOucirm IW<r- I*a
3111, of Coltf*** lotoc* | naar*ng Assn. Standards

Maryland Suta Prgypia Stan*are. ‘or U*ttn « **1*%g



Olrtctor of 31ftad for Illinois* Mactason, lllinois

Offict of 31%tad and Taltnttd, Post Trtt Scnool
Oistrict Madia

Offict of Gtftad and Taltntad, 3aman Grova Scnool
Olstrict, Ul fcmUi

Offict of Giftad and Talanttd, Collt"o Part Scnool
Olstrict, Maryland

O ffict of Giftad snd Tastntad, 3tltisort City Schools,
Maryland



umutnr ruiaotncts WilrSfarr«c® aoo unvatfiry +*Cdte raittanks. aimika 11701
fuouc act 475—4107

March 3, 1981

Scava Daaschnar

Dirtccor of Pupil Farsonnal Sarvicta
Aachoraia School Diotrlcc

«halay Cancar

2220 Hlcholo Se.

Anchorsga, Alaska 99304

Daar He. Datachaars

Eadooad la our flaal Saporc. Plaaaa tiriw le and call Marsha Suck. Chair-
paroco of tha Council'a Education Coaltcta, ac 223-2118 by Monday March 16ch if
chart art any aubacanelva arrors.

Str>« Oaaachaar la co aaac with Coalsalonar Lixd on Thursday or Friday (March
3-4) la Aachoraia co prasaac cha rtporc. Scava Lsdlicacad 00 cha phono yaacarday
that chart la Incarasc la coobialog our consorcius proposal vich tho spadal
aducacloa funding laglalacua.

Thara la m jor atacavida support for cna funding lacraato. |If chac lo/IsLadon
is aoc forthcoming frcs cso Govaroer's O ffict la cha ooxc vtak or to. thara vill
f eoacacc vich legislators ragardlag Incroduccioa. Scava and cha Anchorsga

ipacial education Advisory Coatuccaa art pursuing that courts of action.

Tot Governor*a Council for cat Handlearoad and Clfetd vIU aaat la Jucaau 00
Friday March 20th and w ill ba working 00 follow s acclvidtt through cht
Council* a Education atd UgUlaclva Coosietaaa. -« ara waiting co haar Coo-
tiasionar Uod't rtapoasa and plana for Scats board of Education aceion prior co
tr duxlag choir March Use ataclag la Aacbotaga). (Hrla. Hoy. Scav«, tad Martha
art roody co pratanc cha raporc to tba Scata Board.)

A tpaclai shaaka co tach of you for your productira uork 90 cha Lov-lacldaoca
Cttmlccaa.

Stales Flaasar 22
S c laaura

cci ldaciUM :rm.lttta wanftara
lagislatlva Coal cu nantara
Causell watan

XT'Ul



Hours 0f
Instruction

Exceptionality

Student/Teacher
UtiO
Standard

Student/teacher
Mtlo

(AS Of
12/19/80)

Studzermacher

Aatlo (projec-
tlon’;)kllf Iltd
oin ncludes
E«II ‘ M)

IMM
A

7««c*or/Ai0os
1tw«trdi

1 aw
IR 100
(AS Of

17/11/401

11*42 AW

fMtfOr/AiOPS

(Includes All
rodltewtl

Mrpfrw Srtll

(«M*U

OT/PT

Y
Tina Days

(m,
Righ Incidence)

ar PT
15-30 15-10

students/ students/
therapist therapist
-sever*  -savere

~11d -H i
Ll o6 f

190 S 146 S
31.6 SIT 27.6 SIT

(224 SUidents)

6T/190S
316 SIT JO ST
(22S it rdonts)

*1 'l

1 Teacher Aloe/

Site
f Teacher Aloes

2 T.a.'s at IPaltr

a*4 Alg al

) LA *t si
Algal. 9**alt)

«Coasts «l*j
tocleOM 2
»h«l|ll

All exceptionalities
5HMVI Cr

6T/160S

%
Speech/Language

Xk
mSTCays

All Exceptionalities All Exceptionalities

Mild Severe
speech speech/

Ian%uage
40-

1340 S 137 S

58.S SIT 34.3 sn

20T a
14545 148
63 ST 35 ST
34 %3

SIS etld SIS severe

Mild Severe
TA at 1TA/J
erteJ SU for

Severe

Ore 10*4s Students

o1 W*rii7 aides

S therapy uses

2 »A*S

<ew*ta f 1*4
o« 111
TJ1.

50
students/ students/
therapist tfheraplst

Resource Room
Elementary

1 hr - 5 hrs/day
level 1 -

12-18 students/
resource teacher
as per levels of
service provided.

53 At
1.013 S
19.1 SIAT

+7-10

Resource Teachers

1 Teacher Aide/
Resource Teacher

91 4 hour T.A.’S
2) 6 hour T.Ai

[t) 4 hour T.A.’s
3) 6 hour T.A.'t

e« T.A'»

. i 1*

( 4
t »#te*re# TeK’ert

level 4

Resource Room
Secondary

1 hr - 5 hrs/day

Specialized
Self-contalne

Up to total day

Preschool

AM Exceptionalities W*

15-20 students/
teacher.
per class period.
42 T/900S

IT.3ST
A** 10 S's/class
* 50 contact hrs.

611/1,00CS
16.4 SIT

Rwe 9.S/Class
46 contact Hours

+7-10

Resource Teacners

t Teacher Aide/

Tesource Teacher

1 T.AJunit « 10

Seee

50 TJt.'t

MaxImjn
40 student contact
hrs/day or 8 student:

Severe Learning
Severe Language
Severe Behavior
Severn Academic

8-10 students/
teacher

Preschool 6T/4)
9.5 SIT

HR 11T/106S e
9.6 SIT

Other 18T/211S
11.7 SIT

Preschool 6T/6C
10 SIT

11T/110S

10 SIT
Other 18T/190S
10.5 SIT

+2 ]
Self-contained
Teachers

1 Teacher Aid*/
Teacher

12*%15 TA.*»



o<

Severely
Handicapped

Up to total day

deaf,
SMH,

autistic,
ED, Blind

5 students/
teacher

autistic -
3T/21S » 6.3 S/T
deaf 6T/42S « 7 S/T
Srti 11T/59S m

S.3 S/T
EO 8T/56S = 6.75 S/T

autistic -
37/21S B 6.3 S/T
deaf 7T/54S ¢ 7 S/T
Sm - 12T/65S *

5.4 5/T

ED 8T/56S * 7 S/T

+4 self-
contained
teachers

autistic

1.5 T.A./T
deaf 1 T.A./T
S*< 1.5 T.A./T
t.0. 1 T.A./T

autistic

-2 T.A.A
deaf 1 T.A.A
Sm 1T.A.A
t.0. 1 T.A.A

autistic

2 T.A.A
deaf 1 T.A
U* 1.25 T.
1.0. 1 T.A.

LA
A.A
/T

*4 T.A."s

«Count!

autistic grant,
eeaf, eviti-
nanaicarped

) T.A."S

Work-Study
Coordinator

2 hrs/wk/ 1 hr/wk/

student student

severe mild

autistic, EMR, LD

SMH, OH,

MMR, deaf,

Blind

Severe -ild

10-15 25-30

students/ students/

work- work-

study study

coord. coord.

2T/40S 2T/93S

20 S/T 46.5
S/T

2t/401 3f/100S

20 S/T 33 S/T

+1 **ork- =1 work-

study study

coord. coord.

2 T.A./ 'O*

work-

study

coord.

4 T.A."S '0'

2 T.A."s/

work-

study

coord.

4 T.A."s '0'

2 T.A."S/

wort-

study

coord.

2 T.A."s '0'

eCounts «14
) T.A."S

Gifted/Talented

1-13 hr/week

academically,
Intellectually,
creatively,
gifted/talented

Elem: 55 level 1
students/teacher
Sec: 20*26
students/class/
teacher

Elem: 55 level 1
students/teacher
Sec: 22 S/Class/T
with 3.5 FTE PACT
allocation plus

sec. staffing
El: 275 Level 1. 300
level 2, 40 level 3/

19.5T ¢ 57.2 SA

Sec; 20 S/ClassA
w/3.5 RE PACT
allocation plus
sec. stafflna

Bussing Needs
Art Program

Jkjslc Program
9-12 Prograa

0-

*0_

-0

1

Itinerant
Class Support

X /week

Time Day

visually Impaired
visiting teacher
hard of hearing
adaptive PE

10-20 students/
teacher

A.P.E. (110 S/T)

V.1.
V.T.
H.H.
APE

17T/17S
3T/35S
17/25S
1T/1575

m17 SA
e 12 SA
- 25 S/T
m 157 S/T

17/20S °
37/35S 1
1T/Z5S *
2T/274S °

20 SA
12 SA
25 SA
137 S/T

>IT<<
mI — -

*2 T.A.Aeacner
-0-
1 T.A.Aeacher

*O*

=< <
MI — =

2 T.A."s
-0*
1 T.A.

*O*

TII< <
M T — ==

Same

Counts V|-|
1 T.A.

At'achment E

Psychologist

5-6 hours assessment
Per day

All exceptionalities

1 school psycholo-
Ist/1,500 students
N school district

2.750S/14P
196.4 S/Psych.

Same

*3.5 school
psychologists

1 T.A_./Secondary
Unit

Ho Aides

3 T.A."s

3 TA."s

Counts VI-1
1/2 psychologist

Nurses
(Elementary)

Up to total day

Regular and all
exceptionalities

1 school nurse/
750 students

22 nurses
1 alternative
school
910 S/Nurse

24 nurses
1 alternative
school
833 S/Nurse

42.5 nurses

1 T.A./4 Nurses

5 T.A."s

6 T.A."s



—————————————— r\ = Introduced: 4/1/81
———————————————————————— - Referred: Health, Education &
Social Services and Finance

BY STIMSON, FAHRENKAMP, BRADLEY
STURGULEWSKI, FISCHER, KELLY,

i IN THE SENATE GILMAN AND RODEY

2 SENATE BILL NO. 365

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to special education: and providing
7 for an effective date."

8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

0 * Section 1. AS 14.17.041(f) 1is repealed and reenacted to read:
10 (f) Special education schedule:
n (1) in districts with "ADM ~f less than 3,000, one instruc-

orfraclio* of J$ PUFfIf/s
tional unit for each 15 puplls®in ADMj

B (2) in districts with ADM of 3,000 or more, one instructional
14 i .. OfL PncAli* CT U Qufitic*
unit for each 11 pupilsAln ADM. “
IS * Sec. 2. AS 14.30.350(2) is amended to rend:
10 (2) ‘"special services" includes but is not limited to trans-
17 I*t/ude /'nCHRTCE “fe(i,*/4F Jof S-vacdnm i i
portation, summer school, special teaching, corrective teaching, correc—
IB tive health habits, and the provirion of special neats, books, teaching
1B supplies, Tfacilities, and equipment required for the instruction of
70 exceptional children, and includes education and training for children
1 who cannot utilize regular classroom instruction.
m * Sec. 3. The amendment to AS 14.17.041(f) made by this Act may not be
applied to reduce the number of al.iwable instructional units for special
74 . . . . .
education below the number of units allowed during the school term ending in
s the calender year In which this Act takes effect.
70 .
* Sec. 4. Tills Act takes effect July 1, 1981.
I
70 ~4 "kud4jnrtu. - * CUjfcwlL
70

D&haid £ 1 S " < t d

pr0O0E "5 v SB 365
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THE
LAKE AND PENINSULA
SCHOOL DISTRICT

P. 0. Box 119
Naknek, Alaska 99633
Phone (907) 268-4280

Jim Barnett, Supc.

February 26, 1981

Senator Charlie Parr
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Parr:

The Lake and Peninsula School District requests your support
for funding appropriations for FY 82 as outlined herein.

Back-up and support documentation for requests 1is provided
in the referenced section.

1. Appropriation of funding in the amount of $2,233,033
for projects which have been approved by the
Department of Education (DOE) for FY 82. These
projects are included in the DOE "FY 82 Capital
Budget Request,”™ a copy of which 1is attached in
Section 1 of this request.

The appropriation would include:

a. Nondalton Shop $120,000
b. Chignik Lake Classrooms

and Media Room 816,960
C. Perryville Classrooms and

Library 865.063
d. Port lieiden Shop 120.000
e Central Office with Storage

Shop, Cold Storage and Hangar 331.000

Thin appropriation 1is essential to the district 1in order to
allow us to complete our capital construction program. The
planning for the upgrade of our facilities was established
in 1976 and thin in the last phase of the program.

2. Appropriation of funding in the amount of $536,722
to cover construction project budget overruns on
projects at Kokhanok, Newhalen, Igiuglg, Tort
llciden and Chignik Lake. This budget shortage is
the result of the inflationary cost of coi.struction
materials, unforeseen river transportation problems
and default by the roofing contractor.

<*> 0 PP | [m>—* o ORI Y A Ifk-44' CIEM M o« 0 Fae*E <



Page 2
Senator Charlie

Support documentation of the cost overrun is provided
in Section 2.

3. Request for appropriation of funding in the amount
of $690,000 for shop facilities at Chignik Lake, Chignik
Bay, Chignik Lagoon and Perryville. It is intended that
all the shop facilities for the district will be built

at the same time. This will provide a substantial cost
savings as all facility materials can be purchased at

one Lime and one contractor will provide erection for all

facilities.

The anticipated cost for each facility is:

Chignik Lagoon 120,000
Chignik Lake 156.000
Chignik Bay 144 000
Perryville 344.000
Architechtural/Engineering

design, DOT/PF administra— 126,000

tion for all projects

TOTAL $ 690,000

The cost differential for each project is the result
of variable transportation costs.

4. Request for appropriation in the amount of $335,000
for major district maintenance. It is anticipated that
these fund3 will be used for work throughout the district
with major work items to include:

a. Playground and security fencing at Pilot Point,
Ncwnalen aind King Salmon.

b. Renovation of old multi-purpose room, bathrooms
at the elementary school and generator replacement
at Newhalen.

c. Pedro Bay renovation and water system

The need for this work was established by the building committee
in it8 recent survey of all the school facilities. A copy

of the facility survey is attached in Section 3. This survey
Information was combined with information compiled by DOT/PF

in their 1980 facility survey.

5. Pcqucst for appropriation in the amount of $229,062 for
the renovation of the "White Alice facility at Port Hciden.
This faciliity will be used as an area office for the southern
portion of the District and will provide space for us to
offer "mini"™ courses in the arcs, vocational education,

languages, etc.



A summary of the educational program, the cost breakdown

of the renovation work and a report on the condition of
the facility is included in section 4 as support document—
ation for this request.

APPROPRIATION REQUEST RECAP

Description Amount

1. DOE approved FY 82 Capital Budget $ 2,233,003
Requests

2. Construction Shortfall 534,772

3. District wide Shop facilities 690,000

4. District Maintenance 335,000

5. "White Alice"™ Renovation 229,062

Total Appropriation Request $ 4,021,837

Your support and approval of these appropriation requests
would insure our timely completion of the capital improve—
ments program set by the District through 1983.

Sincerly yours,

Don Andersen, Facility Cordinator”

James Barnett, Superintendent

Johnny Lind, Board Vice-Chairman

Wassic Balluta, Building Committee
Chairman

Randy Briggs*; Boardmembep \]j






LAKE AND PENINSULA
SCHOOL DISTRICT

P. 0. Box 119
Naknck, Alaska 99633
Phone (907) 268-4280

James Barnett, Supt.

February 1®, 1981

Bu Il dinr, Cormi ttee

The Lake and Peninsula School District
P.0. Box 119

Naknek, Alaska 99633

Ref: DOC FY 82 Capital Budget Request Status
Coomlttee Members:

On September 12, 1*>80 the Department of Education submitted their FY <82
Capital Budget Request. The Lake and Peninsula School District"s
requests were Included in tl.lIs submittal as shnwn below.

Nondal ton Shop

Priority: 38-82 14)
Description: Shop Facility
Priority Type: 4 (58)
Amount: |]120,000

Present Status:

Chlynlk Lake

Priority: 40-82 (4)

Description: Classroom, Media 00005 and Shop
Priority lype: 4 (49)

Amount: 1816,960

Perryellle

Prior Ity: 49-8?7 (4)

De-criptlon: Classroom, Shop and Library
Prlor Ity Type: 4 (OD

Amount: 1943,043

Prcsen, Status:

< thee1r 1 —seX¥r g kg ¥ *>m [neea
nien-0* o nwfhw « twi iace twi



Port Heide

Priority: 56-82 (4)
Description: Shop Facility
Priorlty Type: 4 (25)
Amount: $120,000

Present Status:

Nafcnek

Priority: 78-82 (6)

Description: Central Office, Storage, Hangar, Shop
Priority Type: 6 (382)

Amount: $331,000

Present Status:

As you are well aware, since the Grant Process became available to the
RCAA"s, School Board has taken the policy stand that the District should
not take on more project work that its admins trat lve staff can handle.
Due to this fact we have spread out our budget requests over a period of
several years. During the Jlast ma]or phase of construction, the
majority of the work was concentrated |In the northerr oart of the
District with major work being scheuled for the southern portion of the
District during the next two years.

It Is my present understanding, that the Governor has recommended that
all of the monies requested by the District through I 1C not he funded
until 182 or 1983. If action of thisintent |Is enacted It could
seriously delay your overall construction program, decrease the amount
of space that could be provided because of Inflation and force the
District Into the position of having toretrain personnel that are
already knowledgable In the admlnstratlon of the facility grants.

S|
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MEMORANDUM

to REM Superintendents

from: G. Lee Hayes,

o| <L

Education
James W. Elliott,
Education Administrator
Department of Education

State of Alaska

date:

FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO

»

subject:

Facilities

Facilities

October 29, 1980

py <82 Capital Budget Requests

Please find attached the proposed FY "82 Capital Budget for Education, which
was approved by the State Board of Education at its Wrangell meeting. The
capital requests have been forwarded to the governor®s office for further

consideration.

Your cooperation in providing the department with tunely submission!, and
with requesteJ dociancntation of necd(s) was appreciated.

JWE/rmt

w'tl

received
OCT 31 1980

TM uar | PFnlnuU School Dalmt



DATE

Priority
(Fund -
Year)

75-82 (6)
76-82 (6)

77-82 (6)

79-82 (6)

80-82 ft)

81-82 (6)

82-82 (6)

83-82 (7)

84-82 (7)

9-12-80

FY 82 CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

District,
Location f4 Description

NW Arctic/Kotzebue Warehouse

LKSD/Bcthel Regionul Maint.
Shop/Warehouse Office

SV Region/Dillingham

Maintenance Warehouse Facility
"njULBIWVBRIAIBliei'ai! Office

6 Hangar

fiff/lage

Yukon- Koyukuk/Tanaiia

Alternate Energy Conversion

Yukon-Koyukuk/Allukakct -
Koyukuk Powerhouse w/Heat

Recovery

AK. Gateway/Eagle Heaters und

Heat Recovery

AK. Gatcwuy/Mentasta Heaters
und Heat Récovery

|IJCSD/Hcthel Water Safety
Facilities

Yukon-Koyukuk/Di strict-wide

Teacher

ousing

BRU
Priorit
Type Y

6 (1494)
6 (1060)

6 (514)

6 (382)

6 (116)

6 (49)

6 (37)

6 (14)

7 (1060)

7 (607)

Rural Education

Amount
$ 600,000
4,450,000

347.000

331.000

250.000

250.000

21,500

19,100

T 25810
$ 4,390,000

300.000



