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Revision Oato:

IANALYSIS (cont.):

FY 98

FY 99

1357 x 12 months x $12.50 = $ 203.6
701 x 12months x $125.00 = $1.051.5

Total $1,255.1
1287 x 12 months x $12.50 = $ 193.1
894 x 12months x $125.00 = $1.341.0

Total $1,534.1
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STATE OF ALASKA

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

Title: An act relating to the Longevity Bonus

FISCAL NOTE

Sponsor:  House Rules Committee

Requestor:  State Affairs

Bxpenditures/Revenues:
OPERATING

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

UNO & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING:
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GH/Program Receipts

1006 GH/MHTIA
OTHER
TOTAL

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

D
R

O OO O O o o o o

O O O O o o o

o

Estimate of current year (FY93) impact: O

ANALYSIS:

Precared bv: Dennis L DaWitt-

Division; Director

Approved by Commissioner: Nancy Bear Usera

Agency.  Administration
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Department Affected: Administration

BRU: Pioneers' Bengfits

Component:  Longevity Bonus

Administration
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 77
FY % Fy 97 Fy 98
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
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STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Ravision Date;
Title: An act refaling 1o the Tongevty Bonus

Sponsar: House Rue Committee

Requestor: Siate Affairs
Expenditures/Reventes:

OPERATING FY o
PERSONAL SERVICES 0
TRAVEL 0
CONTRACTUAL 0
SUPPLES 0
EQUIPVENT 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0
CRANTS, CLAIMS (8500.0)%
MSCELLANEQUS 0
TOTAL OPERATING (85000)
CAPITAL 0
REVENE
FUND SOURCE: 0
FUNDING:

1002 Fedkral Receipis 0
1003 GF Meich 0
1M G- (85000)
1006 GHProgram Recelpts 0
1006 GHIVHTIA 0
OHR 0
TOTAL (85000)
AULL-TIVE 0
PART-TIVE 0
TBVPORARY 0

Etimete of curent year (FY93) impact: 0

FISCAL NOTE

cocoooo oS

BILL NO. CSHB 81 (STA)

Departrent Afectedt  Adiistaton

BRU: Ploneers’ Beneits

Componert: Longevity Bonus

Gants

COMPONENT SERIAL NO, Ofi

Y% FY 97 FY®

0 0 0]
0 0 0]
0] 0 0
0 0 0]
0 0 0
0 0 0

(22000 (278000} S
0

0 0
@M0 @20 (3509

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
@00 @800  (BH0Q
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0] 0
0 0 0

oooooo 8

ANALYSIS: * Cost savings reflect the cifference between current program costs and new program cost. See attached table for details of the

calciations.
/

DamsLDertt L\

D\Ason rector

Approved by Commissioner: - Nancy Bear Usera

Agernoy. - Administration

Prore: 4654400
Dete:

Dete:

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office

Rev 11/92
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FY
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

Explanation:

GOVLIKiia. X1

NutnlxtE)lic
Participants
24,
25,
27,
28,
29,
30,

059
864
021
081
188
266

is -
Cost in Millions of Dollasrs

1 For purposes of consistenc
the Current Program and the Proposed Phase-Out.

Longevity Bonus

Pago 2

Fiscal Note

Current Program , Proposed Phase-Out &= Difference

Mr,. Annual

Iy- Number IM Number Savings

Annual of Annual of to the
Cost Participants Cost I’.ill\lN*Participants State
69.6 |, 23,482 61.1 (577) (8.5)
74.8 4oy 22,512 58.6 (3,352) (16.2)
78.2 ifiiv 21,521 56.0 (5,500) 222)
81.2 ﬁf\, 20,527 8.4 : (7,554) (27.8)
84.4 19,551 50.9 (9,637) (33.5)
87.5 18,544 48.3 (11,722) (39.2)

R

, We have used Legislative Research figures for the 'Number of Participants' and "Annual Cost' for

3/11/93 11:08 AM



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revison Dete:

BELL NO. HB 81

ment Affected  Administration

T3 Anact refating totheLongevrty S - Ploneers' Beefits
Component: Longewty Bonus
Soonsor: House Rules Canmittee: Gants
Reguestor State Affairs COVPONENT SERIAL NO. =
Expenditures/Revenues.

OPERATING FY o % FY% FY o7 FY® FY9
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUPVENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS (5000)¢ (4,0000)¢ (71000 (11,3000} (175000} (236000)*
MSCELLANEQUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING (5000) (4,0000) (7,1000) (11,3000) (175000) (23.300)
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENE
HUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING:

1002 Federdl Receipis 0 0 0 0 0 0
1003 GF Metch 0 0 0 0 0 0
104 G- (5000) (4,0000) (7,1000) (11,3000) (175000) (236000)
1005 GHProgram Receipis 0 0 0 0 0 0
1006 GHIVHTIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHR 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL (5000) (4,0000) (7.1000) (11,3000) (175000) (236000)
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIVE 0 0 0 0 0 0
TBVPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eslimele of curent year (FY98) impact
ANALYSIS. * Cost sauings reflect the drfFerenoe between current pr am oosts and new program cost % Lests will cortinue to go up
g A FY9% due to grov\rh in numbers of participants. £y FY9 requests begin to go cown.  See attached table for cetalls of Ihe
culations.
Prepared by, Demis L DeVt, Director /& /111 Phone: 4654400
Divison. Poneers’ Benefits 1 I Dete J/5793
oved by Commissioner Bear Usera
ﬁggw %mrrstratron ey Dete:
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
Rev 11/92 Page 1 of 2



Explanation:

Note:

GOVl.nc.12.XLS

Longevity Bonus Fiscal Note

Current Program ~ »  Proposed Phase-Out m Difference

Annual

NTImtHT, Nihulkt n1 Number Savings

Cﬁ Annual Y Or Annual 11 of to the

FY Participants Cost |ff Participants Cost Participants State
1994 24,059 69.6 px 24,059 69.1 0 (0.5)
1995 25,864 74.8 25,864 70.8 0 4.0)
1996 27,021 78.2 m 27,021 71.1 1| 0 7.0
1997 28,081 81.2 26,581 69.9 9 | (1,500) (11.3)
1998 29,188 84.4 25,525 66.9 (3,663) (17.5)
1999 30,266 87.5 24,444 63.9 (5,822) (23.6)

o rfi
Cost in Millions of Dollars

1 For purposes of consistency, we have used Legislative Research figures for the ‘Number of Participants' and ‘Annual Cost' for
the Current Program and the Proposed Phase-Out.

There is an additional fiscal note associated with this proposal for the administration
component, for $11,625 for computer modifications.

Page 2 21293 4:50 PM



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA No. 2

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Bill Version:

HB 81

(H) Publish Date: 1/22/93

%JM Sjg]nggt%laﬂ tothe Longewtty Bonus P Emoreerslme%ed: antn S
e relating fo ogam : enefits

_ Conponent: Longewtty Bonus
Soonsar: Rules Committee
Requestor: Govemor COVPONENT SERAL NO JL
Expencitures/Revenues:

OPERATING FY Y FY% Y% FY 97 FY 8 Y9
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAR 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 16 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUPVENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIVS 0 0 0 0 0 0
MSCELLANEQUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CPERATING 16 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVBENLE
HUND SOURCE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING
1002 Feckrdl Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0
1003 GF Meich 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 G- 116 0 0 C 0 0
1006 GHProgram Reoeipts 0 0 0 0 0 0
1006 GHIVHIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
OHR 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 16 0 0 0 0 0
FULL-TIVE 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIVE 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEVPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimete of curart year (FY93) |rrpea JL
M%Anam 8 Separate pege )

Tepr 1y Bonus progan wouldl require modifications to bath mainframe and microcomuter softwere and revised
Interlace progarrsaianeﬂmmoostofﬁ

Prepared by Demis L DeWitt/"] f e 2 Prone: 4654400

D\%‘ oners Benefts - | S Dete:

Approved by Commissioner; - Nancv Bear Userdlil n /A

Aaenov: Administration

------------- Dete;

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

Rev 11/92

For further distribution information call the Governors Legislative Office

Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE
No. 1

Bill Version: hb 81
(H) Publish Date: 1/22/93

STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected:  Administration
Tide: An act relating to the Longevity Bonus Program 8RU: Pioneers’ Benefits

Component: Longevity Bonus
Sponsor: Rules Committee Grants
Requestor:  Governor COMPONENT SERIAL NO. JL
Expenditures/Revenues:

OPERATING FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS (413.9) (2174.2)* (6,138.7) (13,025.0)* (20,017.0)* (27,282.5)
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING (413.9) (2174.2) (6,138.7) (13,025.0) 120,017.0) (27,282.5)
CAPITAL 0 C 0 i 0 0 0
REVENUE
FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING:

1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 -0 0 C 0
1003 GF Match 0 3 0 0 0 0
1004 GF (413.9) (21742 (6,138.7) (13,025.0) (20,017.0) (27,282.5)
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0
1006 GF/MHTIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL (413.9) (2174.2) (6,138.7) (13,025.0) (20,017.0) (27,282.5)
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY93) impact-jO_

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)* Cost savings reflect the difference Mtween current program costs and new program costs.
Budget requests will continue to go up through FY96 tiue-to growth in numbers of participants. By FY97 budget requests begin to go down.
See attached tables for details of the calculations.

Prepared by: Dennis L DeWitt Direc Phone:  465-4400
Division:  Pioneers' Benefits Date: 01/12/93

Approved by Commissioner: Nancy Bear Usera
Agency: Administration Date:

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLALIME OFHICE
For further distribution informetion call the Governor's Legislative Office
Rev 11/92 Page | of 2



WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION p.0. BOX 110200
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0200
PHONE:  (907) 465-2200
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FAX: 907) 465-2135

March 4, 1993

The Honorable Brian Porter
Chairman

House Judiciary Committee
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau. AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Porter:

This is to request your consideration in scheduling HB 81 before the House
Judiciary Committee pending referral. | am hopeful that the bill will be
reported out of State Affairs on March 9.

This bill phases out the State’'s Longevity Bonus Program over several years.
The ever-growing number of eligible seniors in Alaska, coupled with
projected revenue declines, are making the bonus program unaffordable
over the long term. The bill proposes a phased elimination of the program
because many Alaskans who are receiving the bonus now or who will be
eligible for it in the near future, have counted on receiving it in their
retirement years.

In view of the rapid growth in this program, | believe that remedial action
must be taken this session in order to protect current recipients and to
provide a reasonable transition period. We are, therefore, anxious to secure
passage ofthe provisions of HB 81 this session.

Thank you.

NBU/nI
cc: Kris Lethin
Legislative Liaison



M EM O RANDUWM State of Alaska
Department of Law

TO Nancy Bear Usera DATE March 5, 1993
Commissioner
Department of Administration fug no 663-93-0335
te1. NO 465-3600

SUBJECT Constitutionality of
"grandfathering™ in
current longevity bonus
recipients and those

FOM John B. Gaguine who w ill soon turn 65
A. istant Attorney General
Governmental A ffairs - Juneau

You have asked for an opinion as to the constitutionality of
the "grandfather"” provisions of HB 81 and SB 58. These identical
bills, both introduced by the respective rules committee on behalf
of the governor, eliminate the longevity bonus for people who turn
65 on or after January 1, 1997. However, they contain
"grandfather"” provisions that allow persons turning 65 by the end
of this year to keep receiving $250 a month for the rest of their
lives; persons turning 65 in 1994 to keep receiving $200 a month
for the rest of their lives; persons turning 65 in 1995 to keep
receiving $150 a month for the rest of their lives; and persons
turning 65 in 1996 to keep receiving $100 a month for the rest of
their lives.

The question that these bills raise is whether the
"grandfather” provisions violate the equal protection clause of the
Alaska constitution, article 1, section |.1 While we cannot give

you a certain answer to this question, we believe strongly that a
court would not overturn the "grandfather"™ provisions if either
bill is entitled into law and the provisions were challenged.

Equal protection analysis in Alaska uses a "sliding scale"

approach. When a legislative classification impairs an
individual's interest, the court first looks at the weight of the
that interest. The court then examines the legitimacy of the
legislative purpose in enacting the classification. Finally, if
the court finds that the interest is legitimate, it examines the

"closeness of the fit" between the classification and the purpose.
If the individual's interest is not especially weighty, a less-
than-perfect fit will be tolerated. Rose v. Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission. 647 P .2d 154, 158-60 (Alaska 1982).

1 If the provisions pass constitutional muster under the Alaska
constitution, they will also pass muster under the federal equal
protection clause, part of the Fourteenth Amendment, because the
federal clause has been construed as more deferential to
legislative enactments than the state clause. Rose v. Commerical
Fisheries Entry Commission. 647 P.2d 154, 158 (Alaska 1982).



Nancy Bear Usera March 5, 1993
Commissioner Page 2
Our File: 663-93-0335

The Alaska Supreme Court has held that an individual's
interest in receiving government benefits is at the bottom of the

sliding scale. State v. Anthony, BIO P.2d 155 (Alaska 1991)
(permanent fund dividend) ; Sonneman v. Knight, 790 P.2d 702 (Alaska
1990) (unemployment compensation benefits). The Governor's

introduction letter for both bills explains the purpose of the
"grandfather" provisions: to protect current recipients, and those
reaching age 65 in the next four years, because many of them have
counted on the bonus in planning for retirement, and an abrupt
termination of the program would cause hardship. Acting to prevent
such hardship is obviously a legitimate legislative purpose.
Finally, there is a substantial relationship between the purpose of
the "grandfather"” provisions and those provisions: by
"grandfathering” in current recipients and those soon to turn 65,
hardship is prevented. The fit is not perfect: there are obviously
some current wealthy recipients who would suffer no hardship if
their bonus was terminated, and some persons in their fifties who

have made retirement plans relying on the bonus. But, as noted,
when the individual's interest is at the bottom of the sliding
scale, the fit does not have to be perfect. There is here a

sufficiently substantial relationship that we are confident a court
would not invalidate the "grandfather” provisions.

Our research has not disclosed any Alaska cases concerning the

constitutionality of "grandfather"™ provisions. However, other
jurisdictions have upheld such provisions, when there was a reason
for them. In City of New Orleans v. Dukes. 427 U.S. 297 (1976),

the U.S. Supreme Court upheld a New Orleans ordinance banning
pushcart food sales in the French Quarter but allowing pushcart
vendors who had operated in the Quarter for eight years to continue
operating. Even though only two vendors qualified wunder this
grandfather"” provision, the Court upheld the ordinance, finding it
to be a permissible economic regulation "aimed at enhancing the
vital role of the French Quarter's tourist-oriented charm in the
economy of New Orleans.” Id. at 303. Dukes has been widely
followed by state and federal courts.

For the above reasons we believe that if HB 81 or SB 58 were
enacted into law, and a court were presented with a claim that the
"grandfather” provisions of the enactment violate the equal
protection clause of the Alaska constitution, the court would
reject the challenge and uphold the "grandfather" provision.

If we can be of further assistance, please let us know.

cc: Roberley Waldron
Eileen Plate



WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION P.0. BOX 110200
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0200
PHONE:  (907) 465 2200
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FAX % 465_2135

Jaiuary 26, 1993

The Honorable Al Vezey
Alaska State Representative
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99811-1182

JAN 2 8 R0

Dear Representative Vezey:

Re: Governor's Longevity Bonus Phase
Out B ill SB 58 and HB 81

As you know, this administration has submitted a proposal

(SB 58/FIB 81) to phase out the Longevity Bonus program. We would
like to share with you the reasons for the approach we took in
crafting our plan.

It is evident from the Economic Summit and public comments that
there is a movement to reduce or do away with some non-needs
based programs. The Longevity Bonus program falls into that
category and is, therefore, extremely vulnerable. Financial
pressure to reduce the cost of the program is building greater
every year. We are concerned that the State's ability to
grandfather in current recipients is threatened, the more
expensive the program becomes. In view of these factors, we
believe a solution must be reached this year to protect those
currently in the program and to provide for a reasonable phase

out period.

The Governor's proposal is a single issue and simple. It pays
$250 per month to all current recipients for life, and
transitions in new participants at a reduced amount over a
three-year period.

We recognize that since the advisory vote in 1986, there has been
significant interest in an "annuity plan” to replace the -
Longevity Bonus. Several versions of an annuity proposal have
been developed. However, many fear that too much time has
elapsed since the original annuity proposal to be able to
accommodate such a Ic.ng-term approach. The State has already
spent $83 m illion more than it would have if the phase out had
started in 1986.

> p~+  Or-



The Honorable Al Vezey January 26, 1993
Page 2

Two other issues regarding the annuity plan concern us. First,
investment professionals at the Department of Revenue estimate
that an unrealistically high level of participation by Permanent
Fund Dividend (PFD) recipients w ill be necessary to maintain a
financially viable program. Second, we are concerned that those
most in need of supplementing their senior income w ill not be
able to participate. Many Alaskans use their PFD for living
priorities and would be unlikely to set aside their dividends for
investment purposes. Accordingly, the plan would serve more as a
government subsidized investment program for the more affluent.

We sttongly believe it is not in the State's best interest to
create a new long-term, open-ended program that is uncertain,
costly, and duplicates programs already available through the
private sector. We urge you to consider the Longevity Bonus
phase out and the annuity option as separate issues.

Enclosed are some summaries which provide more inform ation. I f
you have any questions or need additional information, please let

me know.
Thank you for your consideration of the Governor's alternatives.

Sincerely,

Nancy Bearr Usera
Commissioner

NBU/pal /
9/2/02611 .sf&pf /
Enclosures

cc: Kris Lethin

Legislative Liaiscn
O ffice of the Governor

Roberley Waldron
Deputy Commissioner
Departm >nt of Administration

Division of Pioneers' Benefits
Department of Administration



GOVERNOR'S PROPOSAL
LONGEVITY BONUS PHASE OUT
TALKING POINTS

Phase out program
~ Grandfathering all current recipients
~ End new enrollment with those who turn 65 before January 1, 1997

~ Reduce payment for new eligibles over next three years (94 —$200; 95 -- $150; 96 ~ $100)

Origin of program
~ Established in 1972 to pay $ 100/month to those over age 65 who lived in Alaska prior to
statehood (January 3, 1959)

~ Intended to provide for Alaskans who helped build our state but didn't have retirement

income to stay in Alaska

Program changes
~ Vest case (1984) eliminated original residency requirements
~  Changes focus of program and made it open ended

~  Monthly bonus increased from $100 to $250

Program growth and costs

-~ 1973 4,753 recipients $346,100 annual cost

~ 1983 9,731 recipients $27.5 million annual cost
1986 15,763 recipients $44 million annual cost

~ 1993 23,000 recipients $66 million annual cost
2000 31,000 recipients $93 million annual cost

~ We've spent $88 million more than we would if the program had been phased outin 1986.
Each year phase out is delayed, the total (aggregate through end) cost of the program

increases over $100 million.

Changes for today's seniors
Alaska's life style and cost of living are now comparable to other states
~ More traditional employment opportunities have employer-based pensions
~  Social Security benefits have increased
~ Medical assistance programs are now available

~ ERISA protection for pensions is now provided

Thu, Jan 21, 1993 Page 1



ALASKA LONGEVITY BONUS
-PHASE OUT
Questions and-Answers

1. Whom was the Longevity Bonus intended to serve?

In 1972 the Legislature established the Longevity Bonus Program to serve
seniors who were 25 year residents and lived in Alaska prior to statehood.

2. What was the purpose ofthe Longevity Bonus Program ?

"The sole purpose of this chapter is to offer an incentive to continue
uninterrupted residency in the state.” Chapter 205 SLA 1972

3. What changes have occurred since the creation ofthe Longevity Boms Program in 1972
that reduce the needfor the program?

The need for future seniors to rely on the Longevity Bonus has been
mitigated by a number of programs/protections that were not available when
the Longevity Bonus was created.

Alaska's life style and cost of living are now comparable to other
states
More traditional employment opportunities have employer-based
pensions
Social Security benefits have increased

~ Medical assistance programs are now available

~ ERISA protection for pensions is now provided

~ The Permanent Fund Dividend program was initiated
Senior citizen tax relief is available
Free and/or subsidized private and governmental services are available
for all senior citizens
OAC grant programs which fund a variety of community-based senior
services ha'e been initiated

In addition, elimination of the 25 year residency and requirement to be in
Alaska before January 3, 1959, (Statehood) has drastically enlarged the
group the program was designhed to served.

4. Why phase oat the Longevity Bonus program ?

The state budget cannot sustain the projected growth of this program.
Current recipients who are dependent on the Longevity Bonus are in
jeopardy of eventually losing the benefit if growth is not curtailed.
Projections indicate the program will exceed $100,000,000 in the year
2002.

5. Why end eligibility with those who are now age 627
This provides those with reasonable expectations of receiving the bonus
some financial support from the Longevity Bonus. It provides adequate

notice to others who have time for planning that the Longevity Bonus will
no longer be available.

Thu, Jan 21, 1993 Page 3



GOVERNOR’'S PROPOSAL
LONGEVITY BONUS PHASE OUT

The original Longevity Bonus legislation stated, "The sole purpose of this chapter is to
offer and provide... an incentive to continue uninterrupted residency in the state.” (Ch.
205, SLA 1972) We propose to phase out the Longevity Bonus Program because:

~ Other incentives are now offered that enhance the living conditions of seniors
- Alaska’s life style and cost of living are now comparable to other states
- More traditional employment opportunities have employer based pensions
- Social Security benefits have increased
- Medical assistance programs are now available
- ERISA protection for pensions is now available
- The Permanent Fund Dividend program was initiated
- Senior citizen tax relief is available
- Free and/or subsidized private and governmental services are available for all senior
citizens
- OAC grant programs which fund a variety of community based services have been
initiated
- 25 yearresidency requirement was struck down, negating the original intent of the
program
- It is serving all those who were at least 45 years old when it was passed
- Bonus amount has increased from $100 to $250 and will need further adjustment to
keep pace with inflation
- Combination of the increased Bonus and more recipients due to shorter residency has
made the program too costly
- Limited state resources should be focused on those less able to help themselves
- Alaskans generally agree it's time to phase out the current program

Key Provisions of Proposal

Terms 3-year phase out
$200, $150, $100
Grandfather all curent recipients

Cost Declines rapidly after 1996
Set formula allows for accurate budgeting

Administration No new administrative cost
Program ends by 2040

Investment Options for Self-directed through direct deposit instructions on
Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD) PFD application

Effect on Alaska's Seniors Proposal easily understood
Current recipients continue bonus at $250

Provides for a reasonable transition



GOVERNOR'S PROPOSAL
LONGEVITY BONUS PROGRAM
PHASE OUT
SUMMARY OF INTENT

The Alaska Longevity Bonus Program was established in 1972 to pay $100 per month as a "bonus" to
those over age 65 who had lived in Alaska for 25 years and were here at the time of statehood. This was a
finite, self liquidating group. The purpose of the program was to "offer and provide.... an incenuve to
continue interrupted residency in the state." (Ch. 205, SLA 1972) Were the original criteria still in place,
those eligible to enroll in the program in 1996 would have been 28 years old at the time of statehood.

At the end of 1973 the program had 4,753 recipients and an annual cost of $346,100. The program grew at
a steady rate up through 1983 when there were 9,731 recipients and an annual budget of $27,586,750. The
S100 monthly bonus was increased in 1976, 1978, 1981, and 1982 to its current level of $250 per month.
Current projections suggest the annual cost of the ALB will exceed $90 million in the year 2000 and will

pass the $100 million mark in 2002.

In 1984, the Supreme Court found the residency rules unconstitutional in the Vest case. By the end of
1986 the Longevity Bonus Program had 15,763 recipients with an annual budget of $44,105,500.
Compared to 1983, that represented a 62% increase in recipients and a 60% increase in budget. More
important, the Vest case changed the group being served from a finite, self liquidating group (65 years old,
25 years in state, here at time of statehood) to a continually growing group (anyone age 65 with one year
residency). Beyond the change in the size of the group, the basic purpose of the Longevity Bonus Program
changed. Itwas no longer a program to provide an incentive to long term Alaskans who helped build our
state prior to statehood.

During the years since the creation of the Longevity Bonus, there have been several changes that have
improved the economic condition of Alaskan seniors. The federal government passed the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) in 1976, Individual Retirement Accounts (ERAS) became widely
available, Senior Citizen Property Tax Relief was enacted, property values increased. The Permanent Fund
Dividend was established. Stale income taxes were repealed, and Social Security incomes steadily increased.
As a group, those reaching age 65 today, have had the advantage of the economic growth of the past 20
years and are more economically stable than any previous group of seniors.

This proposal protects those who planned their retirement around the Longevity Bonus Program. They will
be able to depend on it for the rest of the time they remain in Alaska. The three year transition period
before new enrollment is ended allows those close to retirement to receive the Longevity Bonus. It gives
future retirees time to make other plans for retirement income. This proposal does not provide for creating
a government operated annuity plan. For those who wish to invest their Permanent Fund Dividend to
provide for future retirement income, today they can do so by directing the Permanent Fund Dividend
Division to send the PFD to a private annuity plan or other investment of their choice. This can be
accomplished through direct deposit instructions on the PFD application. This preserves the investment
concept without creating a new bureaucracy to implement an insurance type program.

This proposal returns the Longevity Bonus Program to its original goal - assisting a finite group who may
not have remained in Alaska in retirement without this assistance.

Thu, Jan 21, 1993 Page 7



Longevity Bonus FiscaJ Note

Analysis of New Program Costs

FY

1991
1992
1993
19%4
1995

1997
199

Note -

Actual
Actual
Actual
Actual
Projection
Projection
Pojection
Projection
Projection
Projection
Projection

Cost
Increase

6.92%
531%
4.76%
503%
5.03%
503%
503%
503%
503%
503%

Net
Increase
From Year
to Year

1234
1,012

%5
108
1,112
1167
1225
1,287
1352
1419

Average
Monthl
AL
Warrants
17824
19,068
20,070
21,025
22,083
231%
24,362
25587
26,874
28,226
29,645

ALB
Grants
53472250
57,172,700
60,209,600
63,073,750
66,249,000
69,584,250
73,084300
76,760,500
80,621,500
84,677,000
88,936,000

Projected
Cost of
Proposed
Changes

66,249,000
69,17002
70,910,273
70,621,770
67,596,525
64,659,990
61,653,512

There is an additional fiscal note associated with this proposal for the administration
component, for S1 1,625 for computer modifications.

GOV-LBG7 .XLS

Page 2

Savings
to the
State

0

413,948
2,174,227
6,138,730
13,024,975
20,017,010
21,282,483

1/11/793 4:32P M
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Longevity Bonus Program
Alternative Funding Proposals

Projected Cost Projected Number of Parti'.., ants

Senate Bill 58 Senate 311158

Fiscal Current and Current . and
Year Program Senate Dill 6 House Bill 81 Program Senate Bill 6 House Bill 81
1994 69,6 69.6 69.1 24.059 24,059 24,059
1995 74.8 74.7 70.8 25,864 25,864 25,864
1996 78.2 775 711 27,021 27,021 27,021
1997 81.2 79.5 69.9 28,081 28,081 26,581
1998 84.4 81,1 66.9 29.188 29,188 25,525
1999 87.5 82.0 63.9 30.266 30,266 24,444
2000 90.8 82.3 60.9 31,408 31,408 23,385
2001 93.9 81 4 57.7 32,456 32,456 22,272
2002 97.1 79.7 54.7 33,557 33,557 21,181
2003 100.4 76.9 51.6 34,704 34,704 20,087
20U4 103.8 72.9 48.5 35.880 35,880 18,950
2005 107.5 67.7 454 37,153 37,153 17,814
2006 111.9 61.0 42.2 38,675 38,675 16,666
2007 116.9 52.7 39.1 40.428 40,428 15,512
2008 1231 42.3 36.0 42.572 42,572 14,367
2009 128.9 29.3 33.0 44,559 44,559 13,239
2010 134.1 25.0 30.1 46,376 46,376 12,136

Cumulative Costs Through 2010

1,684.1 1,135.6 910,9

All dollars in millions

R01 BOVEVINS



Millions of Dollars

Longevity Bonus Proposals - Cumulative Cost Through Fiscal Year 2010
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2/1/93
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
with reference to:
In the HOUSE, Bill No. 58
In the SENATE, BiLlI No. 81

Please (Jo not support ihese bills requested by the Governor.

This 1is my second shot at writing this. The first attempt 1is in the
circular file because it seemed even to me that all | did was cry about
how it would impact me personally. Let is suffice to say we have been

here 23 years and have toughed out a Lot and made difficulLt family
decisions because of the thought there would be a pay-off at the end
to make it all worthwhile.

1 am a grandfather now, but not yet old enough to fit in the slolL

of the Governor®s program. I find it incredibLe that he woulLd offer
these benifits to a one year resident and deny them later to a family
with our hiscory in the state.

Please consider this alternative. I do not particularly like it but
I understand your need to balance budgets and 1 woulLd consider it much
more fair:

1. Determine the amount of money funding the existing longevity bonus
program requires annuallLy and set up a cost of living adjustment factor.

2. Require applications each year Like the permanent fund system, for
examp Le .

3. Divide tlie annual amotinL by the number of approved npplio.u ions and
send out the checks.

1 think this system could be implemented simpLy and efficiently,
woulLd put a cap ori the annual fund, would reward those who stayed
thru the tough times, and would only gradually diminish the amount
each recipient received as population increased within this age
group.

J2inee re ly ,

Bruce E. Schirmers

FAX 262 4121

FE8 | C

B ru ce &

REALTOR 1

P.O. BOX 2559< 2856 262-4500 Soldotna, Alaska 99669



pieass enter into the record my testimony to thaH~S "Zs0Z?/

committee on A A & 4 LrngM’
hill/stbject

Jte.

Signed: .
Tebtifier

Representing (Optional)

.3 /p ~ A 7sr? 5s4/9/77
Address

Phone No.

4/M L«9«Uov« Wt/ormatlon OWe»

. (ated

S>s // &

SL

committee name
f/C QIL

/7S
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATION
ALASKA LONGEVITY BONUS PROGRAM
POSITION PAPER
1993

The Alaska State Legislative Committee of the American Association of Retired Persons
advocates the reform of the Longevity Bonus Program to an annuity program.

This annuity program should include the following recommendations:
1) Protect current recipients and continue their benefits.

2)  Assure program stability to recipients.

Piagttsfofl

Monthly 1ongevity bonus payments by the State of Alaska to persons 65 yean or more of
age were initiated In 1972 with stipulations. The payments were intended to
acknowledge long time contributions to the state and to encourage post-retirement
residency. The courts nullified all but limited residency requirements.

The program has expanded and exceeded expectations. The rapid growth of the
retirement community accelerated the financial obligations upon the Alaska General
Fund. The current program is one of the most successful and broadest based programs
of state government contributing to the economy and social well being of all Alaskans.

Many proposals have been made to modify the longevity bonus program. In 1985 an
annuity program waj submitted for a state-wide advisory vote, passing by a 60 percent
margin.

Seniors are a valuable contributing force in our state. The longevity bonus program
enables seniors to retire in the state. Implementation of an annuity program would solve
the accelerating obligations upon the General Fund by phasing out that obligation and
would enable cunent recipients to remain in Alaska.

For fartter Informataan, plesse aoolled:

Mary Lou Melaen, Goir Joe Alter, Coordirator

State Lagislatinve Comittee Coprtal City Task Force

(@) 536253 @) 5366530

Settle OFfice John Seffer, Gair

9750 Third Ae, NE Stc. 400 Econamic Saaurty Subcommittee
Seitle, WA 98115 Q) 747-8423

(@b) 36-/M18

- December 8.1992

eHa»« MV



o HOUSE COVMITTEE REPORT

Date Referred: January 22, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS Judiciary
Finance
Date of Committee Action: 3////7?3

The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered: HB 81

HOUSE BILL NO. 81 PHASE OUT LONGEVITY BONUS

"An Act relating to the longevity bonus program.”

RECOMMENDATIONS: |[vT'the same title
be replaced with VH#=g 3 AsA 1 ] a new title

[ J have attached amendments(s)
[ ] do pass

[ ] do not pass

[ ] no recommendations

(vf individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Cep, APPROVES PREVIOUS: (DeptiDaic)
[vti fiscal impact A? Aa [ ] fiscal note(s)

[ 1 zero fiscal note [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)

SIGNING DO PASS DP OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAIRMAN'S






FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 84 (HER)
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: February 14.1994 Department Affected: Education
Title: An Act.relatino to grants for the improvement of school BRU: .SchaQUJjnansfi
mperformance, and to teacher tenure rights Component: Data Management

Sponsor: JaflvgfflIQLHifiiseL
Requester: .HQuse.HE5SJzflIMDittfie. COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1241

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 4.0

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 4.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 4.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 4.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: $

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.) The State Board of Education will need to develop, notice and
promulgate regulations for the grants for the improvement of school performance and teacher tenure rights.

Prepared by: Sheila Peterson Phone; 465-2803__
Division: Date: _ _ February 14. 1994
Approved by Commissioner: -Jecry-C.Qy.ey-

Agency: Education Date: Eebmary.14J1994

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information call the Governor*s Legislative Office
Rev 11/93 page 1 .of L

FISCAL NOTES - DEPT. OF EDUCATION-



No. L
Bill Version: H3 84
(H) Publish Date: 1/22/93

FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Department of Education
Title: An Act implementing certain recommendations of BRU: Education Program Support

Alaska 2000 to improve the states education system.___ Component: Basic Education and Instructional
Sponsor: Governor improvement

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 171
ExpendituresyRevenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 6.0

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 6.0

CAPITAL 1

REVENUE FUND SOURCE: 1 1

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 6.0

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 6.0

POSITIONS: 1
FULL-TIME 1
PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY I
Estimate of current year (FY93) impacts £ oo

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.) The State Board of Education will need to develop, notice, and
promulgate regulations for tnree sections of this bill: (1) the fund for school improvement: (2) advisory school board; (3)

charter schools. Cost for each section is two thousand dollars.

Additional fiscal information:See attached.

Prepared by: A | / £ /W ak € £ Phone:

Division: 4 + |IC-6 Date: _

Approved by Commissioner: ‘JerQ/ SZ
Agency: .Education. Date: h-1§-93

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information call ttie Governor's Legislative Office )
Rev 11/02 Pago i of 3.



MOUSE COMMITTEE REPOPT

®

Date Referred: January 22, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS: Judiciary
i Finance

Date of Committee Action: CdAj ] T&F

The HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: HB 84

HOUSE BILL NO. 84 IMPLEMENT ALASKA 2000 RECOMMENDATIONS

"An Act implementing certain recommendations of Alaska 2000 to improve the
state's education system; and providing for an effective date."

RECOMMENDATIONS: | ] the same title
be replaced with _[Aj a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[ ] do pass

[ ] do not pass

[ 1 no recommendations

[X] individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Depi) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dcpl/Datc)
[\] Fiscal impact \SQ £ [ ] fiscal note(s)
f J zero fiscal note [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)
SIGNING DO PASS n DP OTIIEIR RECOMMPpIErTIONS DNP NR AM
AlTI™ /
.
v i’
s f
N N __- /\J X
~ A I

N'S SIGNATURE
COMMITTEE REPORT - H.E.S.S.
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Cramer
2/22/94

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 84( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered.:
Referred:

Spoasor(s): HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE BY REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to grants for theimprovement of school performance and to

teacher tenure rights; and providing for an effective date.”

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

* Section 1. AS 14.03.125(a) is amended to read:

(@) The fund for the improvement of school performance is created as an
account in the general fund. The fund shall be used by thecommissioner tomake
grants |TO A DISTRICT LOCATED IN THE STATE] for the purpose of improving
public school performance in a district in the state. The fund consists of money
appropriated by the legislature, including money appropriated from the earnings of
the public school trust fund under AS 37.14.110. The commissioner shall include
an [ANNUALLY DETERMINE THE] amount (REQUESTED] for grants under this
section (AND SHALL INCLUDE THE AMOUNT] in the department’s annual budget
request.

* Sec. 2. AS 14.03.125(b) is amended to read:

CSHB84 (JWD) CSHB 84( )



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

(b) A person, governing body, or district advisory board [[ OR NONPROFIT
ORGANIZATION! located in the state [ OR A TEACHER OR PRINCIPAL
EMPLOYED BY A PUBLIC SCHOOL IN THE STATE,] may apply for a grant of
up to $50,000 to improve public school performance by submitting an application to
the commissioner. An application must be signed bv the chiefschool administrator
of the district that will receive the grant or. if the application is from a person,
the chief school administrator of a district that has agreed to receive, administer,
and account for the grant.

* jec. 3. AS 14.03.125(c) is amended to read:

(c) The department mav award a [A] grant [MAY BE AWARDED] to the
same applicant [GRANTEE] in consecutive fiscal years, but may not award a grant
[BE AWARDED! to the same applicant [GRANTEE] for more than three [TWO]
fiscal years within a five-yeM period. This subsection does not apply to a district
if the district is administering the grant and the district governing body is not the
grantee.

* Sec. 4. AS 14.03.125(e) is amended to reau:
(e) In this section,
(1) "applicant” means a person applying for a grant under this
section:
(2) "district" has the meaning given in AS 14.17.250.
* Sec. S. AS 14.03.125 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(0O The board shall adopt regulations concerning grants and grant award
procedures under this section.

* Sec. 6. AS 14.20.147(b) is amended to read:

(b) When a school operated by a federal agency is transferred to or absorbed
into a new or existing school district”™ the teachers shall also be transferred if mutualW
agreed by the teacher or ‘eachers and the school board of the new or existing district.
A teacher transferred from a federal agency school that [[ WHICH] does not have an
official salary schedule or teacher tenure in the same manner as a public school district
in the state [,] shall be placed on a position on the salary schedule of the absorbing

district; the salary may not be less than the teacher would have received in the federal

CSHBKA( ) .
N-w r,.x. findr'lined /DELETED TEXT BRACKETED/
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agency school. If the teacher taught four [TWGJ or more years in the federal agency
school and, at the time of transfer, had a valid Alaska teaching certificate, that teacher
shall be placed on tenure in the absorbing district
* Sec. 7. AS 14.20.150 is amended to read:
Sec. 14.20.150. ACQUISITION OF TENURE RIGHTS, (a) A teacher
acquires tenure rights in a district when the teacher
(1) possesses a standard teaching certificate;
(2) has been employed as a teacher in the same district continuously

for four |TWO| full school years and is reemployed for the school year immediately

following the four [TWO]| full school years

(b) The tenure rights acquired under (a) of this section become effective on the
first day the teacher performs teaching services in the district during the school year

immediately following the four [TWO] full school years.

* Sec. 8. APPLICABILITY OF TENURE CHANGES. The amendments made by secs.

6 and 7 of this Act apply to teachers firs: hired by a school district on or after the effective

dateof this Act.
*Sec.9. TRANSITION. Notwithstanding sec. 11 of tints Act, thestate Board of Education

may proceed to adopt regulations necessary to implement this Act. The regulations take effect
under AS 44.62 (Administrative Procedure Act), but not before the respective effective date

of the relevant section or sections of this Act.

* Sec. 10. Section 9 of this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

*Sec.11. Sections 1- 8 of this Act take effect July 1, 1994.

-3- CSHB 84( )
Nrw Tsic> Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED1



DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450

FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Strest, Surte 409
Mail Slop 3101 Juresu, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM March 16, 1994
SUBJECT: Comparison of CSHB 84 (), "D" version with CSHB 84 (HES)

(Grants for school performance and teacher tenure rights)

Representative Gail Phillips

Teresa B. Cramer~T|~L"
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a short comparison between the "D" version of CSHB 84 () and
the HES Committee Substitute of that bill.

Grants for school performance improvements.

Sections 1 - 5 are identical in the two versions: the grant program remains
unchanged.

At the end of the bill, the transition provision to allow the state Board of Education
to adopt regulations before the July 1, effective date, and the immediate effective
date for this transitional provision (secs. 11 and 12 in the HES CS and secs. 9 and 10
in Version "D") are also identical.

Teacher tenure provisions.
Beginning with section 6, the bills take different approaches to teacher tenure.

CSHB 84 (HES). Under the House CS, a teacher may acquire tenure after three
years of teaching in a district and four years of teaching in the state if the teacher
satisfies the review process set out in Secs. 14.20.151 - 14.20.154 enacted by sec. 7 of
the bill. Briefly, the review process involves a local tenure review committee
composed of three to five members drawn from the teachers and administrators of
the schools covered by the committee. The committee reviews the performance of
nontenured teachers annually (Sec. 14.20.153(e)) and reviews nontenured teachers
who are applying for tenure in order to make a recommendation to the school board
about whether tenure should be granted.



Representative Gail Phillips
March 16, 1994
Page 2

CSHB 84 (). version "D". The "D" version retains the existing statutory procedures
for granting tenure but increases the length of service required from two full years
of teaching to four full years. (See bill secs. 6 and 7) There is no provision for a
tenure review committee.

A pplicability. In both the HES CS and the "D" version the changes apply only to
new hires. Applying the changes to teachers hired before the effective date of the
Act would make the provisions subject to constitutional challenge as an impairment
of the obligations of contracts.

Termination of tenure for unsatisfactory performance.

CSHB 84 fHES). In secs. 8 and 9, the HES CS provides for the termination of
tenure of teachers who receive notice of unsatisfactory performance and fail to
improve within two years.

CSHB 84 (). "D" version. The "D" version does not have a comparable provision
concerning termination of tenure.

Please let me know if you have additional questions concerning these two versions
of HB 84.

TC:pl
94-213.plm



DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

FAX (907) 465-2029 13()Sel\ard$met,81ite409
Juneau, Alaska 99801-2106

M ail Slop 3101

MEMORANDUM February 24, 1994

SUBJECT: Sectional summary of CSHB 84(HES) (Relating to grants for
improving school performance and to teacher tenure rights)

TO: Representative Con Bunde
Attention: Lynne Smith

FROM: Teresa B. Crameryv
Legislative Counsei

You have requested a sectional summary of the above-described bill. As a
preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered
an authoritative interpretation of the bill and the bill itself is the best statement of
its contents.

Section 1. Permits the commissioner of education to award grants to entities other
than school districts as long as the purpose of the grant is to improve public school
performance in a district in the state. Includes appropriations from the earnings of
the public school trust fund in the grant fund.

Section 2. Requires applications for a grant to be signed by the chief school
administrator of the district that will receive the grant or that will administer a grant
applied for by another entity.

Section 3. Allows a grant to be awarded to the same applicant for three fiscal years
within a five-year period. The subsection does not apply to a district if the district
governing body was not the grantee.

Section 4. Defines "applicant” for AS 14.03.125, amended by bill Sections 1-3
above.

Section 5. Requires the state Board of Education to adopt regulations regarding
grants and grant award procedures.

Section 6. Changes the requirements for earning tenure rights. Requires teachers
to have been employed as teachers in the state under a standard or provisional

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS - CSHB 84 (HESS)



Representative Con Bunde
February 24, 1994
Page 2

teaching certificate for four years and to have been employed for the last three years
in the district. Also requires teachers to be reviewed by a local tenure review
committee and approved for tenure by the local school board. Current law does not
require review by committee or approval by the school board.

Subsection (c) retains the current system for teachers hired before the effective date
of the bill. Subsection (d) permits school boards to request an exemption from the
local tenure review committee requirement when there are insufficient tenured
teachers at a school.

Section 7. Enacts new requirements for teacher tenure.

Sec. 14.20.151 sets out when a teacher may apply for tenure and requires
teachers to submit certain information when applying. Subsection (c) states that
failure to acquire tenure does not affect an existing employment contract.

Sec. 14.20.152 directs school boards to establish local tenure review
committees composed of tenured teachers, elected from the teachers in the school,
and building administrators appointed by the school board.

Sec. 14.20.153 requires the local tenure review committee to review requests
for tenure. Deliberations on a request are held in executive session. Under
subsection (c), the committee determines whether it is in the best interests of the
students in the district to recommend approval or disapproval of tenure for the
requesting teacher. Under subsection (d), the committee’s recommendations are filed
with the local school board, the teacher, and the school superintendent. Under
subsection (e), the committee also reviews the performance of nontenured teachers
and prepares a written evaluation, which becomes part of the teacher’s personnel file.

Sec. 14.20.154 requires the school board, after considering a teacher’s request
and the recommendation of the local tenure review committee, to approve or
disapprove an application for tenure.

Section 8. Limits a tenured teacher’s right to reemployment within the district to last
only so long as the teacher’s performance is not unsatisfactory as set out in a new
statutory section enacted by Section 9 of the bill.

Section 9. Enacts a new section permitting the termination of tenure for unsatisfacto-
ry performance. Under subsection (a), school boards are required to establish
procedures for the annual performance review of tenured teachers. If the review
process results in a notice of unsatisfactory performance for a tenured teacher, the
teacher has two years in which to improve his or her performance. If the teacher
fails to improve in two years, the local school board may terminate the tenure of the
teacher. After termination of tenure, the teacher has the rights of a newly-hired
nontenured teacher.

Section 10. Defines "committee" and "school board."



Representative Con Bunde
February 24, 1994
Page 3

Section 11. Permits the state Board of Education to adopt regulations to implement
the Act immediately. The regulations may not take effect before the effective date

of the relevant sections of the Act.

Section 12. Gives Section 11 an immediate effective date.

Section 13. Makes the rest of the Act effective July 1, 1994.

TC:pl
94-154.plm



DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

(907) -165-3867 or -165-2450

ALY (907) 4652020 130 Seward Sireet, Qliite 400
Mail Slop 3101 Jureau, Alaska 99901 2105
MEMORANDUM February 1, 1994
SUBJECT: CSHB 84 (HES) (Teacher tenure rights)
TO: Representative Con Bunde
FROM: Teresa B. Cramer

Legislative Counsel

You have asked that | explain my concerns about the amendment to Sec. 14.20.172(c)
adopted by the HESS committee. The sentence, before amendment, read:

A local school board may terminate the tenure of a teacher who has
received a notice of deficiency as part of a performance evaluation if
the board finds that the teacher’'s performance has remained deficient
for the two-year period.

The amendment, which has been included in the draft HESS CS, adds "for just cause"
after "terminate” in the first line of the sentence. The last clause of the sentence ("if
the board finds that the teacher’s performance has remained deficient for the two-
year period") sets out the basis for the board’s action. This is the "cause" that the
previous draft contemplated as justification for the board’s action. Adding the
general phrase "just cause” makes it unclear whether a two-year period of deficiency
is a sufficient basis for ending tenure and also whether there may be other reasons
that tenure could be terminated. Given the ambiguity in the relationship of the "just
cause" to the "two-year deficiency,” | would recommend that the sentence be
redrafted or that the "just cause" language be omitted, depending on the committee’s
intent. If the committee is concerned that the teacher may have been found deficient
over a two-year period for essentially insignificant deficiencies, | would suggest
addressing that directly, perhaps by adding a requirement that the board find that the
teacher’s performance has remained substantially deficient or significant/ deficient
for the two-year period.

Please let me know if you have question about this memo or if you would like the CS
redrafted.

TC:pl:gc

94-087.p'm
Enclosure
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House Bill 84

"An Act implementing certain recommendations of Alaska 2000

Increase the School Term

» Forthe school year beginning in 1994, the number of days in the school
term is increaséd from 180 to 183.

» The added school days will increase by three days in 1995,1996, and
1997, and increase By four days in 1998 and 1999.

* The cumulative effect of these changes is to increase the existing school
term by 20 days by the year 2000.

Flexibility in Funding Grants for School Improvement

*  If public school performance will be enhanced and improved, school
districts and other entities may be eligible for a grant from the “Fund
for the Improvement of School Performance”.

* Earnings from the "Public School Trust Fund" (established under
AS 37.14.110) may be appropriated to the "Fund for the Improvement of
School Performance”.

Establishment of Advisory School Boards

»  Advisory school boards will be mandated in city and borough school
districts as they are required for REAAS.

*  An advisory school board will be under the direction of the local school
board and may serve more ihan one school upon approval of the
Commissioner.

Establishment of a Tenure Review Committee

» The local school hoard shall appoint a local tenure review committee
comﬁosed of five to nine members to minimally include: two parents, two
teachers, and one student over 16.

* The review committee will consider the teacher’s request  for tenure, along
with the teacher's evaluations, supervisor's recommendations, and other
tmaterlal the teacher considers informative regarding the request for
enure.



Establishment of a Tenure Review Committee cont.

The committee will vote on each request as to whether it is in the best
interest of the district's students to recommend tenure.

The local school board will consider the local tenure review committee’s
trecommendatlon, and will make the final decision regarding the granting of
enure.

Establishment of Charter Schools

The charter school concept is established as a pilot project for 3 years.

A charter school, approved by the local school hoard and the State Board
of Education, operates as a school in the local district.. The school,
however, is exempt from local textbook, program, curriculum and
scheduling requirements.

A charter school operates under its own annual pro ram_bud?et. The
funding level is the same as other public schools in the district.

A charter school may be designed to serve students within an age group,
grade level, or students who will benefit from a particular teaching
method/curriculum. In the event of an excess of applications, students
will be accepted by random drawing.

The State Board of Education may not approve more than 40 charter
schools to operate at any one time.

Prepared by the Department of Education



"An Act

Section

Section

Section

Se.ctipnal .Analysis

House Bill 84

implementing certain recommendations of Alaska 2000"

1 sets out the purposes of the AZ .

2

increases the school term by three days.

Increases the number of days in the school term
from 180 to 183.

Increases from 150 to 153 the minimum school term
the Commissioner can approve for a district
abating asbestos health hazards.

Increases from 160 to 163 the minimum school term
the Commissioner can approve due to necessity or
to the submission of another acceptable plan.

Changes the standard for an acceptable/ alternate,
shorter school term from a plan based on
equivalent instructional hours to a plan under
which students receive the educational equivalent
of a regular 183 day term.

This section takes effect July 1, 1994, in order
to give districts time to prepare for the
increases.

provides additional, subsequent increases.

Increase the school terms referred to in section 2
by three days in each of the school years that
begin in 1995, 1996, and 1997, and increases the
terms by four days in the school years that begin
in 1998 and 1999.

The cumulative effect of sections 2 and 3 is to
increase the existing terms by 20 days by the year
2000.



Sections 4-7 amend AS 14.03.125 to provide flexibility in
funding grants for school improvement.

Section 4

. Permits the fund for the improvement of school
performance to include appropriations from the
earnings of the public school trust fund.

(Established under AS 37.14.110.)

. Permits grants to be awarded to entities other
than school districts, if the grant w ill
nonetheless benefit or improve school performance.

Section 5 removes the existing $50,000 cap on grants.

Section 6 permits grants to be awarded to the same grantee
for up to three fiscal years within a five-year period.

Section 7 requires the board to adopt regulations setting
out grant award procedures.

Section 8 mandates that city and borough school districts
establish advisory school boards under AS 14.12.035.
Advisory boards are already required for REAA's.

They are required at each school in a community
within a district if the community has 50 or more

permanent residents.

. A school district with only one school and a
school board is exempt.

. The school district board shall set standards and
prescribe the power and duties of the advisory
board.

Upon request by a school district the commissioner
may allow an advisory board to serve more than one
school.

Sections 9-11 amend AS 14.20 by repealing and reenacting AS
14.20.150 and enacting new sections that require a committee
evaluation and recommendation before a teacher is granted
tenure.



Section 9 provides that teachers acquire tenure after
. applying for tenure;

. being employed continuously for two full school
years and reemployed for a third consecutive year;

. being considered for tenure by a local tenure
review committee; and

. being approved for tenure by the local school
board.
. Teachers hired before July 1, 1993 and

continuously employed by a district acquire tenure
rights under the existing scheme.

Section 10 sets out the process for applying for tenure.

A teacher submits a request to the superintendent
along with evaluations, supervisor's
recommendations, and other material the teacher
considers informative regarding the request for
tenure.

The Superintendent forwards copies to the local
school board and the local tenure review
committee.

. Failure to acquire tenure will not affect an
existing contract between the teacher and the
district.

Teachers may reapply for tenure 120 days after a
school board's disapproval for tenure.

Section 10 also requires districts to appoint local tenure
review committees.

] The committees are composed of five to nine
members and serve at the pleasure of the school
board.

Members shall include two parents, two teachers,

and one student over 16. Remaining members shall



have had involvement in the district's educational
program.

. The committee shall meet at least nee every six
months if requests for tenure are pending.

. The committee w ill publish notj.ee of meetings,
including the names of teachers who have requested
tenure, and state that comments may be provided to
the committee before the meeting. Comments
received must be provided to the teacher.

. The committee shall allow for public comment at
the meeting, and deliberate on each request in an
executive session at which theteacher may be
present.

. A teacher's evaluations are not public records.

. The committee w ill vote on each request by roll
call in an open meeting as to whether it is in the

best interests of the district's students to
recommend tenure.

. Thecommittee w ill furnish written notification of
its recommendation to the local board within 10
working days, including the reasons for any

recommendation to disapprove tenure.

Section 10 additionally provides that the local school board

w ill consider the local tenure review committee’s
recommendation, and w ill voteto approve or disapprove
tenure for a teacher. The reasons for any disapproval shall

be set out in writing.

Section 11 adds definitions of "board,” "committee," and
"parent"” to the chapter's definition suction.

Section 12 establishes charter schools.

Charter schools may be established on application
of a charter school board of directors and
approval by a local board and state Board of
Education.



The state Board of Education may not approve more
than 40 charter schools to operate any one time.

Local boards w ill prescribe an application
procedure.

Local boards will forward to the state Board of
Education applications that have been approved or
denied.

Section 13 describes the organization and operation of a
charter school.

A charter school operates as a school in the local
district except that it is exempt from local
textbook, program, curriculum and scheduling
requirements and operates under its own annual
program budget. Other exemptions may be agreed to
by the district and charter school.

An initial beard of directors of a charter school

shall organize informally, but shall consist of
five to nine members, including at Jleast one
parent of a prospective student of the school and
one prospective teacher of the school. Remaining

members must be a parent of a prospective student,
a prospective teacher, or a prospective student of
the school.

The initial board w ill develop the school's
program, apply to the local school board, and, on
approval, negotiate a contract with the local

school board.

A permanent board of directors will be elected by
the teachers, parents and students of a charter
school after classes begin. The permanent board

must meet the membership requirements of the
initial board.

The permanent charter board shall keep financial
records, oversee operations of the school, and
meet regularly with the teachers.



A charter school operates under a contract between

the

local board and the charter board. Contracts

must contain certain provisions:

description of educational program
achievement levels for educational program
admission policies and procedures

adm inistrative policies

statement of program budget and costs
assignable to the charter school program
budget

method of accounting
location and description of facility

name of teacher or teachers who will
teach in the school

teacher to student ratio
number of students served

term of contract, not to exceed three
years

termination clause providing that the local
board may terminate the contract for failure
of the school to meet education achievement
goals, fiscal management standards, or other
good cause

statement that the charter school will comply
with all state and federal requirements for
receipt and public use of money

other requirements or exemptions agreed to by
the charter board and the local school board



Section 14 describes funding for charter schools.

Local boards w ill provide a charter school with an
annual program budget. This budget w ill be not
less than the amount generated by the students
enrolled in the charter school less administrative
costs retained by the district, determined by
applying the department approved indirect cost
rate. The funding level should be the same as
other public schools in the district.

. The program budget w ill be spent for implementing
the educational program of the charter school,
including purchasing textbooks, classroom

m aterials and instructional aids.

] A charter board will provide all financial and
accounting inform ation requested by the local
board, the district, or the department, and

cooperate in complying with AS 14.17.190.
Section 15 describes admission to a charter school.

A charter school may be designed to serve students
within an age group or grade level, or students
who w ill benefit from a particular teaching method
or curriculum .

. A charter school shall enroll all eligible
students, except in the event of an excess of
applications students w ill be accepted by random
drawing.

. A charter school may not discriminate on the basis
of intelligence, achievement, aptitude, or

athletic ability.
Section 16 addresses teacher transfers and evaluation.

. Teachers w ill not be assigned to a charter school
against their will.

. A fter June 30, 1993, local school boards may not
negotiate or renew provisions in a negotiated
agreement that create a right to transfer to a



charter school based on seniority.

Charter school teachers will be evaluated in the
same manner as other teachers in the district. | f
no adm inistrator is assigned to the charter
school, the local board with charter board

agreement shall designate a district administrator
to evaluate a charter school teacher.

Section 17 provides that a charter school contract may be
for a term of no more than three years, and may not extend
beyond July 1, 1999.

Section 18 provides that the state Board of Education may
adopt regulations necessary to implement the charter school
provisions.

Section 19 is a definition section related to charter
schools.

Section 20 repeals sections 12-19 and is effective July 1,
1996. This implements the intent that the charter school
concept is a pilot project.

Sections 21-25 provide effective dates.
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January 22, 1993

The Honorable Rick Halford
President of the Senate
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear President Halford:

Under the authority of art. 1ll, sec. 18, of the Alaska Constitution, I am
transmitting a bill that makes significant changes to our public education system.
This bill is an outgrowth of the work of many Alaskans to improve our public,
education through Alaska 2000.

Through Alaska 2000, a cross section of Alaskans met during 1992 to examine our
school system and to make recommendations to the state Board of Education and
the governor to improve the quality of public school education for our children.
The state board has reviewed the recommendations and has chosen five as high-
priority proposals to present for legislative consideration. This bill, ifenacted
into law, implements those proposals.

The first proposal concerns extending the existing mandatory 180-day school
year to 200 days by the year 2000. This would allow our children to have 20
additional classroom days of teaching. The imposition of a 200-day school year
should help achieve higher educational performance so that our children can have
the tools to compete in today™s complex society. See secs. 2 and 3 of the hill.

The second proposal would amend the existing statute that creates the fund for
the improvement of school performance, to allow the commissioner to make grants
to any appropriate organization or person to improve our schools. The existing
statute limits the commissioner to granting only to school districts. Additionally,
the bill would remove the $50,000 restriction on the maximum grant amount and
would increase by one the number of years inwhich the same grantee could
receive a grant. These provisions should increase flexibility to award grants to
the best qualified organization or group in an amount that can get the job done.
The state Board of Education would be required to adopt regulations to ensure
efficient and effective administration of the program. See secs. 4, 5, 6, and 7 of

the bill.

The third proposal would mandate citizen advisory boards in virtually all school
districts In the state. Presently, some school districts have opted to do so on a

GOVERNOR'S TRANSMITTAL LETTER



The Honorable Rick Halford.
January 22, 1993
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.voluntary basis and have found the advisory boards extremely helpful in keeping
the local school boards advised on local community needs and concerns. With
some exceptions, the bill would mandate the procedure so that all local school
districts can have the benefit of an advisory board. See sec. 8 of the hill.

The fourth proposal would change the procedure by which new teachers obtain
tenure rights to employment after June 30, 1993. The bill would add a mechanism
for increased public involvement in tenure decisions and would encourage more
"thorough and tnoughtful evaluation of teachers by theilr supervisors. While I
recognize that this proposal might be controversial, rmtserves a valuable function
in rhat 1t ensures that only teachers who have shown their ability to teach earn
the right to tenure in our public schools. This should play a key role iIn
improving our educational system in the future. See secs. 9, 10, and 11 of the

bill.

The fifth proposal allows for the establishment of a pilot project for the creation
of up to 40 charter schools within our public school system. A charter school
would be authorized by a contract between a local school board and the board of
directors of the charter school, with the approval of the state Board of
Education. These charter schools can focus on a unique educational philosophy
or teaching curriculum to meet the needs of the students enrolled in the school.
The provisions of the bill that authorize the program will "sunset™ July 1, 1996,
although a charter school contract could extend to July 1, 1999. The legislature
will have the opportunity to scrutinize the success of the pilot program to
determine whether itshould be reauthorized through new legislation. See secs.
12-20 and sec. 25 of the hill.

All of the above substantive changes, except for the phased-in changes in school
term length in secs. 2 and 3, would take effect July 1, 1993. The phased-in
changes in school term length would take effect July 1, 1994. See secs. 23 and

24.

Finally, sec. 21 would give transitional authority to allow the state Board of
Education to begin the process to adopt regulations as soon as the bill is signed
into law; the new regulations cannot take effect before the respective effective
dates of the relevant sections of this bill. Section 22 of the bill would give this
transition section an immediate effective date.

Alaska®s children are Alaska"s future. Providing them a quality education is an
investment that we must make, and is an investment that will benefit all of us.

I urge your support of this important legislation.

Sincerely

Governor

- 12 -



\ WALTERJ. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-189%4

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

January 24, 1994

The Honorable Con Bunde

Alaska State Legislature

Co-Chair, Health, Educadon and Social Services Committee
State Capitol, Rooml 12

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Bunde:

Thank you very much for scheduling HB84, "An Act implementing certain recommendations of
Alaska 2000 to improve the state's education system," for a public hearing before the House
HES j Committee, Wednesday, January 26, 1994.

Sections 4-7 of HB84 amend the statutes relating to the Fundfor the Improvement ofSchool
Performance, AS 14.03.125. The 1993 grant year marked the first year grants were awarded
under this program and the response was overwhelming. A total of 112 applications were
received from 31 school districts requesting over $2,500,000. The six largest school districts
submitted multiple proposals, ranging from 4-25 proposals. Over $500,000 was awarded to 25
recipients from 16 school districts.

Based on the department’s experience in implementing the Fundfor the Improvement ofSchool
Performance, | submit for the HESS Committee's consideration an amendment which will allow
greater flexibility in awarding these grants. Enclosed you will find the proposed amendment
and a brief synopsis of the grants awarded in 1993.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Enclosures

BACK - P



WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1894

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

March 8, 1994

The Honorable Brian Porter
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol, Room 112
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Porter:

This letter is to request a hearing before the House Judiciary Committee on HB 84, "An Act
implementing certain recommendations of Alaska 2000." This legislation, as originally
introduced, highlighted five proposals: extend the school term, establish charter schools, add
flexibility to the Fundfor the Improvement of School Performance, establish advisory school
boards, and reform teacher tenure.

CS for HB 84 (HF.S) retains two concepts of the original bill. The statutes authorizing the Fund
for the Improvement ofSchool Performance were modified to allow flexibility in awarding the
grants. In addition, the committee substitute also addresses the process for acquiring teacher

tenure.

This legislation is an outgrowth of the work of many Alaskans to improve our public education
through the Alaska 2000 Initiative.

Thank you very much for your assistance in this request.

Sincerely,

Jerry Covey
Commissioner

cc: Sheila Peterson, Special Assistant to the Commissioner



SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT

Projects Awarded under the "Fund for the Improvement of School Performance”

Abstract of School Improvement Grant Proposals

INNOVATIVE IDEAS

by 25 public school teachers/administrators/nonprofit organizations

Editor’s Note: In 1990, the Legislature established the "Fund

for the Improvement ofSchool Performance” within the gen-
“It gives me great eralfind The Commissioner ofEducation is to make grants
from thisfin d to school districtsfor the purpose ofimproving
school performance. In 1993, over $500,000 was awarded to
25 recipientsfrom 16 school districts. The projectproposals
rangedfrom creating an electronic portfolio ofa student’s
schorl improve- work to providing direct instruction between three small

districts using advance technology.

pleasure to award

these grants for

ment. Alaska has

A total of 112 applications were receivedfrom 31 school

many excellent districts requesting over $2,500,000. The six largest school

educators who are aistricts submitted multiple proposals, ranging from 4-25
proposals. The area ofconcentrationfor mostgrant requests
creative and was in thefield ofEnglish/language arts, technology, math-

] ] ematics, and science.
innovative. The

The 1993 grantyear marked thefirst year grants were

implementation of .
awardedfor the improvement ofschool performance and the

these grants will be response was overwhelming! A briefsynopsis ofthe grants
awardedfollows. With the success ofthese grants, the students
exciting for every- ofAlaska will be the WINNERS!

one involved.”

Jerry Covey
Commissioner of
Education



Anchorage School District
Parent Support Group

A parent support/training group for
parents of seriously emotionally dis-
turbed junior high students will be
established under the guidance of a
master level social worker. This tar-
geted, parent support will lessen the
parent’s isolation, will provide much
needed emotional support and will
improve parenting skills.

Computer Instruction

AVAIL, Anchorage Vocational and
Academic Institute of Learning, is a
partnership between businesses and the
Anchorage Sci.ool District to serve high
risk youths who have dropped out of
school. This alternative high sch )ol is
located in the 5th Avenue mall and
serves street teenagers, homeless youth,
and long term high school drop-outs.
The additional computers and software
provided by this grant will allow die
school to expand its computer-assisted
instruction.

Integrated Performance Assessment

maiwwiB:i»cr

Student achievement in reading, writ-
ing, and math will be evaluated by an
integrated performance-based assess-
ment project in a pilot program reaching
approximately 30% of the elementary
students and 15% of the junior high
students in the district. Scores obtained
on standardized tests by project partici-
pants will be matched with their inte-
grated assessments and analyzed. The
pilot project will result in the develop-
ment of performance expectations for
reading, writing and math and an assess-

ment system that can be used or adapted
by other schools and districts in the
State.

Fairbanks School District
Portable Planetarium

Elementary school teachers will be able
to provide participatory astronomy
lessons using a dome-shaped Starlab
Portable Planetarium purchased through
grant funds. A core group of eighteen

Using Alaska specific activity-based
lessons inside the portable planetarium,

learning can be constantly monitored . ..

third grade teachers will receive exten-
sive training on how to present activity-
based planetarium lessons utilizing the
Starlab and will later serve as mentor
teachers to others. Using Alaska spe-
cific activity-based lessons inside the
portable planetarium, learning can be
constantly monitored as the students are
asked to demonstrate and discuss the
new information presented.

After School Tutoring

The Literacy Council of Alaska will
conduct an After Sch Dbl Tutoring
Project at two elementary schools in
downtown Fairbanks. Elementary
students who are referred by their
teachers will receive additional group
instruction and one-on-one assistance in
reading and math after school. Parental
input will be solicited and used to
design the program. To help bridge the
gap between school and home, parents
will also receive training as volunteer
tutors.



Promoting Telecommunication Skills

The acquisition of additional phone
lines with moderns for remote dial-in
and dial-out and six laptop computers
will give teachers the opportunity to use
technology to research databases across

the nation and around the world.

The home can be a virtual extension of

the school, and other family members

will be able to participate in their

children’s education in new and unique

ways.

Students can ask questions of nation-
ally-known scientists, correspond with
their peers in different countries, search
databases, and locate sources of infor-
mation for reports and projects. From
the home, families will be able to check
a student’s progress, or send messages
to teachers. Students will be able to
access school resources at home, com-
plete assignments when they miss
school, or do a little extra research. The
home can be a virtual extension of the
school, and other family members will
be able to participate in their children’s
education in new and unique ways.

Haines School District
Natural Living Laboratory

The Sawmill Creek Grant Proposal
plans to utilize a neighborhood water-
way as a natural living laboratory for
the study of fish, aquatic ecology, forest
succession, animal habitats, water
quality, and riparian ecosystems. Stu-
dents will participate in the design and
construction of an interpretive trail that

will follow a portion of the Creek
system. The district’s natural resource
curriculum will be expanded to include
specific lesson plans for each grade
level which incorporates the Creek’s
ecosystem.

Juneau School District
Electronic Portfolio of Work

With the purchase of additional com-
puter equipment, an individual elec-
tronic portfolio will be created and
maintained for each K- student in a
Juneau elementary school. The portfolio
will be accessible to each student,
teacher and parent. A digital camera
will provide actual computerized photos
of the student’s work in mathematics. In
addition, the child will be able to input
his or her own thoughts on how to solve
the problem. This innovative assessment
tool will focus on not only if the correct
answer is given, but also on how each
child solved the problem.

Middle School Standards

A design team of eight middle school
teachers and two administrators will
facilitate the development and publica-
tion of 8th grade course exit outcomes
and a system of corresponding assess-
ment in mathematics and language arts.

Kenai School District
Parent and Student Success

The major goal of Uiis program is to
improve student performance by en-
hancing parent-child-teacher relations.
This goal will be achieved by enrolling
academically at risk junior high students
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in a Parent and Student Success class
designed to assist students in acquiring
the skills necessary for being successful
in school and life. In addition, parents
and students together will attend six
meetings throughout the semester which
will focus on strengthening parent-child
relations.

Kodiak School District
Alternative Junior High Program

Approximately 30 students, grades 7-9,
who have e xperienced a lack of success
in the traditional school program will be
accepted into a pilot program, Get Real.
Underlying the project is the belief that

education must be relevant to the

An advisory team comprised of commu-
nity representatives will help to make
recommendations and evaluate the pro-

grams SucCcCess.

learner. To accomplish this, the course
will implement a competency based
curriculum utilizing a student directed
portfolio assessment. An advisory team
comprised of community representa-
tives will help to make recommenda-
tions and evaluate the program’s suc-
cess.

Increasing Technological Competence

The purchase of additional computers
and scientific software will provide high
school science students the opportunity
to be exposed to the high-tech tools
commonly used in scientific and techno-
loqgical industries. A hands-on environ-

BQi

ment will be achieved by using comput-
ers, modems, scientific simulation or
modeling based software appropriate to
the students’ abilities.

Lower KuskokwSm School

District
Early Intervention

This project will include activities to
teach parents how to work with their
pre-school children to develop language
skills. Through early intervention, the
project will help the children in
Atmautluak, age birth to five years,
acquire basic language skills to improve
their academic levels in English and
Yup’ik. A vocabulary baseline indicat-
ing the first Yup’ik words that infants
and toddlers probably will learn to
speak will be developed. This baseline
will enable parents and project workers
to determine developmentally appropri-
ate language skills for young children.

Mat-su School District
Publishing a Newspaper

Publishing a monthly newspaper will
provide an authentic method for fifth
graders to improve and demonstrate
their competencies in language arts and
problem solving. At the same time, the
students will develop and apply their
technological competency in the use of
computers. The grant will provide the
necessary training and equipment to
initiate this project. The students plan to
sell advertising space and to become
self-sufficient after the first year.



Literacy Through Science

A team of teachers will design a new
hands-on program to instruct twenty-
five ninth and tenth grade remedial
students utilizing high interest science
projects. Key planning meetings, unit
activities, and student demonstrations
will be video taped to document various
components of the project.

Elementary Radio Show

Students, staff, and community mem-
bers will work with a contracted facili-
tator to tape radio presentations for a
daily radio program that includes
student writing, radio drama, literature,
news, commentaries, special programs,
and music. With increased practice and
wider audiences, students will gain
confidence in their ability to perform.

Petersburg School District
Skiff Manufacturing

This grant will allow high school weld-
ing students to become involved in the
designing, manufacturing and marketing
of a 20 foot aluminum commercial skiff.
Manufacturing an aluminum skiff is an
innovative and unique opportunity for
students to experience the application of
a current technology, while developing
entrepreneurial skills for the future.

Upgrade Seismometer Station

The seismometer station at Petersburg
High School will be upgraded to official
state network operation status, using
science students from the middle and

high school to perform the analysis and
research. This project will provide the

participants with a practical application
of science and math, and the realization

This project will provide the participants
with a practical application of science
and math ...

that they are contributing to basic
science information unknown before the
project began.

Tanana School District
Operation of a Restaurant

The organization and operation of a
restaurant (including preparation of all
menu items) will be the task of the
students enrolled in business education.
The students will learn by doing every
aspect of a business operation. The
project will provide high school stu-
dents with valuable work experience
which may not have been possible
locally.

Unalaska School District
Social Studies Curriculum

With the assistance of cultural consult-
ants, local curriculum materials will be
developed for integration into the social
studies program. In addition, the current
catalog for the Unalaska City School’s
Alaskana Room will be updated and
revised for use in student and teacher
research. The Alaskana Room has one
of the most comprehensive resource
collections for this area of the state. An
interactive multimedia Unangam lan-
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guage lab will be developed which will Craig, Hydabu rg and
further enhance language instruction . .
Klawock School Districts

and cultural awareness within the

curriculum. Shared Instruction

Wrangell SChOO| D iStl’iCt A cooperative prciect between three
DiStriCt SyStematiC Changes school districts will provide 290 stu-

dents, in grades 7-12, with access to
direct instruction in advanced or special

Through a series of intensive staff ) i i i
courses in mathematics, science, foreign

development training sessions, over

25% of the district’s certified staff will language, and English composition.
have increased their knowledge and
skills in die area of standard implemen- Direct instruction will be provided to the

tation and student assessment. Three
major plans critical to the district’s
continued restructuring effort will be
developed during the summer sessions.
While the project is targeted toward
staff development, its impact will be on
all students within the district.

three schools through a three way com -
munication system using the best quali-

fied teachers within the schools.

Direct instruction will be provided to
the three schools through a three way,
video, audio and data, interactive

. . communication system using the best
Yukon Flat SChOOI D Istrict qualified teachers within the schools.
FAS in Laboratory Mice Through this cooperative venture, the

school districts will maximize their

Students become junior scientists resources to benefit their students.

performing research on the effects of
alcohol in laboratory mice, with particu-
lar attention to Fetal Alcohol Syndrome
(FAS) in the offspring of pregnant mice
treated with alcohol. Students leam
valuable knowledge and healthy atti-
tudes regarding alcohol use, as well as
gaining important scientific skills and
research and reporting skills by partici-
pating in the experiment.

Forfurther information regarding specific grant proposals, please contact each individual school district or Dorothy
Mae Knight, 465-86S1, at the Department of Education. This ssmopsis was prepared hv the Department of Education.



Kermit D. Reppond
1616 Selief Lane

Kodiak, AK 99615 -
January 26, 1994

He 08

Dear Legislators,

I would like to voice my support of the establishment of
charter schools. Although charter schools may not be feasible for
the smallest school districts, most students in Alaska would

benefit from having this option. Every profession has a
bureaucracy and teaching is no exception. An inherent
characteristics of any bureaucracy is that it is resistant to
change and innovation. If we are to develop world class schools
and scholars, teachers and parents need to be unburdened from
administrative constraints that, however well intentioned,
interfere with developing approaches to education that meet the
needs of Alaska's youth. As an analogy, consider the fate of

companies such as IBM who have lost their competitive edge because
smaller companies were more able to make better use of developing
technology. We need to wunleash the innovative spirit of our
teachers and parents.

Charter schools would also engender an increased sense of
ownership on the part of parents, students, and teachers.
Comparison of various teaching methods among schools would give
insight as to what works and what doesn't, allowing non charter
schools to learn from the work of others.

Sincerely,



A la s k a S tate L e gislature

Please enter into the record my testimony t0 the — House i-i.¢,s.s. ===
committee name

Committee on HB 84 - Ak 2000 Recoram. dated, . 1-26-94 L
Bill/SUbject |

(PLEASE SEE ATTACHED SHEET) - o s« 2-"

Signed' Kermit D. Reppond
Testifier

self

Representing (Optional)

1616 Selief Lane - Kodiak, AK 99615

Address

486-6593

Phone No.

9/86 Legislative Information Office
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FAX NO, 907269P107 P Q

Post-it" brand (a* transmittal memo 7S71 ¢ © 1rages »
g A ) Frsm

|>)1"(IB»A\ Sj g

%CA -2

s - 313

Larry Wigel asked that | go over HB 84 and address, in particular, die sections
which focus on teacher tcnure.

| understand amendments to the committee substituti’" have already been
adopted and that the general advisory boards have been eliminated. The
Tenure Committee is still in the draft; its members will be appointed by the
School Board but committee members shall be subject to removal only for
just cause. Just cause is a term of art, usually applied in employment
relations, not to voluntary committee positions. It would be difficult for the
Board to even develop reasonable procedures for removing a cornerfctee
member who behaved badly. Such procedures would need to be in place
before the process began.

The responsibility of the Tenure Committee would be awesome: it would riot
only conduct a performance review for every tenured teacher, every five
years, but of every non-tenured teacher, every year. The current teacher work
force is about 2830. Even though the law will apply only to those hired after
July 1, 1994, eventually the numbers of teachers involved in this new
program will grow large. Assuming performance review would include
actual observation, rather than a simple review of evaluation documents
produced at die school level, the financial and operational impact of releasing
titree to five teacher committee members to conduct such observations would
be considerable. Further, the task of actually pulling together one or more
committees to review all paperwork generated by all these observations and
to discuss development of recommendations to the School Board, would be
truly daunting.

We are trying to negotiate a more significant role for teachers in the
evaluation of colleagues. Since teacher associations have a duty under law to
fairly represent the interests of those in their bargaining units, when
testimory regarding teacher performance deficiencies is provided by other
teachers, the irabitional distinction between supervisor and supervisee will
become difficult to define. That may not be a bad thing but the ramifications
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are serious and there is little evidence in the proposed bili to indicate that
those ramifications have been explored. Under tire terms of the current
agreement between the District and the Association, teachers cannot evaluate
other teachers. Clearly, law would supersede contract, if there was a clear
mandate defined, but principals and teachers would require considerable time
to discuss how a system of colleague review might actually work.

All in all, if the purpose of the changes the bill supports is improvement in
the evaluation, process, that purpose is unlikely to be me* and wvve oppose its
adoption, for the following reasons:

. At a minimum, the bill would create a bureaucratic monster which
would produce mountains of paper which School Boards would be
obligated to review before they could, fulfill their statutory obligation to
judge whether a teacher should retain employment.

« If the concern reflected in the bill is that there are too many
incompetent teachers in the system and something ought to be done to
send them on their way or help them to become bettor, there needs to
be careful examination of the issues ivhich contribute to that problem,
if it is real.

The recommendation of the Anchorage School District, submitted as
testimony before the Commissioner of Education during hearings in support
of the Alaska 2000 initiative, was to reduce the burden which Districts must
meet in terminating tenured teachers. A simple just cause standard, with
appeal onty to an outside arbitrator through a normal grievance process,
would put teachers on the same footing as other public employees in the
stale. The current teacher termination process is incredibly cumbersome; it is
designed to be little used and, in that sense, it works as il was designed to
work. The method of attack on that poor and cumbersome system, contained
in HB 84, would make an already bad situation worse, under the guise of
increasing accountability.

If the Legislature wants a cleaner, more efficient and effective system of
teacher evaluation, we suggest they propose a clean, efficient, and effective
method of addressing that want. Specifically:

1. Extend the time needed to secure tenure, from two to three full
years or more;

2. eliminate AS 14.20 170 ISO, in its entirety. Replace il with an
addendum to AS 23.40 that says that collective bargaining
agreements must contain grievance procedures which end in
binding arbitration and apply to termination of teachers for just
cause, without access to School Board review or trial dc novo.
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If this proposed modification to the present system does not produce the
desired results in three to five years, we'll go hack and try again. Let's begin
with what we know and move forward, rather than create what we know
nothing about and run a substantial risk of falling on our collective faces.
Right now, we don't know what problem the bill hopes to fix or what
evidence was developed that suggests this proposed solution will be any less
onerous thal the problem.

Please understand that these recommendations reflect administrative
discussions only, they do not constitute a public position of the Anchorage
School Board. If such a position is needed, we will take steps to calendar for
necessary discussion but it would not likely occur before late March or early

April, at the soonest.

If | can be of further assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

T.ee Wilson
Executive Director/Labor Relations

cc Bob Christal
Carol Comeau
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ASSOCIATION OF ALASKA SCHOOL BOARDS

316 West 11th Street. Juneau. Alaska 99801-1510 =Tel. (907) 586-1083 ==Fax (907) 586-2995

Advocatesfor Alaska's Youth

February 17, 1993

Representatjve Con Bunde
(F:{(e)BCr %elpgatlve Cynthia Toohey
House Health Education and Social Services Committee

Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representatives Bunde and Toohey:

On February 12 and 13 the Association of Alaska School Boards convened

?1 focus groug of s% ?o board members superintendents and school district
Inance Officers to help us formulate comments and recommendations on the

Alaska 2000 legislation that would represent a statewide perspective.

Enclosed KOU 'l find the outcome of the worh of thatg Oélp We conducted a
comp rehe Sive rewew of SB 61/ HB 84 and considered the various
g osa Sit contalng in the context of everyope's expectations of
tablishing a "world class" education system for Alaska. In addition to
comments on the current elements, P/ II find that we've addressed a
number of additional |ssues we would request the HESS Committee
consider in its work on this hi

We ar[%Preuate the opﬂortunly to dlscuss this with you further at the next
Committee meeting on Fepruary

Carl F. N. Rose
Executive Director



ALASKA 2000

ASSOCIATIOI\FIQ KA SC|-|\|I%OL BOARDS

The Assooatlon of Alaska School Boards and its members have been
|nt|mate involved in the Alaska 2000 initiative since its mcept\en We began a
e| erae roiess of dlssemlnatln |nformat|on re ar Board-
pproved ro osa t) our mem ers| 993, In order fo
%a ner commentf fro choo dis |ct ﬁn a\flg% roposed legislation.
jonal te econ rences Wwere d| tricts to reV| wt
four |I proposed X e Governor. A ocus group con5|st|n of school oard
members, superlnte dents and dlstrlct finance officers met o FebruarY 12 and
13 to consider the original Alaska 2000 committee recommendations, the
recommendations a%)rove the State Board, the resulting Alaska 2000 bills
and the comments from the school districts.

The focus (%roug concurred that, as stated under Section 1 of SB 61/HB 84,
aska was mtended to rowde acomprehenswe statevv'tlde effort of
Aas ans t0| rovet states education system for the uture It was f Iﬁ
owever, th at ne Dills at were Rre]sente repr sen eda oo star% t fel
short 0 belno ‘comprenensive” i elrag [0 e ;taldentt ie
com nents hejy leved must be addr seld by the legislation in order to
provide a "world"class™ education, which included:

1) Overall schooI enwronment adequate and ap Pro riate space,
eﬂ Jae with the furnishings, equipment and {echnology necessary to
ptP rt a comprehensive educational program.

2) %hest caliber professional staff - both in the classroom and in each
oo building, with assurances to both staff and public that the
al s}standards of ;i)rofessmnallsm will be promoted, recognized and
rewarded appropriate

3) Education pro%rams deveIoPed to meet hjgh standards and identified
outcomes, delivered b}/ a variety of means that meet the diverse needs
of students and prepare them t0 be contributing and productive citizens
In & rapidly changing world.

4) Governance of schools to insure the demacratic r|nC|pIes that
American tsc ool goverrttanoee\r/]v(agutr)gsgda rlt ver Oe ) Oeargrg t)a will be
carried out In a w
t:rrt]\lllkoement In eac% s&toW\ each cla sroomg angq[t (M) ation of each

5) Funding - at a funding level that will reflect the PFIOFI the eo le of
Alaska place on their children's education; distributed to all school
districts in an equitable manner to provide comparable baS|c education



regardless of location or size of community; diséributed in a timely way
that will allow for the most effective planning ana use of each
educational dollar.

6) Collaboration - because of societal issues outside of the realm of
professional education that impact the ability of children to learn, both
schools and_ state awenmes must identify thé resources availaple from
other agencies, botf state and private, that may be made available
within the schgol environment to students, gare tsand_teachers- In
order to provide the most direct, appropriate and effective service.

7) Accountability - for every element that is brought forth through Alaska
2000 Ieﬂlslatlon, there should be an accountability requirenient for
establishing expected outcomes, benchmarks, monitoring, evaluating
and reporting to the Legislature and the. public so that there IS .
assurance that the changes that are being made in our educational
system at all levels are actually contributirig to the "world class"
education that is our ultimate goal.

Thg seven ompon?nts listed above were those the group felt coyld be
addressed t roalgh _e%slatlon. There are two other components, however, that
are critical to educatio %I success and without them none of the above will
make any Ifference. T €Yy ar€ 1) the responsibility accepted by parents for
taking an active role in their children's education, and 2) the personal
responsibility that must be accepted by each student for putting in the effort and
interest required to take full advantage of the opportunities provided for them 0Y
dedicated ?romssmnals nd a caring society. gomehow this message must bé
0

reinforced loudly and publicly.
With that preface, AASB respectfully submits the following recommendations,
e ot oeha .

based on the concerns scnool gistricts and shﬁped_ bsythe focus
%reoeLrJP stgbrr%ﬂt?ecctj statewide recommendations in response to the hills that have

?BOBUHB 84 "Implementing Certain Recommendations of Alaska

Increase the School Term

We see this section as addressing the need to improve the delivery of
educational programs. While a réeel_n with the identified need we would like to
|Qn 0% some alternative recommendations that may enhance that delivery even

While there is general agreement that the esteﬁhshed 180 da g_eﬂr does,got_
provide the amount of désired contact time with students, espeCially considering
direct Instruction time lost to in-service da¥s and absences for extra-curricular

activities, we would recommend that befofe legislating a longer school term the

State Board and Department of Education first develop clear educational



standards, along with eypected outcomes and means of assessment, so the
legislature and the public will have a firm idea of what may be expected by
additional days in a school ierm.

The cost of additional days has been estimated to be approximately $3 million
ger day. mce research has rovrded evidence of the Value of havrn% children
oming to the K-12 program ready to learn, we would recommend that the
Legislature consrder the overall value of providing funding to allow the
|mplementat|on of Early Childhood Education programs within the schools,
avarlab e to alf chrldren regardless of income Ieve that will enhance the
1tttr ate suc ess of all our’s uolents A comparabl e m unt oﬁfundrng would go
ar for provid the re urr SSI00M Space, f%u éeac ers an
ecesFa% urr CUH and materras The net e twouI be more time in
school, afbelt In a ditrerent context.

Flexibility in Funding Grants for School Improvement

We generallt{ support the changes to provide greater flexibility in %ants for

|m rovemert of school erformance Seeing this as a means Tor improving not
educational ro rams and school environment, but also the

pro essionalism of our teaching staff.

T0 th t end, we would recommend the addition of language to Section 4 that

woul designate that a minimum of 50% of the available funds will be granted to

teachers for researTh and develf pment, of %ass_roomff)r? ams, WM rovision

tjhatt such grant applications would require the sign-off o %herr emponrng school
Istrict.

Because Alaska_is such a Iarge state and many effective, transferable
classroom PF&C’[ICGS are carried out In relative 1solation, we would recommend
that a grant requirement be added that woulo cause the results of such grant
projects to be routinely shared with other teachers statewide.

Establishment of Advisory School Boards

though opviously intended to provide for reater arental invi Ivement in the
this sjectr n has rﬁrsed 0me conc oPSf? ut the possibili

|na vertantly diminishing t e ent usrasm and effectiveness of eme grng
volunteer arent rou ssuc as PTA b nXman datin advrsogl boards .hat may
be seen as a rigidly structured rep Iace ent. Therg is also concern expressed
that the term "boards’" may cause confusion regarding the respective
governance responsibilitiés of local school boards and the a vrsory groups.

N response to these co cerns e would recommend a change roposed
s ould allow rt? 1 e RoR

In Section 8 reater flexinility in in |vr ual districts,
v\é/trt1 e sﬂ? Il re o%nrzrnr% the va/Yue of%te In ﬁvement of parent groups. A
suggested ¢ |

e t0 change "advisory board" to "parent advisory
committee” thror?gho %the Section. %\TSO t0 change "A city or borough school



district bgard shall [establish an %dvisory board] recognize or provide for a
parent advisory committee at each school...

Establishment of a Tenure Review Committee

Whlge this section of the blll]IS mten?ed f0 contntbuie t0 a higher étandard of
gro essionalism m?}e teac mg? Pr? ssion, We teel the proposed review
ommittee approach does not Tulfill that intention. We agree with teachers that
the importarice of their responsibilities should be held of par with those even in
the medical profession, and we Dbelieve that equal attention should be paid to
requirements for lProfessmnal reparation, supervision, evaluation and
licensure.” The current fanguage in the bl does not adequately address any of

those aspects.

We believe th? proposal outlined below will es&a\bllsh a more rlr%]orous standard
for Jicensing of teachin Professmnalsb Prow Ing the 0{3 orgj |_t%/ for
rofessiondl growth, appropriate sulpfe. slon and evaluation desired _b% both
eachers and“school boards, and sufficient time t_? demanstrate proficiency. We
recognize that the estahlishment ot this model will require more;training In the
Supervision ,Process and more time given to meaningful evaluation. THiS
emphasis will have a corresPondlng cost to schoo| dlstrlcE In terms of staff time
and to the state in terms of |ce,nsmg[ procedures, out we believe that the
ultimate assurance to the public that districts will emtﬁl\%lthe highest caliber

g(r)g{essionals and that school improvement will occ be worth the dollar

Recommendation;

' Curant tea?her certifica iPn requirements. in Ala13ka v¥ill gualify
applicants for a renewable two-year provisional certificate

« School, districts will be required to prqvide inservice trainipg t
provisionafy certlﬁcateg CLclhool erﬁp(foyees as prescn%ecp %yqaw.
e School districts will provide a mentoring program designed to enhance
- 08 & ety Bipgram, desioned 0%

the effectlve,nes]s 0 Prowsmnal cert mployees'n ghe classroom
and instructional settings.

« The Alaska ?t ff evelopment,wdem , DF artment of Education and
Universit as asyste Wil e(YeIo all enere assessment afnd
coITespo mgc rricu dpm ?S|gne to evaluate the competence 0
provisional cértificated employees.

* Provisiona f,ertn‘lcated erm)lé)yees will be re(ﬂuwed 0 Rafs the above
mentioned licensure exam during, the 2ye[a row?lo al.periog.  Upon
suceesstul passa (To |censg[e, the em cg e will receve a yge
certlﬁlcate and would be (%Jlgl e for tenure after two additional years of
employment by a school district.



e Teachers who have received tenure under the current tenure laws will be
"grandfathered" into the tenure system.

Charter Schools

We believe the intent of the charter schools proposal is to encoura e innpvation
in ed catro al delivery an O‘o address the |v rse needs of the stu%ents in our
schools. e Iar er rban |stncts are current ty attemptin to provide

Ite

Onnovatron and meet Iverse needs th I'OUL([% rnatrve ﬁf %or S ecra
ent C rrcu er SC

esrgne programs wrthrn therrcurr um. Sma 08 strr
have r |cultf ernr% tfy\rc artgr schools mr% ht be accomplish whent ere
are limited physical facilities and resources available.

Nonetheless, we believe it is in the best interest of children to work with parents
and teachrng professionals who may bring forward ideas that lie beyond the
traditional school structure and see the charter school proposal as a means of
accommodating that.

In revrewrn SB 61 HB 64 |n its totaIrty and referrrn% to the seven comgonents
providing a world e ucation mentioned at the e%rnnrng of thi OF%Jer
}ngl ltjg%tns ﬁ%%g lgjﬁntrfr four other sections they wishedto recommend for

Master Teacher Certification

Our schooal districts emplo%/ professionals who will not only meet the standards
set for their profession, but exceed them. To that end we would recommend a
designatjon for a Master Teacher Certificaiion. Requrrements for this
desrgnatron should be deveIoPed with the. cooperation of teachin
gro féssionals: ﬁatron for this certification c?uld come frgnh se[f- (agplrcatron
[ nomination ea ues or Supervising pro essronas ricts
employing teach ers wrt this certification would be encouraged to rovide
additiona rewards In the form of additional sal agl grb NUSES, or incentive
grants or abbatrca leaves for researc and development purposes. We
ee the srbr of utrIrzrn master teachers gteach istrict. with thelr consent,
rovide ssrst nce for m ntoring programs for new teachers working towar
pe manent licensure and tenure.

Additiopally we would hope that such talent, dedication and mastery would be

reco nize by Unrversrty teacher preparation pro%rams and the Alaska Staff

Beve ment Acade bg/ utl O,rzr g[teaﬁhers with this desrgnatron as a talent
atrarnrngc e or adjun

Technology

There is one overarching concern that aﬁects the eIements of school
environment, professionalism of staff, and |m rovement of the educational
programs that'is missing from the Alaska 200 legislation.  If we expect our



educational system to groduce students prepared to function in a world that

runs on technology, then we need to directly address that issue in an

meanln%;ful effo nected at school reform. Technol%gg |[n acts teacher

g OPar lon for the classrogm, t ewaly Yve esr%n and deliver our curriculum,
the way we design and equip our classroo

To that end, we wo%rlii recommend that a section of this bill include language
that addresses the following:

1) Standards shall be gdeveloped and updated regularly that identify the.

bastr]ct(e ﬁno ysgqls e Blre Por aﬁ tuo\entsgtoabey aB?e t0 f&n tion'in
a world that depenas on the use of technology

2) Tea]cher certlfrcatron an Jrcensrng M include an elernent of
tec gytralnlng Istrict Sta eveo pment will routinely include
tralnlnq a]trgg the use of technology formanagement and
Instructional delivery.

3 noIo u ent shall be identified for classrooms, and a
)P h Ya@ H)erg to insure that al a[] |aska c?assrooms are
equrta yequrppe

The state shall establish a plan and fund for the use of an effective
X % afogy networﬁ oen% nce earnLljng in afrclassrooms?n the state.

Agency Collaboration

In a state that is looking at diminishing resources, it makes little sense to have
multiple agencies. engaged in running’ programs aimed at the same client, with
little Or noInterfacing or'c Iaboratlon Thi tyéae of effort results | |n duplication of
services or sometimies in plocking of service delivery because of con CtInP
communication or regulations. Since societal ills |mpact children adversely and
affect their ablllty to Iearn It only makes sense that many of the social services

rovided by state and fnvate a%enuest at are directed toward children and

eir parents be Integrated with the efforts of teachers and their schools,

We rec nize thﬁt considerable work and stud%/ has alr a a/ been done wthrs
re aHY aonu h ﬁllngovernorﬁ] IIgtenm Co(gnvrvcl)?J opegg n(rzm ! n an You
£ eqIs at%rwre ger tﬁ ﬁce ?K@skaZOOO re- establrs?fata F&rce to
lew thelr B INQS an ﬁ a g confret waey to promote closer
I oration en schools and social an ical'agencies. The findings
and recommendatlons of this ta kforce could be th baS|s for some real reform

that would alter and Improve t e way we provide education and other services
to children, and |ncIude their parents in the process.



Accountability

Here we would simply reiterate our recommendation that for every reform
measure that is passed by the Legislature under the heading of Alaska 2000,
an element of accountability be included in the language. The
recommendations represent a departure from the traditional way our education
system has operated in thi past. We recognize that these changes often entail
additional costs in terms or money, both to the state, to communities and to
individuals. They entail shifts in thinking and additional man-hours from paid
staff and volunteers. It's critical that adequate planning occur for every reform,
to include expected outcomes, measurement criteria, monitoring, evaluation
and reporting, so that the citizens of Alaska have the assurance that their
resources are being used most effectively to educate their children.

SB 62/HB 85 "Relating to the Public School Foundation Program™
Alaska School Price Index

We believe the development of the Alaska School Price Index has done much
to level the playing field for almost all of Alaska's school districts. With a few
minor adjustments that can be made within the Department of Education, it will
provide the equity in funding that has been the goal of previous foundation
programs. We would recommend that the Alaska School Price Index be
recognized statute, not into regulation, as a means of protecting the total
integrity of the formula. Additionally, to alleviate the need for continued
requests for adjustments to address the effect of inflation on school district
budgets, we would recommend that the legislation include language directing
the Department of Educatf *' submit annually its recommended unit value
adjustment.

The history of inequity with the single site school districts continues to be a
concern, one which we hope can be mitigated and addressed within the new
formula. We would recommend consideration be given to district size, ;(s non-
dispersed nature and current enrollment figures, and that adjustments be made
to mitigate the inadequate unit base for small single site school districts.

We anticipate serious program and staffing problems that might occur for the
districts that are being held harmless, if there is a sudden drop in funding at the
end of the three year hold harmless period. We would recommend that
language be developed that Vill make it clear to the hold harmless districts that
they must develop a plan to realign their programs, staffing and budgets to
recognize the decrease in funding that will occur at the end of the 3 year hold
harmless period.
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REVA SIRCEL TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE, INC.
1L STATE OF A ASKA HOUSE BILL 84 NB 8 f
1-2.x Pmst e )
I N M W70) TESTIMONY
|VA‘Bﬂ-PZS| M Pame la Rcva Wulf Shircel. ~ am the Director of Education for the Tanana Chiefs
Conference, Inc.

The TCC has many questions and concerns aboutthe Issues outlined in HB 84.

First, is there anqther effort being made to wife a bill that s_peci,ficaII%/ rec,ognizes social and
educational conditions In Alaskan™Native villages? Ifso, who is doing that bill’

If not, why is there no explicit recognition of the special needs and conditions of Alaska Native
sEech{pc?rtllson clearly outlined In HB 84? We are especially concerned about the following
lons:

Section 2. School Term. The 180 to 200 da?/, school year being proposed does not
recognize or hopor the traditional subsistence acfivities by ‘which maost Alaskan Natives In
villages still get food and cash, especially fishing, hunting and_trapping. We believe that the
schoolterm Should be centered around those sulbisistence activities.

Section 8 Advisory Boards In School Districts. The Advisory Board system Ignores the fact
that the most important change necessary in Native education IS to put the control ofthe publlo
school system from K-12In policy hiring and tiring, budget, tenure, curriculum, and attenaance
Into Nativo hand9. The Advisory Boards are extremely ineffective as they are and the school
boards need strong and clearly defined powers In all the above areas In the villages.

Section 9. Acquisition of Tenure nghts. No one new to Alaska rural life I®gom% to rae
readeortenure as a teacher after onlytwo years. Many of our teachers come from quiside of
the state of Alaska, Ittakee them at least two years to adjust to village life. Five year9 of more
should be the minimum time- In the_teachmﬁ Bosmon_before tenure would even be considered.
Ths Issue oftenure needs further discussion by our villages.

Section 12, Establishment of Charter Schools. With all due respect to Commission Covey’s
explanation, lam still upclear about the Issue of charter schools. First, where are such schools
to ho located In the villages? WQI they be allowed to use the existing village public school
facilities? If not, then afe you requiring village people to pay taxes twice for oducaticnal
facoitiee. If so, what happen to the re?ular school functlon97 ~ Second, there is a need for
Alaskan Natives to have a public school system that they have control over and one which Is
designed with the realities of village life and the existing economy, clearly In mind. The creation
of ygt another school bureaucracy seems to he un avoidancé of the’ state ot admitting the
Inadequ,ac,P/ of public schooling In"the villages. It aeems to be a way for the state to put the
responsibifity for adequate schooling on the local Reople rather than ‘realizing that It Is one of
the central Tesponsibilities of the State Iself, The charter school proPosaI seems poorly
Planned, unnecessary, and a direction for further Nativo failure and frustration In public
tooling. The Issue of charter schools need# further discussion by our villages.

In concjuslon, Section 1, Purpose, #1 Is extremely vague, as Is the rest of thig section. Some
parts oHAIaska Zooo?jealmeNatlve eéucaﬂon,s m,e%]o not. Itnee(fs to [J,e, ciear?y stated -ind
seen from the be([unnmg whether the state Is committing Itself In any explicit conCrete way to
Improving the staéeducatlonal system for Natives. This section as’ It stand9, is too vague to
be acceptable as dpublic statoment of purpose.

Thank you very much for giving me this opportunity to make some comments on HB 84,

293-137.1
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ralrbcinks Education Assoclation

2118 S CUSHMAN STREET
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 90701
(907) 456-4435

Friday, February 11, 1994

Deal’ Representative Cynthia Toohey,

| want to talk about two bills today and had planned on coming
to this afternoon's teleconference, however, | have a severe sore throat
and talking is becoming more difficult as the minutes pass. The
importance of these two bills require me to comment regardless of how |
feel physically.

First, CSHB 84, with regards to tenure. My biggest concern is
that this idea of lengthening tenure is not for the purpose intended,
which is to guarantee quality employees, but rather to increase the time
that districts have to lay off non-tenured teachers for financial
purposes. We have had in this state more than one district that did not
handle their finances in a fiscally sound manner. With a two-year
tenure process, districts have to pay close attention to their evaluation
process to ensure they have quality teachers. Proper evaluation is one
of the keys to quality teachers. Districts have complete control over
evaluation.

Second, is HB 361, which appropriates sufficient funding for a
$61,000 instructional unit and fully funds transportation. | urge you to
support this bill to allow districts to maintain funding as new students
arrive. Teaching is a tougher job than most think. Federal, state, and
local mandates continue to add to the already long list, more
responsibilities to teachers without giving them adequate time to plan.
When funding decreases and student population increases, student
class sizes increase. With increase in class size, each individual student
gets less individual help. If all students came in equally cared for
maybe that wouldn't be a problem. Unfortunately, that’s not the case.
Students coming in to our classrooms are bringing with them an
increasing number of problems. When funding decreases, solving those
problems becomes more of a process of determining priorities. All
students deserve equal attention and supporting this bill will begin to
help alleviate the load.

| appreciate your attention to this matter and taking the time to
read this letter.

dexander McFar'



A N E A - Alaska
AlHNiT'ji with tic \'atinnnl Etiitaiumi Association
HB 84 Position Paper

Some have come to believe that tenure is synonymous with lifetime employment. Nothing could
be further from the truth. Competent and effective administrators with leadership and motivational
skills have utilized tenure as an ally to develop innovative and challenging teaching staffs.

How? Tenure protects the freedom the academic community needs to impart knowledge and
critical thinking skills to children. Tenure protects —-—~hools from becoming systems where the
spoils of a bureaucracy are placed and practiced.

Over 20 years ago Alaska joined the mainstream of America by extending tenure to its teachers.
Today tenure continues to accomplish its purpose by encouraging effective teaching in the various
political climates existing in any school district curing a person's career. But, at the same time
teachers have been dismissed and non-renewed for incompetence, immorality, and failure to
comply with the rules and regulations of school systems.

Administrators are necessary to the success of the process because they are trained to evaluate
and develop teachers to accomplish the educational goals and plans of a school district.
Administration is a demanding job. Those who enter educational management understand that
many variables will attack their time. Good administration understands the need to develop the
skills of the staff as the profession changes. They have the authority to coordinate resources such
as money, other teachers and the instructional day to develop staff.

Although administrators are critical to the staff development/evaluation process, we continue to
hear of career teachers who have never been evaluated. We hear of the first year teacher who on
his/her first day is given a set of keys to his/her classroom, attends a staff meeting, but never sees
a principal in his/her classroom for the rest of the year. We hear of teachers who ask for help from
administrators who unfortunately give them no time and no attention. In cases like these,
weakening tenure will not help administrators do better jobs. Also creating tenure review
committees cannot do this because of lack of money, authority, time and staff needed to insure a
successful staff development and evaluation program.

School are burdened with too many mandates from the local, state and federal levels. Both
teachers and administrators are expected to do more but are allocated nothing to accomplish the
expectations. Instead of working with school districts to help them restructure the time and job
assignment of administrators to allow them to become instructional leaders, develop staff and
implement evaluation programs the HESS Committee has before it another proposal to create a
new Kureaucracy to complicate the evaluation process and the system for achieving tenure. NEA-
AlasKa is concerned that making the evaluation process more cumbersome by creating tenure
review committees will simply dilute time and personnel already critically stretched. Removing
teachers from already overcrowded classrooms to serve on tenure review committees will be
expensive and will simply add to overcrowding. The allocation of time to tenure review will be
costly. Will school districts be expected to fund the cost associated with release time, staff
development programs demanded by the tenure review committee, meetings, inservice-training
etc.? A two tier tenure system will be confusing and divisive since teachers will be divided into
one system or the other. Litigation can be expected. Will premiums to insure districts in the event
of litigation by teachers against districts go up?

ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE *1411 w 3VUavenue + Anchoraise. Alaska DAOA+ 1007.2~40530 « Fax: (007) 274-0551
IUNEAU 0FFICE ® |14 sectnut Street ® luneau. Alaska WSOl ss0-5000 ®rax: (0071 550-2744
FAIRBANKS REGIONAL OFFICE » 2LIS cushman Street + Fairbanks. Alaska w 10 | + IVOT7) 450-4435 « rax: (9(17) 450-21 5%



Page Two  Position on Teacher Tenure

The problem is not tenure. Furthermore, the public doesn't believe tenure is a problem either if we
believe results gathered last year by the Department of Education. The public's concern for tenure
falls far below their concern for early childhood education, class size reduction and providing
opportunities for at-risk children.

Professionally and publicly, we emphasize, tenure is not the problem. If we ore to restructure
school systems to empower teachers to prepare al] children for the demands of an ever changing
economy, three areas must be addressed. First, the system used to prepare teachers for the
classroom must be improved; second, the process used to select teachers for employment should
be reviewed, and third, the process and procedure used to evaluate and develop teachers must
happen and must become a vehicle to empower teachers for the challenging opportunities that are
before us. Failure tc address hese critical areas will simply miss the mark of providing substantive
change designed to insure that the children of Alaska are taught by the best.

NEA-Alaska opposes CSHB 84 because it simply will create two tenure systems and does nothing
to insure that administrators are provided the time to do the demanding jobs they are hired to do --

be instructional leaders Alaska will need to meet the demands of the new century.

February 8, 1994
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Altiliated with The National Education Assotialiun
S s o0 cia tio n ) 1411 Wi'si 33rd Avenue, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 (907) 274-05Jo

Mard) 14,1994
Dear House Judiciary Committee,

| am writing to you regarding the bill on Teacher Tenure, CSHB 84. The
members of the Anchorage Education Association are very concerned about
several provisions of CSHB 84. Specifically, we are opposed to the
lengthening of tIM € 10 acquire tenure and the creation of tenure review

committees.

Presently school districts have two years to evaluate new district employees to
determine if they are performing well in their classrooms. This is not a short
time period. Administrators need only to do their observations in atimely
manner. If there is a problem with the present system, it is that
administrators do not evaluate their new teachers. It would, seem that you
should, focus your attention on administrators systematically evaluating their
new teachers, rathei than asking a1l districts to lengthen the lime for tenure.
Adequate evaluation is the key to improved teicher competency, not
lengthened tenure probation.

Additionally, CSHB 84 attempts to pul in place tenure review committees
which would make tenure a whim to be reviewed by people who may or may
not have evaluation experience. Also, in a large district, such as Anchorage,
the thought of 84 review committees is mind boggling. This part of the bill is
cumbersome and would not provide a needed component to tenure. In a
time when we need to art back on dm bureaucratic red tape regarding schools,
you are considering adding another "committee” structure to address tenure
review.

It is time for your committee to address the real needs of schools. We need to
have schools fully funded. We need laws that adequately allow for schools
and police departments |,» communicate about dangerous students. We need
state funding of inclusion students at a level that helps compensate support
for die regular program with the increased demands of these students.

Thank you for consideration of these thoughts.

President, Anchorage Education Association



A

Affiliated with The National Education Association

s s o cia tio n ? 1411 west 33d Avenue, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 (907) 274-0536

January 31,1994

Health, Education and Social Services Committee
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear HESS Committee,

I am strongly opposed to the changes in tenure suggested in HB 84. The
changes are wrong for several reasons:

1) The changes would not accomplish the stated intent. If iistricts are
interested in removing teachers who are not adequate i . performing their
professional duties, they need to adequately evaluate iheir performance.

2) The creation of tenure review boards would not make districts more
accountable. Consider the implications upon a district such as Anchorage. Each
school (84) would have tenure review boards, or one large board to cover 84
schools. This would be cumbersome and highly inefficient. Additionally the
thought that teachers would have to face this group every five years is very punitive
in nature, You would be creating a "monster"” for large districts.

3) Another bad part '-f tenure review is the fact that ‘'t makes tenure really
nothing. It is once again a negative way of addressing "supposed" educational
failings. If you want to address "bad" teaching, do so. Tenure never lias protected a
bad teacher. This so called review committee will really end up being a method for
small schools to get rid of teachers for reasons other than their teaching abilities. |
am very suspicious of the intent of this bill. For too long the media has played up
the negative side of education in this state and country. Many of us would like to
build upon the positive side of the picture, but why should a teacher waut to put
forth effort at reforming education when much of what is proposed is negative in
nature. It is alittle like judging the Alaska Legislature by what the press reported
on the Senator Jacko case last year and this. Would you therefore suggest mat all
legislators should only serve two terras because it is evident that they are less than
ethical? | certainly do not believe so. There is a process to deal with poor
legislators and those that are unethical, just as there is a process to deal with poor

teachers.

It is time for the legislators to deal with the real problems of Alaska's
educational system. These are mainly 1) increasing educational funding to levels
that take into account actual increased costs of operating districts, 2) providing
adequate housing for Alaska's school children, 3) providing laws that allow school
staffand police to communicate about known violent students entering and within



our schools, and 4) making certain that all of our children learn in small classes (20
in elementary, 25 in secondary) so they can be successful in school and ready to lead
us in die 21st Century.

If you addressed these issues with as much vigor as some in the legislature
address the negative education bills, we would be much further down the road to

educating our children.

Respectfully,

1
President, Anchorage Education Association
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P .0.Box 82330
Fairbanks. Alaska 99708
February 21, 1903

State Capitol
Juneau. Alaska 99801-1182

Re: House Bill 84 and Senate Bill 61
Dear Representative Toohey,

We are taking the time to write this letter because a
PCM cannot address the many faults and shortcomings of these
bills.

1) Sec. 2, AS 14.03,030 and Sec 3, AS 14.03,030

Lengthening the school year from the current 180 day
term to 200 school days per year over a five year period is
a questionable proposal. In an era of declining oil
revenues, where and how will the State obtain additional
revenues to cover the additional expenses for a longer
school year? Will teachers, school office staff and school
custodians receive appropriate pay Increases each year for
working additional days? Adding 20 days to the current 180
day school year is an Increase of 11,11% in total hours
worked by teachers, school office staff and school
custodians. Is the State going to guarantee additional pay
for these additional work days? Also, where and how will
funds for increased heating, electrical, phone,
transportation (school buses), etc, be obtained? Will the
State pay 100% of these costs?

Unless the State 1is willing to pay 100% of all costs
associated with 1increasing the school year for each and
everv school district in Alaska, we are opposed to
increasing the school vyear. The taxpayers In the Fairbanks
area can not afford to pay more taxes to support our local
school system.

2) Sec 4 AS 14.03.125(a): Sec 5 AS 14.03.125(b); Sec 6 AS
14.03.125(c) and Sec 7 AS 14.03.125

Almost every teacher in Alaska is committed to
providing the best educational experience possible for their
students. We can improve school performance without
resorting to using a grant program. Instead of setting up
this grant program and wasting time and money on
administration to write regulations, review grants, audit
awarded grants and evaluate completed grants, spend this
money and all grant funds on improving education for all
students.



One 5 impie approach would be to reduce the number of
student? 1in elementary classroom to 15 students per
classroom tor grades K-3 and 18-21 per classroom for grades
4-6. There are nundreds of studies and reports containing
many recommendations on how to Improve schools and teaching.
Common to these studies and reports Is the conclusion that
smaller class size Is the best method to Improving
education. Let"s use existing studies to iImprove education
and stop wasting money on trying to reinvent effective
classrooms.

We are against this grant program. The only ones who
will benefit will be the grant recipients. It is not the
most effective use of educational funds nor the most
effective use of teacher time.

3) Sec 8 AS 14.12.035

Our schools do not need another layer of administrative
oversight and review with a prescripted set of operating
rules and regulations. Schools funds are tight and to waste
money on additional and redundant administrative levels is
foolish.

4 Sec 9 AS 14,20.150; Sec 10 AS 14.20.151 and 14,20.152
and 14.20,153 and 14.20.154

First, MO 16 or 1? year old student Is qualified to set
ai a review committee that can grant or deny tenure for an
adult. Second, the parents, teachers, and principal of the
school in which a non-tenured teacher works are the best
qualified to determine the granting of tenure. Currently,
their recommendations can be given directly to the local
school board.

It is unfortunate that the designers of Alaska 2000
chose to recommend another layer of administrative oversight
and review as a means to Improve teaching skills and student
achievement. Spend these funds on improvements in the
classroom (class size, materials, computers) not on
questionable administrative costs.

We recommend that the current tenure laws remain as Iis.

5) Sec 12 Establishment of Charter Schools and
Sec 13,14,15,16,17,and 18

Will we Improve education for al 1 students by
establishing charter schools? The answer is a resounding
NO!

Improvements in educating our children, student
learning and student social interaction can be achieved by
implementing the recommendations of numerous studies on
education: smaller classes: up-to-date textbooks with
supportive hands-on material for every student: parent



Involvement; after school activities and clubs; breakfast
and lunch programs for all students who want to participate;
programs that challenge gifted students; programs for slower
learning students.etc.

We must look at those who want charter schools and why
they want this program. Backers of charter schools are
strong supporters of the voucher system and the right of
parents to send their children to public or private schools.
Please remember private schools are private. They can and
do screen the students that they will accept and continue to
enroll in following years. It is not appropriate to use
public funds for private schools!

We feel that public education can be greatly improved
oy Implementing the recommendations of existing studies on
ways to Improve public education. Please, don"t waste money
on trying to reinvent the classroom. Instead, work to
improve our existing public school system.

In cicsing, we cannot support these bills and strongly
recommend that you vote against them. Thank you ior taking
the time to read this letter. Should you have questions,
please call <907-455-6211) or write.

b*incerel vy,

Robert Ault

Lynda Ault



TESTIMONY TO HESS ON HB 84

Carole C. Evans
1212 Farmers Loop Road
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709
February 18, 1993

| am speaking in opposition to the recommendations that are before you in this bill. |
am pleased that Alaska 2000 has helped the public understand and address the need
for change and reform in education. As a teacher, | have long felt frustrated with the
lack of support and unwillingness of our leaders to focus on the needs of students in
this nation. At least we have started talking the talk that is necessary to get us moving
toward true reform.

Real reform is imperative, and it is exciting! | have spent most of this week with a
group of teachers from Lathrop High School who have been charged with creating a
vision and a plan that will revolutionize the way we deliver education to our students in
the future. We are excited, energized, and optimistic as we are breaking old
paradigms and looking at new and better ways to reach our students. It is grant
money, not educational funding, that is providing us release time in order to tackle this
challenge. We are professionals who really understand where we are currently and
who have a dream for what we can do in order to create students who have a passion
for learning and who are committed to excellence; students who are risk-takers, able to
tackle whatever their future holds because they have learned critical thinking,
cooperative learning and problem solving skills. It is so exciting to look at how we can
make changes that will truly revitalize our school and allow us to meet the challenges
of the future.

The changes that are necessary will not happen by adding state regulations and more
hoops for educators to jump through. The changes that are necessary in public
education will not happen by increasing the length of the school year. They will come
by increasing the ability of the professionals to make substantive changes and by
increasing our staff development. To add another month to the year is not the answer.
It is absurd to say there is no fiscal note attached to this Alaska 2000 recommendation.
It will cost. Spend that money on release time for teachers or funding for technology or
improving facilities. To merely add days with no plan or purpose is not productive.

Adding a layer to the tenure process is not an answer to educational reform. We want
teachers who have a passion for teaching, not who have to feei paranoid and
persecuted by the threat of offending someone who might terminate their employment.
Teachers would never be able to address a controversial topic or take a hard line with
a student. This would cripple a teacher’'s academic freedom, and | believe it would be
an enormous cloud that would discourage and demoralize good teachers.



