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Sponsor Statement
for
Senate Bill 296
Extending the Foster Care Review Board

SB 296 extends the Foster Care Review Board to June 30,1997. This
follows the recommendations of the Legislative Auditor in his audit of the
Department of Administration Citizens Review Panel for Permanency
Planning published in September of 1993.

The Foster Care Review Panel is the result Of bipartisan efforts in the
Sixteenth Legislature, when Senator Virginia Collins sponsored a Senate bill
to establish the panel, and as a Representative in the House, | sponsored the
House companion to Senator Collins' bill.

As the attached audit explains, there is great need for the citizens'
review panel in order to meet the intent of the enabling statute that was
passed in 1990. A pilot citizens' review project in Anchorage has shown to be
successful, but in order to truly measure its effectiveness, an extension of the
board's sun. at date to 1997 is needed.

On behalf of all of Alaska's foster children and foster parents, | urge
your support of SB 296.
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Alaska Foster Parent Association

P.0. Box 142135
Anchorage, Alaska 99514
FRANK WASMER, President

February 25, 1994

The Honorable Johnny Ellis
Alaska State Legislature
P.O. 3ox V (MS3100)
Jurieat, Alaska 99811

Near Senator,

We of the Alaska Foster Parent Association wish to express
our heartfelt appreciation for your sponsorship of SB 296
extending the termination date of Citizen Review Panels.
This process w ill go far in resolving continuing problomn
faced trt neglected and abused children and the citizens who
voiunt.e *r as foster parents to care for thuiu.

We support, without qualification, the external review
process under Alaska Statute 47.10.400.

Frank H. Waaoier
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
Division of Legislative Audit

P.O. Box 113300
Juneau, AK 99811-3300
(907) 465-3830

FAX (907) 465-2347
September 1, 1993

Members of the Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee:

In accordance with the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, the attached report is
submitted for your review.

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
CITIZENS’ REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

September 1, 1993

Audit Control Number

02-1420-93

The audit reports on whether the Citizens’ Review Panel for Permanency Planning (the
panel) should continue its existence. Currently AS 44.66.010 has the panel scheduled for
termination on June 30, 1994 and provides the panel with a year in which to conclude its
affairs. We recommend that the legislature extend the panel’s termination date to June 30,
1997 with the provision that sufficient funds be appropriated to allow the pilot project in
Anchorage to perform reviews that can be used to evaluate the economic feasibility and rate
of success for citizens’ reviews.

The audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Fieldwork procedures utilized in the course of developing the findings and

discussion presented in this report are discussed in the Objectives, Scope, and Methodology
section of this report. N

la x ¢ K d

Randy “"Welker, CPA
Legislative Auditor
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OBJECTIVES. SCOPE. AND METHODOLOGY

In aﬁcordance vviéh the intent of Titles 24 and 44 of the Alaska Stafutes rgsunset legislation),
We have reviewed the activities of the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning ?the

panel) to determine If it should continue In existence.

Objectives

As required by legislative intent, this report shall pe considered during the legislative
overs?%ht function g|n etermin?ng _\AMethe_Fr)Othe panel should be reestabl?she . 1qhe ﬁaw
currently specifies that the panel Will terminate on June 30. 1994,

Scope
Since the panel was never implemented (see Report Conclusions on page 7) it has not been
given an opportunity to demonstrate how It could operate i the ?ubhc Interest. However
continuing public support for the concept of citizens” reviews has led to a pilat panel project
beln? started In Anchaorage in fiscal year 1994, We_ have limited our review and' report
conclusions to adaressing plans for the pilot project in Anchorage.. We have limited our
review of Department of Health and Social Services, Division of Family and Youth Services'
(DFYS') internal case reviews to those being conducted in their Anchorage office for the
southcentral region.
Methodology
During the course of our examination, we reviewed and evaluated the following:

L Titles IV-B and IV-E of the Social Security Act.
Alaska Statute 47.10, Article 5.
Anplicable sections of DFYS policies and procedures manual.
Budget documents,
DFYS case files at southcentral region.

%gé%e of Management and Budget, Foster Care Review Report No. 06-56, January

7. National Association of Foster Care ReVIEWErS. An overview of Early Foster Care

Review

8. National Association of Foster Care REVIEWEIS, An Overview of Citizen Involvement

in Foster Care Review

=R S T S SR
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Office of the Ombudsman closed case file.

Minutes of panel meetings.

Interviews with people appointed to the panel.
Interviews with Department of Administration personnel.
Interviews with DFYS personnel,

Interviews with guardians ad litem,

Interview with a Master of the Children’s Court.
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ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

The law establlshlnlg the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanenc%/ Plannlnv\gﬁghe panel]_vvas

sl(tqned by Gavernor” Cowper on June 14, 1990, The purpose of the act Was to estahlish a

CIfizens™ review process In order to ensure that children do ncit linger In out-of-home
placements, but recelve the benefits of a permanent home. The goal of the act was to reunite

children with their families. But in those cases where reuni |ca't|o,n Was not In the best
hnterest of the child, the process would expeditiously place the child in a secure, permanent
Ome.

Duties of state and local panels

The panels, which were to be effective on

JUly | 19901 V\Bre Created In the ANNUAL REPORT REQUIREMENTS
Department of Administration. The panels | |
would include both a state panel and spveral ~ Bech annual report must include the following
local panels, The state panel's statutory

responsinilities include the following: o the number of cases reviewed by each loca
1 Adoptin% policies and, procedures fo . @ description of the charecteristics of the
carry out its duties and governlnq the chiarn’whose cases were reviewsd by e
performance of the duties of the Tocal | -
panels c. the number of children reunited with their

families;

7 Ensurin ’[hat .|0ca| | memb_ers d. the number of children placed in other
{ el

receive the minimum level of training permanent homes:
NECessary (0 eﬁeC“Vely carry out thelr - recommendations and _justifications for
duties. program  improvement, iiu'uding

recommendations relating to state agencies and
to the panel review system; and

3' Coordlnatln a‘nd reVIG\NIn? the f. the report may contain other information on
aCtIVItleS 0 the |OCa| paneS and . the experience of the local panels.
making recommendations f0 the s m
goverrior on appointments to the local
panels.

4. Annually reporting (See sidebar for reporting reguirements) to the Iegislature by the 10t
day of éach regular session, concerning theactivities of the state and local pariels during
the previous fiscal year.

The local panels’ statutory responsibilities include the following;

. Reviewing the case plan of each child in the_custody of the department who.is in

a
placement other than the child’s own home if the case is under the jurisdiction of <
coun in tne judicial district served by the panel.
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2. Reviewing a case s required uncer federal law [42 US.C. 671 - 675 (P.L. 96-272)
|

thin 180 days affer the day the child is initiall d from the child’s h
g\\n/e r;/ le I n¥ﬁs %erea er?y child is initially removed from the child’s home

3. Providing, at least 30 ciays before it begins a review, written notice to designated
persons that a review will"be conducted and that each person notified may participate.

4. Considering the case Slan, é)ngFeSS reports, and other relevant information including
50N

Interviews™ with designate s about the child and the child’s family when
[eVIewIng a Case.

5. Submitting a written report, which must make advisory recommendations based on the
best interests of the child, to designated persons within’30 days after reviewing the case.

6. Providing information to the state panel for inclusion in the annual legislative report

During their reviews a Jocal panel must getermine whether a child has a case plan designed
to achieve placement in the least restrictive, most family-like setting available in close
proximity to the home of the child’s parents that is consistent with the Best interests, special
needs, and circumstances of the child.  The local panel must evaluate the continuing
necessity and appropriateness of the child’s placement, the extent of the compliance wath the
chilu’s Case plan, and the extent of progress that has been made toward mitigating the causes
that necessitated placement away from the child’s parents. The local panl must ascertain
the date by which it is likely thé child may be returned to the home or placed for adoption
or legal giuardlanshlp. The local panel must getermine whether there has been compliance

with “applicable state and federal laws, court review requirements, and the Incian Child
Welfare' Act

Membership on panels

The state panel consists of Fve voting members appointed b}/the governor from amon%
present members of local panels withat least one’ voting state Panel member from eac
judicial district. A person may not serve who has committed a felony or has contriguted to
the delinguency of a minor. Nonvoting members of the state panel include the commissioner
of the Department of Health and Social Services, the director of the Office of Public
Advocacy, the attorney general, the public defender, the chief justice of the Alaska Supreme
Court, of their designes. The voting members serve staggered three year terms at the
pleasure of the Hovernor. A chair is elécted by the voting members from among themselves.
A quorum far t eguarﬁosf% of transacting pusiness |%esta lished If three voting mempers are
resent and It takes an affirmative vote of at least three members to take any official action.
he state panel must meet twice annually and members are entitled to reimbursement for
actual expenses necessary to perform théir duties as state panel members, which may not
exceed the amount of per diem and expenses authorized for boards and commissions.

Local citizens' out-of-home care review panels are appointed by the governor for gach
judicial district. They are composed of five members and two altérnates who are residents
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of that judicial district. Members shall serve staggered three year terms. Members of local
panels must have training, experience, sgeual ,knowle? e, 0r'a demonstrated wgerest in the
Welfare of children. However, foster car r1_)|rOV|ders; relatives providing care; and employees
of the court system the Department of Health and Social Services, the Office of Public
Advacacy, thé Public Defender AI%ency, or the Department of Law may not Serve as
members o aEern fes 10 Iocal anels. A p?rson maa/ not serve who Pas committed a fel r]
or has contriouted to the aelinguency of a mindr. Local panels must be reasond
(rje trestentatwe of ti.e various soclal, économic, racial, ethnic, and cultural groups of the
IStrict.

The governor may create additional local panels because of number and complexity of
caseloads or dissolve local panels because of reduced caseload, but the governor may not
reglice the number of panels In each judicial district to fewer than one.

A chair is elected by the, local members from among themselves. A quorum for the purpose
of fransacting business is established if a majorrty of members are present and it takes an
affirmative vote of at least three members fo take any official action. Thi local panels
conuct their meetings in the judicial district in which the members reside and are not
eligible for travel expenses unless the state panel requires a local member to travel to attend
a Meeting.  In that Situation the member s entitled to reimbursement for actual expenses
which, may not exceed the amount of per diem and expenses authorized for boards and
commissions.,

State panel program coordinator and staff
The I ate panel may employ a program coordinator who shall serve at the pleasure of the

state panel. The program’coordinator shall employ staff as necessary to carry out the

Prolgraqn coorldinator's duties under state panel directives and to provide clerical assistance
0 [ocal panels,
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REPORT CONCLUSIONS

The current executive administration campaigned on a ph_||0_506{)hy of stream_hnm%
government. .One aspect of streamlining government was to eliminate”any duplication |
pﬁogram serwcei. The_ former éommlsgmner of the De;%artment] oLAdmlmﬁtra lon (DOA
choSe 1o Ignore legislative mandate and not Implement the panels because he saw then

ao&Jehcatlon of the, Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS), Division of Family
and Youth Services' (DFYS’) internal reviews. The commissioner’s décision was supported
When the lgovemor vetoed funding f[%the pFneIs the followjng fiscal %ear. However, the
Intent of the legislation that created 17 panels. was that the auplicate efforts would only be
tem ?,rar%/. Per the prime sp?]nsor of the or:%mal le IS|FI'[I0n, once the ;t)anels were firml
estanlished and had proven their ability to meet feckeral requirements, the DFYS intem

reviews would be abolished.

Both DFYS’ policies. and Procedures and statutes for the panels were written to meet the
federal requirements in Title fV-B md IV-E of the Social Security Act, These sections of
the act reduire that each child be reviewed at least once ever}' six months to determine the
contmumq necessity and appr%nnateness of the placement, the extent of the compliange with
the case plan, and the extent of progress made toward aIIewatln? the causes necessitating the
placement in foster care, The panels have an aaditional objectjve as stated }n the fin n%s
an%tﬁur ose of the gngmatmg Ie%|slat|on. The hill stated, “L’wep rﬁ se 0f this AC‘_IS 0
establish @, cifizens’ Teview process In order to ensure that “children do not linger
unnecessarily In out-oi-nome placements, but rather that they receive the support and
benefits of & permanent home.

While in fiscal year 1993 DFYS passed a federal [V-B audit for the first time which
Indicates compliance with the federal requirements, our review of case files in the
southcentral region indicate that one federal requirement Is not being met. We found that
It IS rare for thé review panel to project a likely date by which the child may be returned tg
the home or_PI_aced for acloption or legal Tguard|ansh|p. Also, we did not findDFYS" intermal
reviews fulfilling the entire objectives of the State’s statutes. State stattes stpemf_lcally call
for a “citizen réview 8rocess. DFYS tries to get one community member on Its review
team of three, but in 29% of the southcentral casés we reviewed, all the case team members
were DFYS employees.

In spite of a stated commitment to creating the panels, this administration has been slow fo
rovice ade(%uate funding for DOA to c_ompl%/ with its statutory duty (see Analysis of Public

eed pagg 1), In aJanuap{ 1992 Office of Management an Bu_%et audit on Foster Care
Review, "both'DOA and DRSS agreed to work together to coordinate and |mE)Ieme tthe
foster care review P_anels. In their gﬁp nse to the qudit, DOA st t'Td"“ haé \laska
Statute 47.10.400 obligater DOA to estabjisn external review panels. Whilefinal aecisions
have not heen made o the method of implementation, DOA wil g%oforward with the review
panels.” In their response, DHSS stressed the importance of a foster care review system that
made recommendations on improving services to children and did not just become a vocal
critic of DHSS. DHSS agreed to work together with DOA in coordinating the foster care
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case review process and agreed, “that review panels can improve the quality of support the

agency provides to foster children, improve placement accountability, and enhance
community awareness."

For fiscal, year 1994 DOA has re elve_(ii $125,000. to eétabllsh a il t;f)m]ect n Anchorag?
With possi (!ythree local panels. The pilot rogect_ 15 to dempnstrate the Teasibility of externa
reviews and'to provice sufficient cata to detérmine what Impact the panels would have on
permanency planning, It is the goal of the pilot project to get the most number of reviews
done as possible while still meet,m% the gbjectives of a Tmeaningful Involvement of al
Intereste Rarues. This Bnot_ grolec should”also r[arowde_ the findncial data necessary to
determing how much Is sufficient ‘to adequately comply with the law:

Currently AS 4*1.66.010 has the panel scheduled for termination on June 30, 1994 and
Pro,vldes the panel with a year Inwhich to concluge its affairs. We recommend that the
eqislature consider legislation that extenas the panel’s termination date to June 30, 1997 with
the provision that sufficient funds be aploro riated to allow the pilot praﬂect In Anchorage to
perform reviews that can be used to evaluate the economic feasibility and rate of success for
Citizens' reviews (see Recommendation No. 1). We believe that tfree years worth of data
should be sufficient to determine whether the panels can meet federal requirements and
achieve real permanency planning for chilcren.

If the data from the pilot prcr){ect shows that citizens' review panels are effective both in cost
savings and reducmﬁ the length of time children remain In Toster care, then decisions need
o tfe made on whetfei and how ‘o e>§)and the pan%f to other regmns In Alaska, Each area
wilf have its own unique logistical and program problems to overtome. Also, If the citizens'
reviews prove to meet federal requirements, DFYS will be able to stop their internal review
process and concentrate thelr resources on case management.

As discussed in Recommendation No. 2, either DOA will have to purchase and implement
It own_datanase to track the placement of children to determine the feasibility of the panels
or DHSY' existing case database will need to be modiified to provide the necéssary tracking
Information, It IS our oRmmn that it would make, more sense for DHSS’ existing catabase
to be modified as this snould be more cost effective.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. |

The legislature should extend the Citizens' Review Panel fo_r_Permanenc¥rP_Iann|ng's (the
panel’s). termination date to June 30. 1997 with the provision that sufficient funds' be
appropriated to allow the pilot project in Anchorage to perform reviews that can be used to
evaluate the economic feasibility and rate of SuccEss for citizens' reviews.

Althou%h the enabling legislation for the establishment of citizens’ review panels was passed
In 1990, the Department of Administration (DOA] originally made a decision to not
Implement the panels, It has only been.in fiscal year 1994 "the year the panels are scheduled
to sunset, that DOA IS |mgtl)?ment|nﬂ pilot panels in one Alaskan u%,dnchora e, Because

the panels were never established, there are no activities to analyze to determing the panels'
effectiveness.

The Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS), Division of Family and Youth
Services (DFYS) has been performing permanency Panm_ngNrewevvs,to meet federal
requirements. However, as explained in the Analysis of Public Need section of this report
We do not find DFYS’ internal reviews fulfilling the entire objectives of the State’s stafutes,
which establish an external review process. Alaska Statute 47.10, Article 5 specifically
creates a Citizens' Review Pangl tor Permanency Planning and prescribes the duties,
appointments, and reporting requirements of the panels.

There also remains a perception among foster care providers, quardians ad litem, court
system personnel, and the general public that DFYS’ internal reviews do not achieve real
permanency planning for chiildren and there continues to be widespread support for citizens'
review pariels. Because of this perceived need, we believe that the Anchorage pilot project
In citizens” panels should be_continyed until ‘June. 1997 to gather data to”determine ‘the
panels’ effectiveness. . The pilot project needs to implement a system that meets federal
requirements and achieves real permanency Iﬁ)l_annm for children.  Effectiveness can be
measured by the length of time children remin in foster cari and by savings associated with
children no longer being part of the foster care system.

If the data from the pilot project shows that citizens' review panels are effective, then
decisions need to he made on whether and how to expand the panels to other regions in
Alaska. Also, if the citizens' reviews prove to meet federal requirements, DFYS witi'be able
o stop their Internal review process and concentrate their resources on case management.

DQA “should I;oursue the possibility of receiving federal funding for the activities of the
Citizens’ panels.
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Recommendation No. 2

DOA and DFYS should work together to create a reliable database and software H)%,ram
that rowdg%eman%gemgnt reportS that can be used to track Indivigual cases In an$ IClent
manner and be used to determing the effectiveness of case reviews for permanency plannine.

Regardless of whether case reviews for permanency Iannm% are done internally by DFYS
or eternally by citizens” review panels, it i important thal the effectiveness of the case
reviews be detérmined. There neeas to ke a computer system either in DOA or in DFYS
to track Information about how long children have been out-of-home, the number of cases
reviewed, and the eventual placement of the children.

While DFYS has a database on which information on its cases IS kept, this database has not
been used as.a management tool for permanency planning case review. The database IS set
up by families rathér than by child so it Is not easy™to Henerate reE)or,ts that provide
Information on a child's placement and Ien%h of time_in each placement situation.  DFYS
refers to Its finally passing a Title 1V-B of the Social Security Act audit as evidence of the
effectiveness of Ifs Intermal review system. The DFYS system, however, does not provide
all the necessary Information to demonstrate an effective intermal review. The diatabase does
not Prowde Information on the number of children who have been permanently ?Iaced & a
result of & review or in cost savings generated by children who are 1o longer in Toster care.

The ,Anchorage pilot project in citizens' review panels will need to determine its
effectiveness by the number of children who are german ntIY placed and an[y resHItln cost
savings by tne thildren no longer being in foster care. laeally, rather than DOA having the
experise Of developing their own database to generate this; information. DFYS’ datdbase
could be updated So that management repons On review effectiveness could be available.
[t would also be of great value t compare recommendations made by DFYS' internal review
t0 permanency Rlannm recommendations made by Anchorage’s pilot panels and seg which
form of oversight results in more effective and timely permanent placement for children.
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ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC NEED

Limited Analysis

The following analyses of hoard activities relate to the public need factors defined In the
“sunset” law;, Alaska Statute 44.66.050. These analyses are. not Intended to be

comprehensive, but address those areas we wele able to"cover within the scope of our
[eVIew,

mgr ee\%%tent to which the board, commission, or program has operated in the public

The Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning (the panel) has never had an
opportunity to demonstrate how It could operate in the public interest. because the program
has never een fully implemented. HoweVer, there wes widespread legislative support for

the panel at the time of the bill passage and there continues to be both legislative and public
Interest in the need for the panel.

The hill, which was introduced.in the house, had wide bi-partisan support. In addition to the
prime spansor who was repuolican, there were 11 co-sponsors with members from both the
democratic and reBubhcan prarnes. The bill passed the house with a vote of 34 in favor.
3 excused, and 3 absences, The hill passed the senate with "6 in favor and 4 absenges. Ore
of the co-sponsors stated that it Is rare to get that kind of consensus on an issue like child
foster care that is so explosive.

The prime sponsor of the bill explained that_ there had been ﬂqowin concern in the
legislature about the lack of real oversight in children's welfare. There did not seem to be
a mechanism In place to monitor a child’s progress through the system. An early foster care
review demonstration project was conducted in _Anc_hora%e In 1988 and funded Ty the Edna
McConnell Clark Foundation, The project h|%hl|%h,te_ .Some systemic Cloroblems at the
DeEartment_of Health and Social Services #DH_S ), Division of Family and Youth Services
?D YS) which included a high turnover of social workers in DFYS, Children had multiple
oster care placements, and DFYS often had a large number of previous reports of abuse and
neglect before taking any action.

The National Association of Foster Care Reviewers reports in An Overview of Citizen
Involvement in Foster Care ReV|e\g tfiat other states who had the same_problems created
Foster Care Review Boards and féll that they had seen obvious benefits. Those states
reported. that case plans were being written, children were not languishing In the system but
were being placed or returned to Tamilies sooner, and there was™an overall savings to the
system as more children were no longer in state custoay

The prime sponsor said that there is fra?ile_sgstem to assist children. Cases arc sealed by
the court to protect the confidentiality of children and parents which results in a cloak of
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confidentiality. Although there are many layers to assist children, the cloak of confidentiali

causes fragmentation and lack of communication between the various elements, She did not
want to sclittle everything and start over, but wanted instead fo connect the existing elements.
tSohgee tﬁ%\fv the panels asa means to oring all the parties involved In the child's welfare

As explained in followin s%cn ns, the ggnels Were never jmplemented fo the extent that
external case reviews were neld. Instead, DFYS has continued to conduct intemnal case
reviews, Guardians ad litem who have had recent experience with DFYS' internal reviews
regort_ that the)(]_are superficial g)aperwork reviews rather than achieving real germanency
planning for children. ™ This p rceBnon seems accurate as DFYS has ot had acequate
esources to devote fo case review. DFYS has not Prowded a clerical staff to handle sending
out case review notices to interested parties.. The lack of a clerical staff means that alrea
overworked social workers have to send notice. These parties complain that they either do
not recelve notice or recelve It too late to attend the meeting, When interested parties do
attend, two hours may, bf neceésary(] t? achieve real d|alo([1ue and und,erstandmg 0N eVeryone's
part but eacn review’is limitea to alf an hour. In adalition, DFYS" computer database does
not provide information that can be used a management tools for case reviews,

There continues to be widespread support for citizens’ review panels. Foster care providers,
members of the court system, and guardians ad, litem all express a need for external reviews
conducted by community members. The quardians ad litem, whq are appointed by the court
to represent"the best interest of the child, offered their perspective on how external panels
couldl improve the case review system. Suggested benefits include

¢ [t would raise community awareness and education on what happens to children in
state custodly.

<+ Community members who have an understanding of the issues could document and
lobby for needed changes and funding,

& The case reviews need to be more coordinated with the court: sometimes the two
seem completely divorced.

The citizens' reviews would have to eventually take over the DFYS review function
and this wouid free up social workers so that they could do hetter case management.

A Master of the Children’s Court offered additional perspective on how external panels could
Improve the case review system. _He explained that courts do not have as much Power &
people think._ Courts can make DFYS accountable to follow its case plans, but the court
cannot order DFYS to make certain placements._Courts are limited by the rules of evidence:
the court can only hear what is presented and DFYS" intermal revieivs do not become

of what the court’hears. However, citizens’ reviews could be entered into the court package
by the quardians ad litem, The external panels can ask the type of Rrobmg questions that
the court cannot, The citizens’ repons could become important in that they wall highlight
any breakdown In the process to assist the child.

ALASKA STATE LKTISLVHTEP. 12 DVISON OF -HEGISLATTWK ALDIT



The extent to which the operation of the board, commission, or a encgsp V\%dram has
bgen Impeced or enﬂance exrﬁt S tut orocedures, and practi nas
adopted, and any other matter, including budgetary, resource, an personnel matters.

As slated prevrously, th%epanel Wes never fuIIy Implemented. After the hill gned Into
law._Governor C ow8er % r00ess of 4o PorntrngaﬁeoRle {0 the state and loc
By December of ‘1990 the State parel had heen' formed ang the first meeting of the
h Id In Anchorage. The two-day meetin mcu ed |scuss|on on hrrrng an executrve
drrector trarnrn? needs for the panels, an the design of the review process A second
meetrnlg vgas Jater jn the same month by feleconference, At this sec#n meetrng %he
Pes nt of the Natronal Assoclation of Foster Care Reviewers offered advice _for
establishing Alaska’s panel system based on the experience of her state of Nebraska, The
third meeting of the panel which had been scheduled for January 1991 was never held.

The new executive administration that had taken office had cam [%arr%;ned ona hrlosoPhy ot
streamlining government.  One asRect of streamlining government wes to eliminate “any
duplicationIn"program services  The newdy appointe commrssroner of the_Department ¢f
Administration (DOA) felt that the Crtrzens Revrew Panel for Permanency Plannrn% would
not be, necessary if DHSS was doing Its job adequately. In the ear months of 1991, the
commissioner o DOA felt that he and the commisSioner of DHSS had reached an agreement
that the”panels would not be implemented and that DHSS would handle child case reviews
internally.

The panels, which were housed in DOA, were toId that they could not spend any additional
funds. An administrative assistant, who had already been hired; continued to draw her salary
for a few addrtional months. There had areadP/ been some’ exp endrtures for travel and
honaria for the one Anchorage meeting and small expenditures for supplies. By the end of
fiscal year 1991, only $36,500 had been spent against an appropriation of 5570,800.

For fiscal vear 1992 the legislature reapProprrated the unexpended and ungbligated balance
of the 1991 appropriation. However he governar used his power of line”item veto 1o
eliminate this funding for the panels, rhere vias.no fundrng requested for the panels in fiscal
year 1993, Because of the lack of t’undrn% provided for the panels, there were no additional
mestings and o case reviews were held rom sanuary 1991 through June 1993

In fiscal Xear 1994 DOA has received $125, 0(?0 “tofund partral |mp|ementat|on of external
permanency Iannrr(rjg FYS clients as airected in AS 47.10.400-490." The deputy
commissioner of DOA plans to establrsh a prlot Bgdect n Anchorage with possibly three
local panels. For the trme bern there will not be & state panel established. - The ‘eputy
commrssroner lans to have her panels receive, their primary training by the Office of Public

Advocacy. DFYS will also be asked to provide some training and ttie court wall be asked
t0 drscuss the court process.

The pilot Prorect 15 to demonstrate the feasrbrlrtg of external reviews and to provice sufficient
data to determine what impact the panels would have on permanency planning. It is the goal
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of the pilot project to get. the most number of reviews done 8 possible while, still meeting
te objectives 0f a meanmqful |nvoIvement of all |nterest partles For this reason, the
egu commissioner P 0.have the panels meet three da %savvee and review four cases
?ortna an[%EJrS Internal reviews are held four days a week with each case only scheduled

e extent 0 which t ?ommﬁgon or age e%){ has recommended statutory
changes that are generayo nefit to the public inter

Due to the lack of funding for the panel there have not been any statutory changes
recomtnenged ’ P 4 "y g

The extent to which the board, cow o, ?r a enﬁ{ has encgura d Inttr. sthd
%rsons fo re rg?rt fo it eoncernlngtI effect 0 NS Isilons on ¢

IS
g g\ﬁ%\ée ess Of sendee, economy™of sendee, and ava?lab ity o? senciee that It has

Due to the lack of funding for the panel, mterested persons have not been able to use the
panel as a forum to discuss the effect of regulations

The, extent to which the hoard, commission, or agency has encouraged public
part|c?pat|on In tre making o??ts regulations and GRS, =

The public has not had the opportunity to be involved in making requlations and decisions.

The efhuenc with which gubllc mqumes or com Iamé re ard|n the act|V|t|es of the

board, commlission,.or agency filed with it W hoar
Be(r;nmnsnn IS aeP |n|str t|ng/ assigned, or vn{n tFe ce o the Omf)ucfs Have
n processed and resolved.

Naturally, since the panels vvere not estabhshed there have been no complaints Hled about
Its activities. However, e (? hteen complaints handled by the Office of the Ombudsman
regarding DFYS since the date the panels should have béen effective were directly related
to"the |nvoIvement of mterest part|es and communication of results in regards to
permanency pannmg{ The statutes, establishing the panels were sRenflcaIIy designed to
address problems inthese areas.  These eighteen complaints might have been avoided had
the local panels been conducting the case Teviews Ins ead of DFYS.

The extent to which the board o commission which requlated entry into an occupation
or profession has presente(f qualified applicants to serve the pu% Y g

Given the nature of the panel, this element of the public need analysis is deemed not
applicable to the panel’s activities,
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The extent to which state personnel practices, including affirmative action requirements
ave been corﬁ@led Wih tﬁe boaPr(?, commission, 09 agency to Its own ac(ﬂlvmes and
the area of activity or Interest.

Given the nature of the panel, this element of the public need analysis is deemed not
applicable to the panel's activities.

The extent to which statutory, requlatary, budoeting, or other changes are necessary to
enab?e tPe V%ﬁen - hoard, 0 8/ Q%% ergserve the mteres%s of the pubhcr%nd
to comply With tre factors enumerated In this subsection,

DOA needs sufficient funds ap _ro?nate,d to allow it to gather data from its Anchorage pilot
project for three years. The pilo prolject should provide the financial data necessary to
determine how much it could potential %/ cost to create external local panels througho,u the
State. We believe that DOA eapproac of starting In Anchorage and slowly expanding to

other communities 1S reasonable.

Alaske\ ne?ds to stuay the ?0 ibility of re%fwm% federal funding for the external panels.
If the local panels aré eventually established throlighout Alaska, We expect the cost of the
program may exceed SI million.  There would heed to be, money as&gned to hire an
administrator and a clerical support system to_scheaule meeting tines andl places. There
needs to be a management informationt system in either DOA or DFYS to track mformatl%n
about how long children have been out-of-home, the number of cases reviewed, and the
eventual placement of the children.
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WALTER J. HICKEL. GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PQ BOX 1'C20Q

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99311-0200
PHONE  1907)-165-2200
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER -AX i907) -165-2-19%

October 22, 1993

Mr. Randy Welker, CPA
Division of Legislative Audit
P.O. Box 113300

Juneau, AK 99811-3300 LEGISLATIVE audit

Dear Mr. Welker:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your recommendations
concerning the sunset review of the Citizen"s Review Panel for
Permanency Planning. We appreciate the thorough review by your
staff.

Recommendation, No. 1

The legislature should extend the Citizens®™ review Panel for
Permanency Plannincr®s (the panel®s) termination date to June 30.
1997. with th< Provision that sufficient funds be appropriated to
allow the pilot proiect in Anchoraae to perform reviews that can
be used to evaluate the economic f*asibi litv and rar® of success
for citizens®™ reviews.

Response:

External reviews of children in foster care are scheduled to begin
under the project the first week of December. While the
expectation is that many reviews can be accomplished, that will
not be known until the panel members are assembled and a tine
commitment can be obtained. We agree that there should eventually
be no duplication of reviews by DFYS and the external review
panels and federal fTunding should be available to the agency
completing the review. This department recommends the
continuation of the model project for an additional year. This
will provide the opportunity for multiple reviews of some of the
same children and given better data for evaluation of the model
project for broader implementation, if warranted.
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Rar.dy Welker October 22, 1993

Recommendation Mo. 2

DOA and DFYS should work together to create a reliable database
and software Program that provides management, reports that can be
used to track individual cases in an efficient manner .and b.g. us.ed
to determine the effectiveness of case reviews .for permanency
planning.

Response:

DOA agrees that tracking outcomes i

NBU/nl
cc: Dr. Theodore Mala
Commissioner
Department of Health & Social Services

Roberley Waldron
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Administration
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WALTER J. HICKEL. GOVERNOR

THEODOREA. MALA.COM M ISSIONER

DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES P.0.BOX 110650

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

PHONE: 1907} 465-3082

October 15, 1993

Randy S. Welker
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit

Legislative Budget and Audit Committee _ _ _
P.O. Box 113300 legislative audit

Juneau, Alaska 99811-3300
Dear Mr. Welker:

Thank you for your letter of September 21, 1993, requesting this
department's response to your preliminary audit report on:

Department of Administration, Citizens® Review Panel for
Permanency Planning, September 1, 1993,

This department takes no position regarding your recommendations
concerning the Citizen Review Panels within the Department of
Administration. However, | do welcome the opportunity to comment
on inaccuracies and offer opinions in response to some of the
information and recommendations regarding the Division of Family
and Youth Services (DFYS).

We agree that the DFYS internal reviews do not fu Ifill the entire
objectives of the State's statutes since they do not utilize a
"citizen review process". DFYS reviews were established only to

meet the intent and requirements of federal law.

While the federal law only requires that at leastone person on the
panel cannot be involved in provision of specific case service, all
DFYS offices attempt to involve one citizen on each review panel.
The Anchorage office conducts these reviews 3.5 to * days per week
every week at the rate of 7 each da” for a total of over 1.200 per
year. This large number of review: makes it difficult to recruit
enough volunteers to have a community member at each review. In
fact, having a community member present in 71% of thereviews is a
sizeable accomplishment.

It is true that the case reviews conducted in Anchorage are,
unfortunately, limited in the amount of time allotted to each one.
Given the large number cases which must be reviewed each month,
DFYS has not been able to schedule more time for each review. The
reality is that DFYS has been scheduling and conducting reviews to
meet federal requirements without the addition of any additional
resources.
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Randy S. Welker
October 15, 1993

Page two

We w ill not dispute your discovery that most of the reviews did not
project a likely date by which the child may be returned to the
home or placed .or adoption or le?jal guardianship. DFYS w ill issue

a policy clarification and provide training to correct that
oversight.

It is unfortunate that your staff did not discuss the capabilities
of the division's data system with any of the key staff most
knowledgeable about that system. The division's primary management
information system, PROBER, does in fact track out-of-home care by
individual child by care type. Time or duration in out-of-home
care is available from the current system and various management
reports that describe out-of-home care are published monthly. In
addition, management information and reports are under development
that w ill measure a number of parameters that w ill provide feedback
as we implement a family centered focus. Reports are used at the
local office level and provide social workers and supervisors with
upcoming case review dates and placement history.

Your report suggests that DFYS alter its current data system to

collect information for the current pilot project. The pilot
project suggested will require a research approach to data
collection if the questions posed are intended to be answered. |If

time in out-of-home care is one of the effectiveness parameters
chosen and the intent is to show a statistical difference between
"status quo" and the proposed review panel approach, there will
need to be a structured, well-defined research effort implemented.
It is from a research project perspective that the most appropriate
choice for a database system w ill be defined. It is, therefore,
premature to suggest that changing DFYS's current system is a
likely alternative. The division's complex system was carefully
developed, and is just as carefully adjusted, to meet a wide
variety of needs, including federal reporting requirements. To
suggest a costly change in that system to meet the needs of a
demonstration project is incomprehensible. A more plausible
scenario is the development of a specific information system
(database), with Ilinkages to DFYS's information system, that
addresses not only the data needs of the research project but the
management information needs of the program coordinator as well as
the review panel itself.

The research you propose must also take care to account for gains

already made by the division's internal review system. The
attached chart indicates that foster care has been decreasing as
subsidized adoptions and guardianships have increased. In short,

the division has already improved efforts at permanency planning,
and any research project must adequately account for programs and
efforts already in place.



Randy S. Welker
October 15, 1993
Page three

Our major concern, should this project proceed, is one of funding.
$100,000 of the $125,000 funded for the pilot project was
transferred by the legislature from the Division of Family and
Youth Services.

As | stated above, DFYS has establishedl
and been refining the internal review system with no additiona
funds but as an additional responsibility of existing staff. Those
reviews must continue for compliance with federal law while the
Department of Administration undertakes this project. The division
simply can not incur the loss of any more funds to this project.

Lncerely,

A. a, MD, MPH
Commissioner
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FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. _SB 298

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dato: 2/5/% Departmont: Commerce and Economic Dev.
TiHOZ An Act relating to licensure by the bru:occupational Licensing

:>tate Medical Board. Component: Operations

Sponsor: Senate HES
Roquestor: Senate HES COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1844

Expondituros/Rovenuos (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY95 FY 9% FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY0O
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL iw ©o 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND 4 STRUCTURES . .
GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

[change INREVENUES  ____. 13 0.0 <o co 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match
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1005 GF/Program Receipts 13

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 13 0.0 co oo 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY 94) cost: $ None

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 0.0

PART-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TEMPORARY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparate page if nacassary)

SB 298 provides authority for the State Medical Board to designate a representative to interview
applicants for licensure. The bill also provid< s a temporary permit to be issued to provide health care
services on a temporary basis in an area of the state where services are needed, as detirmined by the
board under regulations. This fiscal note provides funding to cover the costs of a regulation project m

address the issue. Licensing fees will be reviewed and adjusted, if necessary, to cover the costs.

Proparodby: Jennifer Strickler, Adm inistralty®e @ffice Phone: 465-2144
Division: Occupational Liceqgin Date: 2/25/94
Approved by Commissioner:  Faul Fuhs s Data: 2 -z s ‘~H
Agency:. Commerce and Ecolf@iilit Development
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laska S tate M edical A ssociation

4107 Laurel Street - Anchorage, Alaska 99503-5334 . (907)562-2662

March 7, 1994

Senator Steve Rieger
Chairman HESS Committee
State Capitol, Rm. 516
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau AK 99801

Dear Senator Reiger,

On behalf of the Alaska State Medical Association, 1 would 1.1t
offer my strong support for SB 298, an Act relating to licer-\"-
by the State Medical Board. This 1is a good bill that can be rg-’v
even better. As you may be aware, the requirement that apclicTr-""
for medical licensure within the state of Alaska have face to f-—*
interviews with beard members has been a difficult and evpe-v-
proposition particularly for physicians tn Southeast Alaska and
bush. Allowing designated representatives to condur:
interviews will be of some help.

I must say that after canvassing over 30 physicians ir thi* e/ .'ro
I hove yet to find anyone that has found the interview t;: €t

sigmficant or worthwhile. I have talked with several peoul*
have found the 1interview to take less than two minutes, ny -=
experience included. In this day of electronic data banks n.d

machines. | believe the value of personal interviews is detr-.fc"."-

On behalf of the State Medical Association, 1 would respectfull/
request that your bill be further amended under Sec. 1, Lir.e r ro
have the word "Shall" changed to ™"May". This would allow -h
board to continue to fully obtain and review documentation on si”’
applicants, and allow them to interview any applicanc thg.
wished when they felt further personal information was a*sSirah |

It would also allow them to avoid completely unnecessary intsrv-v-
and allow them to devote their time, and interests to invest v=
and disciplinary duties as necessary. Eliminating mart:r/
personal interviews 1is not a radical concept. Fewer than hc"if rh*
states currently require board interviews.
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Senator Steve Rieger
Page 2

I recently testified before the House HESS Committee j-
the companion bill to S8 293. I was able to :o+.A;
committee of the importance of the language change. I wyj
that you would Hlikewise amend the Senate version.

If you have any questions regarding SB 298 or the position
State Medical Association, do v*t hesitate to contact me
be happy to be of assistance.

Sincerely.

Chairman, Legislative Affairs Committee
President, Alaska State Medical Association

DRL j til
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Lauicrbach
2/16/94

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR RIEGER
TO: SB 298

Page I, lines5 -6:
Delete "the board’s designated representative”

Insert "hv a licensed physician designated for that purpose by the boar J*



8-LSI661NA.2

Lautcrbach
2/16/94

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR RIEGER
TO: SB 298

Page 1 tire 1 afeer "BOAIA"
Insert “and temporary permits for certain optometrists”

Page 2, after lire 2:
Insert a new hilll section to reed:
" Sec. 3. AS 08.72 samended by adding a new section t read:

Sec. 08.72.172. PERMIT FOR LOCUM TENENS PRACTICE, @ A
member of the board may Issue a temporary permit to a nonresident optoretrist for
the purpose of assisting or substituting for an optometrist licensed under this depter.
The office employing an optoretrist with a permit under this section must be an
established practice, as detemiincd under regulations adopted by the board, and be
owned by a licensed gptoretrist whose practice is full time.

® A pemit issued under this section s valid for 60 consecutive days and
may be renewed up to three times within a 12-month period ifcircumstances warrant.
Permits issued under this section are not valid for more than 240 consecutive days of
practice within a 12-month period.

© A person who goplies for a permit under this section srall pay the required
Tee and fumish proof of

(@D meeting the requirements of AS 08.72.140: and
(@ holding a valid license to practice optometry issued by a state or
termitory of the United States or by a province or taritory of Canada.

(@) Within 10 days after a permit has been issued under this section, the board
member dall forward to the department a report of the issuance of the permit.”



PROPOSED:

Sec. 08.XX3CXX Tamporary permit for locum cenoas practice.’
(@ A member of tihe bo&<*d or examiners jr. Ooucmetrv may crant
t0 ar- OPtowetrist for the"purpose of assisting

1o5* n? ?r &nother optometrist; J.icensed ir. this state.
Z3-* O0**-i1ce emp_oyir.g a Locum Optometrist must be an established

A Locum Optomatrist aooivir.c und

i | I days after the oermit has been cxe.r’Ar>, *a
fggﬁﬁsmgrgf;rt”gabé”ﬁ‘i"{yvard to the department a SepSrf Sf thi

(d) Permits and extensions of permits issued under- N <s sect-or
JO an individual are not valid for more t.nan 240 "two"\hu-d-I£

months.C°n3CCUtIVe dayS dUring any «ns«c--~r?2"(tSeivs)

RATIONALE:

Alaska has a lot of solo practitioners in remote and semi-remote
areas of the State. |If the oractitioner becomes injured, seriously
ill or must leave temporarily, he presently must close down his
clinic. This can bring a hardship to his patients.

Also, outside specialists in subnormal vision, visual, ther pv *rC
can be scheduled to assist local doctors where specialty care does
not now exist.

rs
The Locum Tenens statute would allow a temporary permit be issued
to a nonresident optometrist for the purpose of assisting or
substituting for an optometrist licensed under this chapter.

BACKUP FOR SECTION 3



§ 0S.72.115 Alaska Statutes § 0S.72.150

Sec. 08.72.115. Malpractice insurance. [Repealed. § 40 ch 117 SLA
19781]

Sec. 08.72.120. Registration. [Repealed § 9 ch 50 SLA 1988.]

Sec. 08.72.125. Licensing of branch offices, @ The board sall

orrv. branch office of an Alaskan licensse.

\oi A person may not practice, or attempt or offer to practice, op-
tometry without obtaining a license for each branch office from the
board.

© The board dhall prescribe in the regulations the factors to be
considered iIn issuing a branch office licese. 8 2¢ch 76 SLA 1969; am
8§ 9ch 75SLA 1950; am 8 12 ch 37 SLA 1986; am 8§ 4ch 50 SLA 19S8)

Effect of amendments. — The 1988 "without obtaining a license for each
amendment, effective May 26, 1988, sub- branch office” for "in communities on a
stituted "Licensing” for "Registration™ in  part-time basis without obtaining a
the catcnline, rewrote subsection (a), branch office certificate of registration™ in
which read 'The board shall issue a subsection(b) and "license™ for "certificate

branch office certificate of registration to  Of registration” in subsection (c).
an Alaskan licensee," and substituted

Sec. 08.72.130. Optometryrregister. [Repealed, § 13 ch 37 SLA
1986.]

Sec. 08.72.140. Qualifications for examination. The board dall
admit to the examination a person who fumishes proof that the person

(D has a visual acuity of a standard of at lease 20/40 in at least one
eye as ocorrected;

@ is not afflicted with a contagious or infectious disesse;

@ has had education equivalent to four years attendance at a state
high school;

@ i1s a graduate of a recognized school or college of optometry.
@ 35-3-141 ACLA 1949; am 8§ 1ch 95 SLA 1966; am 3— 5ch 76
SLA 1969; am 8§ 10, 23 ch 75 SLA 1980)

Sec. 08.72.150. Application for examination and issuance of
license. An applicant shall apply for the examination by filing an
application with the department together with the examination fee at
least 15 days before the examination. Upon successful completion of
the examination by the applicant and payment of the license fee, the
board shall issue a license to the successful applicant. The applicant
may practice optometry in the state upon receipt of the lice=e.
@ 35-3-141 ACLA 1949; am § 6 ch 76 SLA 1969; am 8 5 ch 50 SLA
198)

276
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Legislative R esearch Agency

130 Seward Street, Suite 218
Juneau, Alaska 99801-2196

Phone: (907) 465-3991
Fax (907) 463-3351

Alaska State Legislature

March 1 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Cynthia Toohey
FROM: Patricia Young
Legislative Analyst®
RE: Licensing Requirements for Medical Doctors

Research Request 94.159

You asked Ifother states require that physicians be interviened by members of the state
medical board as a condition of licemsure. As you know, pursuant to AS 08.64.255, this B
the case In Alaska.

According to information provided by the Federation of State Medical Boards of Zhe United
States (FSMB) , 18 states require interviews of all license goplicants.  Interviews are required
of some gpplicants in 21 staes.  Interviews are not required of gpplicants in S states or the
District of Colurbia. [t isnot clear what s required in 3 stales. The pertinent table from
the FSMB s publication on licensing requirements, 1992-1993 Exchange, iIs attached.
Relevant information provided by Leslie Haywood, executive secretary of the Alaska State
Medical Board, Isalso attached.

As you will see from the firal attachment. "‘Section V. Requirements for Full Licensure,” of
FSMB s Guide to the Essentials ofa Modern Medical Practice Act, sixth edition, published
in 1991, the federation supports personal appearances by gplicats.

I hope this information B sufficient for your purposes. [If you have questions, or need
further information, please ket us know.

Attachments



Option V 1

Option Il 2

Change in Division of Occnpuliontil Licensing
procedure; Licensee schedules interview.

Propose revision of AS 08.6-1.255 and 12 AAC
for that purpose by the board"’

-10.055 to include lor a penum designated

Uuiuil Slates Medical I.ktnsuri; Slalislics
lictivic& litiluryit'i.

Alaska

Arkansas - Inletview & orientation.
Delaware - Two interviews.

Guam - Interview

Idaho - Reviews license application with applicant
Louisiana - Intei view

Minnesota - Interview

Mississippi - Interview

Montana - Interview.

Nebraska - Interview.

New Mexico - Interview and oiicnUtion
North Carolina - Interview.

North Dakota - Interview.

Oregon - Interview.

Rhode Island - Interview.

South Dakota Interview.

Tennessee - Interview.

Vermont - Interview.

West Virginia - Interview

Hull Uuiicitluim icw .

New llampsimc

Soulli Carolina

Wyoming

) w)

=1

= 38

=R



QptionV 1

Propose revision of 122 AAC <O0.)S5 to include *or a possible oral exon..'

©

lliiltiISLUsLMtliiial.yctiiSuE£-SlaUi(is:$
Oral Bxain »ir i tissiblu Oral lixani

Alabama - Oral exam if not American Ix.nrd certified will.in ID year:

O a3 > =

California - Oral exam G& written cxain at board discretion.
Maine - Oral exam. (No further information available.)
Nevada - Oral exurn only at Ixxaril request.

Wisconsin - Oral Exam cmlv at board request.

~ QO






“LIVEL , UL

Unilul Plaits fclvilisal Lkiujurc 2 |[its

B
Mijnicctay, )

Colorado Iingcr prints, notarised pasS|Kii< or hiilll ceilili %
Connecticut
nistrict of Columbia
Hawaii
Opliun // 5 Propose deletion of <!I$' iSVf. (B.GJ.ZSS,AS sec. OH64.2/Mand 12 AAC 4(]_(35 I:/IZT';LIJ::Z
Michigan
Missour
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma

SOFRPO O mIT= 30

Pennsylvania
Pucilo Rico
Texas
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SECTION V
REQUIREMENTS FOR FULL LICENSURE

The medical practice act should provide minimum requirements for full licensure lor the
independent practice of medicine that bear a reasonable relationship t the qualifications
and fitness necessary for such practice- These provisions of the act should implement or be
consistent with the following Federation recommendations.

A. The applicant should provide the Board and attest to the following inform ation and documentation >ia manne.

required by the Board:
1. his or her full name and all aliases or other names ever used, current address, social security number, an
date and place of birth;
2. arecentsigned photograph, aset of Fingerprints of the applicant, and asample of handwriting;
3. originals of all documents and credentials required by the Board, or notarized photocopies or ot er
verification acceptable to the Board of such documents and credentials;
L alistofalljurisdictions, UnitedStates or foreign, in which the applicantislicensed or has applied lor licensure
to practice medicine or is authorized or has applied for authorization to practice medicine;
5. a list of all jurisdictions, United States or foreign, in which the applicant has been denied licensure or
authorization to practice medicine or has voluntarily surrendered a license or an authorization m practice
medicine;
6. alistofall sanctions, judgments, awards, settlements, or convictions against the applicant in unyjurisdiction.
United States or foreign, that would constitute grounds for disciplinary action under the medical practice act
or the Board’s rules and regulations;
7. a detailed educational history, including places, institutions, dates, and program descriptions, of all his or
hereducation beginning with secondary schooling and including all college, pre-professional, prolcssional, an
professional graduate education;
8. a detailed chronological life history, including places and dates of residence, employment, and mi itary
service (United States or foreign);
9. any other information or documentation the Board determines is necessary.

B. The applicant should possess the degree ofDoctor of Medicine or Osteopathy from a medical college or school
located in the United States, its territories or possessions, or Canada thatwas approved by the Board or byprivate
non-profitaccrediting body approved by the Board at the time the degree wasconferred. No person who graduate
from a medical school that was not so approved at the time ofgraduation should be examined for licensure or
licensed in the jurisdiction based on credentials or documentation from that school nor should such a person

licensed by endorsement.

C. The applicant should have satisfactorily completed at least twenty-four (24) months of progressive graduate
medical training approved by the Board or by a private non-profit accrediting body approved by the Hoard in an
institution in the United States, its territories or possessions, or Canada approved by the Board or by a private

non-profit accrediting body approved by the Board.
D. The applicant should have passed medical licensing examination(s) satisfactory to the Board.

E. The applicantshould have demonstrated a familiarity with the statutesand regulations ofthejurisdiction relating

to the practice of medicine and the appropriate use of controlled or dangerous substances.

F. The applicant should be physically, mentally, and professionally capable of practicing medicine in a manner
acceptable to the Board and should be required to submit to a physical, mental, or professional competency

examination or adrug dependency evaluation if deemed necessary by the Board.
G. The applicant should not have been found guilty by a competent authority, United States or foreign. °f

conduct that would constitute grounds for disciplinary action under the regulations of the Board or the act. e
Board should be authorized, at its discretion, to modify this restriction for cause, but it should be directed to use

<\ 1- 7



such discretionary authority in a consistent manner,

H. The applicant should make a personal appearance before the Board or arepresentative thereof for interview,
examination, or review of credentials. At the discretion of the Board, the applicant should be required to present
his or her original medical education credentials for inspection at the time of persona! appearance.

I. The applicantshould be held responsible for verifying to the satisfaction of the Board the validity of all credentials
required for his or her medical licensure. The Board should review and verify medical credentials and screen
applicant records through recognized national physician information services (eg, the Board Action Data Bank of
the Federation of State Medical Boards, the files of the American Medicrn Association and the American
Osteopathic Association, and other national data banks and information resources).

J. The applicant should have paid all fees and have completed and attested to the accuracy of all application and

information forms required by the Board.
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A laska State Legislature

ska '
«F

Senator Robin L. Tavlor
SPONSOR STATEMENT
SENATE BILL 301

Senate Bill 301 was introduced to address two major concerns:

1. A significant drop in student enrollment in the
Sitka School District as the result of the mill
closure,

2. Funding for small, single-site school districts.

Section one of the bill revises the so-called "hold harmless”
provision which allows school districts to spread the impacts
of a decrease in student population over four year period. The
attached letter from John Holst, Superintendent of Schools,
indicates that while Sitka does not expect to reach the 10
percent “trigger", they have already lost about 100 students ard
anticipate a further drop.

The Department of Education informs me that Sitka is currently
the only school district that would be included in the hold
harmless provision if the “trigger" s reduced to five percent.

The second sectionis a permanent "fix" inthe Foundation
Funding Formula on the single-site issue. The attached letter
from B.A. Weinberg compares the Chugach School District to the
single-site district in  Skagway. | find the numbers very
revealing.

Please note that the DOE fiscal note provides a breakdown
between the two sections of Senate Bill 301,

DEtrictA
Hvder e Ketchikan  KuprcariDi » Meyers Chuck e ictcrchurg « S.ixmnn e Sitka » Wrangell
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BELL NO. 301(HES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE -SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors):  SENATOR TAYLOR

A BELL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"_An Act relating to the calaulation of iiastructional units used in detemining state

aid for education; and providing for an effectivedate."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATEOF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 14.17.031(b) s amended to reed:

()] If the total elementary and secondary instructioal units thaet a school
district s eligible to receive under @) of this section decrease by at lesst five but less
than 25 [10] percent [OR MORET] from one fisal year to the net, the school district
may use the last fiscal year before the reduction as a base fisal year and offst Its
reduction according to the following schedule: (2) for the first fisal year after the base
fisal year, the school district is eligible to receive the total elementary and secondary
instructioal wnits determined under @) of this section plus 75 percent of the
difference in ttal elementary and secondary instructioral units between the base fisal
year and the first fiscal year after the base fiscal year; () for the second fiscal year
after die base fisal year, the schooldistrict is eligible to receive the total elementary

L £SSSSB 301(HES)
vav T2 Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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and secondary irstruictioal units determined under @) of this section plus 50
percent or the difference in total elementary and secondary instructical units between
the base fisal year and the second fisal year after the base fisal year, Q) for the
third fisal year after the base fiscal year, the school district s eligible to receive the
total elementary and secondary instructioal wnits determined under @@ of this
section plus 25 percent of tre difference in total elementary and secondary instructioral
uni'ts between the base fisal year and the third fiscal year after the base fiscal year.
The schedule established in this subsection s available 1 a scnooi district for the three
fiscal years following the base fisal year only if the total elementary and secondary
instructional units received by the school district under @)D of this section for each
fisal year are less then the total elementary and secondary instructional units received
by the school district in tre base fisal year. This subsection does not apply o a
decrease in tolal elementary and secondary instructional units resulting from a loss of

enrolIment that occurs as a result of a boundary change under AS 29.

*Sec, 2. AS 14.17.031 s amended by adding new suosections 1O reed:
© If the tolal elementary and secondary irstructional units that a school

district s eligible to receive under @) of this section decrease by at lesst 25 percent
but less than 50 percent from one fisal year to the next, the school district may use
the last fisal year before the reduction as a base fisal year and offsst its reduction
according to the following schedule: (1) for the first fiscal year after the base fisal
year, the school district s eligible © receive the total elementary and secondary
instructioal wnits determined under @) of this section plus 67 percent of the
difference in total elementary and secondary instructional unirts between the base fisal
year and the first fiscal year after the base fisal year, (@) for the second fisal year
after the base fisal year, the school district is eligible to receive the total elementary
and secondary irstructical wnits determined under @) of this section plus 33
percent of the difference in total elementary and secondary irstructional units between
the base fisal year and the second fiscal year after the base fisal year. The schedule
established in this subsection s available to a school district for the two fiscal years
Tollowing the base fisal year only ifthe total elementary and secondary instructioral
uniits received by the school district under @)(0) of this section for each fiscal year are

£SSSSB 301(HES) o

Xnu Tsxz ‘'IndrriLned [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED}
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less than the total elementary and secondary insnicrional units received by the school
district in the base fisal year. This subsection does not apply to a decrease in total
elementary and secondary instructional wnits resulting from a loss of enrollment that
occurs as a reault of a boundary change under AS 29.

" @ If tre total elementary and secondary instructioal wnits that a school
district s eligible 1o receive under (@) of this section decrease by 50 percent or more
Trom one fisal year 1o the rext, the school districtmay use the last fisal year before
the reduction as a base fisal year and offset its reduction.  For the first fiscal year
after the base fisal year, the school district is eligible to receive the total elementary
and secondary instructioal units determined under @) of this section plus 50
percent of the difference in total elementary and secondary instructioal units between
the base fisal year and the first fiscal year after the base fisal year. The schedule
established in this subsection is available to a school district for orr fisal year
following the base fisal year. This subsection does not apply 1o a decrease in total
elementary and secondary instructional wnits resulting from a loss of enrollment that

occurs as a result of a boundary change under AS 29.

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect July 1, 19%4.

3 CSSSSB 301(HES)

Mv Text Underlined [DELETED TE.<T BRACKETED]



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SSSB 301
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected: Education

Title: An-acLr.elaling.to.the calculation of instructional units BRU: J
used in determining state aid for education and... Component: Foundation Program

Sponsor: _5flpaipr.Tay.IQr..
Requestor: Senator Tavlor COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 141

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

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS 3.819.2 3.754.7 3.691.6 3.631.4 3.722.1 3.815.2

MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 3.819.2 3,754.7 3.691.6 3.631.4 3.722.1 3.815.2

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE: |

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 3.819.2 3.754.7 3.691.6 3.631.4 3.722.1 3.815.2
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: $ -0-

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

See attached speadsheets.

Prepared by: ,Eddy.J.eans. Phone: 465-9685
Division: ..School finance. Date: . March 25.-1S24_
Approved by Coamissioner: Jerry Covey.
Agency: . LCation Date: March 25. 1994

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution Information call trie Governor's Legislative Office
Rev 11/93 Paged ___of 2.
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SB 301

Section 1

SB 301 Hold Harmless
Soctlon 1 1 at 5% of K-12 units

Hold Harmless FY95 FY96 FYo97

at 5% of K-12 units at at at

Sitka 75% 50% 25%
FY94 K-12 Units 135.71 Sllka change In K-12 Units 9.77 9.77 9.77
FY95 K-12 Units 125.94 Hold Haimless Units 7.33 4.89 2.44
Change 9.77 Unit Value 61.000 61.000 61.000

Percentage 7.20% Hold Harmless Adjustment $447,130 $298,290 $148,840



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FY95 FOUNDATION PROGRAM

The Department of Education has nol verified the unit

computalons submitted by the

ADAK

ALEUTIAN REGION
ANNETTE ISLANDS

CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
GALENA
HOONAH
HYDABURG
KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KLAWOCK
NENANA
NOME
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SKAGWAY
ST. MARY'S
TANANA
UNALASKA
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

TOTALS

PROJ.
FY95 ADM

150.00
16.00
407.00
511.15
363.00
523.00
149.00
270.00
115.00
181.00
228.00
225.00
190.00
727.95
45.00
733.00
135.00
103.00
106.00
396.00
533.00
150.00

6.257.10

K-12

Units

16

33
40
30
40

16
24

13

18.

21
21

18.

53

54
15
12
12

32

41
16

541.

.00
.20
.13
.08
.20
.38
42
.00
.58

o7

.20
.00

67

.98
.13
.50
.00
.58
.83
.40
.53
.00

local school districts.

For Foundation

Single site AREA
Units DIFF,
1.92 1.27
0.38 1.31
2.65 1.03
3.21 1.11
2.42 1.03
3.23 1.27
1.97 1.30
1.92 1.08
1.63 1.03
2.17 1.03
2.54 1.33
2.52 1.03
2.24 1.20
3.24 1.34
0.86 1.08
3.27 1.00
1.80 1.05
1.51 1.30
1.54 '1.30
2.59 1.27
2.49 1.00
1.92 1.08
46.02

projections, the department utilizes an Increase ot2.5% (or estimated gl’ONth.

FY95
SB 301
Section 2
Single site

Alloctation

$148,840
30,500
166.530
217,160
151,890
250,100
156,160
126,270
102,480
136,640
206,180
158,600
164,090
264,740
56,730
199.470
115,290
119,560
122,000
200,690
151,890
126,270

$3,372,080

3/25/94 FILE. SB30ILXLS

Each year isincreased 2.5% over the previous year.

FY96
SB 301
Section 2
Single site

Alloctation

$152,561
31,263
170,693
222,589
155,687
256.353
160,064
129,427
105,042
140,056
211,335
162,565
168.192
271.359
58,148
204,457
118,172
122,549
125,050
205,707
155,687
129.427

$3,456,383

Page 3 0f3

FY97
SB 301
Section 2
Single site

Alloctation

$156,375
32,045
174.960
228.154
159,579
262,762
164.066
132,663
107.668
143,557
216,618
166,629
172,397
278,143
59,602
209,568
121,126
125,613
128,176
210,850
159,579
132,663

$3,542,793

FY98 FY99

SB 301 SB 30]
Section 2 Section 2
Single site Single site

Alloctation Alloctation

$160,284 $164,291
32.846 33,667
179.334 183.817
233,858 239,704
163,568 167,657
269,331 276,064
168,168 172,372
135,980 139,380
110,360 113,119
147,146 150,825
222,033 227,584
170.795 175.065
176,707 181,125
285,097 292,224
61,092 62.619
214,807 220,177
124,154 127,258
128,753 131,972
131,380 134,665
216,121 221,524
163.568 167,657
135,980 139,380
$3,631,362 $3,722,146

FYOO
SB 301
Section 2
Single site

Alloctation

$168,398
34.509
188.412
245.697
171.848
282.966
176.681
142.865
115.947
154.596
233,274
179.442
185.653
299,530
64,184
225,681
130.439
135.271
138,032
227.062
171,848
142,865

$3,815,200



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. .C.SS.SSB 301 (HES)
1994 _LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected: Education

Titfe:_Aa_acl_relatinQ.to the calculation of instructional units BRU: Jil2
-used_in_determinina state aid for education and... Component: Foundation Program

Sponsor: _Sg.Qatof-lay.IQr.
Requestor: JSEDatOLla"PL COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 141

Expenditures/Revenues:

OPERATING FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY o8 FY 99 FY 00
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS 96.4 84.2 (201.9) 0 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 96.4 84.2 (201.9) 0 0 0

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 96.4 84.2 (201.9) 0 0 0
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTLA

Other

TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: $  -0-

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

See attached speadsheets.

Prepared by: Eddv Jeans Phone: ,455:8585.

Division: .School Finacé&s / Date:  April 26.1994
Approved by Commissioner: Jhany-Coy.ey
Agency: .Education Date: April 26. 1994

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call tha Governor's Legislative Office
Rev 11/93 Page J__ of 1



SB 301
Section 1
Hold Harmless

at5% of K-12 units

Sitka

FY94 K-12 135.71
FY95 K-12 125.94
Change 9.77
Percentage 7.20%

SB 301
Sec'lice. 2(d)
Held Harmless

at50% of K-12 units
Adak

FY94 K-12 39.01
FY95 K-12 16.00
Change 23.01

Percentage 58.95%

CSSSSB 301 (HES)

SB 301
Section 1
Hold Harmless

at 5% of K-12 units

FY95 FY96 FY97
at at at
75% 50% 25%
Sitka change in K-12 Units 9.77 9.77 9.77
Hold Harmless Units 7.33 4.89 2.44
Unit Value 61,000 61,000 61,000
Hold Harmless Adjustment $447,130 $298,290 $148,840

Potential cost each fiscalyear, due to applying Seclion 1to Sitka

SB 301 SB 301
Section 2(d) Section 2(d)
Hold Harmless Hold Harmless

at 50% of K-12 units at 50% of K-12 units

FY95 FY96
at at
50% 50%
Adak change In K-12 Units 23.01 16 Adak change In K-12 Units
Hold Harmless Units 11.51 8 Hold Harmless Units
Unit Value 61,000 61.000 Unit Value
Hold Harmless Adjustment $702,110 $488,000 Hold Harmless Adjustment

Potential savings each fiscalyear, due to applying Section 2(d) to Adak

Assumes Adak’senrollment drops to zero before school opens In FY96.

Page 2

Current Law
AS 14.17.031(b)
Hold Harmless

at 10% of K-12 units

FY95 FY96 FY97
at at at
75% 50% 25%
23.01 23.01 23.01
17.26 11.51 5.75
61,000 61.000 61.000

$1,052,860 $702,110 $350,750

$350,750 $214,110 $350,750



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FOUNDATION PROGRAM
PERCENTAGE CHANGE OF INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS FY94 ACTUAL TO FY95 PROJECTED

A DECREASE FROM FY04 TO FY95 IS INDICATED WITH A MINUS SIGN 3/25/94 FILE: CHNGO9495.XLS

K-12 | BIL/ j SPEC.  VOC. Sub Total ; Adjusted

ADM  UNITS 1 BIC.  ED.  ED. | \Units i Units

i [ i [ | |

ADAK -69.71% -29.38% 0.00% -71.67% 0.00% -31.10% -31.10%
ALASKA GATEWAY -258%  -1.42% 0.00%  -6.05% 0.00%  -1.93% -1.92%
ALEUTIAN REGION 0.00% -13.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.009%  -8.89%  -8.95%
ALEUTIANS EAST 1.63% 2.51% 0.00% 9.84% 0.00% 3.02% 3.03%
ANCHORAGE 1.69% 1.98%  11.49% 8.84%  10.40% 3,34% 3.34%
ANNETTE ISLANDS 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  -0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
BERING STRAIT 3.30% 2.18%  «0.64%  -4.06% -13.16% 1.27% 1.27%
BRISTOL BAY 2.36% 1.64% 0.00% 3.91% 0.00% 1.76% 1.76%
CHATHAM -5.68%  -3.63% 0.00% -12.38% 0.00%  -4.30%  -4.29%
CHUGACH 8.35%  -4.70% 0.00% -1.63% 0.00% 0.95% 0.94%
COPPER RIVER 0.38%  -2.19% 0.00% -14.08% 0.00% -097%  -0.97%
CORDOVA 0.00% 1.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.10% 1.10%
CRAIG -1.09%  -0.89% 0.00% 20.33% 0.00% 1.95% 1.95%
DELTA/GREELY -1.89%  -1.91% 0.00% -12.34% 0.00% -3.70%  -3.70%
DENALI -0.84%  -0.80% 0.00%  -8.96% 0.00%  -142% -1.41%
DILLINGHAM 7.72% 524%  -0.83% 0.54% 0.00% 4.12% 4.11%
FAIRBANKS 1.32% 1.33% 2.04%  -3.25%  19.66% 0.79% 0.79%
GALENA 11.95%  10.40% 0.00% 3.33% 0.00% 8.62% 8.64%
HAINES 3.90% 3.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.63% 2.62%
HOONAH 1.12% 0.84% 0.009%  -6.35% 0.00% -0.68%  -0.66%
HYDABURG 5.31% 3.66% 0.00% 12.00% 0.00% 3.73% 3.74%
IDITAROD 3.52% 2.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.49% 2.49%
JUNEAU 0.00% 0.00%  -0.13%  -0.03% -42.99%  -0.50%  -0.50%
KAKE 3.28% 2.18% 0.00% 6.99% 0.00% 2.49% 2.47%
KASHUNAMIUT 9.83% 6.85% 14.37% 6.69% 0.00% 7.08% 7.07%
KENAI 3.58% 3.52% 5.74% 0.00% 0.00% 3.08% 3.08%
KETCHIKAN 1.27% 1.64% 31.17%  -3.10%  -5.18% 1.22% 1.22%
KLAWOCK 7.14% 5.00% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 3.92% 3.91%
KODIAK 0.35% 0.22% 3.55% 1.52%  -3.70% 0.40% 0.40%
KUSPUK 3.44% 2.84% 0.00%  -4.55% 0.00% 2.03% 2.04%
LAKE AND PENN. 0.92% 0.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 0.43%
LOWER KUSKOKWIM 6.67% 478%  -4.48%  -5.21% 9.60% 2.76% 2.76%
LOWER YUKON 4.00% 4.83% 3.92% 0.06% 4.22% 4.35% 4.35%
MATSU 4.79% 479%  -4.17% 1.90% 25.77% 4.52% 4.52%
NENANA 2.73% 1.85% 0.009% 39.75% 0.00% 4.47% 4.44%
NOME 2.28% 1.68% 0.00% 6.21% 0.00% 2.33% 2.32%
NORTH SLOPE 5.02% 422%  -6.24%  -5.19% 0.56% 3.05% 3.05%
NORTHWEST ARCTIC 3.26% 2.50% 0.00% 0.00% 1.67% 2.18% 2.18%
PELICAN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
PEIERSBURG 3.08% 2.68% 0.00%  -1.85% 0.00% 2.08% 2.08%
PRIBILOF 5.72% 4.51% 0.00% 8.66% 0.00% 4.51% 4.52%
SITKA -6.64%  -7.20% 0.00%  -7.42% 052%  -7.08%  -7.08%
SKAGWAY -559%  -3.41% 0.00%  -7.43% 0.00% 2.00% 2.01%
SOUTHEAST 1.03% -11.17% . 0.00% -9.32% 0.91%  -4.62%  -4.62%
SOUTHWEST 7.35% 461%  -2.68% 12.10% 0.00% 4.10% 4.10%
ST MARY'S 14.32% 9.30% 0.00% 63.11% 0.00% 12.49%  12.48%
TANANA 4.95% 3.30% 0.00%  -9.91% 0.00% 1.93% 1.93%
UNALASKA 10.4Ww% 8.32% 0.00% 10.47% 0.00% 8.02% 8.02%
VALDEZ 0.35% 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22% 0.21%
WRANGELL -1.52% 0.17% 0.009%  -5.86% 0.00% -0.69%  -0.69%
YAKUTAT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  -4.64% 0.009%  -0.54%  -0.55%
YUKON FLATS -0.23%  -057% -39.79%  -4.66% 0.00% -197%  -1.96%
YUKON/KOYUKUK 1.70% 1.54%  -1.44%  -1.01% -10.40% 0.92% 0.92%
YUPIIT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

TOTALS 0.64 0.38 0.12 0.05 (0.02) 0.48 0.48



SINGLE SITE SCHOOL DISTRICT CONSORTIUM
985 KSD WAY
CHEVAK, ALASKA 99563
858-7713 FAX 858-7328

February 15, 1994

Honorable Robin Taylor
Alaska State Senate
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re: SB 301

Dear Senator Taylor:

On behalf of the Single Site School District Consortium, 1 wish
to thank you for introducing SB 301. For the last several
years, single site school districts have received Supplemental
appropriations in recognition of the 1inherent 1inequity 1in the
foundation formula as regards single sites. In fact, the formula
used for computing these supplemental appropriations the last two
years 1is the precis* formula contained in your bill.

As you know, the Inequity affecting single sites is the result of
the "front-end load” in the formula. A single site district gets
the advantage of the front-end 1load once, but multiple site
districts benefit again and again for each funding community. A
concrete example of this can be seen by comparing two districts
with almost identical average daily membership (ADM)-- Chugach, a
multiple site district, and skagway, a single site district.

Tho tables below compare FY "95 projected revenues for these two
districts at the $61,000 unit value and at the proposed $59,855
unit value, and the tables compare state revenues with and
without the single site supplemental funds. Comparisons exclude
the area differential, a component of the formula intended to
equalize dollars across the state.

The Ffirst table compares revenues generated soley from K-12
units. As can be noted, the single site district accrues
substantially less revenues from K-12 units than does the
multiple site district with comparable ADM,

FY *95 PROJECTIONS-- $61,000 UNIT VALUE

District ADM K-12 Revenue
Chugach L33 $1,381,040
Skagway 135 915,000
Difference ($ 466,040)

(33-0%)



The next table chows the impact of the single site supplement
baaed on the formula used for the last two years and contained in
Sh 301. Note that the single site district accrues substantially
less K-12 revenues, even including the single site Supplement.

FY "05 PROJECTIONS-- $51,000 UNIT VALUE & SINGLE SITE SUPPLEMENT

District K-12 Revenue Single Site Supplem®t Total
Chugach $1,381,040 -0- $1,381,040
Skagway $ 915,000 $ 109,800 1,024,800
Difference (¢ 356,240)
(25.8%)

The last table shows the impact of the proposed proration of the
FY "95 unit value to $59,855. This represents a reduction of
1.9% in the unit value. (For some city and borough districts,

the reduction might slightly exceed 1.9% because of decreases
that might occur in the local contribution and/or increases that
might occur In the PL 874 deductible as a result of the decrease

in the unit value,)

FY '95 PROJECTIONS-- $59,855 UNIT VALUE vs $61,000

K-12 Revenue K-12 Revenue

8 $61,000 w/ 8 $59,855 w/o
District S S Supplem™t S S Supplem™t Difference
Chugach $1,381,040 $1,355,117 G 25,923) T~1.9%)
Skagway $1,024,800 $ 897,825 ($126,975) (12.4%)

The obvious facts to be discerned from the tables above are:
1. By virtue of the front-end load in the formula, single site
districts accrue substantially less K-12 revenues than do

multiple site districts of comparable ADM;

2. in the event of a downward proration of the instructional
unit value accompanied by a loss of single site supplemental
funds, single site districts will suffer substantially greater
decreases in state funding than will multiple site districts of
comparable ADM,

Thus, SB 3j1 is essential to ensure the parity among districts
that has been created in the past several years with supplemental
appropriations to singlo site districts.

Vej iincerel>

B. A. Weinberg, Chairperson
SINGLE SITE SCHOOL DISTRICT CONSORTIUM



S m all Single Site S chool District Funding

Issue

Background

Analysis

To rc\isc Title A/ Chapter 17 Public School Pound u> 4Program o include an
increase for schools with one funding community ¢ tcmand 800 or fewer average daily

membership (ADM) .

The present public funding act was passed in the 1987 Legislative Session. During the
Legislative hearings there was much discussion concerning the adequacy of the funding
formula for small single site school districts i1 districts of up t 1,000 (730, 525, 100—
525) in enrollment ttet were a single funding community. No one was sure of the
impact of the new formula on these districts and an appropriation of two million dolian
was made 1o the State Department of Education to address unique and emergency
circumstances substantiated by school districts to the Department. Subsequent fiscal
year appropriations were made to tire Department for specific school districts, the
majority orwhich were single site school districts.

A review of testimony on CSH.B 126 (Fin.) (Chapter 91 SLA 1987), and the discus-
sions in subsequent years on supplemental appropriations for single site school dis-
trds, shows that the legislature believes fiaae isaneed for some adjustment in the
foundation program for single site school districts. Certainly the passage of
supplemental forFY88 (@), 90,91, 92 and 93 shows there s a continuing need for
additional support to single sitedistricts. The major questions conceming die issle are:
what size districts should receive additional support, how much support, and how to
incorporate the adjustments into the foundation program?

There has been general agreement that single site districts as large as the Nome School
District need some adjustment. For purposes of analysis single site school districts of
KXX) or fewer inAD M will be divided into drec groups, ie. districts of 1-250 ADM .
251 525 ADM and 526-1,000 ADM. These groups are selected for analysis because
they generally follow breakpoints in the present formulla for K-12 instructioal units.
These districts wero analyzed on aper AD M besis for changes that have occurred in
state funding, local effort, P.L. 81-874 funds, fund balances, property values, supple-
mental support and pupil teacher ratios (P1°R) since FY86. FY86 was selected as the
base year because ithad the highest state support for public education in the history” of
the State. The Aleutian Region RHAA and the schools in die Aleutian East Borough
were excluded from the analysis because of a lack of comparable data, and the North
Slope Borough and Valdez City districts were excluded because of extremely high

local property values.



Analysis (cotinued)
The procedure that was used fur analysis purposes was to:

accumulate the changes inaeli area listed al>o0w Incorporating die
Changes icquircd by the FY83 Foundation Act. and

¢ dividing the cunulative changes per ADM by the K-12 instructional unit
basic need for FY91.

This determined the pe’ ventage of gain or loss by group as if there had been no
supplemental support, allowarig acomparison bebween what has been appropriated
for supplemental’and what the analysis shows as needed

Findings ) Sin%le site, school districts of 1-250 had a loss of 19.96%.
2. Single site dlistricts of 251-525 had a loss of 10.00%
3. Single site districts of 526-1000 had a loss of 5.06%.
4. The rest of the school drstnctsasagroup had a loss of 1.87%.

5. The data would suogest that srn%e site school districts of 1-250 sh?uld
recelve an additional 18.09% (1 1.87%) of K-12 units, single site
districts of 251-525 an addrtron of 8 13 /o) and single site districts of 526-

1,000 an addition of 3.19%.
0. However the 1-250 group of sin esrte school districts received about a
0% more In supplamental support and exceeded die required 4 mill

ocal effort by about 1 mill mor than the other two groups, yreldrn%
about another 1.5% advantage, leaving that group at'about & 12% a
Justed loss.. The 526-1,000 rou of single ; srte school districts started
With asrgnrfrcantly highe thaPUpl teacher ratro Increased |tbyalrrnst
onc-fifth, which means L%rougo cut their programs beyond what e
other groups old, reflecting abo lower | they'should nave,
had they recerved a hrgher level of supplernental support.

Recommendation

The above analysis and findings sui)port the following recommendation for in-
creased support to single site school districts of 800 of fewer INADM

ADM Percent of K-12 Units

1-250
251-525
526-800

Analysis ami Fundings preparedfor ihe Single Site School District Consortium by
Dr. Nat Cole, January 2H, 1992. Background updated and recommendation modified by
Single Site School District Consortium February 19{C.
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PREPARED BY THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FY94 FOUNDATION PROGRAU- Baaed on District Projections tfnf! Value
S.MGLE SITE LEGISLATIVE SUPPLEMENTAL $61,000

1 PROJ. k-12  Single Slle Single Slle AREA  Adjusted | Sing;* s.ie r
4 Fyoa ApM  o7its  Adjustment K-12 Units  DiFr. Single Slle

ADAK '662.00 48.36 1.06 2.93 1.27 3.68 ¢ $224,480
ANNETTE ISLANDS 404.00 32.93 1.08 2.63 1.03 2.71 165.310
CORDOVA 502.50 39.50 1.08 3.16 1.11 3.51 214,110
CKA'G 356.45 29.76 1.00 2.38 1.03 2.45 149,450
Ditlingham 524.C0 40.03 1.03 3.27 1.27 4.15 253,150
G ALE MA 142.00 15.47 1.12 1.86 1.30 2.42 147,620
i IOONAH 270.00 24.00 1.03 1.92 1.08 2.07 12¢,270
HYCABURG 120.00 14.00 1.12 1.60 1.03 1.73 105,530
KAKE 173.00 FeZ . 112 2.14 1.03 2.20 134,200
KiSOIINAMIUT 210.00 20.00 1.12 2.40 1.33 3.19 194.590
KwAWOCK 215.00 20.33 1.12 2.44 1.03 2.51 153,110
NENANA 190.00 18.67 1.12 2.24 1.20 2.69 164,000
TONE 724.00 53J 4 1.06 3.22 1.34 4.31 262,010
PELICAN 43.00 7.50 1.12 0.00 1.00 0.97 55,170
PETERSBURG 715.00 53.67 1.06 3.22 1.08 3.48 212,280
SKAGV/AY 143.00 15.67 1.12 1.00 1.05 2.00 122,000
ST MARY'S 100.00 12.33 1.12 1.48 1.30 1.92 117,123
TASANA 106.00 12.83 1.12 1.54 1.30 2.GO 122,900
L “VALASKA 363.00 30.20 1.03 2.42 1.27 3.07 167,270
WRANGELL 545.00 41.74 1.06 2.50 1.00 2,50 PE. b
YAr.LTAT 136.00 15.20 1.12 1.82 1.03 1.07 120,170

TOTALS 6,650.95 564.00 40.02 55.53 $3,307,330
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SITKA SCHOOL DISTRICT

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

March 29,1994

enator Steve Rieger, Oialr
genate I-Fég% &m?nrtt
Dear Sena'jor Rieger.
BB 301 |s§hem strm ortantedu tronal Ie on oftlr sessron or the Srt Schoo
|str|t0 mcg emi cIo ero our n enro menh E’rﬁ’
abou 0 entsorro antrcr ateanot er ro atthe en g}h 0p
a(renu WI new enr on texpe reacn t dr

? op In
tunits necessary for t esatutory noidhamiese |c n

ever with adr of 6%, 7%, 8%. ?<r 9% w hrs like to OCCUJ the iscal
|at|ons are cata for the Sitka Sct oo |stHth ewe 0.0 \re
ificant turnov rrns rom ear oyear |t| very aifficult or S to frnancra

OI’b d Iarge stucent enro ment ECrease’ina erng eSC 00 year.

l1)\rt\]nll allowus to s re do t the decrease qver. the next th ears rathert
drop none Bw Imeanddp nsrzrnrg N areasona er ﬁrrr%s ead o r‘
Earn ameat aver the et and educatio a roagrams Itka Boar
uc |onstrongysupports this ggrslatronan rges ItS passage

The srn le site or lon of SB 301 daes not direct ffct the Sitka S Istric
Howv this |s la asqee aroung orIon ougﬁt&n? nesen Frea Ze&hfit[
It wrln%r rﬂo awa er |sastatutow|]g< Prs |st est an most wide
supported means of resolving t e 15sue once and for al

Once a Srtk School District is.strongly in support of SB 301 and we urge its
passageqall[har%ou O your consideration. Jy st J

Sincerely,

Bruco Bac
Srrt aSc oo(i Board President



TESTIMONY FOR SB 301

Funding for small single site school districts has been a concern of the
Legislature since the debate preceding the passage of the present foundation
funding formula - Chapter 9, SLA 1987. Intent language that accompanied
CS HB 126 (Fin) indicated a recognition of the importance of developing a
foundation formula fair and equitable to all school districts. The Legislative Intent
further stated that as a result of the new foundation plan, some small single site
school districts have not fared equitably under the new funding method. A
supplemental appropriation for $2 million to the Department of Education was
made for the purposes of mitigating adverse consequences of the new formula at
the time of its passage.

The Legislature intended to review the new plan after it was in place.
Studies have been prepared showing the adverse effect of the formula on small
schools, opinions have been offered - no changes to the law have been made in
regard to the small single site schools.

Dr. Nat Cole authored the present foundation formula in 1987. In 1992, the
Single Site School District Consortium asked Dr. Cole to review the formula's
effect on small single site school districts. His study showed that the funding to
single site school districts of 800 ADM or fewer was inequitable. This inequity is
the result of the "front-end load" in the formula. A single site district gets the
advantage of the front-end load once, but multiple site districts benefit again and
again for each funding community. Dr. Cole's recommendation for correcting the
inequity is a change to Title 14. That change is before you in SB 301.

Although the formula has not been amended, the Legislature has
appropriated, since FY 88, over $12 million in the form of designated grants to
small school districts. The formula used for computing these supplemental
appropriations the last two years is the formula recommended by Dr. Cole, and
before the Legislature this year.

On behalf of the Single Site School District Consortium, | urge you to pass
SB 301 from committee.

Wanda J. Cooksey
Representinn

w School District Consortium

3-29-8
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N ifM jr i"P f- A'm A'\"Vv &°" WALTER J. HICXEL, GOVERNOR
™ U /A1 U L= J [rU cj/j £
GOLDBELTPLﬁCE .
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AR ARG SvBaiss

DIVISION OF SCHOOL FINANCE
Aprill 6. 194

The Honorable Steve Rieger
Alaska State Legislature
State Cepitol, Room 516
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Rieger:
In response to the ol lowving questions that were asked ir the March 3, 1994 Senate HESS

te‘%mC’I!ng on Senate Bill No. 301, the department has prepared infomeation, attached in sequential

1 What sthe change in tte Average Daily Membership (ADM) fareach of the school
districts from FY94 toprojected FY957 Attached isa schedule that shows the difference
INADM and irstructical units by district between FY94 and projected FY95. Please
note thaer adecrease s indicated In bradets.

2. What s tre percentage change INADM foreach of the school districts between FY94 and

projected FY957 Attached isa schedulle thet shows the percentage change inthe ADM
Evggre instructioral uniits for each of the school districts between FY94 and projected

3. What s the history of enrol Iment and foundatiion program entitlerents for the Adak
Region School District? Attached saschedule ttat shows die annual comparison of
ADM, entitlerents and instructical wnits from FYS8 through projected FY96.

4. What suggestions does die department have for language in relation to the hold harmless
section for districts experiencing substantial reductions in enrollment? An amendment ©
the exasting holld harmless provision and two additional subsections are enclosed, for
disoussion purposes, ttat would provide language for those distridis experiencing
moderate to sustantdal reducticns inenrol lment.

Please contact me by phone at 465-8679 or fax at463-5279 iffurther information s required.

Sincerely,

Duane Gulley
Director

05-61IM
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FOUNDATION PROGRAM

CHANGES OF INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS FYO4 ACTUAL TO FYO5 PROJECTED

A DECREASE FROM FY94 TO FY9S 13 INDICATED IN BRACKETS 41594 RLE; CnNG9495.XLS

I j o okaz LoBIs ! sPEc. voc. i Suf) Total ; Ad|ufiled

| ADM - uNnits 1 sic. 1 EG. ! ED. Units ! Unils

1 1 1 1 1 i i
ADAK 134520 (13 34) 0.00 (2.53)' 0.00 (15 37) (20.79)
ALASKA GATEWAY (13.55) (0.92) 0.00 (0.53) 0.00 (1.44) (1.71)
ALEUTIAN REGION 0.00 (0.75) 0.00 0.00 0.00 (0.75) (0.99)
ALEUTIANS EAST 5.00 1.15 0.00 0.38 0.00 1.53 201
ANCH3RAGE 771.14 60.27 3.93 52.49 3.59 125.28 125.28
ANNETTE ISLANDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BERING STRAIT 50.85 3.99 (0.091 (0.81) (0.301 2.79 3.87
BRISTOL BAY 6.40 0.43 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.55 0.70
CHATHAM (18.55) (1.59) 0.00 (0.58) 0.00 (2.17) (2.23)
CHUQACH 10.25 (1.05) 0.00 (0.03) 0.00 0.25 028
COPPER RIVER 2.25 (1.45) 0.00 (0.87) 0.00 (0.72) (0.92)
COROOVA 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.58
CRAIG (4.00) (0.27) 0 00 1.00 0.00 0.73 0.75
DELTA.GREELY (18.70) (1.41) 0.00 (1.99) 0.00 (3.401 (3.95)
DENa 11 (3.15) (0.32) 0.00 (0.311 0.00 (0.63) (0.77)
OILUNGHAM 37.50 201 (0.01) 0.05 0.00 2.05 2.60
FAIRBANKS 203.00 13.96 0.12 (6.20) 2.07 9.95 10.35
GALENA 15.90 1.55 0.00 0.06 0.co 1.60 2.09
HAINE'S 15.95 1.06 0.00 0.co 0.co 1.06 111
HOONAH 3.00 0.20 0.00 (0.42) 0.00 (0 22) (0.23)
HYOAEURG 5.30 0.48 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.60 0.S2
IDITAROD 14.05 1.66 0.00 0.00 0.co 1.66 221
JUNEAU 0.00 0.00 0.00 (0.03) (2.33) (2.361 (2.36)
KAKE 5.75 039 0.00 0.16 0.co 0.55 0.55
KASHUNAMIUT 20.40 1.36 0.25 0.21 0.00 1.32 2.42
KENA1 352.95 27.59 106 0.00 0.00 20.55 28.65
KETCHIKAN 34.62 3.12 0.48 (0.72) (0.20) 2.58 2.68
KLAWOCX 15.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.co 1.00 1.03
KODIAK 9.69 0.48 0.20 0.47 (0.11) 1.04 1.13
KUSPIK 15.25 171 0.00 (0.31) 0.00 1.40 1.87
LAKE AND PENN. 4 so 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.51
LOWER KUSKOKW1M 197.77 14.89 (2.15) (1.99) 0.29 11.04 15.58
LOWER YUKON 63.41 8.04 0.35 0.01 0.07 3.47 11.43
MATSU 543.30 40.29 (0.40) 2.59 261 45.09 45.09
NENANA 5.05 0.34 0.co 0.64 0.00" 0.9B 1.17
NOME 1620 0.89 elee} 0.63 0.00 152 2.03
NORTH SLOPE 81.45 6.25 (0.53) (0.57) 0.01 5.16 7.48
NORTHWEST ARCTIC 58.75 4.45 000 0.00 0.04 4.49 6.51
PELICAN 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PETERSBURG 21.90 1.42 0.co (0.13) 0.00 1.29 1.29
PRIBILCIF 9.20 0.93 0CO 0.19 0.00 112 1.46
SITKA (124.38) 9.77) 0.00 (1.13) 0.01 (10 891 (10 89)
SKAGWAY (8.00) (0.53) 1.00 (0.11) 0.00 0.36 0,38
SOUTHEAST 4.25 (B.09) 0.00 (0.53) 0.01 (3.73) (3.90)
SOUTHWEST 40.75 3.23 (0.28) 0.60 0.00 3.55 4.65
ST MARY'S 12.90 1.07 0.00 0.77 0.00 1.84 2.39
TANANA 5.00 041 o.co (0.11) 0.00 0.30 0.39
UNALASKA 37.40 2.49 0.00 0.29 0.00 2.73 3.53
VALOEZ 3.10 0.17 0.00 000 0.00 0.17 0.18
WRANGELL (8.20) 0.07 0.00 -2 0.00 (0.35) (0.35)
YAKUTAT 0.00 0.00 0.co (0.11) 0.00 (0.11) (0.12)
YUKON =LATS (0.90) (0.34) (0.76) (0.22) 0.00 (1.32) &£
YUKON/KOYUKUK 10.20 1.25 (0.03) (0.12) (0.21) 0.39 1.19
YUPIIT 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTALS 2,16635 169.19 8.14 39.96 5.55 230.70 245.14
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¢ ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FOUNDATION PROGRAM
PER DEN7AGE CHANGE OF INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS FYB4 ACTUAL TO FYQ6 PROJECTED
A DECREASE FROM FY04 TO FYSS 15 INDICATED WTH A MINUS SIGN
Changes in K-12 units inciuOs ;[he Jecorttficalion o< ‘unding communities .'ess than 3 ADM

4/5/94 FiLE: CHNC9495.XLS

1 K12 0 3IL/ ! SPEC. - wvoc. - sub Total ; Adjusted
ADM UNITS 010. ! ED. - . : Units ; Units

i 1 1 i i i

1 i
ADAK -59.71% -29.38% 0.00% -71.37%' 0.00% -31.10% -31.10%
ALASKA GATEWAY 253%  -1.42% 0.00%  -6.05% 0.00%  -1.93%  -J.92%
ALEUTIAN REGION 0.00% +13.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  -3.89%  +3.95%
ALEUTIANS EAST 1.63% 2.51% 0.00% 3.84% 0.00% 3.02% 3.03%
ANCHORAGE 1.65% 1.98%  11.48% 3.84%  10.40% 3.34% 3.34%
ANNETTE ISLANDS 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  +0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
BERING STRAIT 330% 2.18%  -0.64%  -4.06% -13.16% 1.27% 1.27%
BRISTOL BAY 2.36% 1.54% 0.00% 3.91% 0.00% 1.76% 1.76%
CHATHAM -5.68%  +3.63% 0.00% -12.38% 0.00%  +4.30%  -4.29%
CHUGACH 8.35%  +4.70% 0.00%  -1.63% 0.00% 0.95% 0.94%
COPPER RIVER 0.38%  -2.19% 0.00% -14.08% 0.00% -0.97%  -0.97%
CORDOVA 0.00% 1.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.10% 1.10%
CRAIG -1.09%  m=0.89% 0.00%  20.33% 0.00% 1.95% 1.95%
DELTA/GREELY -1.39%  +1.91% 0.00% -12.34% 0.00% -3.70%  -3.70%
DENALI -0.84%  +0.80% 0.00%  -8.96% 0.00%  +1.42%  -1.41%
DILLINGHAM 7.72% 5.24%  -0.83% 0.54% 0.00% 4.12% 4.11%
FAIPOANKS 1.32% 1.33% 2.04%  -3.25%  19.56% 0.79% 0.79%
GALENA 11.95%  10.40% 0.00% 3.33% 0.00% 8.62% 3.64%
HAINES 3.9C% 3.01 % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.63% 2.62%
HOOKAH 1.12% 0.84% 0.00%  +6.35% 0.0G%  +0.68%  -0.56%
HYOABURG 5.31% 3.66% 0.00%  12.00% 0.00% 3.73% 3.74%
IDITAROCO 3.52% 2.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.49% 2.49%
JUNEAU 0.00% 0.00%  +0.13%  -0.03% -42.99%  +0.50%  -0.50%
KAKE 3.28% 2.18% 0.00% 6.99% 0.00% 2.49% 2.47%
KASHINAMIUT 9.33% 6.85% 14.37% 6.59% 0.00% 7.08% 7.07%
KENAI 3.58% 3.52% 5.74% 0.00% 0.00% 3.08% 3.08%
KETCHIKAN 1.27% 1.64% 31.17% -3.10% -5.18% 1.22% 1.22%
KLAWOCK 7 14% 5.00% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 3.92% 3.91%
KODIAK 0.35% 0.22% 3.55% 1.52%  -3.70% 0.40% 0.40%
KUSPUK 3.44% 2.84% 0.00%  -4.55% 0.00% 2.03% 2.04%
LAKE AND PENN. 0.92% 0.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 0.43%
LOWE.T KUSKOIOWM 6.67% 4.78%  -448%  -521% 9.60% 2.76% 2.76%
LOWER YUKON 4.00% 4.03% 3.92% 0.06% 4.22% 4.35% 4.35%
MATSU 4.79% 4.75%  -4.17% 1.90% 25.77% 4 52% 4.52%
NENAHA 2.73% 1.85% 0.00%  39.75% 0.Cr 47% 4.44%
NOVE 2.28% 1.68% 0.00% 6.21% 0., 2.33% 2.32%
NORTH SLOPE 5.02% 4.22%  +6.24%  +5.19% 0.55% 3.05% 3.05%
NORTHWEST ARCTIC 326% 2.50% 0.00% 0.00% 1.67% 2.18% 2.18%
PELICAN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
PETERSBURG 3.06% 2.68% 0.00%  +1.35% 0.00% 2.08% 2.08%
PRIBIL3F 5.72% 4 51% 0.00% 8.66% 0.00% 4.51% 4.52%
SITKA 86.64%  +7.20% 0.00%  -7.42% 0.52%  -7.08%  -7,08%
SKAGVIAY -559%  -3.41% 0.00%  -7.43% 0.00% 2.00% 2.01%
SOUTHEAST 1.03% -11.17% 0.00%  -9.32% 0.91%  -4.62%  -4.62%
SOUTHWEST 7.35% 4G1% -2.68% 12.10% 0.00% 4.10% 4.10%
ST MAIIY'S 14.32% 9.30% 0.00%  63.11% 0.00%  12.49%  12.48%
TANANA 4.95% 3.30% 0.00%  -9.91% 0.00% 1.93% 1.93%
UNALASKA 10.43% 8.32% 0.00%  10.47% 0.00% 8.02% 8.02%
VALDE! 0.35% 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22% 0.21%
WRANGELL -1.52% 0.17% 0.00%  -5.86% 0.00%  -0.69%  -0.69%
YAKUT.VT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  +4.64% 0.00%  +0.54%  -0.55%
YUKON FLATS -0.23%  +0.57% -39.79%  -4.66% 0.00%  *1.97%  -1.96%
YUKONKOYUKUK 1.70% 1.54%  -1.44%  -1.01% -10.40% 0.92% 0.92%

YUPIIT 0.00% 000% 000% 000% 0.00% 000%  0.00%



FY 96 /I
FY 95
FY 94
FY93
FY 92
FY 91
FY 90
FY 09
FY 88

ADM

0.00

150.00
495.20
681.35
714.45
712.00
696.45
657.85
603.70

K-12

UNITS

12.45

33
47

49.
51.
.66

51

50.
48.
.40

45

.26
.10

79
63

67
20

BIL/
BIC.

0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

100

SPEC.
ED.

0.00

100
3.53
5.17
5.14
3.56
3.79
4.58
4.58

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ADAK REGION SCHOOL DISTRICT
ANNUAL COMPARISON OF ADM AND INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS
FY 88 THROUGH FY 95

voc.

ED.

0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
100

INSTR
UNITS

12.45

36
52

56.
77

58

57.
.46
.78
.98

56
54
51

.26
.63

96

22

AREA
DIFF.

1.27
1.27
1.27
1.27
1.27
1.27
1.27
1.27
1.27

ADJUSTED
INSTH. UNITS

16.00
46.05
66.84
72.34
74.64
72.67
71.70
69.57
66.01

BASIC
NEED

976,000
2.809.050
4,077.240
4.412.740
4.478.400
4.360.200
4,302.000
4.174.200
3.960.600

4/6/94 FILE: ADAOLS

DEDUCTIBIE
PL8I1-874

503516
2.298,424
2.460.417
2.460.417
2.205510
2,276.258
2.147,517
1,789.956
2,022.99)

FOUNDATION
A1IOCARON

472.48*1
510.626
1.616,823
1.952.323
2.273.390
2.083,942
2.154.483
2,384.244
1,937509

/ 1assumes Adok's FW6 ADM iszero. The clisfricl is In it's final year of hold harmless under existing law  AS 14.17.031(b)
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LEG I9.ATI VI tm _lioni hue network system
PAN ITCI LAN"I LIST <ALL PANT 1CIPANTS)
SCHEDULED FOR:03/30/94 13:30 TO 15:30

LTN 1150
BY :ANC
1 CIR:ANC

TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TEST U"Y

HEARING SENATE HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SCRVIC
JOHN RILEY INVITED?

RODMAN WILSON

BONNIE NELSON AKPtRG

BENNY DECROSS

DAVID NELSON

taTs FI AR MCKEE

i.. M\,..allVe teleconference network sy
lartigilanr Ijsi <irsiinrRS aqi.v>
13:30 TO 1 :-70

vcl 1t oui.ro fFowr - 30
IE_AHINO v.nail KAL I, EDUCATION # social
HIZL i Q@ F
JOHN RILEY INVITED"
RODMAN WILSON ]
BONN IE NELSON ai<l
DENNY DLLBROS
DAVID NELSON
CHARL IIS MCKEE

TESTIFY

LTN1150
Y tINW

IT;:4: ANC

SCRVj.C

TESTIFY
TEST XFY
TESTIFY
TEST 1Y
TEST11Y
TESTS V



