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Contract compliance often requires on-site reviews for program comphince. Some states such as 
Massachusetts require participating HMOs to provide space for a permanent state worker whose 
function is to oversee the plan’s operation, policies and procedures, plus act as a liaison to the 
Medicaid Division. While an on-site presence may nol be necessary, frequent visits with the 
purpose o f both compliance and education may be warranted. Providers should be expected to 
provide space for state personnel who visit the office. Periodic chart reviews and examination of 
other office documents will be necessary from lime to time. Reasonable telephone availability for 
problem solving, education, and enrollment is recommended for recipients and providers.
Some states operate their own information telephone lines and others contract that function to an 
enrollment broker. Contracts are often written for a period o f two to three years. The enrollment 
broker or health benefits manger offers written and veija l educational material, conducts off-site 
workshops and seminars, and is responsible for enrolling recipients into the plan. In some cases 
the enrollment broker may work with the State to educate providers and answer provider related 
questions, or the State may be solely responsible for those functions, or the State may contract that, 
piece to another company.

DATA MANAGEMENT
The type o f data that is collected and maintained in a managed care environment differs from the 
data needs under a fee-for-service program. In many cases, the SURS system must be modified in 
order to accommodate the data needs of a managed care program.

The data must be configured to fulfill a new function. Although claims processing will continue to 
be a needed ability of the system, other requirements o f the new delivery system may require a 
redesign o f  the system.
The data system must be able to support the following functions:

• prior authorization systems must link the recipient, provider and the claim,
• cr.se management fees must be paid monthly,
• lists o f enrolled recipients must be mailed to providers,
• recipients must be notified of enrollment,
• on-line eligibility and enrollment inquiry must be available to providers, and
• cost savings must be calculated
I f  capitation is a part o f the managed care delivery system, the data system must provide the needed 
elements so rates can be calculated fairly.

PROGRAM EVALUATION
While it is important to regularly evaluate the effectiveness o f any program, stales which have 
received waivers for managed carc programs are required by HCFA to submit an evaluation o f 
their managed care programs.
The Health Care Financing Administration requires states that have obtained waivers o f J 915 (b) of 
the Social Security Act to evaluate their programs by an outside contractor during the first two 
waiver periods. Programs are evaluated for cost savings, access to carc, and the quality o f care 
patients receive. Client and provider satisfaction of the managed carc plan is often included in the 
evaluation. •
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IDENTIFYING OVER-UTIUZA TION OF SERVICES
A Recipient Monitoring Program (aka “ Lock-in") and prior authorization are both administratively 
simple and very effective means o f controlling utilization and costs. Often only a few recipients 
account for high utilization within a Medicaid program. Both "lock-in" and prior authorization can 
focus directly on these recipients so administrative costs are minimized while the impact is 
maximized.
An aggressive Surveillance. Utilization and Review System (SURS) analysis unit, an efficie'.i 
SURS subsystem, a decisive medical consultant team, and cooperative field workers are required 
fo r “ lock-in" and prior authorization to be effective. The SURS analysis unit using, modifying and 
updating the SURS subsystem identifies high utilizers on a timely basis. Then it targets over­
utilizers and abusers for "lock-in" or prior authorization, based on experience and general medical 
practice knowledge. With the help of the local field workers, the SURS analysis unit places over- 
utilizers and abusers in either "lock-in" or prior authorization. The medical consultant team 
reviews cases where the analysts are unsure or if the recipients or their providers object. I f  the 
medical consultant team agrees, the SURS unit convinces the recipients to accept the placements, 
or the cases are taken to administrative hearings where judges may mandate the placements.
Administrative costs for identifying and placing high utilizers in “ lock-in”  or prior authorization are 
kept to a minimum. Since only a few recipients arc high utilizers o f services, tne SURS unit only 
targets a few o f these for placement, and only a very few of these objects to placement.
Further, administrative costs beyond identification and placement are very low. Recipients’ 
Medicaid cards must display an appropriate message alerting providers o f the recipients’ status.
The claims payment system must have appropriate edits to prohibit payment for unauthorized 
claims or claims billed by inappropriate providers. Field workers time in completing prior 
authorization forms must be accounted for.
The reason “ lock-in" and prior authorization are so effective is they work hand-in-hand to curb 
over-utilization without reducing access for those who truly need a large number o f procedures or 
expensive procedures. The SURS unit "locks-in”  over-utilizers to primary providers located near 
the recipients. These providers then provide or authorize all services that will be paid by Medicaid 
fo r these recipients. In cases where the SURS unit cannot find willing providers, in cases where 
the recipients are changing their providers, or in cases where for some other reason the recipients 
cannot be assigned to primary providers, the SURS unit places the recipients in prior authorization. 
This placement requires the recipients to go to local field workers’ offices before any services are 
rendered. This places the local workers in the uncomfortable position o f appearing to determine r'-'3' :al necessity o f requested services. However, simply requiring the recipients to obtain prior 

ization usually deters unwarranted requests and the worker rarely denies requests. As soon 
«. ible recipients, placed in prior authorization are placed in "lock-in” . 1
In summary, “ lock-in”  and prior authorization, especially when used together, are effective and 
administratively low-cost methods o f controlling over-utilization and high costs. An aggressive 
SURS analysis team, along with an efficient SURS subsystem, zeroes in on high utilizers of 
services and holds auministrative costs to a minimum. Substantial cuts in utilization and costs can 
be realized for a minimal investment.
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Name o f State Comments Contact Person(s)
A labama • No Medicaid managed care 

plans currently contracted
• Plan to offer HMO option 

beginning in Mobile area in 
1995 and then expand to other 
areas

• 1115 Waiver submitted to 
HCFA, 7/95

• Licensing is slow
• Capitation appears as if it would 

be low
• 1915 waiver for a coordinated 

system of pregnancy related 
services

Evelyn Terry, Outreach 
and Marketing Director 
205-242-5014
Debra Moore, Managed 
Care Division 
205-242-5012

A la ska • Plans for managed carc currently 
underway

• Currently have a contract for 
optical hardware

A rizona • Fully implemented prepaid 
capitated managed carc plan 
statewide

• Enrollment is mandatory for all 
eligible recipients except Native 
Americans

• Three-year HMO contract bid let 
10/1/94 (some areas have one 
HMO and others may have more 
than one HMO-It depends on the 
population and size of the area)

• New RFP will probably be out 
' in 2/97

• 1115 waiver pending to cover 
individuals up to 100% o f • 
poverty

John Black. Executive 
Consultant. Office of 
Managed Care 
602-254-5522 ext. 
7024
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Name of State Com m ents Contact Person(s)
A rk an sas • Has a 1915(b) waiver

• Operate a statewide PCCM
• No HMO contracts
• Nine county project for HMO 

option in the discussion stages
• No commercial HMO covers the 

sute now ; BC/BS anempting to 
do so

Roy leffus 
501-682-8329

C alifo rn ia • California aggressively seeking 
PHP contracts, just awarded 
dual choice (one county 
initiative, one private health 
plan) contracts in several 
counties

• Very competitive
• Statewide managed care 

program (combination of PCCM 
partially capitated and fully 
capiuted programs) in place

• Offers coordinated care 
programs for the elderly, ON 
LOK is an example

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Joseph Kelly/Kenneth 
J. Wagstaff, State of 
Califomia-Health and 
Welfare Agency 
916-654-8076
Jennifer Sugar 
Medi-Cal Managed Care 
Division 
916-654-8070

C o lo rad o • Currently has a statewide PCCM 
plan; plan to phase out and use 
as “ safety net'* only in areas 
where no HMOs exist

• Contracts with six HMOs, but 
HMOs do not cover the entire 
state

• As HMOs become available in 
other service areas, will contract 
with them

• 1915 (b) wai ver approved

kim Gordon 
303-866-2220

Connecticut • Received 14 responses to an 
RFP for fully and partially 
capiuted plans to serve the 
Medicaid population beginning 
7-1-95

• Phasing in statewide enrollment
• May re-bid in two years
•. No PCCM program; no

Medicaid contracted HMOs prior 
to the recent RFP

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

James Gaito 
203-424-5137

-
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Name of iJtate Comments Contact lf*erson(s)
Delaware <• Received HCFA approval 5/95 

for “The Diamond State Health 
Plan" (DSHFJ, which mandates 
enrollment in capitated managed 
care delivery systems

• 1115 Waiver approved
• Plan is effective 1/1/96

Kay Holmes. 
DSHP Coordinator 
302-577-4900

District of Columbia • Implemented DC Medicaid 
Managed Can; program 
(combination of fee-fo,--service 
and capitated options) in 4/94

• Mandatory for AFDC «nd 
AFDC-related recipients

• Medicaid Program is in financial 
difficulty

• 1915'(b) waiver approved

Sue Brown, 
Commission o f Health 
Care Finance 
202-727-0735

F lo r id a • Florida has off ered a managed 
care plan to Medicaid enrollees 
fo r 13 years

• Plan to expand in March, 1996
• Has an HMO option, but it does 

not operate in i l l  parts cf the 
state; hopes to oxpand the areas 
where HMOs will serve 
Medicaid recipients

• A QA study found all this 
capitated plans to be dcf.cient so 
there is a temporary enrollment 
freeze for those plans

• HMO Licensing both wi h the 
State and the Mitdicaid Agency 
is bogged down

• Present enrollment is 1/3 
MediPass (PCCM program) 1/3 
HMO, and 1/3 regular feu-for- 
service

• 1915 Cb) waiver approved

Paige Mctjivem 
904-487-3090
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Name o f Slate Comments Contact Person(s)
G e o rg ia • May begin to offer a Medicaid 

HMO option in the Atlanta area: 
currently reviewing HMO 
applications

• Implemented their PCCM 
program. Georgia Better Health 
Care, in 10/1/93: operational in a 
few counties only

• 1915 (b) waiver approved
• Plans are underway to expand 

GBHC statewide

Patrick Williams 
404-657-7793

H aw a ii • Hawaii Health Quest, which 
began 8-1-94, provides 
medical, dental, and mental 
health benefits through a 
capitated managed care delivery 
system to persons receiving 
AFDC. GA, and the State 
Health Insurance Program

• Five private insurers have been 
given two-year contracts to 
provide benefits

• One year lock-in
• W ill issue another RFP in late 

1995 fo r the next two-year 
period

• Open to accepting bids from 
mainland companies
Current companies all Hawaii- 
based

Barbara Bianco, Public 
Information Officer 
808-586-5454

Id a h o • PCCM model introduced in 
October, 1993

« No HMO option now
• MMIS system will be 

reconfigured to meet managed 
carc requirements. Work to be 
completed by 12/31/96.

• After MMIS.improved, will 
consider expanding the 
managed care option

• O f the 44 counties, 7 are 
considered urban, 12 rural and 
25 frontier (6 persons or less a 
square mile)

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Jan Qheever, 
Supervisor, of Healthy 
Connections 
208-334-5804 or
Robin Schmidt, 
Healthy Connections 
Representative 
208-334-5804
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Name of State Comments Contact Person(s)
I l l in o is • 1115 waiver request pending 

with HCFA for MediPlan Plus, 
which will contract with HMOs 
statewide to care for the 
MediPlan Plus eligibles; a 
PCCM program is also 
operational

• Has contracted with KMOs in 
portions o f the state for 20 years

• Hope to release an RFP soon for 
HMOs to bid

• Medicaid eligibles concentrated 
in Chicago, Peoria, and East St. 
Louis

Dawn Clabom 
217-524-7478
Ed Hartman 
Bureau o f Managed 
Care
217-524-7478

Ind iana • Has a PCCM program and is 
introducing risk-based capitated 
managed care option

• During the summer of 1994, 
implemented a mandatory 
managed care program called 
Hoosier-Healthwise

• Phasing in managed care 
region^ly over three-year 
period, depending on access and 
participation

• Use an enrollment broker to 
enroll recipients

■ 1915 (b) waiver approved

Wendy feokota 
317-233-0237

Iow a • Currently offers a mandatory 
PCCM or HMO option to 
Medicaid recipients

• The HMO option is not available 
statewide

• Iowa wants to contract with 
HMOs to serve areas currently 
not offering an HMO option

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Mary Roberts, Dept, of 
Human Services 
515-281-8747
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Name o f Slate Comments Contact Person(s)
K an sa s • Has a statewide PCCM program

• 1115 waiver pending: project 
(Community Care) would 
implement a managed 
cooperation demonstration 
project in four predominantly 
rural counties and would assess 
the success o f a non-competitive 
managed care model in rural 
areas

• In December, 1995, plans to 
offer an HMO option in Kansas 
City area and then will expand to 
different areas of the state

• In December, 1996, proposes to 
sole-source contract with a 
prepaid health plan for the 
Wichita area (The plan is made 
up o f hospital;; and providers in 
Wichita)

firenda Jackson 
913-296-3981

K en tu c k y • 1115 Waiver approved by 
HCFA but state legislature has 
not allowed implementation

• Medicaid agency wants to 
implement a mandatory HMO 
program for Medicaid eligibles

• Currently has a PCGM program 
statewide

• 1915 (b) wai vct approved

Larry McCarthy 
502-564-8196

L ou is ia n a • State has amended 1115 waiver 
request (original waiver was 
disapproved by HCFA in 6/95); 
still under HCFA consideration

• All Medicaid enrollees would be 
required to join competing 
HMOs under contract with the 
state

• Currently has a PCCM program

Carolyn Maggio,
Director
504-342-2964
Bonnie Butler, Analyst 
Health Development 
504-342-6068
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Name of State Comments Contact Person(s)
M aine • HMO RFP was released in April 

1995
• Intends to implement a 

mandatory managed carc option
• Established PCCM program; 

will be phased out .except in 
three rural counties

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Deborah Curtis, 
Director, Division of 
Managed Care or 
Lauren Rice 
207-287-3835

M ary land • PCCM program (MAC 
Program) implemented 12/91

o HMO option available since 
1975

• Enrollment in HMOs is 
voluntary

• Capitation paid at 95.5% of fee- 
for-service, including a 
consideration for administration

• 1915(b) waiver approved

Dawn L. Grosshandler, 
Chief
410-225-5444

Massachusetts • HCFA 1115 waiver, 
MassHealth, approved 4/95; 
awaiting approval from state 
legislature

• Statewide HMO and PCCM 
option

• Enrollment mandatory
Health benefit managers enroll 
recipients (currently have a bias 
toward the PCCM program)

Michael Bailii, Asst.
Commissioner
617-348-5510

M ichigan Has implemented a statewide 
mandatory managed care plan
Has a statewide PCCM plan, the 
Physician Sponsor Plan
The HMO option and the 
partially capitated plan, the 
Clinic Plan, are primarily 
available in central and southern 
MI, although expanding to other

• areas
• Over 90% o f non­

institutionalized AFDC and SSI 
clients'enrolled in managed carc

• 1915(b) waiver approved

Mark Verleger 
517-335-5501
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Name of State Comments Contact Person(s)
M aine • HMO RJFP was released in Apnl 

1995
• Intends to implement a 

mandatory managed care option
• Established PCCM program; 

will be phased out .except in 
three rural counties

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Deborah Curtis, 
Director, Division of 
Managed Care or 
Lauren Rice 
207-287-3835

M ary land • PCCM program (MAC 
Program) implemented 12/91

• HMO option available since 
1975

• Enrollment in HMOs is 
voluntary

• Capitation paid at 95.5% o f fee- 
for-service, including a 
consideration for administration

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

t)awn L. Grosshandler, 
Chief
410-225-5444

Massachusetts • HCFA 1115 waiver, 
MassHealih, approved 4/95; 
awaiting approval from state 
legislature

• Statewide HMO and PCCM 
option

• Enrollment mandatory
• Health benefit managers enroll 

recipients (currently have a bias ' 
toward the PCCM program)

Michael Baiiit, Asst.
Commissioner
617-348-5510

M ichigan Has implemented a statewide 
mandatory managed carc plan
Has a statewide PCCM plan, the 
Physician Sponsor Plan
The HMO option and the 
partially capitated plan, the 
Clinic Plan, are primarily 
available in central and southern 
MI, although expanding to other 

• areas
• Over 90% o f non­

institutionalized AFDC and SSI 
clients enrolled in managed care

• 1915(b) waiver approved

Mark Verleger 
517-335-5501
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Nam e of State Com m ents C ontact Person(s)
M inneso ta • 1115 waiver. Prepaid Medical 

Assistance Project Plus 
(PMAP). approved 4/95

• Will expand eligibility and place 
persons in integrated service 
networks

• Especially interested in 
expansion in rural areas

• HMO option currently available 
in some regions

Kathleen Schuler, 
Acting Director. 
Managed Care Division 
612-297-4668

M ississ ip p i • Has a PCCM option; 
considering HMO option, but 
nothing has been developed

• Currently has a 1915(b) waiver
• HMO licensing regulations 

currently being changed by the 
legislature

Judith Michael 
601-359-6133

M isso u ri • Has submitted both a 1915 (b) 
and an 1115 waiver request; 
approval is stifl pending

• Has operated mandatory choice 
health plan options program in 
Kansas City since 1984

• Seeking legislative support for 
managed care expansion

• Plan a three to five year process 
to fully implement managed carc 
on a regional basis

• HMCs will bid based on a 
capitation range published in the 
RFP

Gary Bailey 
314-751-6922
Linda Vaughn, 
Management Analysis 
Speci^isi; Managed 
Care Division 
314-751-7820

M ontana • Expanding the PCCM option 
and introducing an HMO option

•  M any counties are rural and 
frontier

• Encouraging HMO 
development/expansion.in areas 
not covered currently

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Sharon Donavan 
406-444-4148 ’



Name o f State Comments Contact Person(s)
N eb raska • Let two competitively bid 

contacts (each covering one half 
o f the state) with two HMOs 
who will cover the state in 
Spring, 1995

• W ill not re-bid for two years
• Implementing a statewide PCCM 

program using a contracted 
network manager

Bob Seitfen, Medical 
Services Division 
402-471-9718

N evada • PCCM program since 1983
• Medicaid has contracted to 

provide care and service under a 
pre-paid health plan since May, 
1988

• Current contractors are 
University o f Nevada School of 
Medicine, NevadaCare, Inc., 
and Community Health Centers 
o f Southern Nevada (an FQHC)

Joanne (jrundmen, 
Program Specialist 
702-687-4768

New Hampshire • Currently contracts with HMOs
• Voluntary program at this time
» State is looking at pilot initiatives 

to help in the redesign o f its 
healthcare system

• 1115 waiver pending

Diane M. Kemp, 
Program Specialist 
603-271-4365

New Jersey • 1915 (b) waiver pending at 
HCFA

• Plans to implement an HMO- 
only mandatory enrollment 
program

• Currently contracts with HMOs 
but not in every area of the state

• Have 400,000 additional 
recipients to enroll in a plan

• Use health benefit managers to 
enroll recipients

Daniel Walsky, Director 
of Medicaid Managed 
Care
609-588-2705
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Name o f State Comments Contact Person(s)New Mexico • Primary Carc Network (PCN). a 
PCCM program, is currently 
operational statewide

» Plans to offer an HiMO option in 
the urban areas in 1996

■ Currently redesigning MMIS to 
support full managed care 
functionality

► 1915 (b) waiver approved

Paul Benson, Chief 
Office o f Managed Care 
505-827-3122

New Y o rk • Currently has emulated, partially 
capitated and PCCM programs

• Plans to implement a mandatory 
HMO program throughout the 
state within the next two years

• New York City plans to enroll 
all Medicaid eligibles living in 
NYC within one year. HCFA 
disallowed the plan

• The governor appointed a 
director of managed care in the 
Dept, of Public Health who will 
coordinate all efforts outside of 
NYC

• NYC will administer its own 
progTam

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Jim Wray 
Director, Office of 
Managed Care 
518-473-5600

N o rth  C aro lina • Carolina Access, a PCCM 
program is in 38 o f 100 counties 
(covers 50% o f eligible 
population): currently re­
grouping; plans to expand in 
early 1996

• Has an HMO contract with 
Kaiser Permanente

» May introduce an HMO option 
in the Charlotte area

• 1915 (b) waiver pending

Nancy O'Dowd or Joe 
Robbins,
Division o f Medical
Assistance
919-715-5417
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Name o f Stale Comments Contact Person(s)
N o rth  Dakota • PCCM program for AJFDC 

eligibles; preparing waiver 
renewal for suiewide program

• May implement an HMO option 
in the eastern pan of the state

• Has dene preliminary rate 
setting only

• Only two small regional HMOs 
in the state now

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Darlene LeNoue. 
Administrator. Medical 
Services Division 
701-328-4577

O h io • Plans to implement OhioCare; 
the 1115 waiver (approving 
OhioCare and expanding 
eligibility) was approved 1/95. 
However, State has decided to 
delay expansion pending 
Congress’ discussion on 
budgetary matters

• Current recipients will be moved 
into managed care plans; mental 
health and drug addiction 
benefits will be coordinated

• W ill rely heavily on HMO 
contracts

• Currently contracts with HMOs 
to provide services for the 
Medicaid population

• RFP will be issued
• 19) 5 (b) waiver pending

Cynthia Burnell 
614-466-4693

O k lahom a • Wants to begin "Sooner Care"; 
HCFA approval o f 1115 waiver 
is pending

• Froject would be a five-year 
statewide managed care program 
using both fu lly and partially 
capitated delivery systems. 
Emphasis w ill be to address 
access problems in rural areas

• Issued an RFP tc HMOs that 
was due back 3/24/95; will 
reopen HMO bidding annually

Leigh Brown, JD . 
M.P.H., Deputy 
Administrator for 
Health Policy 
405-530-3439
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Name of State Com m ents C ontact Person(s)
O regon • Began the Oregon Health Plan

1115 demonstration on 3/19/93
• Uses managed care models 

including fully capitated, 
partially capitated, and PCCM 
programs

• Currently contracts with many 
HMOs

• 90.000 eligibles enrolled in 
HMOs as of 6/1/94

• Considering proposal for $5 co­
payment for doctor visits for 
those newly eligible

• 1915 (b) waiver approved

Hersh Crawford.
Director
503-945-5767
D'Anne Gilmore. 
Health Plan Unit 
503-945-9827

Pennsy lvan ia • Slate has a PCCM program 
(HealthPASS)

• Has some HMO contracts and is 
interested in contracting with 
additional HMOs in other areas 
o f the state

• Planning statewide expansion 
over next three year; expansions 
will begin 7/96 in Philadelphia 
area

• Uses a competitively bid 
approach in parts o f Philadelphia 
for an HIO to manage PCCM 
program; huge profits were 
reaped in first contract period

• 1902 (b) waiver approved

Frank Lentz, director, 
Bureau of Special 
Medical Assistance 
Programs
Michael Jacobs 
717-772-6198

Rhode Island • 1115 waiver approved in Fall. 
1993 for Rite Care which will:
• expand eligibility under 

Medicaid
® implement a fully capitated 

managed care deliveiy 
system

• Recipients enroll in one o f 5 
existing HMOs

Ron Ek 
401-464-3113
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Name of State Comments contact Person(s)
South Carolina • Originally wanted to implement 

a statewide capiuted managed 
care plan but have scaled that 
back and may not offer an HMO 
option at all, or if it does, will be 
voluntary

• Currently has a PCCM program
• 1902 (b) approved

Debbie F-rands. Chief 
803-253-6119

South Dakota • 7/1/93 began a PCCM program
• Currently awaiting approval of 

waiver renewal
• No HMO contracts
• 1902 (b) wavier approved

bonna Keeler, Dept, of 
Social Services 
605-773-3495

Tennessee • TennCare, 1115 waiver 
approved Fall 1993, replaced die 
Medicaid program and extended 
eligibility to I million additional 
recipients

• Services are offered through five 
PPOs and seven HMOs

• Market-based pricing

Manuel Martins, Ass’t.
Commissioner
615-741-0213

Texas • Legislature currently debating 
the future o f Medicaid

• Many want to offer or mandate 
HMO coverage in most parts of 
the state

» Has both an HMO and a PCCM 
option in different areas of the 
state

• 1915 (b) wai ver approved

Stacey Hull, Program
Specialist
512-794-6852

Utah • Choice of Health Carc Delivery 
(CHCD), a 1915(b) waiver 
program, is mandatory in urban 
areas only; recipients choose 
between IIM O and primary care

• physician
o HMO option available in urban 

areasonly
• 1115 Wai ver pending to expand 

eligibility to 100% of poverty

Ed Funa or Barbara 
Christensen, Div. o f 
Health Care Financing, 
Bureau o f Managed 
Health Care 
801-538-6505 or 538- 6456
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Name of State Com m ents C ontact Person(s)
V erm ont • 1115 waiver approved, The 

Vermont Health Access Plan, 
proposes to implement 
mandatory HMO enrollment. It 
will also expand coverage to
150^ of poverty; HCFA 
approved the waiver 7/95

• State legislature has approved 
plan to expand coverage, 
effective 1/96; funding will be 
gained through cigarette tax 
revenues

Paul Willis 
802-828-2900

V irg in ia • There are three managed care 
programs: Medallion I, a 
PCCM. started in 1992;
Options, the state’ s voluntary 
HMO; and Medallion H. the 
state's mandatory HMO. 
Medallion II is scheduled to go 
into effect 1/96

• W ill begin to offer HMO option 
in the Norfolk area 1/96 and will 
implement in other urban areas 
every six months (Northern VA. 
Richmond. Roanoke)

• PCCM program was expanded 
to cover elderly, blind and 
disabled recipients in July, 1995

• 1902 (b) waiver approved
•

Thomas McGraw 
804-371-6400

W ashington • Has a PCCM program
• Maidaiory enrollment in 

managed care is required for 
AFDC and AFDC-related

• 1902 (b) waiver approved
•

Joan feentz, Acung 
Director, Office o f 
Managed Carc 
206-586-2583

West Virginia • Has a statewide PCCM program
• In the planning stages and wants 

to offer an HMO option, 
probably one year away

• 1902 (b) waiver approved

Sharon Carte 
304-926-1717

P a g e  9 5



Name of1 State Comments Contact Person(s)
W isconsin • Has both HMO and PCCM 

programs
• HMOs are present in only 5 of 

the 72 counties; HMO 
enrollment is mandatory in these 
counties for AFDC recipients

• PCCM program is available in 7 
counues

• Will release an RFP for 
statewide expansion in 
December 1995

• Plan to implement managed care 
in stages

• 1902 (b) waiver approved

Ruth Belshaw, 
Managed Care Unit 
Supervisor 
608-266-1935
Marv Durkin 
608-267-7927

Wyom ing • No managed care programs in 
operation

• Hoping to offer both a PCCM 
and HMO option

Kenneth C. Kamis, 
Administrator, Division 
of Health Care 
Financing 
307-777-7531

P a g e  9 6
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G l o s s a r y  o f  A b b r e v i a t i o n s  

U s e d  in the T e x t

1 9 1 5  (b) W aiver

A F D C

B O B S

C a ro lin a  A ccess

C a s e  M anaged  F e e -fo r-S e rv ic e

Abbreviat ion

1115 Waiver

C o m m u n ity  H ealth  A ide

DMA 

DSHP

M ean in g

A research and dem onstration waiver 
granted by the Health Care F inancing 
Administration

A waiver granted by the H ealth  Care 
Financing Administration aka Freedom 
of Choice W aiver

Aid to Families with D ependent 
Children

Blue Cross Blue Shield

North Carolina’s prim ary care case 
m anagem ent program

A health plan which requires prior 
authorization of most services not 
rendered by the prim ary care provider. 
The prim ary care provider is usually 
paid on a fee-for-service basis. Also 
known as enhanced fee-for-service or 
managed fee-for-service.

A person living in a rem ote Alaskan 
village who has been appointed to 
oversee health care activities and 
provide services within a specified 
fram ew ork.

Division of Medical A ssistance

Diamond State Health Plan, Delaware's 
1115 w aiver program

Page 98
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E n h a n ce d  Fee-for-S erv ice

E P S D T

F F S  o r ffs

FQ H C

G A

G B H C

H C FA

H ealth y  Connections 

H E D IS

H IO

H M O

IHS
K en P ac

L o c k -In

A health p lan  w hich requ ires prior 
authorization o f  m ost serv ices not 
rendered by the prim ary care  provider. 
The prim ary care  p rov ider is usually 
paid on a fee-for-scrv ice basis. Also 
known as case  m anaged fee-for-service 
o r m anaged fee-fo r-serv ice .

Early P eriod ic  Screening, D iagnosis 
and  T reatm ent

F ee-fo r-S erv ice

Federally Q ualified  H ealth  C enter

General A ssistance — state-only  funded 
m edical p ro g ram

G eorgia B e tte r H ealth  C are; G eorgia’s 
PCCM  p ro g ram

Health C are F inancing  A dm inistration

Idaho’s p rim ary  care case m anagem ent 
plan

N ational C om m ittee  fo r Q uality  
A ssurance, H ealth  P lan E m ployer Data 
and Inform ation Set

H ealth Insuring  O rganization

H ealth M aintenance O rganization

Indian H ealth Services

K entucky’s p rim ary  care  case  
m anagem ent p lan

Refers to a period  o f tim e during which 
a health p lan enro ilee m ay not disenroll 
from  a health  p lan  except fo r good

P a g e  9 9



Managed Fee-for-Service

M C O

M ediP ass

M ed iP lan  Plus 

M id -L e v e l P roviders

M M IS

P a rtia l C ap ita tion

P a ssp o rt to H ealth

cau se .  M ay  a lso  refer to a r e c ip ie n t  
m o n i to r in g  p ro g ra m  d e v e lo p e d  to 
m o n i to r  a c c e s s  to  care for h ig h  u ti l iz in g  
rec ip ien ts .

A health plan which requires prior 
authorization o f most services not 
rendered by the prim ary care  provider. 
The prim ary care  provider is usually  
paid on a fee-for-service basis. A lso 
know n as enhanced fee-for-serv ice or 
case m anaged fee-for-service.

M anaged Care O rganization

Florida and Io w a’s prim ary care case 
m anagem ent p lan

Illino is’ 1115 w aiver p rogram

N urse Practitioners, N urse M idw ives 
and Physician A ssistants are often  
referred to as m id-level p rov iders

M edicaid M anagem ent Inform ation  
System

Program s are structured to reim burse 
m anaged c?:e organizations fo r a 
specific set o f  contracted services at a 
p er m em ber p e r month cap itation  rate. 
M em bers m ust seek care covered by the 
M CO  within the M CO)s panel o f  
providers. Services outside o f  the 
partia l1- 'ap ita ted  contract m ay be 
l eiml .d through  a con tract o r fee- 
for-service basis.

M ontana’s p rim ary  care, case 
m anagem ent

P C C M Prim ary Care C ase M anagem ent



P C C P  C o lo r a d o ' s  P r im a r y  C a r e  P h > s ic ia n
P r o g r a m  (a  P C C M  p r o g r a m )

P C N  P r im a r y  C a r e  N e tw o r k , N e w  M e x ic o 's
p r im a r y  c a r e  c a s e  m a n a g e m e n t

P C P  P rim ary  C are  Physician

pm pm  Per M em ber Per Month

P P P  P rim a ry  P ro v id er Program ,
W isco n s in ’ s prim ary care case 
management program

P S P  Physic ian  Sponsor Plan, M ich igan ’ s
prim ary care case management 
program

Q A  Q ua lity  Assurance

R F P  Request fo r Proposals

R H C  R ura l H ealth Center

R ite  Care Rhode Is lan d 's  1115 w a ive r program

R M P  R ecip ien t M onitoring Program , also
know n as “ lock*in"

S S I  Supplem ental Security Incom e

S U R S  Su rve illan ce , U tilization  and Review
System

W a iv e r  A  m echanism  by which H C F A
authorizes a state M edicaid  agency to 
“ w a ive ”  T it le  X I X  regulations. There 
are two w a ive r authorities that H C F A  
can do -- 1115 and 1915(b).
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IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Offered: 4/15/96 
Referred: Rules

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVE ROKEBERG

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act relating to managed care for recipients of medical assistance; and 

providing for an effective date."

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

* Section 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. The legislature finds that

(1) the Medicaid program has provided adequate health care for low income 

individuals in the state since its enactment in Alaska in 1972;

(2) Medicaid program costs have increased an average o f 13.9 percent a year 

over the past five years, and the number of eligible individuals has grown from 57,251 in 

1991 to 86,445 in fiscal year 1995 due to the addition of services and eligible groups by the 

Congress and the Alaska State Legislature;

(3) Medicaid program management has evolved from a fee-for-service payment 

structure to a point where, by 1995, 94 percent of the states include some type of managed 

care model in at least one geographic area of their state;

(4) primary care case management offers an effective system of care, similar

HB0393c -1- CSHB 393(FIN)
New Text U nderlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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1 to the existing fee-for-service environment, which can generate program savings and preserve

2 quality of care, and which has been successful in both urban and rural areas; and

3 (5) Alaska has many unique features due to the geography, weather, and wide

4 dispersion of population centers tnat challenge the ability to have successful managed care

5 systems in the state; however, the projected downturn in state revenue requires the state to

6 seek creative solutions in providing health care coverage for low-income persons at a reducec

7 cost in the future.

8 * Sec. 2. MANAGED CARE PROGRAM, (a) The Department of Health and Social

9 Services shall begin development of a managed care system for recipients of medical

10 assistance under AS 47.07 by designing and planning to implement two innovative managed

11 care pilot projects. The projects must be in one or more predominantly urban areas of the

12 state that take into account the unique features of the project areas and include a rural element,

13 if feasible. The department shall involve affected consumers and providers of health care

14 services in the probable project areas in the development of the managed care system that will

15 be used in the projects.

16 (b) Upon developing a system required under (a) of this section, the Department of

17 Health and Social Services shall submit through the governor draft legislation that would

18 provide for implementation of the proposed system in two or more pilot project areas to the

19 legislature on the first day of the First Regular Session of the Twentieth Alaska State

20 Legislature.

21 (c) The draft legislation under this section may require that a recipient of medical

22 assistance under AS 47.07 must participate in a managed care system in order to remain

23 eligible for medical assistance under AS 47.07. This participation requirement may be based

24 on geographical, financial, social, medical, and other factors that the Department of Health and

25 Social Services determines are relevant to the development and efficient management of the

26 managed care system.

27 (d) The draft legislation under this section may authorize the Department of Health

28 and Social Services to apply for waivers of federal law or for other federal approval if federal

29 approval is required in order to implement the pilot projects for the managed care system

30 developed under this section.

31 * Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

C S H B  393CFIN)
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A L A S K A  S T A T E  L E G I S L A T U R E

House of Representatives

Cll & CAS CHAIRMAN
LA8CR & COMMERCE. VICE CHAiRMAN
administrative regulation review vice chairmanEDUCATION 4 SOCIAL SERVICES. MEMBER ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MEMBER

COMMITTEE ASS)CNMENTS

Representative Norman Rokeberg

WTEfllM
719 WEST 4TH AVENUE. SUITE MC 
ANCHORACE. AK 90501 PHONE <907)3SM19t 
PAX [907) 259-3810
SESSION 
STATE CAPfTCH.
JUNEAU. AK 90901*1193 
PHONE (807) *95-»9«9 PAX (9071 495-3040

S p o n s o r  S t a t e m e n t  C S H B  3 9 3 ( F I N )
" A n  a c t  r e l a t i n g  t o  m a n a g e d  c a r e  f o r  r e c i p i e n t s  o f  m e d i c a i  a s s i s t a n c e ;  a n d

p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a n  e f f e c t i v e  d a t e "

T he d e b a te  in C o n g re ss  over M edicaid is focused  on two p roposals: replacing Medicaid with 
block g ra n ts  ("M ediGrants") to the s ta te s  or instituting a  per capita c ap  on the  federal 
contribu tion  to M edicaid spending. The form er plan would rem ove the  individual entitlem ent, 
w hich g u a ra n te e s  serv ices to eligible pe rso n s; th e  latter would retain the  individual 
en titlem en t. Both p lans would offer s ta te s  un p reced en ted  flexibility in adm inistering their 
p ro g ram s  but th e re  will be significant reductions in federal funds.

As th e  c o s ts  of m edical care  rises, m anaged  ca re  is a  way of ensuring  a  high level of care 
while keep in g  c o s ts  down. M edicaid co s ts  have risen by m ore than  50 p e rcen t over the last 
four y e a rs , a n d  will cost the s ta te  $336 million dollars this year.

P e r s o n s  eligible for M edicaid include the Aid to Fam ilies with D ependen t Children group -- 
AFDC ad u lts , p o o r  p regnan t w om en, and  generally  healthy, but poor children; an d  the SSI- 
re la ted  g ro u p  -- th e  elderly and  p erso n s who a re  ag ed , blind an d  d isabled . T he AFDC- 
re la ted  g ro u p  re p re se n ts  about 71 percen t of all M edicaid recip ien ts nationw ide, but 
a c c o u n ts  for only abou t 30 percen t of all spending .

M ed ig ran ts  will d istribute funds to s ta te s  without regard  to th e  particular n e e d s  and  
c irc u m sta n c e s  in a  s ta te  and literally ignores c h a n g e s  in enrollm ent. HB 393 will p repare  the 
s ta te  for c h a n g e s  in Medicaid funding at th e  federal level. T he bill e n su re s  a d eq u a te  public 
d e b a te  o v e r th e  issu e . HB 393 a sk s  the D epartm ent of Health an d  Social S erv ices to develop 
leg islation  c rea tin g  a  m anaged  care  program  for M edicaid.

M an ag ed  c a re  re p la ce s  current "fee for service" program  with one  that requ ires recipients to 
u se  d e s ig n a te d  d o c to rs  and other m edical providers to be eligible for benefits. Recipients can 
u se  only p re -ap p ro v ed  doctors. At rocent count, 43  s ta te s  have so m e  form of m anaged  care  
in th e ir  p ro g ram s.

HB 3 9 3  m a k es  s u re  that the program  developed by the  dep artm en t is one tha t tak es  into 
a cc o u n t th e  v iew s of the  public, the  m edical com m unity and  the  legislature. A m anaged  care  
p ro g ram  d e v e lo p e d  by the departm ent should be  crafted with input from everyone affected by 
th e  p ro g ra m . T h e  legislature s h o u l d  h a v e  a  voice in this matter.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



F urtherm ore , the  d ep artm en t h a s  a lready  begun  working on a  M edicaid M an ag ed  C are  
Project. A s recen t a s  O ctober 1995, an  RFP w as aw ard ed  to a  health  m a n a g e m e n t com pany 
to a s s is t  th e  Division of M edical A ssistance  in a  draft five-year m a n ag e d  c a re  p lan . HB 393 
will requ ire  legislative approval of a  plan , an d  allow th e  d ep artm en t to h ave  th e  benefit of 
public d e b a te  surrounding this issu e .

CSHB 393(FIN ) is a  timely bill. I u rge your support for this legislation.



l a s k a  S t a t e  M e d i c a l  A s s o c i a t i o n

4107 Laurel Street • Anchorage. Alaska 99508-5334 • (907)562-2662 • FAX (907)561-2063

A p ril 11, 1996

Representative Norman Rokeberg 
Alaska State Legislature 
Su te Capito l (MS 3100)
Juneau, AX 99801-1182

Ret HB 3 9 3 managed care for Medicaid recipients 

Dear Representative Rokeberg:

A fter fu rth e r deliberation, the Alaska Sute Medical Association favors HB 393, a b illing calling 
upon DHSS to develop p ilo t managed carc projects fo r Medicaid beneficiaries.

We arc dubious that there arc enough MecUcaid recipients, even In dtics, to run two plans 
com petitive ly aide 1 Jdc.

W c arc pleased that providers w ill be involved in the development and implementation of 
managed care. Among other features a plan or plans should contain language which dearly spells 
o u t to actual o r potential patients exactly what is covered and what is not covered under the plan, 
what th e ir other options arc, if any; and clearly delineates the criteria fo r acceptance o f a licet»cd 
physician o r other provider Into the plan and the grounds and due process fo r dismissal. These 
features, as you know, come generally under the rubrics “any w illing provider" and "patient 
pro tection ." Perhaps language about this could be w ritten in to HB 393.

Rodman W ilson, MD 
Acting Executive D irector

CORRESPONDENCE



____________________ ALASKA STATE

H o s p ita l  &  N u r s in g  H o m e
ASSOCIATION

March 21, 1996

R epresen tative  Con Bunde, Co-Chair 
R epresen tative  Cynthia Toohey, Co-Chair 
Health, Education & Social Services Comm.
A laska H ouse  of R epresen tatives 
Ju n ea u  AK 99811-1182

D ear C o-C hair & M embers H ouse HESS:

Com m unity hospitals and nursing hom es support HB 393, directing the DHSS to 
develop  a  m anaged  care or capitated health care  system  for Medicaid recipients.

Up until now, we have tended to dism iss “m anaged" care as not feasible in 
A laska b e c a u se  of our small population and large (geographic) size, but the “no 
growth" M edicaid budget and/or potential reductions in Medicaid funding now 
m a n d a te s  that we look at all options for the pu rchase  and payment of health care.

Secondly , we understand  H8 393 sponsor, R epresentative Rokeberg, is 
considering  a substitu te  bill that would encourage  the D epartm ent to work with 
provider g roups in the  developm ent of a  m anaged  care option for the s ta te , and that 
this p lan would allow “pilot projects" to determ ine the feasibility of m anaged care 
before it is im plem ented statew ide. These am endm ents strengthen HB 393.

Sincerely,

President/CEO

Re: Support, HB 393
Medicaid Managed Care
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R e p . C on  Bunde &
R e p . Cynthia Toohey 
C o -ch a irs . H ESS 
H ou se  o f Representatives 
M ail S top  3101 
S ta te  Capitol 
J u n e a u . AK 9 S 8 0 1 -1 182

R E : HB 393

D e a r  Reps. Conde and Toohey .

I am  writing on behalf o f the T an an a  Chiefs Conference, Inc. in general support o f 
H ou se  Bill 393 . W e a re  aw are that sim ilar health delivery models have been 
im plemented successfu lly  in o ther states. Conceptually, we have no p rob lem  with 
rec ip ien ts of medical a ss istance being served through a managed care m odel.

T h e  bill does raise som e questions about how Indian Health Service (IH S ) beneficiaries 
w ill be  treated under this bill. W e  note that Section 1(b) states A  s y s t e m  d e v e l o p e d  
u n d e r  ( a )  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  M A  Y  r e q u i r e  t h a t  a  r e c i p i e n t . . .  p a r t i c i p a t e .  W ill IH S  
benefic iaries be exempt from  participation under this clause, assum ing they will 
con tinue to receive care at IHS funded facilities?

W e  would appreciate receiving any  additional information to help us understand the full 
in tent o f HB 3 9 3 , particularly as it applies to IHS beneficiaries. And. a s  a lways, the 
opportunity to comment is appreciated . Thank you.

Sincerely,

TANANA CH IEFS CO N FEREN C E , INC.

EDirector, Health Services

SUPPORT



A L A S K A  S T A T E  L E G I S L A T U R E

L E G I S L A T I V E  b u d g e t  a n d  a u d i t  c o m m i t t e e

D iv is io n  o f  L e g is la t iv e  F in a n c e

P O ftaa 113300 
w Juuciu AJC 991J1 -j200 

(907) 4650793 
FAX (907) 463-413

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 8, 1996

TO: Representative Norman Rokeberg 
Arm. NCa Costello

FROM: Jena Whittaker
Fiscal .Analyst 

SUBJECT. Medicaid Funding

You asked for a five cr ten year summary of Medicaid funding broken cut by major funding 
source. The attached spreadsheet offers a funding history .rtartiDg with Actuals from FY92.

In order to get you some information as scon as possible, I started with data that was fairiy 
readily available. To present a history for the years before FY92 Actuals will take t  bit more 
effort, in that General Funds summaries were not routinely done and the numbers will have t< 
calculated. If you w-culd like me to pursue this furtl tr, please don’t hesitate to call.

m

BACKGROUND INFORMATION



Deportment of Health rindSncinl Services 
Medicaid Funding • Tclnl Fnndi, Gtnern! Ftwdi, and Other Foodi*FY92 FV93 I1V2.1 FY95 tm

Actual Aulh Actual Auth Actual Auth Actual Enacted
Medicaid Facilities 

General Funds 

Other Fundi * i

97.54R 1 

47,071) 2 

•17,577 V

I26.«63,4

67.721.1

61.642.3

105,607,0 

52.751 5 

32,857.5

112,951 3 

36.87.7 2 

56,124.1

131,803 I 

66,176.3
65,676.8

125,387.3

62.925.4

62,461.9

131,465 5 

65.130 8 

66,334 7

145,270 4 

72,765.9 

72,504 5

Modicaid Non-Factlilics 

General Fluids 
Oilier Funds

fit.,446.0 

'47.757 4 
4.7,487 7

70,893.2 
44,K39.1 
< ',054.1

100,766.7

30,695.2
50.071.5

116,460 5 

58.791.3 
58,167 0

1 14,343 9 

57.004.8 
57.337.1

133.892 6 
66,226 0 

67.666,6

121,220 5 

61,058 4 

60,162.1

135,33J 4 

66,473 6 

68,159 8

Indian Health Servicer 
General Funds 

Other Fundi

17,672 6 
0.0 

12,672.6

16,529.8 
0 0 

16,527.H

16.673 2 
0.0

16.673 2

16.698.0 

0 0
16.698.0

7.0.150.7
0.0

20,150.7

19,822 0 
0.0 

17.82x0

21.147.0 
00

21.147.0

24,432 7 

00 

24,4)2 7

Medicaid Stalo Programs 
General Funds 

Other Poinds

3.754.6 
0.0

3.754.6

5.174 7 

186.6 

4,988 1

4,601 6 
0.0 

4.601,6

11,784.7 

1,663.3 

10,121.6

17,444.5 
3,647 5 

13,775.0

19.385 2 

2,081 7 

17,303 5

17.353 8 

2,187 8 

17,166 0

19,945 2 

3,52) 2 

16,422.0

Waivers Services 
Gen oral Funds 

Other Funds

1 1,483 6 
5,741 7 

3.741.7

724.7 
362.4 

362 3

8.881.5
2.364.8

6,516.7

4.006.2 

186.6 
3.119 6

1 1,248 1 

2.2563 
8,992.5

TOTAL

General Funds 
Oilier Funds

202,621.7

92.977.6

109,694.3

237,461.1 

108,246 H 
131,214 3

227,650 5 

103.446.7 
124,203.1

269.378.3 

122,523.7
146.834.4

284,467.1 

127,1910 
1 57.274 1

307.368.6 

133.597 9

173.770.7

297,195.0 

127,263.6 
167.931 4

3)6,230.3 

143,0190 
191.211 3

"General Funds" includes Gcnernl Fund, Goner al Puiul Malch, General Fund/Program RoceiplJ. General Fund Mental Hoalth.aod 
General Fund Program Reccipls/Dc*ignal«L “Other Fundi" includes mainly Federal Funds, hut may olio include soovo InterAgoncy Rccerpri
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Representative Norman Rokeberg
M e m o r a n d u m

R epresen tative  C ynth ia  Toohey
Chair, H ouse H ealth , Education a n d  Social Services C om m ittee

R okebR epresen tative N orm an 

M arch 12. 1996

M anaged C are  for th e  A laska M edicaid Program

I th o u g h t you'd be  in terested  in th e  a ttach ed  p a g e s  taken  directly from the  Departm ent 
o f H ealth  and  Social S erv ices FY 97  budget overview.

A s th is  p a p e r  indicates, the  d ep artm en t is aggressively  pursuing m an ag ed  c a re  and 
h a s  a lread y  aw arded a  contract for a  review of m anaged  care  options for the  Alaska 
M ed ica id  Program .

W ithout p a ssa g e  of HB 393, the  public, health  care  providers, health c a re  consum ers 
a n d  th e  legislature are left w ithout a  voice in th e  m atter. The bill requ ires the  
d e p a r tm e n t to introduce their m a n ag e d  care  program  in the form of legislation next 
y e a r .

I be lieve  the departm ent will benefit from having this m anaged care d iscussion  in the 
pub lic  forum. Again, I urge your support for HB 393.



EXAMINING MANAGED CARE ALTERNATIVES

Background
In FY 94. ihe Legislature provided a clear message that the D ivision should manage medical 
assistance programs to slow down the rate of growth in the program. (See Legislative intent 
statement. Ch. 3. FSSLA 94, page 21, lines 36-38). Some actions were taken during FY 94 to 
assure appropriate use o f services, resulting in cost avoidance/savings o f about $25 m illion. 
Many cost savings actions were enhanced or initiated in the past two fiscal years to achieve 
both the Legislative intent and the department's goals. The D ivis ion ’s Annual Reports provide 
b rie f descriptions of these activities, including contracting for case reviews and services, and 
in itia tin g special projects for development of case management services and managed care 
programs. Some of these actions are designed to show an immediate reduction in costs, while 
others were begun with tire knowledge that cost savings w ill not occur un til later. Some cost- 
saving measures which, at firs t, appeared to promise savings were later found to be 
impractical because the action would result in utiliza tion shifts to services which cost more, 
would be contrary to federal law, or cost more to administer than the service cost savings 
gained.

M anaged Care
Build ing on the successes o f the past two years, the division awarded a contract in the fall o f 
1995 fo r a review o f managed care options for the Alaska Medicaid Program. This contract 
w ill update health care delivery information formerly contained in the now defunct State 
Health Plan, analyze expenditure information, review other sates experiences in implementing 
managed care arrangements, and make recommendations fo r managed care delivery system 
options like ly to work in the sate. Because Alaska's health care system has not developed a 
managed care infrastructure, the division w ill not be able to simply purchase services from 
existing managed care networks. Movement into the managed care arena w ill neccssiate the 
education o f health care providers and fostering the development o f health care delivery 
networks m addition *o receiving required federal waiver approvals. The contract is timely, in 
that its recommendations should assist the division in dealing with Congressional restructuring, 
and budget reductions, currently being debated in Washington.

The d iv is ion is giving special consideration to implementation in FY 97 o f a managed care 
model called Primary Care Case Management (PCCM). The PCCM project would begin in 
selected areas of the sate. PCCM is a case management system in which a patient enrolls 
w ith prim ary care provider for basic medical care. The primary care provider also manages 
the care o f the patient, authorizing certain services such as laboratory, x-ray, and emergency 
room care. PCCM is the managed care model usually adopted in rural areas o f the country 
where Health Maintenance Organizations (HMOs) don’t exist.
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This PCCM approach using physicians and mid-level practitioners, such as advanced nurse' 
practitioners ar.d physician assistants as case mangers, allows states to provide appropriate 
access for recipients to prtmary care, and to reduce unnecessary Medicaid expenditures. Under 
PC C M . Medicaid recipients typically are required to select a physician or mid-level 
practitioner who will be their case m anager -- providing primary care services and authorizing 
in advance all other medical services (except for instances of bona fide emergency). In this 
way the primary care case manager functions as a "gatekeeper" for recipients who may over- 
utilize services and/or prescriptions. As a result of the responsibility vested in the case 
m anager, the physician or mid-level practitioner provides more individual oversight of the 
recip ient and, thereby, assures that the total use o f services is appropriate. This effort 
increases the quality of care for those recipients and, at the same time, reduces expenditures 
for duplicative or overlapping and unnecessary services.

A w aiver from the federal Health C are Financing Administration is required before the state 
m ay initiate a PCCM program. To obtain a waiver for this purpose the state must complete an 
application for review by the federal Health Care Financing Administration. The waiver 
application must clearly delineate and document the characteristics of the population to be 
served, the geographic area to be covered, the cost-efficiency of the proposed activity. An 
assurance must be made that the recipient’s access to care is not limited. Waivers g~uited for 
this purpose have been relatively flexible, allowing states to design a program for physician 
enrollm ent as a primary care case m anager that meets the particular need identified by the 

* state.
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY97 FY9B FY 9 9 FYOO FY01 F Y 0 2  |

PERSONAL SERVICES 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

TRAVEL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

CONTRACTUAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

SUPPLIES 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

EQUIPMENT 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

LAND & STRUCTURES 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

oo

MISCELLANEOUS 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

TOTAL OPERATING 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
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1002 Federal Receipts 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
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1004 GF 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
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TOTAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ 0 .0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

HB 393 charges the Department of Health and Social Services with development of managed-care or capitated health 
care systems for recipients of medical assistance. A project is already underway within the division to accomplish 
the purposes of HP 393 with completion scheduled for June of 1996. For this reason there is no cost shown on the 
*:scal note for the development of the managed care system.
The Division of Medical Assistance began a project in late 1995 that is expected to identify the appropriate 
approaches for managed care for medical assistance programs and the steps necessary for implementation. This 
project is to be completed by June of 1996. Division staff are being assisted by a contractor in review of program • 
cost and utilization data to identfy those medicaid services that may be successfully administered under a managed 
care approach. Identification of recipient participation requirements is included in the contract. The contractor is 
familiar with managed care arrangements used by medical assistance programs of other states and will help division ' 
staff to identify those which appear practical for Alaska based upon historical cost and utilization data and the 
availability of health-related resources in Alaska.
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R e p re s e n ta t iv e  Iv a n  M . Iv a n

S P O N S O R  S T A T E M E N T  - S C S  fo r  C S  fo r H ouse B i l l  465 ( R L S )

I introduced House Bill 465 to promote quality, performance, accountability and 
fairness in our educational system and the youth it serves. This bill also gives our 
school districts a degree of flexibility when dealing with increased costs associated 
with our educational system.

Senate Committee Substitute for Committee Substitute for House Bill 465 (RLS) 
would allow school districts to lay off teachers who have acquired tenure rights, but 
only if the school district finds it necessary to reduce the number of teachers due to 
declining enrollment or declining revenues and after all nontenured teachers are 
given notice of nonretention. However, a school district may retain a nontenured 
teacher and place a tenur<2d teacher on lay off if there is no tenured teacher in the 
district who is qualified to replace the nontenured teacher.

The bill also increases tenure from two to three years and removes the costly trial de 
novo portion of our statutes which allows a school district employee who, if not 
satisfied with a district led investigation, to go to the court system to begin an 
entirely new trial. The district's investigation, most often, must be recreated. New 
procedures for appealing a decision to dismiss or nonretain a tenured teacher are 
established in House Bill 465.

An extensive evaluation system and an improvement of performance plan is 
included in House Bill 465. The: evaluation system can be used for nonretention 
purposes. Should a tenured or nontenured teacher not meet district performance 
standards, a plan of improvement would be implemented. I f the district 
demonstrates the teacher's performance does not meet professional performance 
standards and objectives defined in the plan of improvement, the teacher is subject 
to nonretention.

Sections 2 and 4 of House Bill 465 apply only to those teachers who are hired after 
the bill is signed into law. Sections of the bill dealing with loss of tenure rights, 
layoff and rehire and elimination of trial de novo go into effect after the bill is 
signed and w ill have an effect on all teachers. Section 4, employee evaluation, is 
effective on July 1, 1997.
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS - SCS for CS for House B ill 465 (RLS)

Section 1: Amends AS 14.20.140, Notification of Nonretention. Amends the section 
to include the lay off provisions found in Section 10 of the bill. A tenured teacher 
subjected to lay off for the following school year would have to be notified of the lay 
off before March 16. A nontenured teacher would have to be notified of lay off for 
the following school year by the last day of the school term.

Section 2: Amends AS 14.20.145, Automatic Reemployment. States that if a teacher 
is not given a notice of nonretention and is not laid off under the new provisions of 
AS 14.20.177 (Section 10 of this bill), the teacher is entitled to be reemployed in the 
same school district for the following school year. Should the teacher not accept 
reemployment within thirty days of the contract offer, this section would not be 
applicable. If a teacher is in lay off status and is working in another school district 
and is contractually obligated to provide services to another educational program 
within the state, then this section does not apply.

Section 3: Amends AS 14.20.147(b), Transfer or Absorption of Attendance Area or 
Federal Agency School. Changes tenure from two to three years for those teachers 
who taught in a school operated by a federal agency and has transferred to or is 
absorbed into a new or existing school district

Section 4: Adds a new section to AS 14.20, Teachers and School Officials. This 
section establishes an evaluation system and improvement of performance plan for 
a district's certificated employees. The evaluation system must:
(1) establish evaluation criteria based on professional performance standards;
(2) require at least two observations for the evaluation of each nontenured teacher 
in the district;
(3) require an annual evaluation of each tenured teacher who met district 
performance standards during the previous school year;
(4) permit the school district to lim it evaluations of tenured teachers who 
consistently exceed the district's professional performance standards to one 
evaluation every two years;
(5) require an annual evaluation for each administrator;
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(6 ) require the district to prepare and implement a plan of improvement for a 
teacher or administrator whose performance did not meet district performance 
standards; and,
(7) provide an opportunity for students, parents, teachers, community members and 
administrators to provide evaluation information on the teacher's performance.

The school board w ill consider information from students, parents, community 
members, classroom teachers, affected collected bargaining units and administrators 
in the design and periodic review of the evaluation system.

Before an evaluation can be conducted, the evaluator has to complete training in 
the use of the district's evaluation system and in service training must be offered to 
those who are subject to the evaluation system. The evaluator must hold a type B 
certificate or be a site administrator under the supervision of a person with a type B 
certificate.

A tenured teacher whose performance, after evaluation, did not meet district 
performance standards must be provided a plan of improvement which must 
address ways the tenured teacher's performance can be improved. The evaluating 
administrator w ill consult w ith the teacher in setting clear, specific performance 
expectations that w ill be included in the plan. This plan is to last for not less than 90 
work days and for not more than 180 work days. If, at the conclusion of the plan of 
improvement, the teacher's performance does not meet district performance 
standards, the district may nonretain the teacher.

An administrator must be provided a plan of improvement which must address 
ways the administrator's performance can be improved if the administrator's 
evaluation is less than acceptable.. This plan is to last for not less than 90 work days 
and not more than 210 work days. If, at the conclusion of the plan of improvement, 
the administrator's performance is does not meet district performance standards, 
the district may terminate its contract with the administrator.

Information provided to a school district under the evaluation system concerning 
the individual's performance is not public record. However, the person who is 
being evaluated may waive confidentiality concerning this information.

Section 5: Repeals and reenacts AS 14.20.150, Acquisition of Tenure Rights. 
Changes acquisition of tenure from two to three years. Tenure is acquired when the 
teacher possesses a valid teaching certificate; has been employed in the same district 
continuously for three full school years; receives an acceptable evaluation in the 
third year of any three year period of continues employment; and, accepts a contract

Page Two
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for employment in the district for a fourth consecutive year. A full school year 
means employment beginning on or before the first student count day which is 
October 15th.

Section 6: Amends AS 14.20.155(a), Effect of tenure rights. States that a teacher who 
has acquired tenure has the right to employment within the district w ith the 
exceptions noted in AS 14.20.

Section 7: Amends AS 14.20.160, Loss of tenure rights. Clarifies that a teacher on 
layoff status does not lose tenure rights during the layoff period except as provided 
by AS 14.20.177 (Section 10 of this bill).

Section 8 : Adds a new subsection to AS 14.20.170, Dismissal. States that a teacher 
dismissed under this section is not entitled to a plan of improvement.

Section 9: Amends AS 14.20.175(b), Nonretention. Deletes incompetence as a 
reason for nonretention and replaces it with failure to meet performance objectives 
defined in the individual's plan of improvement that is based on locally adopted 
professional performance standards and the teacher does not meet district 
performance standards. Thia school district may not nonretain a teacher under this 
section unless the district has complied with the requirements set out in AS 
14.20.149 (Section 4 of this bill) and the district demonstrates the teacher's 
performance does not meet professional performance standards established by 
evaluation.

Section 10: Adds a new section to AS 14.20, Teachers and School Officials. This new 
section provides for layoff of a tenured teacher when there is a decrease in school 
attendance or the basic need of the school district determined under AS 14.17.021 (b) 
and adjusted under AS 14.17.225 (B) decreases by three percent or more from a 
previous school year. Before a tenured teacher is laid off, all nontenured teachers 
must be given notice of nonretention.

Before a school district lays off any tenured teacher, a lay off plan must be adopted 
which must include academic and other programs that the district intends to 
maintain in implementation of the plan. This section also establishes standards for 
qualifications in which a school district may retain a nontenured teacher if there is 
no tenured teacher in the district to replace the nontenured teacher. Procedures 
addressing the length of time that a teacher retains hire rights after a layoff, the 
circumstances under which a teacher may lose rehire rights after a layoff and other 
provisions are provided under this section. In the event a teacher is offered a 
teaching position while on layoff status, the teacher may remain on the layoff list for 
retention within the school district where tenure was acquired.
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Section 11: Repeals and reenacts AS 14.20.80, Procedures upon notice of dismissal 
or nonretention. Eliminates a de novo trial whenever a school district reaches an 
unfavorable decision to a teacher. The new section allows a tenured teacher, 
following writte.. notice of the proposed dismissal, a pretermination hearing. This 
section describes the pretermination process. This section also states that the 
dismissal is effective when the notice is delivered to the teacher.

After the pretermination hearing or notice of nonretention of a tenured teacher, 
procedures, under which the school district must comply, are established.

Within 15 days after receipt of a decision of dismissal or nonretention, the teacher 
may notify the employer in writing that a hearing is requested before the school 
board for a full hearing with possible appeals going to superior court or w ill invoke 
grievance procedures.

Under the full school board hearing in which all evidence is revealed and any 
witnesses are cross examined or subpoenaed the teacher may appeal to superior 
court if the decision of the school board remains unfavorable to the teacher. Judicial 
review w ill be based on the already established record in previous proceedings.

In the event the teacher provides notice invoking grievance procedures to the 
school board, an informal hearing w ill be immediately scheduled by the board. If 
the board sustains the dismissal or nonretention, the teacher may give written 
notice to the school board and submit the matter to arbitration under the rules of 
the American Arbitration Association. An arbitrator's decision w ill be final and 
binding on the school board, the teacher and the bargaining unit representing the 
teacher. I f the school board and teacher agree, the informal hearing may be waived 
and the matter will be submitted directly to arbitration.

Section 12. Adds a new paragraph to AS 14.20.215, Definitions. Defines district 
performance standards.

Section 13: Adds a new section to AS 23.40, Labor Organizations. Prior to beginning 
bargaining, this section states the school board w ill provide opportunities for public 
comment on issues to be addressed in the collective bargaining process. Initial 
proposals, last best offer proposals, tentative agreements before ratification and final 
agreements reached by the parties are public documents.

Section 14: Repeals AS 14.20.205, Judicial review. Elimination of the trial de novo.
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Section 15: The amendments in sections 2 and 4 of this bill apply only to;
(1) individuals hired as a teacher on or after the effective date of the bill;
(2 ) rehired teachers on or after the effective date of the bill and following an 
interruption in continuous service that resulted in a loss of tenure rights or failure 
to acquire tenure rights.

Section 16: States that nothing in this legislation affects a collective bargaining 
agreement in effect on the effective date of this legislation.

Section 17. Effective date of July 1, 1997, for Section 4 (employee evaluations) of the 
bill.
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Zosition on RrotMlssd Atrtendmcnlto Section 11 o f House Bill 465

Fairbanks North Star Borough School District and the Anchorage School 

District propose an amendment to Section 11 o f  House Bill 465. The proposed 

amerxfcsieni is to delete Section (d) and revise the last sentence o f section (o) to 

read as follows:

I f  the school board sustains the dismissal or nonretenlion, the teacher 

may appeal die decision to the superior court, in accordance with 

EatLYLof'thc Rules erfAppgilalfi.£mgtaliint- [APPLICABLE 

RULES OF COURT FOR A JUDICIAL REVIEW BASED ON 

THE RECORD.]

There are important public policy reasons for supporting this proposed 

amendment The proposed amendment is fair to the interests o f  both school 

districts and teachers for a number o f reasons. The proposal is a fair compromise.

First, under Part Vr o f the Rules o f  Appellate Procedure, the superior court 

sits as the appellate court for appeals from administrative decisions. While most 

appeals from administrative decisions are o n  ihe r e c o r d ,  the rules permit the 

superior court in its discretion to grant a  trial de novo. Appellate Rule 609. This

POSITION ON PROPOSKD AMKNUMCNTTO ftge 1
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D R A F T
discretion is exercised by ihe court to grant a trial de novo and conduct a new 

evidentiary hearing when the prior administraiivc proceedings, or school board 

decision, is so tundaiuenEally uniair ihnt the tcacbcr has not received eoosnoitionnl 

due process. When a teacher is able to demuustraii; tin t the school board 

proceeding violaied the teacher’s constitutional due process rights and that the 

school board hearing waa not fair, the superior court has the discretion to grant a 

new trial. Absent such a showing that the bearing before the school board was so 

Hawed its to deny constitutional due process, the superior court would review the 

school board decision on the record. This proposed amendment would elim inate 

the automatic duplication o f two fu ll evidentiary hearings under existing law. The 

proposed amendment would provide teachers w ith a fu ll independent review o f n 

school board’s decisions on non-retentions and dismissals, by giving teachers an 

impartial third-party review o f any school board decision to non-rotain or dismiss.

Second, the language in the b ill pa3$cd by the House allows a teacher to 

waive the hearing before the Board and to file an original action in superior court 

w ithin sixty days o f notice o f dismissal or non-retention. By giving a teacher a 

new right to file an independent action in superior court, the local school board is 

completely by-pasaed in making a decision on dismissal or non-retention. This 

eliminates the school Board's role in the decision making process, usurping the 

authority o f die local school board to review the Superintendent’s decision to

rosrnoN ON PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 1*^2
SECTION 11(d) OE MOUSE BILL 4AJ
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dismiss nr nnn-retain a teacher Additionally, Lhe focal school board would be 

deprived o f the opportunity to apply Ihe standards o f  teaching performance 

adopted by the local school Board. By-passing tlic local school board on important 

policy decisions like the retention or dismissal of tenured teachers is unnecessary 

and on unwelcome result.

Third, the House Bill gives teachers anew  right by permitting them to file 

an original action in superior court and demand a jury trial. Under tho House Bill, 

a court could interpret an original action to allow the expansion o f claims against 

Ihc district for matters in addition to those involving a review o f the school board’s 

decision. For example, a teacher could include a claim for defamation, violation o f 

civil rights, and wrongful discharge, as part o f the original action to review a 

Board’s decision. These claims will involve prohibitive costs, delays, and 

oxpensea for local school districts that make the tough decision to terminate non- 

perl'orming teachers. An original action gives teachers access to the civil 

discovery process which will include dcpasitioos, production o f  documents, and 

preirial motions. Pre-trial discovery will substantially increase costs. These 

additional costs and expenses will likely net as a financial deterrent to school 

districts making recommendations to dismiss or non-re tain teachers who fail to 

po ihnn  to acceptable standards Under the House Bill as passed, teachers would 

he expected to waive the school board hearing and demand a jury trial in most

POSTnuN ON PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO »-»pc3
SECTION II (d) OF ItOUSE BILL 465
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cases. Districts will be under enormous pressure to settle cases and pay off poor 

teachers given the costs they will encounter in xirococdine to n jury trial.

In short, Section 11 o f tho House Bill affords teachers greater rights than 

they have under the current taw hi cases o f non-retention or dismissal- Rather rhao 

being n  progressive step forward tn hold teachers accountable fdr their 

porfoiinance, the House Bill increases the risks and costs o f proceeding with 

nonretentions and dismissals. The increased risk may result in districts being too 

hesitant to act in dismissing unacceptable teachers. The House Bill will make 

nomeientions and dismissals more difficult for school districts.

pj»cWr—gnHftWm—Mwa

POSmQN ON WlOPOStU AMHJMJMttNT'IXl 
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In the  S en a te  H ESS Committee:
CSHB 465(H ES)am

"An Act relating to em ploym ent of teach e rs  and  school adm inistrators an d  to 
public school collective bargaining"

P a g e  9 Line 3:

after the  word "with" delete  the rest of the  sen ten ce  an d  add:

"Part VI of the Rules of Appellate Procedure"

A M E N D M E N T

Offered by Anchorage & Fairbanks School Districts

P a g e  9 Line 4 through 7:

D elete all language in subsection (d)



A S S O C I A T I O N  O F  A L A S K A  S C H O O L  B O A R D S316 W. 11th St. • Juneau, Alaska 99801-1510'907) 586-1083 • Fax (907) 586-2995 •

P O S I T I O N  P A P E R
IN SUPPORT OF CSHB 465 

"An Act relating to employment of teachers and school administrators 
and to public school collective bargaining."

Addressing Quality Education

CSHB 465...
• Acquisition of Tenure 

...through... • Evaluation Process
• Layoff Status
• Non-retention Standards
• De novo
• Public Information

Issues...
• Quality
• Performance
• Fairness
• Accountability

★ H I S T O R I C A L  R E V I E W
The Association o f A laska School Boards has, fo r over 15 years, passed resolutions designed to im prove 
the quality o f education. Tenure acquisition, layo ff status, de novo  trials, and public access to 
negotiations are issues that have been around fo r years. O ver the last five years there has been a 
steady increase in public awareness o f these issues not on ly in A laska, but throughout the country.

Last year the Legislature passed a b ill addressing the issues listed above. Gov. Know les vetoed that 
legislation, p rim a rily  due to provisions calling fo r tenure acquisition after fo u r years, fa ilu re to address 
evaluations o f  certified sta ff, and inclusion o f an early retirement incentive program  in HB 217. In place 
o f HB 217, G ov. Know les introduced HB 398 and SB 204 this session, putting forth recommendations by a 
Task Force that deliberated over the interim. Rep. Ivan Ivan , orig ina l sponsor o f HB 217, again 
introduced legislation addressing quality education-HB 465. The b ill ii :orporates some o f the 
proposals forw arded in the governor's b ill as well as some new ideas. M ore recently, Education 
Comm issioner Shirley H o llow ay  reconstituted the governor's Task Force to comment on HB 465. On Feb. 
26, 1996 Rep. Ivan met w ith  the Task Force. The result o f that meeting is that nearly  a ll o f the Task 
Force recommendations have been incorporated into HB 465.

★  A S S O C IA T IO N  O F  A L A S K A  S C H O O L  B O A R D S  P O S IT IO N
The Association o f A laska Schoo l Boards supports CSHB 465. It incorporates the concerns o f school 
boards and addresses concerns o f the governor regarding: tenure acquisition afte r three years, a 
performance based eva lua tion  process fo r  educators, la yo ff, addresses the de novo process, and grants 
greater pub lic  access to in fo rm ation  regarding the collective bargain ing process.

★  T E N U R E  A C Q U I S I T I O N
Im prov ing education in the classroom  starts with quality educators. Current tenure laws p rovide 
inadequate time fo r adm in istrators to thoroughly evaluate teachers. It a lso gives insufficient time fo r 
teachers (and adm in istrators) to im prove. This can shortchange a new educator's career or result in less 
than fu lly  qualified teachers receiving tenure. Extending the time it takes to acquire tenure w ill he lp 
ensure new people entering tire teaching profession, and experienced teachers whose performance has 
been determ ined to be less than adequate, are provided an opportunity to attain quality in the 
classroom .

m School Boards, CSHB 465, Pace 1
C O R R ESPO N D EN C E —



★  E V A L U A T I O N
C u rren t regu lation requires that evaluations be conducted fo r tenured teachers. Teachers, 
adm in istra to rs , school boards, and most important, the public, are demanding improvement in the 
c lassroom . Establishing a m ore thorough evaluation process based on professional performance 
standa rd s in statute may be necessary to ensure that evaluations are effectively implemented. This b ill 
a lso  requ ires a "p lan  o f im provem ent" fo r teachers and adm inistrators who need assistance. Q uality in 
education  th rough effective evaluation o f teachers and adm inistrators is perhaps the single most 
s ign ificant issue addressed by this legislation.

★  L A Y O F F
C u rren t law  does not a llow  ou r schools to layo ff tenured sta ff when a district's revenue declines (on ly  if 
en ro llm en t declines). This has resulted in deterioration o f  children's education program s, and 
n on re ten tion  o f critica l staff. AASB supports creating a la yo ff status in statute, with rehire rights, that 
is designed to meet the needs o f k ids and treat teachers fa irly . Ensuring that the most qualified 
teachers are retained, especially du ring financia lly d ifficu lt times, is paramount to a successful 
educa tiona l p rog ram  fo r kids.

★  N O N R E T E N T I O N  S T A N D A R D S
U nde r AS 14.20.175 tenured teachers may on ly be nonretained fo r reasons o f 1) incompetence, 2) 
im m o ra lity , 3 ) substantial noncompliance, and 4) a decrease in enrollment. AASB maintains that the 
standard  o f incompetence is too low . CSHB 465 provides fo r an acceptable level o f performance based on 
a p ro fess iona l perform ance standards assessment.

★  D E  N O V O
U n d e r AS 14.20.205 JU D IC IA L  REV IEW  a school district is obligated to submit to a tria l de novo (a new 
tr ia l) i f  a decision by the school board  is un favorab le to a tenured teacher, and the teacher appeals the 
decision by the board . This is an extraord inary standard that has not been extended to any other group 
o f  em p loyees . W hen a teacher appeals the findings o f a district hearing, the school district must 
repeat the entire process again be fore the court, u sua lly  at a much later date, and incur the financial 
cost once again. AASB views this requirement as duplicative and costly. The h istory o f de novo trials in 
va riou s  schoo l districts has established a pattern o f unnecessary legal expenses. In addition, de novo 
law  has a substantia l ch illing effect on school districts, due to costs, when deciding whether o r not to 
a ttem pt the d ism issa l o f a tenured teacher.

The ju d ic ia l review  o f dism issal proceedings in school districts should be treated no differently than 
other state agencies. School boards serve as quasi-judicial bod ies- accountable in the court system and to 
the pub lic . Judicia l review shou ld be "on the record" pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act. 
This w ou ld  p rov ide an opportun ity fo r the superior court to review the established record o f the local 
hearing  to determ ine that due process has been fo llow ed and that the agency d id not exceed its 
d isc re tion a ry  au tho rity .

★  P U B L I C  I N F O R M A T I O N / N E G O T I A T I O N S
AASB believes that school boards shou ld provide opportunities fo r public comment on the issues 
add ressed  in the collective bargain ing process. In itia l proposals, last-best-offer proposals, tentative 
agreem ents be fore ratification, and final agreements shou ld be made public records and available fo r 
the pub lic  to review .

★  S U P P O R T  H B  465
The pub lic  has been demanding that something be done to improve the quality o f ou r public education 
system . This b ill addresses that concern on many fronts. It is the culmination o f much w ork  put forth  by 
paren ts, teachers, adm inistrators, school boards, the Governor's Task Force on Professional Excellence, 
the D epartm en t o f Education, and legislators who care about kids. HB 465 is as close as we have ever 
come to significantly addressing quality instruction in A laska's schools. We urge you to support HB 465.

Association of Alaska School Boards, CSHB 465, Page 2
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P O S IT IO N  P A P E R  

C S H B  4 6 5
"An Aci relating to employment of teachers and school 
administrators and to public school collective bargaining"

The Alaska Council of School Administrators supports the CS of 
House Bill 465.

We believe that the focus of every school in Alaska must be on 
the children. To that end, we believe that they deserve to have 
effective, talented and knowledgeable educators in their classrooms 
and their schools. This is why we are willing to be accountable as 
administrators for the responsibility bestowed on us as principals.

We believe Sec. 3. AS 14.20 Employee Evaluation to be fair 
to all professional educators who have direct contact with students.
It allows for a thorough review of the performance and if necessary 
a period of improvement which will provide time for professional 
growth and evaluation.

It is unfortunate that we must consider reductions in force due 
to significant, demonstrated reduction in per-pupil expenditures.
We would much prefer the necessary increases of schooi funding to 
allow for significant class size reductions. However, understanding 
the reality of the current revenue forecasts and budget deliberations, 
there must be a mechanism in plare to allow school districts to 
reduce staff due to serious financial shortfa lls. The process 
outlined in this legislation allows for a student focused process.

It has been proven that a school district which allows for 
public involvement in all areas of their schools is more productive 
and publicly supported. To that end, the allowance for public imput 
in the negotiations process is a positive step in that direction.

Overall, this legislation will sets up a procedure which will 
provide one more avenue for providing an educational standard to 
our schools which w ill have far reaching benefits to A laska 's 
c h i I d r e n .

Stephen McPhetres, Executive D irector, ACSA

Alaska Association o l Elem entary School Principals • Alaska Association of Secondary School Principals • Alaska Association of S -ool Administrators
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Kathi Gillespie
2741 Seafarer Loop. Anchorage. Alaska 99516

To: The Members of the House HESS Committee 
Date: March 19,1996 
RE: HB 465

I watched with great interest your meeting on Friday and was most interested in ihe testimony on 
the relevance of parental input in the evaluation of a teacher’s performance in the classroom.

Public education is one of the few places that I’ve found where the consumer, the student, parent, 
and taxpayer, has little to no input or choice in the seivicc they are purchasing. I believe that in 
order to increase the quality of our schools, parents must have the ability to communicate their 
level of satisfaction in the education their child receives on a daily basis. Many parents I know 
would like to credit their teachers for the good job they do and occasionally I find a parent who 
is dissatisfied for good reason. Both types of information will be valuable for both the teacher 
and the administrator to hear.

I trust parents and community members and I support public education. I believe that change 
must occur in the way we do business if public education, as we know it, is to survive. Part of 
that process is in opening the doors of the school and respecting that everyone, even parents, 
have a right to comment on the quality of the product we are being paid to deliver.

HB 465 is a positive step in the right direction.
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[  w  Kelly Haney
3281 Amber Bay Loop, Anchorage, Alaska 99515 
Phone and Fax (907) 565=8262 52 2 - <T3St

March 25,1996

Dear Representative,

I strongly urge you to vote in favor of CSHB 465 (Professional Excellence). There 

are many aspects of this bill that are vitally important to the students of Alaska. To have 

student input in individual, yearly teacher evaluations is one of this bill’s strong points. 

Talking to students and parents in the community of Anchorage for the last year, I found 

that people are aghast when Lhey realize that students have no say as to whether a teacher 

gets a good evaluation or not. Students are the ones who are in the c'assrooms everyday 

and have to deal with a teacher even if they arc rotten.

Thank you for your time, I strongly urge you to pass CSHB 465, keeping in mind 

the students of Alaska. If it were not for die students, there would be no need for 

education.

Sincerely,

Kelly Haney

d u  k i d s  /

d  ' H u m  fi&uukl,

^  3t'z s  7
J  T h e ,
_________
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A N C H O R A G E  C O U N C I L  O F  

P A R E N T  T E A C H E R  A S S O C I A T I O N S

ADVOCATING FOR ANCHORAGE CHllDREN SINCE I960

M a rch  2 4 ,1 9 9 6

To: A l l  A n ch o ra g e  C a u c u s  Leg is la to rs

F ro m : S u e  T em p le to n , P res id en t of the A n ch o ra g e  C o u n c il o f P T A s

Sub ject: C S B  465

Dear1 L e g is la to rs ,

I  a m  w r it in g  to encourage you to m o ve C S B  465 onto  the Senate. T h e  A n c h c  

age C o u n c il o f P T A s  g en era l m em bersh ip  h as b een  se e k in g  changes to p u b i: 

ed u ca tio n  le g is la t io n  fo r se v e ra l years. T h is  p ast N o v e m b e r the A n ch o rag e  C o u n ; 
o f P T A s  g en e ra l m e m b ersh ip  set their le g is la t ive  p r io r it ie s  fo r the 1996 le g is la h . 

sess io n . C S B  465 su p p o rts  se v e ra l of the co u n c ils  le g is la t iv e  p r io r it ie s . Im p ro v e m e : 
in  teacher e v a lu a t io n  h as the su p p o rt of the P T A s  g en e ra l m e m b e rsh ip , as w e ll a 
tenure re fo rm . W e a lso  continue to su p p o rt ch an g es to b rin g  about p u b l. 

in v o lv e m e n t in  n eg o tia tio n s . T h e  A ncho rag e  C o u n c il an d  th e A la s k a S ta te P T A h a  

s ta n d in g  re so lu t io n s  on open negotiations and  teacher tenure .

T e a ch e r e v a lu a t io n  is  a n e w  leg is la tive  p r io r it y  fo r the co u n c il. I t  is  a lso  •- 
fo u rth  s tra te g y  u n d e r  o u r f ir s t  goal of P ro m o tin g  A c a d e m ic  E xce lle n ce . P T A  h 

tried  to be p a rt  o f the A n ch o rag e  School D is tr ic ts  e v a lu a t io n s  com m ittee  bu t has _• 
seen p ro g re ss  in  a d d re ss in g  m a n y  o f the cu rre n t p ro b le m s in  the e va lu a tio n  p roc 

M a n y  o f the co m p o n en ts  in  th is b ill w o u ld  b r in g  the e v a lu a t io n  p rocess to a p ; 

w h e re  p a re n ts  co u ld  an d  w o u ld  have  a respected  v o ic e  in  the e v a lu a t io n  process 
is  im p o rta n t th at y o u  re a lize  h o w  v a lid a t in g  a n d  co m p lim e n ta ry  it  is  to parents 

h a v e  the  le g is la tu re  re a lize  parents can co n trib u te  a n d  su p p o rt  p ro fe ss io n a l e x c . 

lence b y  in c lu d in g  them  in  the eva lu a tio n  p o rtio n  o f th is  le g is la t io n . Ju st as it is  

h a ve  y o u  see k  p u b lic  in vo lve m e n t in  schoo l d is tr ic t  neg o tia tio n s. T h e  A n ch o ra  

C o u n c il o f P T A s  is  th r ille d  w ith  these aspects o f C S B  465. T h is  p iece  o f le g is la .l 

is  in  l in e  w ith  m a n y  o f the changes w e h ave  been  se ek in g  on a  d is tr ic t  le ve l.
A g a in , I  w o u ld  encourage you  to g ive  th is  le g is la t io n  y o u r  stam p  o f a p p r : 

an d  m o v e  it onto the Senate .

T h a n k  v o u  fo r v o u r  tim e .

Sue T e m p le to n , P re s id e n t 

A n ch o ra g e  C o u c i l o f P T A s  1995-1996
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Attention; Anchorage Caucas Representatives
From: Luan Sitzmann, 4th VP, Anchorage Council of PTAs
Subject: CSHB 465

During the past few years, the PTA has written several resolutions that support; 
an increase to teacher tenure years, improving the evaluation system, and to adding 
parental and community involvement in educational decisions

We were disappointed when HB 217 did not pass. However, we arc encouraged 
by the compromise bill currently under consideration.

I undci'stand the NBA is opposed to the parental and community involvement it 
is often felt that parents arc uneducated and unable to make these decisions. I do not 
believe this to be true and encourage you to pass this bill. I personally spend hundreds of 
hours in the schools. 1 currently have seven children in the Anchorage School District. I 
feel more than qualified to make any decision concerning my children and their 
education anc know many others who feel the same, Parents must be involved!

Our new principal selection process, here in Anchorage, is an excellent example 
of how this process couJd work. Parents and students will now be included in the 
selection process. With the final decision being made at the adminisrative level.

Allotting the community a part in the evaluations, or negitiat ons will give a new 
perspective to the process. It can only complement it.

Please vote in favor of CSHB-465 Many thanks for your time.

f.uan Sitzmann 
1833 Skilak Circle 
Anchorage, AK 99504 
907-333-0695 home 
907-333-6212 fax
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To: The Anchorage Caucus Representatives
From: Kathi Gillespie 
Date: March 24,1996 
Re: CSHB 465

I support the passage of CSHB 465 and I hope that I can count on each of you to vote 
in support of students, parents, and this community. CSHB 465 addresses several 
professional excellence issues that we desperately need in order to assure a quality 
educational experience for each of our students.

Changes in the evaluation process that will allow parents an opportunity to com­
ment on the service that is being delivered to their child; changes in the openness of 
contract negotiations that will allow this community to understand what is being 
negotiated on their behalf; changes in law that will allow the District to assure 
quality in the work force even in times of financial distress; and local control in the 
establishment of performance standards will be something the this legislature will be 
able to point to proudly in the years to come as an major achievement on behalf of 
our children.

Like you, I am well aware of our constituents' interest in making these positive 
changes in public education. Over the past weeks, as I have been out speaking on 
the upcoming bond election, I have heard over and over again the sense of frustra­
tion and in some cases outright anger over the lack of control of community mem­
bers in the quality of public education. In my mind, this community of parents and 
students and taxpayers is sending a strong message for change. CSHB 465 will be a 
step forward in addressing the concerns that I am hearing and that I have heard for 
years, i'm telling the people who ask and the people who call with concerns that 
there is hope for the kind of change that they have been waiting for as their children 
progressed through our schools.

1 know that you worked very hard last year to bring forward legislation that would 
address those concerns. I, as well as many other people in Anchorage, was disap­
pointed when the Governor vetoed HB 217. However, as I look at CSHB 465,1 have 
renewed faith. I believe that this bill will go even further to ensure a quality educa­
tion for each of our children and will strengthen education throughout Alaska.

I thank you for your continued commitment to kids and on behalf of the children of 
this state I ask you to vote yes on CSHB 465.

A n c h o r a g e  S c h o o l  B o a r d
P.O. Box 196614, Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6614 «(907) 333-V- 

Kathi Gillespie
2741 Seafarer Loop. Anchorage, Alaska 99516 
(907) 345-5335; Fax 345-9891
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' I f j .  GALENA
G A L E N A  CITY SCHOOL D IST R IC T

GALENA, ALASKA 99741 
PHONE (907} 655-1205 
FAX (907) 656-1368 s u p e r i n t e :

OFFIC

(HeartJo/ llteynlerior}
This fax consists o f 

2 pages

Reprasentative\lrene Nicola 
State/Capita!
Juneiu, AK 99801 
FAX/ (907) 465-4197

Deaf Irene:

I am writing on behalf of our school bos 
have been following'the changes that have 
some of the features of the bill are ncccsss 
program for our students.

and myself in support oflS^HB 465 (Rep. Ivan), 
iccurred during the hearingsbqthis bill. We feel u,r 
to assist us in providing a quamj^cducational

te section on Layoffs to vital to provide the district with the ability to retain programsfajher 
j an retain teachers. Weimust not forget that we operate the schools for the benefit of the 
students not the employees. The section of Judicial re\iew that provides for creating a record 
fnce will save us time and money. We also believe the Teacher Evaluation section provides for 
improved process that ultimately will assist teachers in doing a better job and protect them 

rom unfair treatment. As you know, the Galena City SchookBoard favored the four Year 
[enure bill that was vetoed by Governor Knowles last year. We feel the Middle Ground 
/proposed, using three years before granting tenure, is fair to botlu(eachcrs and the school distric..

' The Galena City School Boarĉ and I, urge you to vole YES on Hous^Bill 465 and lay this issue 
to rest once and for all.

We are also concerned about thetaroposed cuts in Public Broadcasting funds. The bush 
communities rely very heavily on\lhe communications provided by our radio\iaiion. It would 
a terrible blow to our residents to have any reductions in the current level of seVice.

Single site funding is very important, to us. We urge you to fight any attempt to reduce or 
eliminate this necessary element of our school funding formula. We also oppose SB^80 that 
would eliminate most of th * single sites. I will discuss this further when 1 see you in Juneau.
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Representative Irene Nicholia

Lisa said she would let me know if I can have the honor of taking you to lunch Tuesday, March 
26, 1996. I will be staying at the Wcstmark Juneau. I hope to have some time with you to visit 
about the above issues. Keep up the good work!

Yours in Education,

Carl Knudscru 
Superintendent

TOTAL P.



148 North Binkley Street • Soldotna, A lt 99669-7598 • Phone 907/262-5846 • Fax 907/262-9645

Members, Alaska House of Representatives
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear House Representative:

This letter is v/ritten to encourage your support for HB 465 
which is scheduled for House consideration. The Kenai Peninsula 
Borough School District school board and administration supports this 
legislation and urges its passage in both the House and Senate.

Thank you for your continued support of important educational 
issues.

O FF IC E  O F  T H E  D IS T R IC T  S U P E R IN T E N D E N T

M arch 21 , 1996

Sincerely,

Walter E. Bromenschenkel, Ed.D. 
Superintendent of Schools

A N C H O R  PO IN T C O O P E R  L A N D IN G  H O M E R  H O P E  K A C H E M A K  S E lO  KENAI M O O S E  PA SS N A N W A LEK  NIKISKI N IK O LA EV SK

C''';T CfJAUAM OAJP'-M fJA SE'.D"".''-2* C-"'r̂ 7>JA CTrrj' if Tf.r** TV->*.*C/ (•'■ .rrrty*
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P.O. BOX 450  
KAKE, ALASKA 90830 

(907) 785-3741

March 22,1996

Representative Ivan Ivan 
House of Representatives 
Alaska State Capital 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Ivan:

The Kake City School District Board of Education fully supports House Bill No. 465 (HES). We 
urge you to vote for this bill, it will allow districts to make better choices in the future.

Sincerely,

William Hopxins 
Superintendent of Schools

Kake City School District is an Equal Employment Opportunity Employer
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LWALAKLEIT, ALASKA *9684 )̂225 

(107) 824-9811 • FAX W4-X01

M a r c h  2 1 , 1 9 9 6

H o n o r a b le  R ic h a r d  Foster  
A la s k a  S tate  L e g is la tu r e  
J u n e a u , A la a k a  9 9 8 1 1

D e a r  R o p r e ae n ta t iv e  Foster :

T h is  letter ia  i n  support of H B 4 6 6  * Q u a l it y  E d u c a t io n .

S c h o o l d istr icts hav e  s tr u g g le d  w ith  the  n e e d  for c h an g es  in  the 
c ur ren t la w  r e g a r d in g  tenure  a n d  t h e  e v a lu a t io n  process. W e 
a p p la u d  th e  efforts o f th is  b i l l  to c h a n g e  th e  a c q u is it io n  of tenure 
from  2  to 3 years, e n s u r in g  th a t  o n ly  the m o s t q u a l if ie d  teachers 
are r e t a in e d  d u r in g  f in a n c ia l ly  d if f ic u lt  t im e s  a n d  p r o v id in g  a n  
a c c e p ta b le  le v e l o f teacher per fo rm an ce  b a s e d  o n  a  professiona l 
s ta n d a r d . W o  a lso  endorse  t h e  r e m o v in g  o f  th e  d u p lic a t iv e  a n d  
costly  tr ia l d e  nov o .

P le a s e  su pp or t th is  b i l l .  T h a n k  y o u  for y o u  c o n t in u e d  efforts to 
im p r o v e  e d u c a t io n  in  th is  state.

Sincerely,

D a v id  B o w lin g  
S u p e r in t e n d e n t

ce: BSSD Board Member*
Ccrrwpondence file



NOME PtIBUC SCHOOLS
Be* 131. Nome, AJe*J« 99762 • FAX: (907) 443 5144 • TWephone (907) +0-2231

March 2 ) , 1W6

Representative Richard Foster 
House of Representatives 
Room 409. Capitol Building 
Juneuu. Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Foster:

The Nome Public School District ojkI ScIjooI Board supports IIM 465. Passage of this 
Bill is important to the quality of education of all students in the State of Alaska. Your 
suppon of HB 465 will be very much appreciated.

Sincerely.

Robert (i. Kinna 
District Superintendent



P.O.Box 157 Hoonah, Alaska 99829 (907) 945*3611 Fax (907) 945-3614

M arch 21, 1 9 9 6  

PUBLIC OPINION. MESSAGE

Ws o f f e r  o u r  f u l l  s u p p o r t  o f  E E 465. The am endm ents h a v in g  t o  do  

w i t h  t e a c h e r  e v a l u a t i o n  im p ro v e d  th e  b i l l  c o n s i d e r a b l y .  A llo w in g  

p u b l i c  i n p u t  i n t o  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t e a c h e r s ,  y e t  n o t  b e in g  a  p a r t  

o f  t h e  fo r m a l  w r i t t e n  e v a l u a t i o n ,  i s  a l r e a d y  d o n s  b y  m o s t s c h o o l  

d i s t r i c t s ;  h o w e v e r , t h e  am endm ent a d d r e s s i n g  t h a t  p ro m o te s  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n .

H oonah C i t y  S c h o o ls  B o a rd  o f  E d u c a t io n  
J a c q u e l i n e  D ick  
M ary P e te r s o n  
G ra c e  H illm a n  
L eona  L in d h o f f  
C y n th ia  S k a f l e s t a d  

S u p e r in t e n d e n t  o f  S c h o o ls
D r. V i r g i e  L . F r y r e a r

TOTRL P . 01
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S T .  M A R Y ’ S  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T
P.O. Box 171 St. Mary’s, Alaska 99658 

(997) 438-2311 or (907) 438-2834
Accredited by Northwest Accreditation Association

Representative Ivan 22 Mar 96
S ta te  Capitol 
Juneau , Alaska 99801

Honorable Representative Ivan;

The St. Mary’s  City School District would like to support your efforts to improve the 
educational process in the s ta te  of Alaska, HB 465 is a  step  in the right direction. We 
experienced the problems of down sizing, it isn't easy  even with cooperation of all of 
the people involved. Your bill will alleviate m any of the obstacles that are in the path of 
the school districts that have to m ake the necessary  adjustm ents in their budget to 
remain in solvent.

Your continued support of the St. Mary's City School District and education in the sta te  
of Alaska is deeply appredatted.

S i^ a n n e  Mike 
Secretary

G eraldine B eans 
C hairm an

n Tweto 
Board Member



March 13, 1996

KASHUNAM1UT SCHOOL DISTRICT
985 KSD Way 

Chevak, Alaska 99563 
‘ (907) 858-7713 FAX (907) 858-7328 /^4 2 y 0 .

Members o f House HESS Committee ( H f-dv-t/tMvJFf v w
Juneau, AK 99801 ^ j£ )

Re: CS fo r HB 465  ------  ------- ------  -------------------

Dear Representative:

I urge your careful consideration o f CS for HB 465. This bill supports excellence in instruction, it provides 
substantial safeguards for teachers while requiring accountability, and it helps school districts conserve scarce 
resources.

Based upon my experience in public school management of almost thirty' years, I believe this is an excellent 
bill, with the exception o f two areas wherein minor modifications would serve to strengthen it. The first area 
o f concern is Sec. 14 .20 .149 (b )(7 ), which requires opportunity fo r incorporation into the evaluation process
o f information provided by “students, parents, community members * Such procedures are likely to produce
side effects that are inappropriate and counterproductive to a professional evaluation process designed to 
improve instruction and to assist in making personnel decisions. For example, educators might cater to those 
students, parents, and others who they believe might be influential in their evaluations, public campaigns might 
be waged for o r against particular educators, and educators might inappropriately reward or punish those who 
made repons affecting their evaluations.

Although the possible catering, campaigns, and paybacks would tend to detract from a serious professional 
process, another issue is o f greater concern. An educator would have the right to confront and cross examine 
at a hearing any person who provided information used in an adverse personnel decision. It takes little 
imagination to see that having students, parents, and community members routinely brought in as witnesses 
in quasi judicial proceedings would probably be much more detrimental than beneficial.

For the reasons cited, I strongly recommend that this section be permissive rather than mandatory. Thus, if 
districts encountered the types o f problems indicated above, they could discontinue the practice o f formally 
incorporating input from students, parents, and others into the evaluation process itself.

The other area o f concern is Sec. 14.20 .149 (c), which seems to limit evaluators to regularly employed district 
administrators, to the exclusion o f persons who might be retained on a contractual basis. I believe this is 
unnecessarily restrictive. A district should be able to contract with a person with expertise in supervision o f 
instruction who has a Type B certificate and is trained in the district’s  evaluation system but who is not a regular 
employee o f the district.

With the two minor modifications suggested above, I urge your support o f CS for HB 465  as an excellent bill 
that will benefit public education in Alaska.

Sincerely,

B. A. Weinberg, SuperintendepK 
KASHUNAMIUT SCHOOLtffSTR ICT



4 A A C  0 4 .2 0 0  A j la s k a  A d m in is t r a t iv e  C ode 4 A A C  0 4 .2 0 0

(5) be able to participate in reasoned discussions of public policy 
rela ted  to scientific innovations and proposed technological solu­
tion s to problems; and

(6) be able to act upon reasoned decisions and evaluate the effec­
tiv en ess  of the action. (Eff. 1/4/95, Register 133)

A u th o rity : AS 14.03.015 AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.165
AS 14.03.120 AS 14.07.060

4  A A C  04.200. T E A C H E R  E D U C A T IO N  ST A N D A R D S, (a) A 
classroom  teacher in a public school should reflect the h ighest ab ilities  
and qualities of the teaching profession.

(b) A  classroom teacher should be able to describe the teacher’s 
philosophy o f education and dem onstrate its relationship to the 
teach er’s teaching practice. A teacher who m eets th is goal should be 
ab le to

(1) dem onstrate consistency betw een the teacher's philosophy of 
education and the teacher’s teaching practice; and

(2) engage in  thoughtful and critical exam ination of the teacher’s 
teach in g  practice.
(c) A  classroom teacher should understand how students learn and 

develop  and should be able to apply that knowledge in  the teacher’s 
tea ch in g  practice. A  teacher who m eets th is goal should

(1) know the characteristics o f hum an developm ent and teach to 
the developm ental ab ilities of students; and

(2) understand students’ differences in intelligence, perception, 
and cognitive processes and should be able to broaden the teacher’s 
teach in g  practices to incorporate these differences.
(d) A  classroom teacher should be able to teach students -with re­

sp ect for their individual and cultural characteristics. A  teacher who 
m eets th is goal should

(1) be able to recognize and build on the cultural strengths of the 
teacher’s students and community; and

(2) understand and address a student’s individual and special 
needs.
(e) A  classroom teacher should know the teacher's subject and know  

how  to teach- it. A teacher who m eets this goal should
(1) be able to dem onstrate an  understanding of the com plexities 

of the teacher’s subject;
(2) understand the particular instructional challenges that the 

teacher’s subject presents to students who are at different develop­
m en ta l levels;

(3) be able to draw from a wide repertoire of strategies and adapt 
them  to fit the instructional context; and

(4) be able to connect the teacher's subject to other subjects and to 
practical situations encountered outside of school.

16
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(f) A  classroom  teacher should be able to facilitate  and m onitor  
stu d en t learn in g . A  teacher who m eets th is goal should

(1) be able to organize instruction  based on th e characteristics o f  
the stu d en ts  and th e curricular goals;

(2) be ab le to create, select, adapt, and use a variety  o f instruc­
tion a l resources th a t are aligned w ith  the curricular goals;

(3) be able to create and select a variety  o f evaluation  stra teg ies  
th a t provide inform ation about student learning, th at are aligned  
w ith  th e  curricular goals, and th at a ssist students in  reflecting on 
th eir  own progress;

(4) be able to reflect on inform ation gained from assessm ents and  
adjust the teach er’s teach ing practices as necessary; and

(5) understand  the advantages and d isadvantages of a  variety  o f  
m ethods o f reporting to students and parents.
(g) A  classroom  teacher should be able to create and m ain ta in  an  

environm ent w here stu d en ts are contributing m em bers o f a learn in g  
com m unity. A  teacher who m eets th is goal should

(1) be able to create and m aintain
(A) a  stim u la tin g , inclusive, and safe learn in g com m unity in  

w h ich  stu d en ts tak e in tellectua l risks and work independently  
and collaboratively; and

(B) h igh  expectations for a ll students, and
(2) understand and be able to u se a variety  o f classroom  m anage­

m en t techniques to support student learning.
(h) A  classroom  teach er should be able to use technology as an  

educational tool. A  teacher who m eets th is goal should be able to
(1) enhance instru ction  and student learning;
(2) access current trends, strategies and resources in the teach in g  

profession;
(3) organize and m ain ta in  inform ation about student learning; 

and
(4) connect classroom  activ ities to practical situations encoun­

tered  outside of school.
(i) A  classroom  teacher should be able to work as a partner w ith  

stu d en t fam ilies and w ith  the com m unity. A teacher who m eets th is  
goal should  be able to

(1) prom ote clear tw o-w ay com m unication am ong the school, s tu ­
d ent fam ilies, and the community;

(2) support com prehensive programs for parental involvem ent;
(3) help  stu d en t fam ilies support their children's learn ing efforts;
(4) participate in the community; and
(5) connect school and classroom activ ities w ith  student hom es, 

work p laces, and the com m unity,
(j) A  classroom  teacher should be able to participate in  and contrib­

u te  to th e teach in g  profession. A  teacher who m eets th is goal should  
be ab le to

4 A A C  04.200 E d u c a t io n  4 A A C  04.200

17



4 A A C  04.200 A l a s k a  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  C o d e  4 A A C  04.200

(1) m ain ta in  a h igh  standard o f professional ethics;
(2) m aintain  and update the teacher’3 knowledge base;
(3) engage in  program, instruction, and curriculum development; 

and
(4) work cooperatively w ith  the teacher's colleagues in  the learn­

in g  com m unity. . . .  
(k) A  classroom teacher should receive postsecondary tra in in g in

special education- (Efil 12/17/94, R egister 132)

A utho rity : AS 14.03.015 AS 14.07.060 AS 14.20.020
AS 14.07.020 AS 14.20.010

18



1995 A la s k a  E d u c a t io n  R e g u la t io n s

C H A P T E R  1 9 .  E V A L U A T I O N  O r  P R O F E S S I O N A L  
E M P L O Y E E S

4 A A C  1 9 .0 1 0  P u r p o s e  Of E v a lu a t io n s
Evaluation of the performance of professional employees of each school district shall be 
directed toward improving the quality of instruction and facilitating the learning process in 
the public schools. Additionally, formal evaluations shall serve as a method for gathering 
data relevant to subsequent employment status decisions pertaining to the person evaluated. 
(Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55)
Au thority: AS 14.07.020

AS 14.07.060

4 A A C  1 9 .0 2 0  S c o p e  O f E v a lu a tio n
The evaluation should emphasize such factors as teaching or administrative skills, 
processes and techniques and interpersonal relationships with students, parents, peers and 
supervisors, as well as those additional factors which the school district considers relevant 
to the effective performance of its professional employees. The standards for performance 
must be measurable and relevant. (Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55)
Authority: AS 14.07.020

AS 14.07.060

4 A A C  1 9 .0 3 0  M eth o d  F o r E v a lu a tin g  P r o fe s s io n a l  E m p lo y e e s
(a) Formal written evaluation of professional employees of each school district must be 

made r ‘ '“ast once per contract year for each certificated staff member, without regard to 
tenured Oi nontenured status, including teacher evaluation of principals and other 
administrators.
(b) An acknowledgment of content signed by both the evaluator and the person 

evaluated must appear on all formal evaluations. The person evaluated must be informed 
that he has the right to review each written evaluation prior to its final submission and 
comment in writing on any matter contained in it and that he may, at his request, retain the 
evaluation for a reasonable amount of time, but not less than 24 hours, for the purpose of 
reviewing and commenting upon it. The fact that a person evaluated exercises his right to 
comment on his evaluation in the manner described may not be used against him. Failure to 
submit written comments by a person evaluated prior to his acknowledgment of the 
evaluation constitutes a waiver of this right.
(c) The evaluation may include information other than specific observations of the 

evaluator. Districts may adopt procedures whereby input such as students' evaluation of 
teachers, principals' evaluation of administrators, peer and self-evaluation are utilized. The 
evaluation must clearly indicate that this kind of information has been used and clearly 
identify the source of the information.
(d) The evaluation mus. be approved by a person who possesses an administrative 

certificate issued under 4 AAC 12.030. (Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55; am 1/12/83, Register 
85)
Authority: AS 14.07.020

AS 14.07.060

4 A A C  1 9 .0 4 0  U se  Of T h e  E v a lu a tio n
(a) Neither the formal evaluation document, nor any notes, comments, or other 

information used in its preparation is a matter of public record.
(b) The evaluation may be reviewed upon demand at reasonable times by the person 

evaluated or some other person designated in writing by the person evaluated.
(c) Each school district shall establish procedures as to which supervisory personnel 

may have access to the evaluation documents.
5 8



1995 A la s k a  E d u c a t io n  R e g u la t io n s

(d) Unless mutually agreed otherwise by both the person evaluated and the school board 
(or its designee), no portion of an evaluation may be made public, except as evidence in a 
proceeding relative to. an evaluated person's certification or employment, or as otherwise 
allowed or required by a court of law. (Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55)
Authority: AS 14.07.020

AS 14.07.060

4 AAC 1 9 .0 5 0  D e v e lo p m e n t Of L o ca l E v a lu a tio n  P r o c e d u r e s
(a) Responsibility for evaluation of the performance of professional employees rests 

with the individual schor'. district. To this end, each school board shall develop and adopt 
procedures for evaluation of its professional employees. These procedures must be 
consistent with the standards and guidelines set out in this chapter, as well as other relevant 
provisions of federal or state law and regulations.

(b) Prior to final adoption, the local procedures must be subm.4ed to the department for 
review.

(c) Each school district in the state, whether or not il has previously adopted evaluation 
procedures, shall submit current procedures to the department for review no later than July 
1. 1976-

(d) Each school district is encouraged to invite, obtain, and consider community input, 
including that of students, parents, teachers, and administrators, in the design of the 
procedure and content for evaluation. (Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55)
Authority: AS 14.07.020

AS 14.07.060

4 AAC 1 9 .0 6 0  E v a lu a t io n  T ra in in g
Each school district shall provide in-service training in evaluative techniques for all 
certificated staff. (Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55)
Authority: AS 14.07.020

AS 14.07.060



OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSHB 465(HES) am

C ram er
4/1/96

1 Page 3, line 6 :
2 Delete "evaluation criteria"

3 Insert "district performance standards"

4 Page 3, line 12:
5 Delete "received an acceptable evaluation"

6 Insert "met the district performance standards"

7 Page 3, line 14:
8 Delete "district’s professional"

9 Insert "district"

10 Page 3, lines 19-20:
11 Delete "is evaluated as less than acceptable"

12 Insert "did nci meet the district performance standards"

13 Page 4, lines 2-3:
14 Delete "is found, after evaluation, to be less than acceptable"

15 Insert ", after evaluation, did not meet the district performance standards"

16 Page 4, line 11:
17 Delete "is again evaluated to be less than acceptable"

18 Insert "again does w>t meet the district performance standards"

19 Page 4, line 15:
-1-



1 Delete "is less than acceptable"

2 Insert "does not meet the district performance standards"

3 Page 4, line 19:
4 Delete "is again evaluated to be less than acceptable"

5 Insert "again does not meet the district performance standards"

6 Page 5, lines 6-7 :
7 Delete "under the district evaluation system, an acceptable evaluation"

8 Page 5, line 8 , after "district":

9 Insert", an evaluation under the district’s evaluation system stating that the teacher’s

10 performance meets the district performance standards"

11 Page 7, lines 14 - 15:
12 Delete "of acceptable or better in the subject or subjects"

13 Insert "stating that the teacher’s performance in the subject or subjects meets the

14 district performance standards"

15 Page 7, lines 18 - 19:
16 Delete "of acceptable or better in the subject or subjects"

17 Insert "stating that the teacher’s performance in the subject or subjects meets the

18 district performance standards"

19 Page 9, after line 7:
20 Insert a new bill section to re '
21 "* Sec. 12. AS 14.20.215 is am ;d by adding a new paragraph to read:
22 (8) "district pcriormance standards" means evaluation criteria for the

23 district’s teachers and administrators that are adopted by a school district under

24 AS 14.20.149 and that are based on the professional performance standards adopted

25 by the department."

-2-





A M E N D M E N T

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSHB 465(HES) am

Page 7, line 14, after "has":

Insert ", within the Five years immediately preceding the last date on which the teacher 

performed teaching services in the district before being laid off,"

4 Page 7, line 18, after "has":

5 Insert", within the five years immediately preceding the last date on which the teacher

6 performed teaching services in the district before being laid off,"

A l / £  
L  5



Cramer
4/3/96

a m e n d m e n t /  J f r 3

OFFERED IN THE SENATE 

TO: CSHB 465(HES) am

1 Page 6, lines 3-9:

2 Delete "failure to meet performance objectives defined in the individual’s plan of

3 improvement which is based on locally adopted professional performance standards as

4 identified in AS 14.20.149: however, a school district may not nonretain a tenured

5 teacher under this paragraph unless the school district lias fully complied with the

6 requirements of AS 14.20.149 and unless the district demonstrates that the teacher’s

7 performance does not meet professional performance standards adopted bv the school

8 districts"

Insert "the school district demonstrates that

(A) the district has fully complied with the requirements of 

AS 14.20.149 with respect to the tenured teacher;

(B) the teacher’s performance, after comnletion of the plan 

of improvement, failed to meet the performance objectives set out in the 
plan: and

(C) the teacher does not meet the district performance
standards"

£ U  1

f b u
f r j X -

-1-



O FFER ED  IN SEN ATE H ESS 
TO: C SH B  465(H E S) am

P a g e 9 , a fter line 27

Insert a  new  section  to  read :

“S e c .  . This a c t ta k e s  effect on July 1 ,1997"

AMENDMENT

SENATOR SALO



O FFER ED  IN SEN ATE H E SS SENATOR SALO
TO : C SH B 465(H E S) am

P a g e  9, a fte r line 27

Insert a  new  bill sec tion  to read :

“S e c  . Nothing in th is ac t will be  construed  to limit o r  curtail a  te a c h e r 's
ex erc ise  of free  s p e e c h  rights, freedom  of association , o r a cad em ic  freedom . Any 
a ttem pt to  restrict a  te a c h e r 's  rights a s  a  citizen or a s  a  te a c h e r  shall be  voided u n d er 
AS 14.20."



9-LSl586\U.6/  ^

Cramer 
' 4/2/96

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR^fiEEN

TO: CSHB 465(HES) am

1 Page 9, line 3:
2 Delete "applicable rules of court, for a judicial review based on the record"

3 Insert "Rules of Appellate Procedure concerning appeals from administrative agencies"

4 Page 9, lines 4 - 7:

5 Delete all material.

A M E N D M E N T

-1-
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Cramer 
4/2/96

A M E N D M E N T ^ " ?

OFFERED EN THE SENATE

TO: CSHB 465(HES) am

Page 4, line 7:
Delete "nine and not more than 12 months"

BY SENATOR GREEN

“ lu «««. -  
I" se n £ 9 0  work days a n fn o . more ,han ^  ^  ^

Page 4, lines 16 - 17:
Delete "nine and not more than 12 months"Delete nine ana nor more man iz  muiim* ,  ^

Insert^90  work days and |io t more than^8Q}work days^ ^  ^ .

^  -2 ' 0

‘ ' / i

5
e

-1-



A M EN D M EN T

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSHB 465 (HES) am

1 Page 6, Line 24, after "decreased"

2 Delete

3 Insert "or"



O FFERED  IN SENATE H E S S SENATOR SALO
TO: C S H B  465(H E S) am

D elete  sec tio n  10 an d  insert:

* Sec. 1S>. AS 14.20 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 14,20.177. L A /O F F STATUS, (a) A school district may place on layoff 

status a teacher who has acquired continuing employment status if

(1) it is necessary for the district to reduce the number of teachers ' 

because of a decrease in school attendance or because the school board has determined ' 

that a financial emergency exists: and

(2) except as provided in (b) of this section, the district has first given 

notice of nonretention to all probationary teachers.

(b) A school district may retain a probationary reacher and place on layoff 

status a continuing employment status teacher only if there is no qualified continuing 

employment status teacher to replace the probationary teacher.

(c) A school district must have a reduction-in-force plan. The plan must be 

consistent with this section and must include procedures for layoff and recall and for 

determ ining who is a qualified teacher for purposes of layoff and recall. If the 

reduction-in-force plan required by this section is provided for entirely or partially in 

a d istrict’s collective bargaining agreement, the district shall inform the department of 

that fact and the terms of the agreement constitute the relevant portion of the district’s 

plan. If the negotiated plan does not contain all of the procedures required by this 

section, or if there is no negotiated reduction-in-force plan, the school board shall 

adopt a plan, or the necessary portion of a plan, that meets the requirements of this 

section and shall file the plan or portion of the plan and any subsequent revisions with 

the department. Nothing in this section prohibits a school district from negotiating or 

adopting a reduction-in-force plan tha’ contains terms in addition to those required by . 

this subsection.

(d) A teacher on layoff status is not entitled to reemployment under 

AS 14.20.145, does not accrue leave, and, except as provided for in the district’s 

reduction-in-force plan, is not entitled to continuation of other employee benefits. 

However, layoff status does not constitute termination or an interruption in service for 

purposes of retaining acquired continuing employment status or retaining accrued sick 

leave.

A M E N D M E N T  f y f p
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A M E N D M E N T

O F F E R E D  IN  T H E  S E N A T E  

TO : C S H B  465 (H E S )a m

Page 1, lin e  10 a fte r "under” :

In se rt "the school d istric t's  la yo ff procedures negotiated under"

Page 5, lin e  27, after "provided":

In se rt "in layo ff procedures negotiated"

Page 6, lin e  21, through page 8 , lin e  4:

Delete a ll m ate ria l and in se rt:

"Sec. 14.20.177. N E G O T IA T E D  L A Y O F F  A N D  R E C A L L  
P R O C E D U R E S . Th e  school board and the employee b argain ing  organization 
representing certificated  employees sha ll adopt as p a rt  o f the negotiated 
agreem ent covering the em ploym ent of the certificated employees procedures 
for the layo ff and re ca ll o f the employees. The procedures sh a ll provide th a t a 
school d is tr ic t m ay only la y  o ff certificated employees i f  there is  a  
dem onstrated reduction in  school revenue or i f  the reduction in  s ta ff is  
necessary because o f a  decrease in  school attendance."
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A M E N D M E N T .

O F F E R E D  IN  T H E  S E N A T E

T O : C S H B  465 (H E S )a m

Page 2 , lin e  28 , through page 4 , lin e  28 

Delete a l l  m a te ria l and  in se rt :

"Sec. 14 .20 .149. N E G O T IA T E D  E V A L U A T IO N  S Y S T E M . A  school 
board sh a ll b arg a in  w ith  the employee bargain ing  o rgan ization  representing  
it s  ce rtificated  em ployees to estab lish  an  eva luation  system  fo r those 
em ployees. T h e  system  m u st inc lud e professional perform ance standards and 
m u st provide a m ethod fo r adopting and im p l e m e n t in g  a  p la n  o f im provem ent 
to develop the com petency o f a  teacher whose perform ance is  le ss  th an  
acceptable."



AMENDMENT

Offered by The Fairbanks Nonh Star Borough School District

In the Senate HESS Committee:
CSHB 465(HES)am

"An Act relating to employment of teachers and school administrators and to public school 
collective bargaining"

Page 4 Line 13:

Delete "an"
Insert "a tenured"

Page 4 Line 20:

after the word "administrator" add:

Nothing in this paragraph is intended to restrict a district's right to reassign_an 
administrator to a teaching position, consistent with the terms of an applicable 
collective bargaining agreement.


