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MINUTES OF HOUSE

HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 20, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Chatterton, Beirne, Nakak, Phillips.
Bradley and Cotten came in about 15 minutes later.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at 3:00 pm.
Mr. Parr announced that HB 12 was on the agenda for today,
sponsored by Miller and Duncan. Representative Miller spoke
on the bill. Mr. Miller thanked the Chairman for the
opportunity to talk about HB 12, stating that this bill is identical
to a bill that he believed passed unanimously in the House last
year, the reason was it was a fair play provision, but that
the bill did not make it through the Senate. The bill, a
recipient (that is one of the old timers, receiving what is
now the $125), a recipient who upon the direction of a
physician receives medical attention or hospitalization
outside the state shall continue to receive bonuses during
his absence up to 90 days. The rationale for that is simple,
sometimes the medical attention required by the old timers
cannot be given in the state. It seems a cruel rule for us
to say that during the times those people are hospitalized
and in the greatest need of buoying up that that $125 is
taken away from them so he believes this bill just does what
is fair.

Mr. Miller further went on to say that Section II is a
retroactive clause which was not in the bill he introduced
last year, he believed it to have been added in the Finance
Committee and he sees no particular reason for it. He felt
it might make it very difficult to get a fiscal note on it.

Mr. Ose spoke out against the bill, stating that he
felt the way it was set up for returning the stubs for their
checks--the people now had 60 days and further that there
was no need to go outside of the state for medical treatment.
Mr: Miller disagreed.

Discussion was had on the actual number of days that
could lapse with the return of the stubs for the bonus checks.

Mr. VErn Perry, Director of Pioneers' Benefit Division
spoke on the bill. He stated that it is the Division's position
on this bill to delete the retroactive clause and asking for
an amendment that an absence from the state for medical reasons
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 24, 1977

Present: Parr, Chatterton, Cotten, Beirne, Nakak,
Phillips, Bradley and Bennett.

Absent: Mr. Ose.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr
at 3:04 p.m. and he announced that HB 16 was on the agenda.

Mr. Miller, sponsor of the bill testified. He stated
that this bill passed both houses last year but was vetoed
by the Governor primarily because of a misunderstanding
as to what the cost would be. He stated the key to the bill
was in Sec. 2 (b) "Supplemental funds shall be used as
matching grants for programs to prevent and correct student
deficiencies in basic skill areas including but not limited
to reading, computation, and writing." He also explained
some on the fiscal note on the bill. :

Questions were asked of Mr. Miller by the Committee
such as: Do you think by adding more money it will help the
children to get a better education?

Next to testify was Mr. Nat Cole, Deputy Commissioner
of the Department of Education who said he felt in supporting
this bill it might primarily provide a direction.

Questions were asked of Mr. Cole by the Committee such
as: What is the dollar value of an instructional unit that
is used in this particular contract? 1Is it used for student
education rather than supplemental programs? Is the school
board responsible for the deterioration, or who is supposed
to be in charge in your estimation from the political science
or specific structure sort of thing? What about the right to
read program?

Mr. Parr requested from the Department a compilation of
results state-wide on the Iowa Basic Skills test and ACT or
SAT, whichever one they use. In order to see how our own
communities are stacking up against other communities in the State.

Questions were asked Mr. Cole on the fiscal note that
the Department furnished.

Mr. Cole was excused and Jane Gustafson a former education
teacher testified. She stated federally, special education
funding doesn't take up the care of reading. In the State the



f) child has to be behind grade level in 2 areas before he can
qualify. She represents a Delta Kappa Gamma International
Society for educators in Alaska, a State-wide venture,

and also the Alaska Reading Council which is part of the
international reading council.

Questions were asked of Ms. Gustafson by the committee
such as: Basically is it psychological step backward to give
a test to prove how terrible you are doing in education?
Then the student is brought through a whole bunch of hassle to
certify that he isn't at the right level? It also was brought
out that 95% of the time it isn't the teacher that isn't qualified
to teach the children, she just has too many students in her
class. Wouldn't that be a waste of this specialists time?
Is it possible that the thrust of education is going in
the wrong direction? What are the reasons for the deficiency
in reading?

Next to testify was John Coffee, Superintendent of Schools
in Juneau. He stated he believed this bill would encourage
districts to plan programs for remedial help where otherwise
they might not plan them. Said they had one program in the
schools in Juneau. He stated that last year the school board
cut out certain programs such as hot lunch, swimming, etc.
and at the same time added 3 reading specialists to help out.

Questions were asked of Mr. Coffee, How does the Juneau
school system stack up with the North Star Borough system?
Do you have any idea how the Juneau high school graduates
stack up with ACT? Wondered how the children can compete where-
ever they go such as living outside of the state.

Laverne Bruce a class room teacher in Juneau testified
urging the support of this bill She stated that a child
has to be 2 years behind in 2 grad levels in order to get a
specialist help now. The specialist would serve as a ‘
consultant to the teachers also.

Questions were asked of Mrs. Bruce such as: Where does
a child get the help he needs now? How do they determine
whether a child is behind? Do students have to be certified
that they are behind before they can be helped?

Mrs. Bruce was thanked and excused. Mr. Nakak moved
Action to pass HB 16 out. After some discussion and no objections,
the bill was passed out of committee.

Mr. Parr asked that all committee members sign the
Committee Substitute for HB 12 which was passed out of the
committee last week. The meeting adjourned at 4:25. p.m.



MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 25, 1977

PRESENT: Parr, Ose, Bénnett, Nakak, Phillips,
Chatterton, Beirne, Bradley, Cotten

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr
at 3:04 p.m. and it was announced that HB 78 sponsored
by Representative Specking was on the agenda.

Chairman Parr asked Mr. Specking to speak on his bill.
Mr. Specking expressed his appreciation for the timely manner
in taking up this bill and also his appreciation for the
opportunity to speak. He stated he had asked some of the
staff from the Department of Education to prepare a hand-out
which relates to the background of the skill center. He
explained how the skill center began He stated that initially
the skill center was funded by various agency "buy-ins".
It has been deliverying vocational type programs to orginally
disadvantaged students or students who have been unable to
make it in other academic endeavors but found that they could
accomplish considerable in the way of obtaining skills. He
explained some of the over-view which was handed out and which
is attached to these minutes. He went on to say that he had
personally inspected the center and he assured the committee
that all building code standards have been met.
The first phase was to house #e=hewse. 40 students and the second
phase will house another 40 students and it is for this reason
that this bill was introduced, which will in effect provide
material and money for skill center students in undertaking-the
building of the second unit.

The following questions were asked Mr. Specking by the
Committee Members: Who decided hoW much this is going to
cost? How many people live there now?

After some more discussion Mr. Gerry Hiley, Coordinator
of Adult and Continuing Programs for the Department of Education
and Mr. Bill Carter from the Skill Center, Fiscal Officer for
the Skill Center 's Operations (Administrative Officer for
the physical section of the operation) testified jointly.

Mr. Hiley first discussed the dormitory area. Attention
was directed to the chart (FY 72}65 percent complete, is the
unit which is being built with the $220,000 which was appropriated
last year and is being built as a training project. It is a
pre-cut type facility.. He further hi-lighted on the construction,
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Said they are proposing this year to addjadditional

building which would house 40 more and which would be Phase
IT of the dormitory construction program. It would be the
same type of constructiony—explained one.of the problems

they have with the existing modular units. They are 7 years
old which is the life use of that type of building. They
want to get into permanent type dormitories. Mr. Carter

'stated they anticipated having the present unit under

construction finished by early April.

Questions were asked by the Committee Members of Mr.
Hiley and Mr. Carter as to: What is an EDA fund? Why this
unique way of trying to get funds? Did you request your
Department to include it in the 1978 budget? What is the
physical size of the campus? What is the purpose of having
your shops 2 miles off? On the drawing you have here,you
show a 60 man dorm you are working on now, you propose 40
more and then on the left hand corner shows Phase III shows
40. 1Is the dotted line portion where you could put another 407?

The on -campus necessity for dormitories, is that because

there isn't any available facilities for housing in the Seward
area? Are girls included? What are the ages of the students?
Will you be able to put most of the students in the dorms

if you get these 2 units built? Do you have women attending
the skill center now? How many students are living there now?
How many to a room? Do you anticipate a savings in maintenance
cost when the new dorms are completed? What will be done

with the mobile units when the dorms are completed?

Questions were asked as to the length of time students .
attended the school, how long it took to complete a course,
how many drop outs, etc. What about follow-up records for
people who have completed the courses.

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Hiley for copies of correspondence
from the Department of Revenue where they declined to give
out information to the Dept. of Education regarding the

the incomes of students that had graduated. That wouldn't
be depriving anyone of their privacy.

Questions were asked regarding referrals, training for
jobs where there are no jobs available in the towns they return
to, what about the students that return year after year for
different training each time, what the cost is to train a
student, what about court referrals,

Questions were asked regarding disciplinary matters.
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Mr. Beirne moved that the bill be passed out of committee.
There being no objection, the motion carried.

Mr. Phillips announced that he was going to attend a
task force meeting in Anchorage and asked the members if
they could formulate some questions that he could ask--
anything on education.

The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.
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*“) [ Mr. Jerry Hiley, Coordinator -
Adult & Manpower Programs
THKU@&VRobert'Booher, Director DATE January 15, 1976
e a~ -
mom:‘vf’g;hCarter : SUBJECT: Fiscal Reports due Jan. 19, 1976

“Admin. Assist. III ‘ FY 76 :

Attached are the program plan (Form A) and program accomplishment plan
(Form D). The measures for the program accomplishment plan have been
revised to iInclude those students refered to service.

As you are aware, many problems have developed in the area of follow-up.
The Department of Labor no longer has the responsibility for 30 and 60

day follow=up. The Manpower Division CETA has assumed that responsibility,
~however, has not implemented a system of gathering such data covering the
second quarter of FY 76,

This office 1s conducting a follow-up on all gstudents completing training
during the second quarter (FY 76) who were not placed into direct emp-
loyment upon graduation. '

" This information may result in a much higher placement percentile; there-
(n\ fore I am requesting an extention to February 20, 1976 for submission
‘) of the quarterly progress report (Form E).

—

-



(_

.

N .

"PROGRAM PLAN FY 76
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L. Statement of objectives

The Alaska Skill Center will prov1de pre~apprent1ce, and/or vocational opportunities as well as related education

for approximately 550-650 of the unemployed, under-employed citizens of Alaska Related objectives are: )

1. Provide supportive services of counseling, and medical referrals. ' ' ‘ S

2. Provide basic educational skill development and GED program testing. ‘ : '

3. Fully utilizing resources from CETA, BIA, OVR, and health services to remove barriers for employment.

4 Developing skill training programs commensurate w1th demands from industry, organized labor, rural agencies,
and native corporations.

ITI. Program Plan

The Alaske Skill Center in conjunction with the Department of Labor, Bureau of Indian Affairs;'and Office of
Vocational Rehabilitation, will recruit approximately 550-650 unemployed and/or under—employed Alaska citizens
for pre-apprentlce and/or vocational tralnlng

Individualized training will be provided in the following service type skills: mechanics, food service, office
occupations, and basic building trades. These will be complemented by related education as well as driver's
education. The student will be offered counseling services which include academic, vocational, financial,
medical referral, and social adjustment. The length of training will vary from 10 to 26 weeks, and be dep-

i endent upon the student's individual ability and knowledge upon entry into the program.

Job development and placement service will be prov1ded in conjunctlon with the Employment Securlty Division,
Alaska Department of Labor.

Extensive follow-up activities will be necessary in order to provide measures of program objectives. Additionally,
the gathering of data on/from former students and employers will provide necessary factual information for use
in determlnlng program direction.

!
0Z-32C

PROGRAMPERFORMANCEREPORT FY 76-

A. _PRUGRAN}PLAN Progrem Manager: Gerald Hiley, Coordinator

g
(Name - (Tigie:

Al i ‘
AGENCY... aska Skl}E_Center__ L BRU_N__!&_dl_ly:_iﬂld_ii_a_npower Programs
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MEASURE qusmin | auaAter|  auamrem | auantes

I. Students enrolled . | ' | b 250 100 | . 100 100
"II. Student complétérs maintained _ S J 70%, o707 70% 70%
Student placeﬁent maintained or refered to service 707" 70% 70%. - 70%
“IIT. Proposal developed for Federal fﬁﬁds V o 3 0 1 .’O
Federal programs deveiqped _ | | 1 1 2 | 1
IV. Staff sgﬁinars conducted a 6 2 1 o
Opportunities provided for staff development : 1 1 1 1
V. Industry iﬁ programb o ‘ ‘ B A A 4 k 4
Native corpor;tions invol&ed o _ : 2 | 2 | 2 0

02 324 ‘

PROGRAMPERFORMANCEREHDRT FY _ZE~

D. PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS PLAN | | _
Adult and Manpoﬁer Programs 05-25-5-06-03-00

»AGENCY__— — BRU- oo —————— e ‘BRU CODE

Alaska Skill Center
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LOORD OF RBETORE AND AFTIIR TRAINING WAGES
From a Selection of 57 Ex-Skill Center Trainces
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ALASKA SKILL CENTER -
SEWARD ALASKA

Program Background

The Alaska Skill Center is a reslidential Manpower Training Center serving
Alaskans in need of entry level training, upgrading of skills, and imploy-
ability development. The facility was established in 1970 and is located
at Seward, Alaska. It Is administered and operated by the State Department
of Education. The center currently operates 4 cluster training areas which
are Mechanics, Food Service, Office Occupations, and Basic Building Trades.
These are complemented by Related Education including limited Driver's Education.
In addition, special short term class projects are operated for Rural School
Cooks, Village Power Plant Operators, Unifon pre-apprentice, and apprentice.

The cluster are designed to operate on an open entry/open exlt educational
concept. with students allowed to enter at any point of the program, progressing
at his/her own rate and leaving when he/she Is ready for employment or further
education In another institution. As the student leaves a training slot,
another student 1s recruited and programmed into the vacancy. Additionally
supportive services such as counsellng, medical referals, job development/
placement, and recreational services are provided.

Tuition Structure

Prior to October 1976, students served at the center had to be eligible for
some form of financial assistance, such as BIA, OVR, and CETA., The agency
would pay the students tultion and provide transportation and a weekly
stipend for the student. Students living on campus would pay his/her room
and board cost from this stipend. ' ‘

Effective October 1976 the center began operating on a program tuition lab
fee basis, thus allowing any Individual the opportunity to receive vocational
training without leaving the state. Those students living on campus would
pay his/her room and board cost as before in addition to the tuition and

lab fees.



. FY 78 CAPITAL PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS

I. $240,000~— One 40 man dormitory (Phase II)

The above proposed funds would allow the construction of a second
permanent dormitory. When corpleted this would provide on campus
housing for 140 trainees with 100 students residing in permanent
dorms and 40 students in the rema:mlng four portable wnits. It
"is necessary to reduoe occupancy in the portable units by one-half
in order to meet minimum state health and sanitation codes.

Additionally it would allow for the following 1Irprovements-

A. Removal of the existing five mobile units which served as the food
service facility. A

B. Remodeling of the formmer food sterage area next to the new food
service facility for use as a student waiting room or lounge.

‘1. Wall in the south end (Presently the ends of mobile units
- serwve as this wall)

2. Upgrade and expand rest room facilities.
3. Install windows énd exits.

C. Iandscaplng around new food service and permanent dormitory fa0111t1es
including retalm_ng walls where needed.

SUMMARY

A. Tt is important to keep in mind that these projects are being ac-
complished by trainees of the building trades cluster, along with
operators and equipment from the mechanical program. This. allows students
more hands on technical training by the methodical progression
through modern construction projects, which exposes the student .
to variocus building codes and campliance inspections.

B. Project cost factors hy phase:

‘Phase | ' : Cost per square ft. .Total Cost
1. FY77-1 60 man wit (phase’T) | $23.00 $220,000
2. FY78-1 40 man wnit (phase II) 29.00 : 200,800
3. FY78-1 Rev. 40 man unit plus lownge 33,00 240,000

Presently state school construction is averaging $200.00 per square foot
(budgeting purposes) and ranging from $100.00 to $150.00 for actual con-
struction.,
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 26, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Nakak, Bradley, Cotten with
Phillips, Bennett, Chatterton & Beirne arriving
15 minutes later.

Chairman Parr called the meeting to order at 3:20 p.m.
He announced there was a slight change in the schedule, that
first we would hear from some of the parents who have children
in correspondence study programs. He informed the parents
the committee was here for the purpose of being informed
as to how the parents feel about the correspondence study
program, whether it is good, bad, indifferent, what changes
the legislature might need to make, etc.

Samantha Castle was the first to talk. She said the
group represented the Parents Advisory Committee to cor-
respondence study which is a big step in itself in the right
direction. Internal problems and problems with parents
fussing about communication etc., has been the main concern
in the past but now it seems they are heading in the right
direction. She gave a little background on herself, stating
she has 3 children, 2 of whom are in the correspondence study
program; that the centralized correspondence program under the
direction of Wanda Cooksey has been a very professional and a very
excellent program. Everyone seems to be pleased with the
centralized program. She said she understands that the district
program has not been working as well. She mentioned HB 28,
Mr. Swanson's bill, and stated they had not formed an opinion
and she would like to talk to Mr. Swanson more about that bill.

Questions were asked of Mrs. Castle as to whether either
phase went from K-12. She was asked if they were having any
problems and she said there is a potential problem with districts
but it was something she hoped they could work out through
Dr. Lind's office.

Mr. Parr asked if Mr. Jones would speak next since he
understood Mr. Jones preferred the correspondence study program
to the public schools and also understood some people in
Fairbanks were doing the same and he would like to know why they
prefer the correspondence study to the school system.

Mr. Jones stated there were presently 125 students
in the Anchorage area alone on correspondence. His real



reason for getting involved in the correspondence system

was his son was in the public school system in Anchorage

and his son's teacher advised Mr. Jones to get correspondence
courses for him--said his son has been on the program for

2 years now and it is an excellent program. He stated he

had 4 on the program. Mr. Parr asked if he felt his children
were getting more academically out of the program than they
were the public schools. Mr. Jones said yes he did, that

the correspondence program has more of a challenge than the
public school offers.

Mr. Bradley asked if his objection to the school system

was that they couldn't fully employ his skills. Mr. Jones
stated that that wasn't the case, only partial, it seems

that there is a lot of violence in the school systems

and that his children did have hassles in the school,with

all the smoking, etc.—~ couldn't use the restrooms because

of the gangs that hung out there, but the main reason was
because the teacher told them the child should have something
that would be more of a challenge to him. Stated that there
were 80 families that have found the same situation in Anchorage.

Next to take thg stand was Nadine Smith who has had children
on corresponde¥Ffor 13 years but she has no other choice and
stated she preferred centralized to district.

Mr. Dave Kull spoke regarding the correspondence study

program also. Stated he had taught in public schools down

in the lower 48 and Parochial schools and he has taught under
various correspondence courses and this is far superior to::
anything he has taught under. Stated the children he has
taught under this program are further ahead than the children
in the public schools and he said they are so pleased with

this correspondence study they are afraid something will happen
to it.

Chairman Parr announced we would take HCR 7 as the next

order of business. Mr. Bradley, sponsor of the bill spoke

on it. He said it came to pass that he spoke with Michael
Rubenstein to discuss what the Judicial Council was doing

in determining sentencing. He said the members who had

served on Judiciary--this was an enlightened piece of legislation.
He stated they are just tryiMito decide how best to pursue this
and it looked liked it might Zot cost any money. No fiscal
note has been produced. Madepention of the position paper

from the Dept. of Health & Social Services. Did appear to
him that it might be helpful to the Committee if there was

a clearly articulated position for or against it.

Mr. Rubenstﬂgn, Director of the Judicial Council spoke next

on the Resolution. He said the council was willing to do
this, they were interested in doing it and he didn't believe
it would cost any more money. He stated the Constitution said



they are supposed to conduct studies on the administration

of justice and report to the legislature and this is certainly
such a study and he doesn't think it will require any additional
staff--just gives the council a little more guidance in what

the legislature is interested in their doing. He asked if

the Committee could give them a little more direction in

terms of getting specific. They will have a preliminary

report on sentence studies within a couple of weeks. The
follow-up of getting into the prisons would be right in line
where they are now, and shouldn't cost any extra money.

Mr. Rubenstein said in one sense he does welcome the breadth
of the resolution because it does give the council very much
of a free hand. He did stress that if there was anything

in specific that the Committee would like the Judicial Council
to look into he would like to know so he could cover that.

He said their present sentence study is not directed so much
as recidivism rate as it is to length of sentencing.

Mr. Cotten said one of the questions he has hearjpeople ask

is what is the difference where he goes, whether he goes to

Eagle River or to Palmer, or some othx type of facility, does

that have any effect, has that effect been able to be measured yet?

Mr. Nakak said he had basic problems with the prison system
and perhaps they may be answered by the study which may be
forthcoming. He felt that it could be that our prison systems
are so nice and comfortable that they will break the law
again just to get back.

Mr. Ose asked just what the Judicial Council really is. Mr.
Chatterton asked who is on the Judicial Council now.

Mr. Rubenstein explained how the council works and who the
members were.

Next to take the stand was Bill Huston, Director of Correctioms.
He stated he was here on behalf of the Dept. of Health & Social
Services. He spoke on the necessity of investigdfing prisons,
Suggested an over-all look at the system to see how to improve
it.

Mr. Parr said he thought one advantage of a thing of this

sort might be something which he believed Mr. Bradley said

in the beginning)which would be in a non-political sortef
atmosphere.-- I think most of us would believe that the Governor's
Task Force was operating under an atmopshere of public

hysteria and he personally felt that a number of the recommendations
reflected that and he didn't think the Judicial Council would

be subject to the same kind of political pressure and might

do a more effective job.

Mr. Huston said he felt the majority of the findings the
Task Force brought in were very good.

Mr. Huston spoke briefly on the security problems in the
prisons.

-3-



Mr. Ose moved to pass HCR 7 out of committee. There being
no objections, the motion carried.

Mr. Parr announced that the next order of business is HB 65.
Mr. Parr announced in the committee member's packets they do
have copy of the statute of the present compact for Western
Interstate which has been marked up to show the differences
between it and the proposed one. ONly minor wording changes.

Mr. Huston asked to make one more statement that might be
important to the previous bill. It might be interesting to
note that in arbitration they have had several disciplinary
cases in the annex reversed already which indicates it is very
difficult to hold someone responsible in the system and he
isn't sure if the legislature can do anything about it.

Mr. Huston next spoke on HB 65. What it does, we are already
members of the Western Interstate Compact on corrections and
all this does is expand it to nation-wide--to any other state
that are members of the nation-wide compact. It allows us

under certain circumstances;fo contract with other facilities
to send prisoners. Also has to do with supervision. The

only place where there would be fees—if contracted with another
state to let a person serve a lot of time there.

Discussion was had and questions asked as to who would initiate
the proposal to send a prisoner to another state, withdrawal
from the Western State Compact, how many states belong to

the Western Interstate Compact, efc.

Mr. Parr asked to clarify his understanding-that if the
legislature passes this bill then we pretty much automatically
become a member of the Interstate Corrections Compact. By
passing the bill, Section 2 would come into effect which would
rescind our membership in the Western Interstate Corrections
Compact. If we pass the bill we become a member of the
national one, Sect. II takes us out of the Western Interstate
and Sec. III simply says that the Commissioner of Health &
Social Services does make the formal notification of a 2

yvear period to let this thing die out. In these compacts,
there is not suchathing as amending the language and therefore
if we go into this compact, we have to pass this bill. Sec.

I as it stands. Sec. II & III are simply mechanical but Sec.
I is the compact itself.

Mr. Bradley asked now we are restricted to 13 Western States?
If we buy the Interstate then we are in the expanded club of 50.
Will that increase our liability.

Questions were asked as to whether we could belong to both,
what type of individuals are being sent out.

Mr. David Freer from the Dept. of Health & Social Services
spoke from the side lines as to the efficienty task force
review study, submitted lasted fall, one of the recommendations

was to defer the return of the patients or the criminally insange

—4-
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to Alaska. It would save us a considerable amount of money
to house them here in Alaska.

Questions were asked by the committee members as to whether
the Western Interstate Compact is compatible with the
Interstate Compact. If house Bill 65 passes, is there any
way we could lose financially?

It was moved that we delay action on the bill. The bill
was held in committee.

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Huston about using some of the rocks
on the Chain for prison facilities. Discussion followed
regarding various places that could be used for prison
facilities with better security.

The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 27, 1977

Present: Parr, Bennett, Nakak, Chatterton, Phillips, Ose,
Beirne, Cotten & Mr. Bradley came in late.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at
3:06. Mr. Parr stated it was announced on the floor this
morning that there were some members of the Anchorage Assembly
here and they will not be here when HB 89 comes up so they
will be given a chance to speak on it for a few minutes today.
He announced the bill is due for consideration a week from
Monday. ’

Mr. Dave Rose, who is currently serving as Chairman
of the Anchorage Assembly was the first to speak. He introduced
the other members present with him. Mr. Rose said they would
commend the bill for consideration and adoption for 2 reasons,
(1) with respect to the first part of the bill which deals
with an increase of 50% which they now receive to 100%. The
measure has been long supported by the Alaska Municipal League
and it represents the desires and general position of some
3 unified municipalities, 8 boroughs and 4 cities, that belong
to that organization. (2) We feel it provides some equity to
organized units of government and taxpayers therein. Felt they
were additionally faced with the problem which is compounded by
the bond issue which the state voters approved. He stated he
felt it was better to address the equity problems that face us
by debating and dicussing them in the context of the bill.
This bill does provide that kind of equity as far as meeting the
capital needs of the schools. He stated the second part of the
bill that provides for the 80 percent payment in terms of future
payments for new school construction is also a very good piece
of work. The Anchorage municipality, as a municipality, has
not considered this bill and formally proceeded with it as far
as a recommendation to the committee. They have scheduled for
next Monday night a joint meeting with the Anchorage Borough
Assembly and the School Board and it is anticipated at that point
and time that they will discuss this bill and bring before
the Committee by correspondence how, both bodies feel towards the
bill. They feel it will receive a/%&8} degree of support by
the Anchorage municipality but they will transmit to the committee
the text of any motions or actions with regard to it.
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Mr. Ose asked if there shouldn't be some kind of ceiling
on this? He also spoke in favor of the bill.

Chairman Parr thanked Mr. Rose, stating the committee
appreciated their being present and asked the Assembly to
get the committee their official position before next Monday.

Mr. Parr announced that HB 74 was next order of business.
Mr. Duncan not being present then, Mr. Lee, Director of Community
and Rural Development in the Dept. of Regional Affairs spoke
on the bill. Said he had the opportunity to discuss this bill
with the 2 sponsors previously. They were requested originally
to submit a fiscal note on this piece of legislation, however,
beginning the investigation on this, he felt there were many
questions which they needed to have clarified before they could
prepare a fiscal note and that the sponsors did concur that there
were problems with that portion of it. He stated some of their
concerns as the bill is=the bill is currently constituted and
would ask for some clarification as to what the intent and
direction of this is. He felt a lot of it is primarily language
as the bill is presently written, assumes that in the lst portion
where it eludes to the Department it means the Dept. of Community
and Regional Affairs. Section I(a) & (b) where portions of this
is handled by the Dept. of Public Works instead of Community and
Regional Affairs. He felt it would be appropriate for the
Dept. of Community Affairs to conduct a need*“survey. They would
then have questions as to what determines a need in a particular
area? The needs of State Employees or the needs within the entire
community?

Mr. Parr stated at this point he felt it said quite
specifically a survey of the child care needs and geographic
area of the proposed new building. He doesn't understand the
Depts. problem.

Mr. Lee said they also had question as to should the
facility be exclusive to state employees or in a public building
and open to public use as well. He said he would let Mr. Duncan
address that. Also felt they needed guidance on the geographic
area. What criteria determines need? Sec. (d)--what types
of local agencies are they refering to? Section (e)--Current

law now provides that any individual in the state who has a low

enough income to fall within other state programs is eligible
for a child assistance subsidy under other current programs by
the State. Felt like it wasn't the intention to exclude these
people if they were in that lower income bracket. Brought up
the questions of what constitutes major ren@vgation. Is it the
intent of the bill to subsidize child care for state employees
or is it the intent to make it convenient for state employees?



It was Mr. Parr's feeling at this point that his
observation$in the last couple of years that Community and
Regional Affairs enjoys possibly the best reputation of any
State Department among legislators as one of the really best
departments. He felt that because this bill was not drafted
any more tightly than it is probably reflects some of that
confidence in C&RA. Said he was rather disappointed in what
appears to be questions which are sometimes rather picayune
and that the Department could have handled by regulation. He said we
will always find this questions as to whether we should always
nail everything down into law and give the Departments no leeway
or make the bill loose and maybe have the Departments misinterpret
it in the regulation which he felt that hadn't worried about

'C&RA doing very much but now felt from Mr. Lee's testimony they

did want the legislature to nail everything down pretty tightly
by law.

Mr. Lee felt that some of the language could be corrected
to indicate the actual intent of the sponsors and he felt the
sponsors agreed on that. Simply looking for some guidance to
establish a fiscal note to this bill instead of playing a guessing
game.

Questions were asked of Mr. Lee by the Committee such as:
What is the position of your department on the present bill?
Do you favor it or not? Mr. Lee said as it is written they
do not favor the bill. One of the most pertiefitn observations
and probably one of the most controversialwson line 26 where
it talks about who is going to pay. If that were changed
to bring the first part in conformance with present law and
brought it to include payments in the amortization costs, do
you think there would be any further problems aboutwhat you
described as unfair trade advantages as well as an actual
subsidation of state employees?

Is there anywhere where this indicates who would stand
the child's liability?

Mr. Duncan, sponsor of the bill spoke on his bill and
stated his appreciation on the opportunity to speak on the bill
and he very briefly ran through the bill. Said he recognized
that it would be subject to a certain amount of change before
the bill could proceed on to legislative process but felt it
was important to get the concept on for discussion. He
doesn't view this bill as getting into competition with already
existing facilities or private industry. Believe that State
employees or those utilizing the facilities should be paying
on the same basis others are paying so that we are not having
a lower rate in public building than out in private field. She
be available for assistance payments. Have had some real
problems in getting adequate day care services.



Mr. Duncan stated that under present tax law it becomes very
attractive for people to put their children in day care facilities.
You get a credit for the amount of money you spend for having

your child in one of these facilities. As to major renovation
should rely on Dept. of Public Works. Space should be made
available in a present structure. Mr. Duncan called the committee's
attention to a telegram which had come in and which a copy of

is attached to these minutes.

Mr. Parr announced that there was a communication from
the The American Association of/Women in Juneau available.
University
Questions were asked by the members regarding the costs.

Mr. Ose spoke against the bill.

Mrs. Rudd, co-sponsor spoke next on the bill. She empasized
that many many couples or singles don't have any choice as to
whether their child should be in day care or not. She called
the committee's attention to the telegram from the Anchorage League
of Women voters. She felt it was incredible the number of
children in Anchorage alone who are surviving without any
supervision.

Both Mr. Duncan and Mrs. Rudd were asked if either
supported the bill? Duncan supported the concept of the legislation
but suggested there be a committee substitute on the bill. Mrs.
Rudd agreed.

Mr. Bennett spoke in favor of child care however he
wasn't sure that the State is responsible for this problem.
He felt there are other concepts that should be tried. Felt
the engineering and structure of office buildings isn't suitable
for day care facilities. He would rather see money spent in
designing facilities and front-end private enterprise to set
up good facilties.

Mr. Chatterton asked Mr. Duncan if the child care
revolving loan fund was enacted? Would what you are looking
for be accomplished by maybe this year trying to up that $10,000
limit so that private enterprise can get into the business?

Mr. Bennett asked what the interest rate was that was
tied to that $10,000.

Mr. Parr asked if there is any place in the state that
Mr. Duncan is aware of where there are sufficient day care
facilities? Asked if this bill was similar to a
bill that was entered last year? Felt we should have been
able to get a fiscal note then if it was similar to the bill
last year.

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Duncan which route he would prefer
to go with the bill, a sponsor substitute, a committee
substitute, or what?



Mr. Duncan said whatever the committee would see fit
he would agree to.

Mr. Cotten suggested a sponsor substitute. Mr. Cotten
also agreed that day care centers are needed. He didn't feel
the State would be getting into any unfair competition but
would be providing the answer to a need.

Dr. Beirne asked if he everknew a time when there
were enough day care centers? Are we talking about
something different than just home care? Are the rules
governing the day care centeres so severe they were creating
the shortages? 1Is it economically feasible for people to
get into the day care business?

Mr. Beirne spoke against the bill stating he would
like to see day care centers created but only through private
facilities and he was opposed to have them in public buildings.

Discussion was had on whether it would meaﬁ more state
officials would be needed to run these facilities. The
cost of renovating)etc.

Mr. Bennett said he hopedthe state Government doesn't
have anything close to this amount of surplus building space.
He stated he would find it very difficult to vote for this
bill if it is in a State building.

Mr. Chatterton said maybe .there is m=le an economic
threshold that no one can afford. Maybe consideration
should be given in making it attractive to privakenterprise
for them to enter into business. Possibly from some subsidy.

Mr. Bradley feels that Mr. Duncan and Mrs. Rudd address
themselves to a real critical social problem that the state
has and it seems burdensome on the committee. Some places
the centers are expanding; why isn't that happening other places?
Feels the state has a lot of business that kids from a family
unit aren't messed up that they have a social and economic
burden on society. He doesn't mind going with the economic
thing--feels something should be done with the kids.

At this time Mr. Lee made a few more comments.
With regard to restrictive regulations, last year this
problem was addressed in SB 73 which was finally adopted.
There are 2 types of day care, the family type and the larger
types which are licensed. Economically the larger centers
do seem to be making it and expanding and the smaller ones
are not. The Dept. does concur wholeheartedly that there is
a need for day care facilties. He said the Department will
be more than happy to provide information as it is available.
There is very little hard base data available and this hampers
the programs.



Questions were asked of Mr. Lee as to how much it costs
to build a center and staff it?

Janet Bradley, representing the State Organization of
the National Organization for Women, stated they are in
support of the bill in concept. Had some percentages given
her by the League of Women voters that she asked be considered.

Next to testify was Diane Bergstrom representing
the Alaska Public Employee's Association, who, like Janet
Bradley, stated they wanted to view the bill as employer
involvement with day care centers and voiced support of it.

After questions and discussion by the committee as to
the need for outside facilities, (play areas, etc) and reports
of certain surveys taken, Mr. Parr suggested to the Committee
that they postpone action on the bill until it is brought
before the committee again as a sponsor substitute.

Mr. Duncan was informed that it could be put on the
calendar for Wednesday or Thursday of any week.

Meeting adjourned at 4:35 p.m.
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THE ANCHORAGE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS SUPPORTS
HB74., A RECEN’I‘»STUDY CONMUCTED BY THE MUNICIPALITY
OF ANCHORAGE INICATED THAT THERE ARE OVER
13,208 CHILDREN UNMER THE AGE OF SIXTEEN WHO
%VE MOTHER S THAT ARE WORKI MG, YET, IN THE
ANCHORAGE AREA THERE ARE A LITTLE OVER 1500
DAY CARE SLOTS THAT ARE LICENSED, OBVIOUSLY
THERE IS NOT ENOUGH ADEQUATELY SUPERVISED SAY CARE
IN ANCHORAGE LET ALONE THROUGHOUT THE STATE,
REMEMBER THAT THIS LEGISLATION PROVIDES ON.Y FOR THE
PHYSICAL SPACE IN WHICH Tb PROVIDE THE DAY CARE SERVICES,
THESE SERVICES ARE TO BE CONTRACTED OUT TO SOME AGENCY
WHO IS IN THE BUSIMESS OF PROVIDIMG CHILD CARE,

WE SUGGEST THAT YOU AMEN THE BILL TO ALLOW FOR USE



MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 28, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Bennett, Nakak, Phillips, Chatterton,
Beirne & Cotten.

Absent: Bradley

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr
at 3:15. He announced that the first order of business
would be HB 63. Also that the Senate Hess Committee will
come over at 4:00 along with the State School Board.

Mr. Robert Gregovich, Program Administrator for
the Division of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities
testified as to the bill. He said the letter from the
Governor (a copy of which is enclosed) would summarize
the matter. Dick Peters stated the reasons for some of
the changes also. Mr. Gregovich suggested the amendment
as brought out on the position paper be included.

After brief discussion Mr. Chatterton moved to pass the
bill out of committee as amended, with a ' do pass recommendation.

The amendment would be:

Line 11 - after the word '"deficiency'" add ", mental
retardation'" and change the word "development" to '"developmental'.

Line 21 to begin with the word '"'significant'" and changing
"or" to '"and".

The motion carried.

Chairman Parr announced the State Board of Education
will be meeting with us with the Senate HESS committee and
all members are welcome to stay if they wish. He thought
it would be informative especially for the new legislators.

The meeting adjourned at 3:35.
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POSITION PAPER
‘HB # 63
Title: "An Act relating to guardians of incapacitated persons.”
Effeét.of Bill: Fiscal effect is nil. Language on page 1 line 11
and 12 should read: "mental deficiency, mental retardation or

other developmental disability" instead of "mental deficiency, or
other development (sic) disability."

Language on ‘page 1, line 21 should read: "significant impairment of
general intellectual functioning and adaptive behavior" instead of
"impairment of general intellectual functioning or adaptive behavior."

Recommended Position: Support with minor amendments indicated above.

Recyomenaed- W/ %y// //26/7 a

Robert P. Gregovich, Ph.D. Date
Program Administrator

Division of Mental Health and
Developmental Disabilities

Approved(fi:jfilk>h | | ///;5/4?77

Fr ncis S. Wllllamson , DAte /
mm1351o er

Department of Health and
Social Services
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January 14, 1977

The Honorable Hugh Malone
Speaker of the House
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Under the authority of art. III, sec. 18, of the Alaska
Constitution, and in accordance with AS 24.30.060(b)
and the Uniform Rules of the Alaska State Legislature,
I am transmitting a bill relating to the appointment of
guardians for incapacitated persons. It combines
several of the provisions of House Bills No. 645 and
734 of the Ninth Alaska Legislature. :

The prinecipal effect of this measure would be to pro-
vide specifically for two types of guardian for in-
capacitated persons. A plenary guardian with full
responsibility could be appointed, as is done now, for
totally incapacitated persons. This bill would also
provide for a partial guardian with limited guard-
ianship powers to be appointed for persons whose
incapacity is less than total. That authority is
implicit in the present statutes (see AS 13.26.110 and
13.26.150), but the bill would set it out explicitly
because the courts seem reluctant to act in this way
without further direction from the legislature.

It is hoped that the effect of such a change would be
to encourage the appointment of guardians for those who
are not totally incapacitated to provide assistance not

- now available, and to give the incapacitated person the

opportunity to exercise legally all the functions of
which he is capable. The bill would also permit the
scope of the guardianship to be reduced or expanded in
proportion to the changing capacity of the person. And
it would assure that a guardian, whether plenary or
partial, and whether court appointed or otherwiss,
gives notice to the court of his placement of the ward -
in any out-of-home living situation, if it has not been
ordered by the court. .This is intended to protect the



HB 65

Action

MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 4, 1977

Present: Nakak, Cotten, Seversen, Beirne, Phillips
and Ose.

Absent: Parr, Bennett, & Chatterton

The meeting was called to order at 3:20 by Vice-
chairman Ose. He announced that HB 99 and HB 65 were
on the agenda together with HJR 9.

HB 65 was the first order of business and Walt
Jones, Assistant Director of Corrections spoke on the
bill. He stated he was there representing Bill Huston
and Commissioner Williamson. He stated that the Department
supported the intent of House Bill No. 65, however they
felt strongly that HB 65 should not repeal the Western
Interstate Corrections' Compact as outlined in Sect 2 of
the Bill. He felt that by keeping both compacts, the
State of Alaska would be able to work with more individual
states. He didn't see any serious implications involved.

Questions were asked as to whether there were any major
differences that the committee ought to know about between
the Interstate Corrections and the Western Interstate
Corrections. What # of states belong to the compacts?

Mr. Jones stated 22 belonged to Interstate, 20 to Western
and 5 belonged to both compacts. Some discussion was had
as to the differences between the two compacts.

Questions were asked as to what would happen if we had
prisoners in our facility from out-of-state and it became
too full to house our own prisoners.

Next to tebtlfy was Lois Jund, Deputy Commissioner for
Program Management in the Dept. of Health & Social Services.
She stated they had worked actively in the preparatlon
of this bill and had cleared with the Governor's office.
Also felt that we should belong to both compacts.

Mr. Cotten made a motion to delete lines 7 & 8 on page

1, and on page 8 to delete line 29. On page 9, delete

lines 1 through 5 and the first two words "Art. VIII" on

line 6. Add "Sec. 3" and delete the word "also'" on line 6.
He felt this went along with the Department's wishes.

Dr. Beirnes seconded the motion. A committee substitute will
be made out ofthe bill and it was passed out of committee.



HJR 9

HB 99

HJR 9 was next on the agenda. Mr. Bradley, sponsor
of the bill spoke on it. He stated that the resolution
was before the committee once before, research was requested
which he believed had been complied with.and called the
committee's attention to the memorandum in their files
from the Legislative Affairs Agency. He did feel that
in the second resolve, page 2, line 2, the words
"promptly signed" should be taken out. In general he
gave is support of his own resolution.

Mr. Cotten asked if the memorandum from the research
analysis supported the Whereas clause that was questioned
at the earlier meeting. Mr. Bradley stated he felt it did.

Questions were asked as to whethere it was just health

care costs that were rising or if other things were too.

Dr. Beirne felt that not only health costs had gone up

but various other things have too, such as postal costs.

He stated as one example, in 1960 a post card cost a penny,
and now it is 10 cents which is 1000 per cent increase.

He didn't feel the cost of health care is as bad as it

is pointed out. After some discussion on the second Whereas,
Mr. Cotten suggested that Mr. Bradley take the bill and
rewrite the second whereas and bring it up in a later meeting.

Mr. Bradley said he would do that and perhaps he could get
back before our meeting adjourned today.

Dr. Beirne further suggested that the # 5 Whereas needed

a little attention. He felt the U.S. had the best health

care and this clause suggested we didn't. Also he questioned
te infant mortality rate and the life expectancy. He wondered
where the material came from and if Mr. Bradley had some
back-up material for this. Some discussion was had on the
accessibility of our health services.

Mr. Bradley left with his resolution but did not return before

we adjourned.

HB 99 was the next bill acted upon. Dr. Jerry L. Schrader,
Director of the Division of Mental Health and Dick Branton,
Assistant Director, testified in favor of the bill. They
stressed under current legislation the State is cut off from
substantial third party payment sources for care given in
cases hospitalized under AS 47.30 and this bill gives adequate
protection against extraordinary changes being made for care
of developmental disability cases yet allows the State to
claim up to full care costs for acute psychiatric care.

They did propose amendments, a copy of which is attached to
these minutes.



At this point, all but 3 or 4 of the members had left
the meeting due to airplanes or other commitments and
Mr. Ose suggested that this bill be held over until
another time.

The meeting adjourned at 4:10 p.m.
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HOUSE BILL 99

"An Act relating to liability for expense of hospitalization
of mentally ill individuals; and providing for an effective
date."

This bill is at the request of the Department. Under current legislation the
- State is cut off from substantial third party payment sources for care given

in cases hospitalized under AS 47.30. This bill gives adequate protection

against extraordinary changes being made for care of developmental disability

cases yet allows the State to claim up to full care costs for acute psychiatric
care.

We would propose that House Bill 99 be amended to read:
PAGE 1 Line 16 insert after. . .the department if the patient is

hospitalized in a state hospital, or by the hospital, if a
patient is hospitalized in a private hospital.

Line 17 insert after. . .department if the patient is hospital-
ized in a state hospital, or the hospital, if the patient is
hospitalized in a private hospital, . . . -

Line 20 insert after. . .The department or private hospital.
Line 25 insert after. . .and treatment in a state hospital. .
Line 28 insert at front of line. . .or the private hospital. . .

PAGE 2 Line 1 insert new sentence after. . .department order. A
private hospital may be reimbursed by the department or its
designee for the cost of care and treatment of a patient
hospitalized under sections 10-340 of this chapter, only when
it shows that it has determined ability to provide for payment
by procedures approved by the department or its designee, that
it has issued an order of payment to the patient or the person
responsitle for payment within six months after the date on
which the charge was incurred, and that it has exhausted other

sources cf payment. . . .

Line 12 insert after. . .department or a private hospital, . . .
Line 13 insert after. . .department or a private hospital

Line 18-19 insert between paragraph. . .Sec. 2. AS 47.30.270 (c)

is repealed.

This proposed amendment places the burden of determination of ability to pay on
the hospital where the service is provided as a prerequisite to billing the
State for service.

The fiscal impact of this bill is not totally predictable. Under the present
law where patient liability is limited and the spouse is not required to pay,
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insurance recovery is limited. During the first six months of Fiscal Year 1977

~when 52 cases were billed, .a total o0f$91,236 was collected, however, only 18 of

the 52 cases paid more than $50/month, determined to be the limit of their
liability or the liability of their insurance carrier. Without the amended
change we predict more patients will limit their payment to $50/month and
third party payments will further be reduced.

We recommend the passage of this bill when amended as proposed.

W%/(@um%fé /5/ 77

Jerry L. Schrader, M.D. DATE/
Division of Mental Health
and Developmental Disabilities

Approved by: ’ Cbe» Qéwfi/ 02'/3//777

F ancis ZZ%Z Williamson
epartme of Health & Social Serv1ces

Recommended by:
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 7,1977

Present: Parr, Bennett, Seversen, Beirne, Ose, Nakak,
Cotten and Chatterton came in about 4:10.

Absent: Phillips

Chairman Parr called the meeting to order at 3:05.
H.B. 89 was the first order of business and asked Mr. Cotten
to speak on his bill. Mr. Cotten explained the mechanics of
the bill and stated that Dave Rose had spoken earlier on the
bill. He stated a fiscal note was included with the bill.

There was quite a discussion on paragraph (1) of the
bill as to the length of time before payments are made..
Questions were asked as to what affect if any this makes in
the Bush,

Next to testify was Mrs. Karen Parr who spoke in favor

of HB 89. She stated she was speaking on behalf of the North
Star Borough Assembly who is very much in favor of this bill
because they feel it is a more equitable distribution of
the taxpayers money. She gave figures from the current budget
which are: Current Budget - $§17,000,000 +

Local Education Eff. 6,000,000

Bonded indebtedness - 4,000,000
She stated all of the bonded indebtedness is for schools
and of that they will receive approximately $1,000,000
under the current statutes towards retirement of the indebtedness.
She further said that 59.4% of the borough budget is for schools.
If you remove from that the $1,000,000 it is still 53.5%.
She said $295,000 comes from the tobacco tax, all the rest
comes from sales tax and property tax. The percent of local
effort of the school budget is 21.8% which isn't counting the
on-base schools which are 100% state funded. She pointed out
that whereas the state is funding virtually 1007 of both
buildings and operational costs in many areas, the borough
tax payers are being taxed double because they are taxed for
their share of the state-wide schools as well as their own
school system.

Questions were then asked of Mrs. Parr by various members
of the committee as to: Do you think the passing of the bill
would be more of an incentive for the communities to build?
Do the Fairbank's schools have swimming pools? Mrs. Parr replied
that none of the schools in Fairbanks had swimming pools.
Mr. Nakak felt that the 80 % figure should be changed to 100% in
the bill. Said he was surprised at the conservatism of the
prime sponsors.



Dr. Beirne asked why would the state control the funding
for the newly constituted REA's and of course not the
organized borough--under the new program won't the monies go
directly to the REAA to do their thing?--the same as it does

the borough. +ﬁzﬁgpp3,

Mr. Parr answered that the amount of money they”get is
determined by a bill passed by the legiglature put onto a
bond issue and then passed by the voters of the state.

Next to testify was Bill Overstreet, Executive Secretary
of the Alaska School Board Association. Said the association
was appreciative and supportive of the thrust of the bill.

He felt though that it doesn't totally solve the problems
that some of the districts in the state face. Said he doesn't
feel it solves the problems for the small districts. Much
discussion was had as to raising the 807 to 90 or 95 or even
100%. Dr. Beirne asked if the association included the
unorganized districts. Mr. Overstreet stated it included

the 21 REAA, and 31 city and borough districts, a total of
52. Dr. Beirne asked if the association was satisfied with
the $60,000,000 bond issue last year? And then asked what
they had in mind for this year. and if there would be bond
issues before the voters this year. 1Is there a projection
for the next 2 years as to the amounts of bonding that will
be required.

Mr. Bennett called the committee's attention to the
State Constitution's Art. 7, Sec. 1. Asked if this was
in conflict with the association's policy. the 100% funding.
Mr. Bennett felt he would go along with Mr. Nakak in that 80%
isn't enough. He felt we should comply with the Constitution
or make changes in it.

Next to testify was Don Berry, Executive Director of the
Alaska Municipal League who stated the League endorsed the
bill 100% if only because it is one step closer to accomplishing
a¥constituionally mandated the state shall take over the
educational function. He stated the League had said 75%
and the legislature has gone beyond that.

Mr. Nakak asked Mr. Berry what impact would this have
in reference to provisions of other services and obligations
which the municipality has besides carrying their load?

Next to testify was Bill Thompson, Department of Education.
He explained the fiscal note that the department had prepared
for the bill. Discussion was had on the 2-year delay basis
for paying back. Mr. Thompson explained the current law
as to what it provides. Mr. Ose asked after being bonded,
how soon do the communities start paying back.. Discussion
‘was had as to who the payments are made for paying the bonds
off. Mr. Thompson questioned the repealing of Sec. (f). Mr.
Parr informed him this referred to dates.

-2-
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Mr. Cotten requested that the Department come back
with another fiscal note.

Discussion was had on the richer communities as to
their bonding procedures.

Next to testify was Commissioner Gallagher from the
Department of Revenue and also Vice-chairman of the Municipal
bond bank. Spoke to the concept of the bill. Stated there are
about four hundred sixty million dollars of local debt out-
standing in the state. About 70% of that number is school
debt. He felt they required the boroughs to go into debt
in order to get state aid. The bonds are sold on the credit
of the muncipalities and not the credit of the state.

He also pointed out that the average town in this state is
in debt about $1500 per person and in the ''Lower 48" it
averages to about $250 per person.

Mr. Cotten felt it souunded like the state is going to
be awful close in making the decision for the local government
as to what kind of schools they want. He said that's what
people fear when they talk about increased state funding it
also means decreased local control.

Discussion was had on the assessed evaluation of
property in particular boroughs to look at the wealth of
the communities. Discussion was had on the Governor's proposed
bill.

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Gallagher if the proposed Governor's
bill envisioned that in the areas of the unorganized borough
that does have a tax base, they will also get less than 100%.
They now get 1007  How will they be assessed, such as Tok
and property along the highways which are worth quite a bit
of money. All in all Gallagher spoke against the bill.

Mr. Van Houte, Executive Secretary of NEA Alaska
spoke next in favor of the bill. Felt it was imperative to
do something to relieve the loads in many of the communities
and felt this bill would do that. Thinks a front-loading
concept would not be contradictory. The two should go together
but he wouldn't take one in place of the other.

After Mr. Nakak made comments about the legislation,
he moved to amend the 80% to 87.5%, page 1, line 17.
After discussion, a vote was taken and the motion failed.

Mr. Cotten suggested that the committee hold the bill
for 1 day in order to have time to check with the attorneys
to see if what the bill is saying is right and also check
on a revised fiscal note.



) Mr. Parr announced that HB 136 was next on the agenda.
Mr. Kerry Romesburg, Executive Director of Postsecondary
Education Commission. He stated. it was a bill to add 2 fields

f#ﬁi/B&v to the WICHE exchange program. Asking to add architecture
and graduate nursing. Explained what the WICHE program is.
Stated a fiscal note was attached.

Mr. Cotten asked what the budget was, currently.

Mr. Chatterton questioned the fact that they have
included dental hygefine in the bill. He felt this schooling
was available in Alaska already. Mr. Romesburg said they
would check that out. since it is the intent of this program
to offer schooling that is not already available in Alaska.
Mr. Bennett asked about offering Petroleum engineering since
he felt Alaska would need this type of person.

After some more discussion on the bill, Chairman Parr
asked the committee if they would have objections to holding
the bill over until Mr. Romesburg could check on the questions
asked him. There being no objection, the bill was held over.

The meeting adjourned at 5:07.



HB 136

Action

MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

February 8, 1977

Present: Parr, Nakak, Seversen, Cotten, Chatterton,
Ose, Bennett, Beirne

Absent: Phillips

Chairman Parr called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m.
He announced that the first bill to be considered would be
HB 136 which was carried over from yesterday. He announced

that we had two questions we had asked Mr. Romesburg to

look up for us and hoped he had the answers. Mr. Romesburg
said one question dealt with dental hygiene and whether we
had a program in Anchorage-- they checked with the registrar
in the admissions office and also with the Dean and they have
a program in the community college only. He stated when they
check the applicants, if it is a lower division, they don't
allow it anyway. So there is a Bachelor's degree out-of-state
and that's the only one they send to so it appears there isn't
any conflict anyhow. The second question dealt with petroleum
engineering. He pointed out that they have a second program
of WICHE Graduate Fellows that they are involved in. 1It's a
cooperative agreement between the states that a student from
Alaska can attend in the select programs and not have to pay
any out-of-state tuition. There is one program in petroleum
engineering that is included if a student from Alaska wants

to go to Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology.

Master's degree. There is a technical lower lelSlon/Bf@g¥3ﬁ
at Kenal, a two year program.

Mr. Bennett asked if we inserted petroleum engineering
into the bill if it would hamper or enhance the program in
any way. There seeming to be no objection, Mr. Bennett moved
to amend the bill by adding on line 16 after the word '"nursing,"
adding '"'petroleum engineering"

Discussion was had as to the possibility of enlarging
the program in Alaska from 2 years to 4 years. A vote was
taken and the amendment carried.

Mr. Nakak moved to pass the bill out as amended with
a do pass recommendation and the motion carried.



,7> Chairman Parr announced that HB 125 & 126 would be taken
up together next, and that Jim Duncan, the prime sponsor,

HB 125 would speak on his bill. First Mr. Parr explained the reason
& 126 for taking the 2 together since they both pertain to the same
thing.

Mr. Duncan gave a brief overview of the bill and the

purpose behind it. The purpose of the legislation is to
increase the number of native people who are involved in the
administration end of education throughout the state of Alaska.
Will allow those people to gain experience in education administra-
tion by establishing some statewide standards as well as providing
some financial assistance so that they can become trained.
Nationwide, somewhere in the neighborhood of 3% of our school
administrators based on the native population of the U.S. should
be of native origin. He stated the legislation sets up the
criteria someone has to meet in this program to be eligible
for participation he has to possess a bachelor's degree in any
field, and has to be accepted in a graduate program leading
to a degree in education and also has to be a native Alaskan.
The grants would go to the postsecondary education. The study
and employment is to be done under the direction of the
instructional staff of the institution that agrees to participate
in this program. While the student is in the internship program,
he will be paid at least at the minimum wage. Really providing

\ a method where they can earn money and continued to work and

/ at the same time take their graduate program in administration
and work towards the day they can go into the educational system
as an administrator. HB 126 appropriates $130,000 for the
operation of the program. Grants and other money will be
available through the federal government.

Questions were asked as to whether this was a matching
fund. Attention was called to the fiscal note that accompanied
the bill. Also the question was asked whether there is in
existence a companion native internship program for people

- with 1/8 indian blood and whether there is anything comparable
for a person with no native blood. Question was had as to
whether or not it was a disciminatory piece of legislation.

Mr. Parr announced that there was an internship bill
that didn't pass the Senate last year that he felt would
be reintroduced this year for people tht had no native blood.

Mr. Nakak gave his support for the bill.
Discussion was had as to the wording on page 2,

line 23, the bachelor's degree, whether or not every
bachelor's degree should qualify somone to participate.
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Next to testify on the two bills was Jim Beima who
works for the Commission on Post Secondary Education. He
felt Mr. Bennett's question regarding the bachelor's
degree was well taken. Explained the schedule which the
students would be involved in (backup material provided in
the folders). This seemed to answer the question regarding
the degree. Stated last year the same bill was submitted
as HB 904 and 905. Got through the HESS committee and got
to the House Finance. Mr. Beima explained the fiscal note.
Mr. Beima felt it is a very unique program in that it is the
first time BIA and all the corporations and Dept. of Education
and the Commission were able to get together on that type of
bill.

Questions and discussion followed regarding the amount
of money the average student would receive a year to go to
school; what assurance there is that the student will go into
administration; whether or not it is a discriminatory bill,
what the goal is in the program and what turns it off; whether
or not they actually have people interested in taking the
courses; whether or not a person who is eligible for this
program will be allowed to study out of the state.

Mr. Bennett moved that in HB 125, page 5, between lines
3 and 4 insert the words ''this act will expire July 1, 1982
unless extended by the legislature'. The motion passed.

Discussion was had as to the paying back of the money.
Mr. Nakak felt if it is a grant he didn't think they could
force the student to pay it back.

Mr. Bennett moved for an amendment on page 2, line
23, delete the word "any'" and insert after "in" the words
"an appropriate' and then continue with the wording '"field
of study;".

Discussion was had as to who was to decide what was
appropriate.

There being no objection to the amendment, the motion
carried and the amendment was adopted.

Mr. Chatterton moved that we hold the bill over until
we can get a legal opinion as to the constitutionality of
the bill. The motion carried and the bill was held over
until we receive from the Legislative Affairs Agency the
answer to the constitutionality problem.

Mr. Parr announced that next on the agenda was HB 146.
Mr. Parr explained the reason for his bill, in that it allows
a student to study outside the state when there is no program



available within the state.

Kerry Romesburg, Director of Postsecondary Education,
testified on the bill next. Mr. Romesburg asked the members
to look at the charts he had prepared and exaplined them.
Copies are attached to these minutes. He stated on the number
of loans you would find that /407 of the students receiving
loans over this 5 year period have used the loans to attend
institutions in state; 60% have used the loans out of state.
The graduate level shows that 80.77% of the loans were given
to students to attend out of state.

Table 2 - the percent of students utilizing this loan
to go out of state has generally been an increasing in percentage.

Table 3 - for graduate students, the number if more fixed,
a continuing increase in the percentage of students wishing
to attend out-of-state as opposed to those staying within the
state

Table 4 - summary.
Table 5 - amount of money given to instate as opposed to out.

Graph #1 - shows the percentage of students within state
and those going out.

Graph #2 - Is the absolute number of students going in
and out of state.

Mr. Romesburg next explained the two charts, the
State Student loan Program, which gives a summarization of
what the program looks like for January, 1977. Mr. Romesburg
pointed out in 1974 an audit was conducted and it showed that
80% of the loans were delinquent and 537% showed no payment
had been made of any kind. This was prior to the time the
loan program was transferred to the Commission.

Mr. Romesburg explained the graph that was attached,
which shows the amount of money they receive in thousands
of dollars monthly. He explained the drop towards the end
is because they don't have enough staff to keep up with the
money that is coming in.

Questions were asked of Mr. Romesburg such as what steps
do they take in attempting to collect the money; whether they
publish in the local paper for the people they can't find or
are delinquent; whether there is a foregiveness; whether or
not there is a fiscal note; It was brought out there is a
407 foregiveness. Mr. Cotten raised the question that
if the 40% foregiveness is described as a grant, whether or
not they have had any legal problems with this, instead of
classifying this as a loan.
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Further discussion took place as to what steps the
student takes to apply for the program, how long does it
take for the application to be processed, does the student
have to be full time; etec.

Next to testify was Mike Bradner who apologized for
the fact that he had to speak against the bill. He felt
that the student should have every right to go outside of
the state for schooling. Felt that we should try to induce
the student to remain in the state but could not prohibit
him from going out of state if that was what he wanted.

Discussion was had as to the amount of money it cost
for a student to study in the state vs. outside the sate.,
tuition fees, etc.

Next to testify was Rep. Mike Miller who also apologized
for the fact that he had to speak against the bill. He
discussed the philosophy as he sees it on the program. He
felt since it is a loan program, we don't have the right
to tell them where to spend it. If it were a grant program
it would be different. He suggested that the committee and
Mr. Parr might consider is own bill as an alternative.

He explained the bill saya if a student attends a University
outside of Alaska, the situation just keeps on going, no
change whatsoever. If he attends a University or trade
school within the State of Alaska, then when the time comes
for repayment, instead of cancelling up to 407 we cancel up
to 100%. Depending on the length of residence afterwards.
He felt more students all in all would opt to attend a

state university.

Discussion followed Mr. Miller's testimony regarding
whether or not a fiscal notehad been prepared.

Mr. Parr advised the committee if they wanted to go this
route, Mr. Miller's bill could be adopted as a committee
substitute. < A

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Miller4felt the purpose of his
billpthe same as Mr. Parr's, that we do need to encourage
a higher percentage of the high school graduates to study
in the state, or what is the purpose of your bill‘

Mr. Miller felt the overriding purpose of his bill
was the acceptance by the State of Alaska of the responsibility
for educating students byond what he considered now days to
be an inadequate level of learning. He thinks it would
accomplish what Mr. Parr is also striving for. Felt the 100%
cancellation would be a good enticement for students to stay
in Alaska.

Further discussion followed as to what if jobs were
not available in the state for these students) Mr. Bennett
felt it wasn't the people in the State of Alaska's responsibility.



Mr. Bennett further felt
on a silver platter. He
for the child to want to
It was moved the bill bde

The meeting adjourned at

we shouldn't hand the child something
feels there should be some incentive
go to school. Objected to the 100%.

held. over until the following day.
5:20.



-SUMMARY DATA ON

- .ALASKA STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

(1971~72 through 1975-76)

TABLE I

~ .FIVE~YEAR SUMMARIZATION

(1971-72 through 1975-76)

STUDENT ATTENDING OUT-OF-STATE

STUDENTS ATTENDING IN-STATE

TOTAL

yTUDENT » _

LEVEL .Loan | ,Percent Loan Percent Loan Percent Loan Percent Loan ,Loan

: Recipient of Amount of Recipient of - Amount of Recipient “Amount

: Total Total ' Total Total
srgraduate 3,060 42.,7. $4,180,682 37.8 ’ 4,108 57.3 $6,889,698 ‘62.2‘ 7,168 $11,070,380
luate 181 19.3 '455;736 16.2 759 © 80.7 2,357,849 83.8 940 2,813,585
TOTAL 3;241 40.0 $4,636,418 33.4 v 4,867 ° 60.0 _ .$9,247,547 66.6 8,108 $13,883,965
3
(/\: ‘ — P




TABLE 2

YEARLY SUMMARIZATION OF

UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT LOANS

o STUDENTS ATTENDING IN-STATE STUDENTS ATTENDING OUT—OF-STATE _TOTAL
*ACADEMIC ! -
YEAR .Loan .Percent|! Loan | Percent + .Loan Percent . Loan Percent T.oan Loan
g .Recipient of . Amount of Recipient of Amount of Recipient Amount
“Total | Total Total Total
1971-72 570 57.6 $ 680,351 50.1 420 42.4 t § 666,536 49,5 990 $ 1,346,887
1972-73 761 48.7 971,404 42,1 801 51.3 1,337,854 57.9 1,562 2,309,258
1973-74 585 S 40.1 ,895,567 38.9 874 59.9 1,408,978 61.1 1,459 2,304,545
197475 688 41.5 883,761 | 36.5 972 58.5 | 1,540,765 | 63.5 1,660 2,424,526
1975-76 456 30.5 749,599 27.9 1,041 69.5 1,935,565 72.1 1,497 2,685,164
TCTAL 3,060 42.7 | $4,180,682 37.8 4,108  57.3 $6,889,698 62.2 7,168 $11,070, 380
= N



TABLE 3

YEARLY SUMMARIZATION OF

- GRADUATE  STUDENT LOANS

: o STUDENTS ATTENDING IN-STATE STUDENTS ATTENDING OUT-OF-STATE TOTAL
ACADEMIC ‘ ' ‘
- YEAR | Loan Percent Loan Percent " Loan ,Percent ,Loan Percent | Loan Loan

{ Recipient of Amount _ | of = | Recipient of Amount of Recipient - Amount

Total Total Total Total '
1971-72 31 34.1 |$ 74,613 29.1 60 65.9 $ 181,658 70.9 9l $ . 256,271
1972-73 48 25.8 114,475 - 19.7 - 138 74.2 467,950 80.3 186 582,425
L973-74 37 18.0 106,095 17.1 169 82.0 514,945 82.9 206 621,040
1974-75 40 17.0 99,053 15,4 195 83.0 543,406 84.6 235 642,459
L975-76 25 11.3 61,500 - 8.6 197 88.7 649,890 91.4 222 211,390
-TOTAL 181 19.3 | $455,736 1 16.2 759 80.7 $2,357,849 83.8 940 $2,813,585
%
— A~



2 ;
 TABLE 4
YEARLY SUMMARIZATION OF
ALL STUDENT LOANS_
¢ B
T ~ STUDENTS ATTENDING IN-STATE STUDENTS ATTENDING OUT-QF-STATE “TOTAL
\CADEMIC | T o
YEAR .Loan Percent Loan . Percent| Loan Percent Loan " Percent . .Loan -Loan
.Recipient of Amount of: Recipient | = of Amount of ~Recipient -Amount
o Total ' Total | - Total : Total_
971-72 601 55.6 |$ 754,964 47.1 480 44,4 |78 848,194 | 52.9 1,081 | $-1,603,158
.972-73 809 46.3 1,085,879 37.6 939 53,7 1,805,804 62.4 1,748 2,891,683
973-74 - 622 37.4 1,001,662 34.2 . 1,043 62.6 1,923,923 65.8 1,665 2,925,587
974-75 728 38.4 982,814. 32.0 1,167 61.6 ' 2,084,171 68.0 1,895 3,066,985
.975~76 481 28.0 811,‘099 . 23.9 1,238 72.0 2,585,455 76.1 1,719 3,396,554
TOTAL . 2\,341 40.0 | $4,636,418 33.4 4,867 60.0 $9,247,547 66.6 8,108 $13,883,965
. J ) . . .
]
S~ N




TABLE 5
' MEAN LOAN AMOUNT PER RECIPIENT BY

».INfSTATE/OUT—OFfSTATE INSTITUTIONAL ATTENDANCE

STUDENTS ATTENDING IN~STATE STUDENTS ATTENDING OUT-OF=STATE . ___TOTAL

ACADEMIC - Number Total Mean® Numbef " Total Mean Number | Total . Mea
YEAR of Amount Loan. . of Amount . Loan of | Amount Loa
: Loan - Loaned " per Loan Loaned per Loan Loaned per
" ' Recipients . - | Recipients |Recipients . Recipient [Recipients Recipi
1971-72 601 $ 754,964 | $1,256 480 $ 848,194 $1,767 1,081 |$ 1,603,158 $1,4
1972-73 - 809 ‘ 1,085,879 ‘1,342_ 939 | 1,805,804 , 1,923 1,748 2,891,683 1,6
1973-74 622 1,001,662 1,610 1,043 1,923,923 1,845 1,665 2,925,585 1,7
1974-75 728 : 982,814 1,350 1,167 ' 2,084,171 1,786 1,895 3,066,985 l,&
1975-76 481 811,099 | 1,686 |1,238 2,585,455 2,088 1,719 3,396,554 1,9
»TOTAL‘ 1 3,241 $4,636,418 $l,43l_ 4,867 S 9,247,547 | ’ '$1,900 8,108 [$13,883,965 81,7:
\ -
o~ PN




GRAPH I. FIVE YEAR SUMMARY, 1971-72 TO 1975-76;
PERCENTAGES OF ALASKA STATE STUDENT LOAN RECIPIENTS ATTENDING
IN~STATE INSTITUTIONS VERSUS OUT-OF-STATE INSTITUTIONS
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GRAPH 2. FIVE YEAR SUMMARY, 1971-72 TO 1975-76;
NUMBER OF ALASKA STATE STUDENT LOAN RECIPIENTS ATTENDING
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Mr. Ose questioned Mrs. Rudd as to how the figures
were derived at. Mr. Parr called the committee member's
attention to the material in their packets relating to this
subject.

Questions were brought up regarding the fiscal impact
analysis.

Next to testify was Reed Stoops, Program Coordinator
for the Department of Community and Regional Affairs. He
stated the fiscal impact he had prepared was based on the
original bill and a few assumptions of what changes would be
made. He felt that many of the previous concerns of the
committee seemed to be taken care of in the new bill.

Discussion was had as to whether or not. costs would
be higher in this type of facility than in a private facility.

Mr. Parr asked if the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs took a position on the bill. It seemed that they did
not.

There was much discussion as to the $5.00 wage per adult
to work in the facility.

Mr. Duncan asked to clarify the fiscal note. Said it
was based on the full cost of the child care. Said this was
not the intention of the legislation. Further felt there
was a misunderstanding about contracting the facility out.
Mr. Duncan said there was no "if'" about it, that the state
will not be in the day care business, only the supplying of
the facility which will be advertised for lease or rental.

Next to testify was John Hartle who is a licensed, private
center operator in Fairbanks. He had some questions regarding
this bill, such as: Are State facilities the best possible
places for centers? How would the contract to operate the
center be awarded? How would you get qualified people to bid
for the award? He stated in his own facilities that 80% of the
costs is for staff salaries. Stated the idea of trying to
provide for child care is real good but wasn't sure if the
State facilities was the best place.

Mr. Chatterton asked Mr. Hartle if he felt the bill
was discriminatory since the facilities would be available
only to state employees. It was felt it was.

Mr. Ose asked Mr. Hartle about his maintenance costs gng
what he charged per day. Discussion followed as to the need
of these facilities in all cities where state offices are located,
what wages were paid to empployees in Mr. Hartle's facilities,
the necessity of outside space, the fact that the state doesn't
have anough space now for their offices.



HB 74

MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 9, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Bennett, Chatterton, Cotten, Nakak,
Phillips and Seversen.

Absent: Dr. Beirne

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at
3:05 p.m. Chairman Parr announced that Sponsor Substitute
for HB 74 would be taken up first and asked Mr. Duncan,
the prime sponsor, to speak. Mr. Duncan explained the
changes in the bill that were drawn up for the committee.

Section 1, paragraph (a) - Made it clear where the
responsibility lies as to the various departments. With line
14 and 15 expanding somewhat the statement about the survey
of child care needs.

Paragraph (b) is basically the same but points out that

the Department of Public Works will be involved with the plans.

Paragraph (d) was changed by adding "'local agencies or
private persons'.

Paragraph (e) was changed to include that those taking
advantage of the state office building will pay the full
cost of the child care.

Paragraphs (g) and (h) were added to make it clear the
centers will be operated on the same basis as other places.
And also that the person using the facility isn't disqualified
from receiving other state or federal assistance.

Next to testify for the Bill was Representative Rudd
who read from several publications she had with her. The
various articles pretty much summed up the same points,
mainly that other states operating such a facility all felt
it helped in recruiting employees as well as retaining them
and there was much less absenteeism. Also felt that the
quality and quantity of the employee's work was raised.

Mrs. Rudd also pointed out that in Anchorage alone
a survey shows that there are approximately 11,000 children
under the age of 13 who are unsupervised while their parents
work. She felt that day care centers should be encouraged,
in people's homes as well as other places. Felt there was a
real crisis in the need for the centers.

“«y
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Next to testify for the bill was Betsy McGuire,
Director of the Office of Child Advocacy. She spoke in
favor of the concept of the bill.

Mr. Nakak felt it is the parent's concern to take
care of their children and not the states. Mr. Bennett
felt he wasn't sure if he could go back home and live with
the program, since it wasn't much of a concern in his area.

Next to testify was Linda Bergstrom from Alaska Public
Employee's Association. She stated that she felt people
would be willing to pay more for these facilities. Felt that
more single people would be able to work and would not need
to depend on their families and other places for help when
there was a facility available for the child. She stated in
a survey they had done, that 40% of the respondents were
sole supporters.

Discussion followed as to whether or not if a state
employee had to pay more for child care, if they might not
ask for a raise next year. The questlon also arose as to
the children that go to other schools, such as out the road.

Mr. Parr moved to amend the bill as follows:

Page 1, line 14 - delete the words "of state"

line 15 - delete the word "employee'

line 20 - delete the words ''state employees"
Page 2, line 1 - delete the words 'State employees' and
substitute the word "persons"
delete the words '"'state employee' and
substitute the word 'person'.
Mr. Phillips seconded the motion. There being no objection
the amendment was adopted.

line 10

Mr. Phillips moved to pass the bill out of committee.
Mr. Chatterton objected. A vote on the motion showed the
motion failed.

Mr. Chatterton moved to hold the bill in committee.
The motion passed.

Mr. Bennett moved to adjourn. The meeting adjourned
at 4:30. :
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 10, 1977

Present: Parr, Phillips, Seversen, Chatterton, Nakak
Bennett and Cotten.

Absent: Beirne and Ose

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr
at 3:05 p.m.

Mr. Cotten moved to pass HB 74 out of the committee
with individual recommendations. There being no objection,
the bill was passed out of committee.

Chairman Parr announced the next order of business
was HB 135. Mr. Parr, sponsor of the bill, explained the
intent of the bill and the material in the committee
member's packet. He stated he had visited the present
place where they serve lunches last year and talked to the
people there and the one thing the people wanted was their
own place.

Mr. Bennett also spoke for the bill stating he felt
the bill was really necessary, that the place the people
are presently going he didn't feel was suitable towards
the dignity of the people and felt they needed a place of
their own.

Next to testify was Danny Plotnick, Coordinator from
the Office of the Aging who introduced Mr. Sacks and Mrs.
Billings from his office. Mr. Plotnick t%%?@%ﬂ%?ion of the
Office of the Aging and called attention to the position
paper in the individual folders. Stated his office whole
heartedly supported the bill.

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Plotnick what chances he thought there
might be of finding another meeting place other than building

they are presently using,

Mrs. Billings testified she had talked at length with
the staff about finding other facilities and they follow. .
all leads. She said they did mention the old library building



might become available however otheFpeople have also
been looking at the building. She didn't know if any location
was in mind and Mr. Parr said they had several possibilities.

Mr. Chatterton asked if Fairbanks was the only community

in the State that could use aid of this type. Mr. Plotnick
felt Fairbanks has the greatest need for the size of its
community. Mr. Chatterton asked if it might conflict with
the Home Helper Program. Mr. Plotnick felt they would be
compatible.

Mr. Cotten and Mr. Phillips both felt their community
could use the same kind of aid,

Mr. Parr suggested Mr. :Plotnick could:furnish 'a list
of communities where need exists and billgcould be drawn
accordingly.

Discussion was had as to the program in Nome. Mrs.
Billings felt Nome had one of the best meals in any of the
cities but they still have to fight the sanitary regulations
there. '

Mr. Bennett moved to pass the bill out with a
do pass recommendation. There being no objection, the
bill was passed out.

Mr. Parr announced to the committee that regarding the
Governor's appointees for the various boards, etc., it is
the committees responsibility to let the house know whether
we will confirm or non-confirm the ones nominated. He said
in the last 2 years they have asked the nominees for the Bdsof
Regents and the State Board of Education to come for an
interview before the committee. He stated the committee could
think about it, they didn't have to answer right now.

Mr. Cotten and Mr. Phillips both felt they would
like to have the Board of Regents come before the committee.

The meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 11, 1977
Present: Parr, Chatterton, Seversen, Phillips, Cotten & Nakak.
Absent: OSE, Bennett & Beilrne

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at
3:06. Mr. Parr accounced that HB 152 would be the first
order of business.

First to testify was Mr. James Price, Program Administrator
for Mental Health Services. He testified on behalf of the
Commissioner of Department of Health & Social Services and
the Governor's office. A copy of the position paper is
attached to these minutes, together with a copy of the fiscal
note. Questions were asked of Mr. Price regarding the amount
of matching money received from the Federal Government and
Mr. Naknak was concerned with the number of people serving
on the Advisory Council. Other questions were asked and
discussion followed as to the existing council, whether it
was temporary and about to expire, how was the figure of the
budget arrived at, how many members presently serve on the
State-wide Health Coordinating Council and whether any members
serving on this council are already serving on the State-wide
council, how many council or advisory boards does the Dept.
of Health & Social Services presently have, the number of
meetings held a year, etc.

Next to testify was Max Gruenberg, Chairman of the
Council who is an attorney in Anchorage and Viec Dirksen,
Administrator of Bartlett Memorial Hospital. Mr. Gruenberg
explained how the council works, that they were just appointed
last year and explained that basically what the bill does
is re-establish the council on a permanent basis. He
explained the council is made up of volunteers, with no
pay but do receive per diem for travel, and work on a part-
time basis. Mr. Nakak questioned the effectiveness of councils,
seemed the people on them worked hard but their advice is
seldom taken Mr. Gruenberg did not feel this was the case
with this council, and elaborated on his reasons for thinking
this way. He did feel that a lot of this first year with the
council had been taken up with learning.

Discussion was held on the workings of API as to who
is responsible in evaluating whether API is treating a patient
Froperly, etc.



Mr. Nakak said that he was convinced this was a working
advisory council and moved and asked unanimous consent that
ACTION the bill be passed out of committee. Mr. Phillips
objected to the motion. Upon a vote of the motion, the
bill was passed out of committee.

Mr. Phillips; concern was what happens when you make your
report and there is a conflict? Mr. Gruenberg stated this
had not come up yet but assumed that it would be referred to
the legislature and the governor.

Mr. Chatterton congratulated the Board on their
operation.

Dr. Morris, a private psychiatrist from Anchorage asked

to testify, and to give his views on the bill. In general

he seemed to be in support of this kind of a bill and need

for a council but felt it important to investigate the people

that serve on such a council. Felt they needed more qualified

people to serve. Felt that the whole Dept. of Health and

Social Services needed to be re-vamped. Felt that they should

have a separate Dept. of Health. SAid that the Divission of

Mental Health is not functioning the way it should in the

Bush areas and other places as well. That they have no emergency

services on weekends and so on, that it is up to private physicians
> to handle patients on emergency basis. Feels that private

psychiatrists should be encouraged to establish private

clinics and be subsidized by the state for handling patients.

Doesn't feel that the state has qualified people working in

Mental Health.

There was discussion as to the various types of mentally
ill patients.

Mr. Parr said he was concerned about the fact that there
has been talk about bringing together Mental Health, Alcoholism
and Drug Abuse. He felt he would certainly be opposed to
having some of the mentally ill budget used towards the
alcoholic and wondered how the budgets could be kept separate
so this would not happen.

Mr. Gruenberg said the council has gone on record of
favoring the combining of the 3 divisions but that they
haven't taken up the method of handling the money. Said this
was somthing they will have to consider.

Mr. Morris also felt that they should give psychological
screen tests to children in the lower grades of schools. It
would show up the different types of problems the children would
have and could be caught at an early age.

) The meeting adjourned at 4:35 p.m.
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HOUSE BILL 152

"An Act relating to a mental health advisory
council; and providing for an effective date.”

We endorse this legislation and believe that it is required to meet the man-
dated council requirements of Public Law 94-63. Public Law 94-63 results in
$700,000 in federal funding for the community mental health programs in
Anchorage, Kodiak, and Ketchikan and has the potential for federal funding
of community mental health programs in Juneau and Fairbanks in the next few
years.

The legislation also guarantees adequate mental health representation on :
the State Health Coordinating Council established by Public Law 93-641. Under
the present guidelines of selection of State Health Coordinating Council mem-
bership, the general membership of the State Health Coordinating Council would
not meet the requirements of Public Law 94-63.

Aside from statutorily providing a funding base for this council, this legisla-
tion is also important to provide the necessary citizen manpower and energy to
provide a check and balance on the development of mental health programs in
this state. They now have advisory input into the community mental health
services granting process which would be less meaningful if they were not sta-
tutorily designated. They also input into the state plan, state regulations
and are actively involved in providing input into a revised mental health sta-
tute, a task that is made urgent by the present cloud of unconstitutionality
overhanging those statutes.

The Division of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities respects and
values this council's advice and believes its services are well worth the
investment. Although we are concerned about the proliferation of councils,
this council will serve multiple purposes and, consequently, avoids duplica-
tion and in that sense is cost efficient.

2]

Recommended by: % / f‘“%/ 27/5‘/77

Jerry L. Schrader, M.DT —
Division of Mental Health &
Dex§lopmental Disabilities

Approved by:
Francis S. L. Williamson DATE
Department of Health & Social Services
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FISCAL, _NOTE

REQUEST _
Bill/Resolution No. HOUSE BILL No. 152

Title MENTAL HEALTH ADVISORY COUNCII,

Requested by, BUDGET & MANAGEMENT Date_ 12/15/76

I1.

FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES

Program Category Affected HEALTH

Budget Request Unit(s) Affected_ COMMUNITY OPERATED MENTAL HEALTH _CENTERS

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

. FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82

100 PERSONAL SERVICES »
200  TRAVEL . 17.3 17.5 17.5 18.0 18.0
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 _ EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL \ 17.3 17.5  17.5 '18.0 - 18.0
A
J | .

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 17.3 17.5 17.5 18.0 18.0

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME

PART TIME

TEMPORARY
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HB 132
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 14, 1977

Present: Parr, Bennett, Chatterton, Naka, Ose, Cotten,
Phillips, Seversen and Beirne came in at 3:20.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at
3:05 p.m. Mr. Parr announced to the committee that a
data base has been set up for the different communities
and the files for these communities is in the filing
cabinet. He also called their attention to the map on
the wall in the committee room which consists of a
geographical distribution of facilities and employees of
the Departmentof Health & Social Services.

Mr. Parr announced the first bill to be taken up would
be HB 132 which was introduced at the request of the
Postsecondary Commission last year and asked Mr. Kerry
Romesburg, Director of the Commission of Post Secondary
Education to speak on the bill. He stated the bill establishes
a state student incentive grant program with a grant to be
awarded with 50% federal funds and 50% state funds and up
to an amount of each grant of $1500. He said to date, Alaska
has chosen not to participate in this program, but that it

c

exists on a national level and all states but Alaska participate.

This is different from the student loan program in that this

is strictly on a grant basis. He further stated if the program
is established we will ask for $60,000 from the state to go
with the $60,000 received from the federal government. He

also pointed out the changes he felt would be necessary in
amending the bill, A copy of the memo setting out these
changes is attached to these minutes.

Mr. Bennett questioned the language on page 3, beginning
with line 17. He didn't feel the amount of money the parents
earn should be a factor.

Mr. Phillips asked why Alaska hasn't taken advantage
of this program in the past. Mr Romesburg explained
that the bill got to Senate Finance last year and stopped.

Mr. Ose felt the program should be open to all students,
he felt everything that is being done is always for the low
income. Mr. Romesburg pointed out that maybe the committee
felt the state should administer such a program on their
own but it is the intent of the present bill to strictly
aid the needy student.



~ Mr. Nakak said this should be used by all students,

*ﬂ> such as the ones that are separated from their parents

7 and who can't put a program together financially themselves,
would qualify for this program.

Mr. Cotten questioned the need for additional staff for
the Commission to handle this program. Mr. Romesburg felt
they would need one more staff member.

Discussion was had on the method of choosing students
to qualify for the program.

Mr. Chatterton asked what programs are already available
to the students.

Discussion followed as to the number of other programs
a student could apply to for aid and the difference between
grants and loans. The residency requirement for the program.

Mr. Bennett felt that the Alaska hire law is 1 year and
most of the major programs throughout the state are based on
a 1 year requirement, felt this should conform to that.

Next to testify was Joe LaRocca who testified on his
own behalf. He offered an amendment to delete all material
on page 2, beginning with line 28 th:rough line 4 on page 3.
He provosed to add after the word "OF" on line 28, "CERTAIN
) INFORMATION, Allinformation submitted in support of g
determination of substantial financial need as provided in
Sec. 960(3) isconfidential."

Dr. Beirne felt perhaps the whole section could be taken
out and not replaced.

Mr. Parr asked if the federal regulations required this
wording in there in any way.

Mr. Mark Maddox, Director, Division of Student Financial
Aid passed around a copy of a college financial aid form for
the members to look over as to how specific the questions
are. and explained some of the methods used in determining
need. Discussion was entered into again as to whether or not
it is necessary for the parents to disclose their financial
income and whether or not a student is actually still considered
dependent on the parent. Also the workings of scholarship
‘funds was discussed.

Mr. Bennett moved to amend the bill on page 2, line 7
to add "for at least one year' and on page 3, line 14

after the word "Alaska" add "for at least one year;
After some-discussion, the motion carried. :

Action



Action

Action

HB161

Action

Mr. Chatterton moved to hold HB 132 in committee

pending his preparing an amendment to make this a
Scholarship Incentive Grant Program. Mr. Cotten said he
would support the motion in order to see what Mr. Chatterton
comes up with.

Mr. Bennett asked to offer another amendment. Mr. Chatterton
then withdrew his motion in view of Mr. Bennett's amendment.
Mr. Bennett then moved that Mr. LaRoca's offered amendment
be adopted. The amendment is on page 2, beginning with
line 28 after the word "OF" delete all material through line
4 on page 3 and insert "CERTAIN INFORMATION , 17 information
submitted in support of]@etermination of substantial
financial need as provided in Sec. 960(3) jg confidential."
The motion carried and the amendment was adopted.

Mr. Chatterton then resubmitted his motion to hold HB 132
in committee until he prepares an amendment to make this a
Scholarship Incentive Grant Program. The motion carried and
the bill was held in committee.

Chairman Parr announced that HB 161 was next on the agenda
and Mr. Cooksey, Deputy Executive Secretary for NEA would
speak first since he had to catch a plane. Mr. Cooksey stated
he had no idea how many people this bill would affect but didn't
feel it would be very many. He felt a fiscal impact should
be very little. Mr. Parr gave his views on the bill.

Mr. Cotten asked how many people are still teaching after.
31 years. Mr. Parr stated NEA may have an estimate but he
personally knew of only 2 people.

Next to testify on the bill was Bob Gates, Director of
Retirement Benefits for the State. He stated his staff has
been trying to find out how many might be eligible but had
been unsuccessful. He stated the way the bill is drafted would
exclude anyone who is currently on retirement.

There was discussion as to whether they are actually
classified as part of the army, navy, marines, etc. and the
problems involved in verifying the years of service. Various
members of the committee felt the Merchant Marine had been
well paid with bonuses and the like during their time of
service and questioned the need for a pension.

The bill was passed out of committee with individual
recommendations, by motion of Mr. Phillips.

The meeting adjourned at 4:25 p.m.
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ALASKA COSAMISSION CN POSTSECOIIDARY EDUCATICHN

907-465-2855
Pouch F — State Office Building

Juneau 99811
MEMORANDUHM
TO: Membexs, Health, Education & Social Services Committee
Alaska House of Representatives

Charles Parr, Chairman Samuel Cotten

M. F. Beirne Alfred Nakak

Don Bennett » Randy Phillips

Bob Bradley Al Ose

C. V. Chatterton

FROM: Kerry D. Romesburg, Executive Dir‘ector@,
Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Educakio

) DATE : Februaxy 7, 1977
ﬁB 132: sState educational incentive grant program.
The following editorial additions are reqﬁired:
(a) Page 3, line 4: application [.], or authorize release of

such application or records to designated individuals ox
organizations.

(b) Page 3, line 8: . . .cost of education and where relevant,
the amount which. . . L

(c) Page 3, line 25: [4] 5




HB 179

MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

February 15, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Bennett, Nakak,Beirne and Phillips
and Cotten came in later.

Absent: Chatterton & Seversen.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at
3:10 and he stated Dr. Naylor from the University of Alaska
was present and would like to speak to the committee.

After Dr. Naylor spoke, Mr. Parr announced that HB 179
was on the agenda for the meeting. While waiting for Mr.
Duncan to arrive to testify on his bill, Mr. Parr announced
that the Post Secondary Education Commission is meeting at
the Hilton Hotel on Friday and Saturday and the committee has
been invited to attend. He also announced the Advisory Council
on the Aging is meeting in the Governor's Conference Room
at 1:30 tomorrow afternoon and both the House and Senate
Hess Committees have been asked to attend.

Mr. Duncan testified for his bill and gave a brief history
of the community school legislation and what it provides for.

Mr. Jerry Hiley from the Department of Education
testified next on behalf of the Department. He went over the
list of schools funded in FY76 for planning Grants, the list
projected for FY77 and the list projected for FY77 for Operational
Grants. These lists were furnished to the committee members.
He cautioned against confusing the formula grants with the
planning grants.

Mr. Parr asked why Juneau would get more than one planning
grant? Mr. Hylee explained that they only planned for maybe
2 schools at one time in a community. Since this was a new
concept of the planning grant program he felt they were cautious
in starting out to see how effective it would be.

Discussion was had on the full funding of the 1 1/2% formula.
It was brought out that this is a grant for schools, not for
administrative costs.
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Action

There was discussion as to the possibilty of duplication
and as to whether or not there was some kind of coordination with
the community colleges to prevent this.

Mr. Ose moved that the bill be passed out of committee.
There being no objection, the bill was passed out.

Before the meeting adjourned Mr. Phillips announced that
he had asked Mary Lou Madden to speak before the committee.
Mrs. Madden spoke on the meeting which was held in Anchorage
last week where the Dept. of Education brought a group of people
together from around the state of both educators and non=-
educators to discuss in broad detail some of the major problems
that are faced in education. She complimented Mr. Phillips
(who attended as a delegate from the Hess Committee) on his
staying through the whole time of the meeting, his punctuality
and being a very beneficial member. She stated the purpose of
the meeting was to get urban perspective, rural perspective,
perspective from the school boards and teachers, the Dept. of
Education, etec.,

Mr. Parr asked if we would get a copy of the results of
the meeting. Mrs. Madden stated the committee would get a
copy of the full report.

The meeting adjourned at 4:10 p.m.
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 17, 1977

Present: Parr, Bennett, Nakak, Beirne, Seversen,
& Phillips.

Absent: Ose, Cotten, Chatterton

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 by Chairman
Parr. He called attention to the committee members of the
analysis of the bill that will be before them tomorrow which
was on their folder.

HB 13 On the agenda for today was HB 13. Mr. Phillips
announced that there was a letter in the files from Legislative
Research dated January 18 which he had recevied regarding the
bill.

First to testify in favor of the bill was Rose Palmquist,
) Chairman of the Municipal Commission for Senior Citizens
in Anchorage. She stated the commission consisted of 15
senior citizens and during the last 2 months they had
studied the bills which had been introduced up to that time.
She stated she had distributed to all the representatives
a list of the bills and the commission's position on them.
She stated that the list did not include HB 13 which should
have been included but the commission had voted to endorse
HB 13. She also asked 1if the list could be put with other
bills that would be coming up to show that the Commission
was in favor of them since she might not be present when
they were taken up. She was the 1lst administrator of the
Longevity Bonus Program and spoke very much in favor of the
bill.

Next to testify in favor of the bill was Charles Jones,
a Douglas resident who is a registered lobbyist for the
Association of American Retired People. He did make it
clear that he was not authorized to speak on the bill in
that capacity and was speaking on his own behalf. A copy
of his position was given to each committee member.

Next to testify in favor of the bill was Vera Siders
who spoke for herself and the people in Fairbanks who are
in favor of the bill.



Mr. Vern Perry, Director of the Division of Pioneers
Benefits spoke next on the bill and offered an amendment.
After the word "years'" on line 11, delete the proposed
language and add the following: '",or who has maintained a
non-continuous domicile in the territory or State for at
least 30 periods of 12 consecutive months each," and on
line 19 in place of the word "intermittently" add 'mon-
continuously'. Said this amendment had been discussed with
the Attorney General's Office. After some discussion as
to the amendmendment., Mr. Nakak said he would have to vote
against the amendment in the event a motion was made to
accept it. Mr. Phillips felt that the problem could be
taken care of without the amendment. Mr. Bennett spoke
in favor of the basic bill. No motion was made to accept
the amendment.

Carol D. Young from Ketchikan spoke next in favor of
the bill.

Mr. Bennett moved that the bill be passed out of committee
Action with a do pass recommendation. There being no objection,
the bill was passed out.

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

~—
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 21, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Phillips, Seversen, Chatterton,
Nakak, Bennett, Cotten & Beirne

The meeting was called to order by Vice-Chairman Ose
at 3:10 (Chairman Parr was called out on a phone call).

Mr. Ose announced that HB 89 was on the agenda and
asked Mr. Cotten if he would speak on his bill. Mr. Cotten
said the bill was up before the committee before. Said a
third fiscal note had now been prepared and he felt the
Dept of Education now understood what the intent of the bill
was. Said the fiscal note they had prepared before was
for 7 million dollars and now the estimate is for 11 million
dollars for FY 1978 and thereafter.

The meeting was turned back to Mr. Parr at 3:20 p.m..
Discussion was had as to why not make it 1007 instead of the
80% for the state's participation. Mr. Cotten felt if they
went to 100% it would be too far removed from local control.

Dr. Beirne asked about frontend financing and also
asked about the Governor's bill that Mr. Gallagher had told
us previously was going to be forthcoming? Mr. Parr said the
governor's bill was introduced in the senate and explained
how it would function.

Mr. Nakak spoke in favor of the 100% funding. Mr. Chatterton
also spoke in favor of the $100%. Discussion then took place
as to who would have control over what was needed and how it
would be decided as to what was needed in the schools if it went
to 100%. Mr. Bennett spoke in favor of the 100% funding.

Mr. Ose was against the 100% and Mr. Seversen asked
whether the 90% couldn't be used and still maintain control
with the 10%.

Mr. Chatterton moved to amend the bill to read on line
17 to change the 80 per cent to 90 per cent. Mr. Bennett said
he would go along with the 90% for nowﬁn order to give time
for legislation to be prepared for 100 per cent.

Mr. Nakak still felt it should be 1007%.

A vote on the motion was in favor of changing the 80 per
cen#to 90 per cent.

Mr. Nakak moved to amend the figure to 100 per cent.
After discussion a vote on the motion showed it to fail.



Mr. Cotten said he would like to add a new section
(1) (a) (3) and would like to get some conceptual approval
from the committee before an amendment was drafted. He
said he would like to have section (3) read the state will
pay 90% of the total construction cost of the school after
a local guarantee of 107 which means either by a bond issue
or cash to begin for FY 1980.

Chairman Parr asked the committee if they felt it would
be worth having the committee substitute drafted. There being
no objection, a committee substitute will be drafted, and
action will be taken at a later date when it is brought before
the committee again.

Mr. Cotten announced he had received a resolution from
the Anchorage assembly in favor of HB 89 and that the Anchorage
School Board also urged support of HB 89.

Chairman Parr announced that the Association of Alaska
School Boards will be in town and there will be a joint
meeting tomorrow afternoon with the Senate Hess Committee
in the Senate Hess Committee room at 3:00 for approximately
1/2 hour and then come back to our room to act on the bills
at approximately 3:30.

The meeting adjourned at 3:55 p.m.
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MINUTES OF JOINT HOUSE AND SENATE HESS MEETING
AND
HOUSE HESS MEETING

February 22, 1977

The joint meeting was called to order by the Senate
Hess Chairman, Senator Hackney. Those present at the joint
meeting were:

Senate Members: Senator Sumner
Senator Willis
Chairman Hackney

House Members: Mr. Parr, Chairman
Mr. Chatterton
Mr. Bennett
Mr. Phillips
Mr. Nakak
Mr. Cotten
Dr. Beirne

Senator Hackney welcomed the Association of Alaska
School Board members who were present.

Mr. Bill Overstreet introduced Mrs. Alaire Stanton
who is President of the Ketchikan School Board and President
of the Association of Alaska School Boards.

Mrs. Stanton thanked the members of the two committees
for taking the time for this meeting and introduced the
other representatives of the Association present:consisting
of the executive committee:

Mary Kay Barstate - Fairbanks
JoereneHout - Bethel

Marie Ujioka - Cordova
Sharon Young - Tok

Carolyn Cannava-Kenai

Sam Kito - Fairbanks

Norma Peterson - Juneau

Doris Wilke - Nome

Vincent Casey- Anchorage
Caroline Wohlforth- Anchorage
Fremont Hotchkiss- Matsu Borough

Mrs. Stanton said they had various concerns about
educational matters and the first one everyone thinks about
is the item of money. She said they really do appreciate
the idea of knowing what kinds of money they can count on
a year in advance. They appreciate knowing for the next fiscal
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year they can count on the $27,500 for foundation on unit
instructional purposes She said for the next fiscal year they
would like to see $29,000 for the instructional unit. She
hoped some adjustments could be made in the items they figure.
Felt the ADM problem could be helped by dropping the classromm
figure from 23 to 19 and this would provide a great deal

of additional money for the Anchorage area. Said it would
help Fairbanks also although not to quite as large a sum.

She stated they had some other concerns and one was
HB 109 dealing with school bosard and borough relationships.
Mr. Hotchkiss from the Matsu borough and Mrs. Cannava from
Kenai spoke to those areas and both spoke in favor of HB 109.

Mr. Parr said that HB 109 is presently in the House Hess
committee and that he had written to every assembly and every
school board and so far he has heard from 2 assemblies and
no school boards.

The next subject of discussion was HB 228 on which
Joerene Hout and Mary Kay Barstate spoke and both spoke
against HB 228. They said that by law the school boards
must negotiate with the staff for salary and fringe benefits
and they felt this was an area that should properly be
negotiated and not legislated by districts.

It was brought up that the Alaskan teachers are in a
good position. The real income of teachers nationally has
increased 1.25 per cent and Alaskan teachers has increased
26.3 per cent for the same period of time which indicates
we have the largest increase in the nation.

Mr. Cotten asked for an explanation of '"real income'" and
Mr. Phillips asked about the ‘time frame.

Mrs. Stanton next said another area they had talked
about is SB 44 and asked Mr. Vincent Casey to talk on this.
He explained the purpose of the professional teaching practices
commission and said they supported the expansion of that
commission.

Mr. Sumner said at the time the hearings in the Senate
Hess Committee were had on this bill, the question was asked whether
there was any complaints as to whether they were acting as charged
but nothing could be substantiated. He said it left the
committee with the feeling that they should leave the commission
as is. He said he had no problem with expanding the commission
if there was something presented that shows the commission
has complied with the charge set out for them.



’A> Next to be discussed was HB 179. - appropriations
for community schools. Asked Norma Peterson and Mrs.
Wilke to speak. Mrs.Petersen said they would like to
commend the House for passing HB 179. She and Mrs. Wilke
and Mr. Casey felt the community participation in the schools
was a good thing.

Mrs. Stanton said the commission feels that the retention
of the local decision making for school boards is extremely
important. Particularly important regarding school constructions
as well as the policy making, etc. She said several of the
bills which have been presented dealing with school construction
funds they feel takes away local decision from the school boards
and asked the two committees to view those bills with the
understanding the school boards would like the maximum amount
of the decisions on the local level.

Mr. Parr stated he would like to give the school boards
something to think about. 1In talking about local control,
he felt there were 2 areas whereithe school boards haven't
given proper attention to. ,f{&%zﬁl

1. There is a growing tendency among parents to put
their children on correspondence studies or private schools.
He felt this indicates the schools maybe should take a look
> at themselves and see if they are missing something.

2. According to some of the information he has received,
some of the school districts aren't doing a good job on the
policy of their truancy. They are getting paid for having the
children in school when the children are staying home and

not attending school.. If that would continue the legislature
might be forced to fund on an ADA basis instead of an ADM
basis.

Mr. Hackney thanked the members of the association for
coming and the joint meeting adjourned at 3:35.

The House Hess meeting was called to order in room 112
40u5¢ of the Capitol Building at 4:00 by Chairman Parr.
Hess
Those present were: Mr. Parr, Mr. Chatterton, Mr.
Ose, Mr. Phillips, Dr. Beirne, Mr. Nakak, Mr. Bennett, Mr.
Cotten.

Absent: Mr. Seversen.

L Chairman Parr announced that HB 132 was first on the
W3 agenda.



_> Mr. Chatterton thanked the committee for allowing him
the time to look into the bill and stated that he nothing
further to offer on the bill. However he said the amendment
on the bill specifying the residency requirement for at least
one year was inconsistent with other funds wherein it
required only "Alaskan Residents". He thought the committee
should reconsider the amendment.

Mr. Chatterton moved to rescind the amendment made on
page 2, line 7, after the word "Alaska' delete for at least
one year", and on page 3, line 14 after word Alaska , delete
"for at least one year'. Mr. Cotten supported the motion to
delete this amendment and there being no object. The amendment
was deleted.

Mr. Chatterton then moved to pass HB 132 out of committee
Fion as a committee substitute and incorporating the amendments
ety that were previously made. The amendments previously made were:

Page 2, line 28, delete all material after word "OF" and
add "CERTAIN INFORMATION. All information submitted in
support of a determination of substantial financial need
as provided in Sec. 960(3) is confidential."

Page 3, line 1 to be deleted and the first 4 words

> in line 2 to be deleted but leaving in the sentence beginning
with "However'. Line 4, page 3, after the word "application"
change "." to "," and add "or authorize release of such

1

application or records to designated individuals or organizations.'
Line 8, page 3, after the word "and" add 'where relevant'.

There being no objection to the motion the bill was passed out
of committee as a CS aigﬁggsught back before the committee for
signatures. y Ao be

7¥A5 YA Next on the agenda was HB 146.

First to testify was Rick Davidge, a graduate student

in public administration, full time in the University of
Alaska, Southeast. He offered an amendment to the bill which
he felt was a compromise between Rep. Miller's suggested
Committee Substitute. Hebtated that the Associated Students
of the University of Aldska, Fairbanks, the recognized student
government of Fairbanks has voted to support the bill as written.
A group of Anchorage student consistent of 2 groups, 1 group
supports it and one does not. The offered amendment would
read as follows as an additional paragraph. ''Loans made to a
student whoe attends the University of Alaska will receive
10% foregiveness upon graduation from the University of Alaska.
This foregiveness shall apply to both undergraduate students

) - and graduate students at the University." He felt this would

- offer a good incentive.



:fj Said he had a problem understanding the definition of
the term ''adequately being met'" which is on line 16.
Said he had no amendment to offer on the problem.

Chairman Parr told the committee the bill was before
them and called their attention to Mr. Miller's bill which
was in the files. Discussion was had on the foregiveness
clause in both Mr. Parr's bill and Mr. Miller's bill.

Mr. Chatterton spoke against the bill.
Mr. Bennett spoke in favor of the bill.
Mr. Phillips spoke against the bill.

Mr. Cotten said he would agree with Mr. Chatterton and
would have to vote "mo" on the bill but would vote to move
it out of committee.

Mr. Ose spoke in favor of the bill.

Discussion was had on whether the 10% foregiveness
was an adequate amount.

Mr. Cotten moved to pass the bill out but then withdrew
) his motion.
of the
Mr. Bennett proposed an amendment to read "A 407%/loan
shall be considered a grant upon completion of the course of
c4}oh/ study at a college or university in the state for which the
QeT: loan was granted". After discussion of the proposed amendment
a vote was taken and the amendment failed.

Mr. Chatterton then moved to pass the bill out of
- committee with individual recommendations. There being no
(lef’om objections, the bill was passed out of committee with individual
recommendations.

Mr. Parr asked the committee how many saw the article
in the paper on the Bering Strait matter.regarding the
financial difficulties they are having. He felt the Dept.
of Education should have informed the committee as to the
problems they are having in the REAA's.

Mr. Nakak said he was attempting to work with the people
in the Department in order to resolve some of the problems.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:35 p.m.



MINTUES OF MEETING OF
HOUSE, HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 23,1977

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Chairman
Parr. Members present were:

Mr. Parr, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Chatterton, Mr. Seversen,
Mr. Phillips, Dr. Beirne, Mr. Nakak, Mr. Cotten
and Mr. Ose came in later.

Chairman Parr announced to the committee that he had
received a telephone call from the Public Health Officer in
Fairbanks who had heard that this committee was going to
meet in Tok. ' Mr. Parr said he knew nothing of such a meeting
but if any members were planning to attend he would pass the
phone number on to them.

Mr. Parr said the first bill on the agenda would be HB 206
which is a Governor's bill and asked Dr. Lois Jund, Deputy
Commissioner for Program Management for the Departmentof
Health and Social Services to testify. Dr. Jund stated she
had worked on this bill for the last 2 years and gave some
background on the 2 bills which were introduced as one bill
last year (HB 596). She stated there has been a great deal
of clamwoz - throughout Alaska for local control of health
services. Felt there should be a provision purely voluntary
for those regions and municipalities that wish to assume
responsibility for their own local health services that we
have a mechanism whereby this can be accomplished. HB 206
deals only with health services and municipalities and provides
that upon application in accordance with the approved health
plan for that area, the state would provide 90% of what it
had spent the preceding fiscal year in that area for the
provisions of health services. The municipality would have
to put up 107% of the cost so that the level of services would
be the same, there is a maintenance of effort provision. She
stated the advantages of both bills is that there would be
local control and it would reduce the state payroll.

Mr. Cotten asked what size the board would be. Said
he had noticed it was a Governor's bill and he recalls another
bill that the Governor was against because it calls for an
elected board.

Dr. Jund further stated she had received one phone call
with regard to HB 207 indicating that they liked the present
form, and has received one letter from the North Slope Borough
on HB 206 which she read into the record and which supported
the bill.



There was discussion as to what the additional cost
will be to the tax payer, whether or not there will be
sufficient expertise in the municipalities to administer the
program, what decisions do the locals make once the authority
is transferred and how much money are we talking about.

Mr. Chatterton asked what the exact figure was of the
1977 fiscal budget for public health services and was told
8 million dollars.

Mr. Chatterton called attention tp page 2, starting on
line 16 '"year preceding application, the department shall provide
an initial grant to the municipality in an amount equal to
90 per cent of the state budget for public health services
furnished in the municipality'". He asked what municipalities
would qualify, what the line item budget would be for that
municipality and asked how this would affect Anchorage and
Fairbanks.

Dr. Jund said that in Anchorage right now, there is no
formula but after statehood somewhere along the line, the
legislature appropriated a certain amount of money for the
Anchorage health department which is now up to $500,000 per
annum. Not all of this money goes to health, some is reserved
for ARCO and ACCA. 1If Fairbanks elects to choose this bill,
they will get 90% of $140,000.

Mr. Chatterton then asked to make a statement which
was "I came into this committee meeting hoping that I could,
for the first time, vote for one of the administration's
bills and after this lousy presentation, I don't believe I can."
Mr. Bennett asked about the effect the malpractice lawsuits
might have.

Mr. Parr asked whether Anchorage is now getting money
under the proposed formula in #206 or only getting a lump
sum which the legislature appropriates. He also said the
cost of the REAA's as opposed to the cost of the SOS is
almost an identical figure and he didn't understand why it
should cost any more, it might cost the same, but questions the
need for extra staff in the office in Juneau. He said extra
staff was not added in the Dept. of Education for the REAA's.

There was much discussion on the decentralization aspect
and the fact that a non-elected body will have to approve the
plans which are submitted.

Mr. Bennett asked which area the impetus . of the bill
came from. He said if this is a petition from 800 or 900
people he looks at the legislation in one light but it if is a



departmental thing, or municipality, he looks at it completely
different.

Next to testify was Mr. Sam Coxson representing the
Anchorage Municipality. He called attention to page 2,
line 16 through 19. He felt the language should be reviewed
and would like to see it read '"the department shall provide
a grant to the municipality in an amount equal to 90% of
the existing local budget for public health services furnished
in the municipality for that fiscal year."

Mrs. Jund called his attention to the language on
page 4, Mr. Cogson then asked about the language on page
3, paragraph 4,. He wanted to know if they were essentially
talking about combining service areas?

Mrs. Jund said this would apply to very small areas.

Mr. Coxson stated he would be glad to supply the
committee with any written information the committee might
want from Anchorage.

Mr. Parr asked if the Municipality of Anchorage was in
favor of or against the bill. Mr. Coxson said he was not in
a position to say.

Mr. Cotten asked if they would be interested in coming
up with a position on the bill and commenting on what sort
of increase they feel the state ought to give to them under
the same provisions of this bill. Mr. Coxson said the bill
is presently being reviewed and felt they should have a position
on it in a week. Mr. Coxson said they would like to look
at the possible add-on programs, what new programs they might
consider, what the impact of that might be.

Mr. Parr asked Mr. Coxson to come back with some kind
of position on it. :

Mr. Parr informed the committee the bills were before
them. Mr. Nakak said that he wasn't prepared to act on
either piece of legislation at the time and asked to withhold
action on them until further testimony comes in. There
being no objection, both bills were held in committee.

Mr. Parr called the committee's attention to the memorandum
regarding the meeting with members of the Dept. of Education
on Friday evening at 7:30 in our meeting room.

The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.
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MINUTES OF
HOUSE, HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
February 24, 1977

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at
3:05 p.m.

Those present: Mr. Parr, Mr. Chatterton, Mr. Seversen,
Mr. Phillips, Mr. Cotten, Dr. Beirne
and Mr. Ose came in later.

Absent: Mr. Nakak & Mr. Bennett.

Chairman Parr announced HCR 26 was the first order of
business and he explained the intent of the resolution.

Mr. Rod Betit and ERic Hanson, both from the Department
of Health and Social Services were present and available to
answer questions regarding the position paper and fiscal note
presented by the Department.

Discussion was had as to how many offices presently
are making decisions as to the eligibility qualifications
for receiving food stamps. It was the impression of the
members of the committee that the final decision was made in
the Juneau Office but Mr. Hanson said there are 10 decision
making offices throughout the State.

There was discussion on the personnel that handled the
program. Mr. Hanson said presently the ones responsible for
handling the money and handing out the food stamps are clerical
type people and he felt it should be handled by someone more
qualified. The reason they don't have more qualified people
is they cannot get approval from the Division of Personnel
to upgrade the positions.

The time element involved as to when a person applies
for the stamps to the time they actually receive assistance
was discussed. It seems the time frame average is 14 days.

Mr. Malone testified on his bill. He felt that persons
collecting the information regarding the eligibility requirements
from the individuals should be able to make the decision
themselves as to whether the people are qualified. He said
it wasn't clear to him why the Department felt it would take
93 additional persons to handle the program. Felt that they
become more involved in serving themselves instead of the
people. He stated the idea of the resolution was to ask
the Department to cut through some of their "red tape'" if



they are willing to do it. Mr. Malone felt that the Department
could have provided some information that would have been more
useful if they would show what percentage of the money is for
administrative costs and what percentage goes to the people
themselves. He said he felt in public assistance programs

the emphasis ought to be on providing to the people as quickly
-as possible the basics such as food, clothing, etc., and this
should be the first aim of the program.

The question was asked as to how the need for 93 new
positions, as shown in the fiscal note, was arrived at.

Mr. Parr told Mr. Hanson and Mr. Betit he would like
more information regarding the fiscal note as to the need
for 93 additional personnel and the justification for it.

Mr. Malone said it was hafd to judge the validity of a
position paper when you weren't doing it statewide and he
questioned the fact that when they don't have management informa-
tion from certain areas how they know the amount they had down
(2.2 million) was going to cover it. He asked why, since in the
problem of management on the North Slope for the caribou
herd, that on the spot sales were being made there, that system
couldn't be extended to other areas. Mr. Hanson said the
main reason was they received a &70,000 commitment from Governor
Hammond's office to permit that program and also some federal
regulations to expedite the processing of food stamps = in that
area. He said the main reason they aren't doing it statewide
is lack of funds.

Mr. Parr said he would appreciate it if the Dept. would
furnish the information asked for on the fiscal note and
the Dept.'s best guess on the turn-around times on the applications
in the Interior and Northwest.

Mr. Malone said he would like this breakdown by 50%
since it was easier for him to work with.

Mr. Parr then announced the resolution would be held
in Committee until we received further information from the
Department.

Mr. Parr announced the next order of business was HJR 17.
Mr. Malone testified on this bill and said it was directed to
Federal Congress asking them to require, as a matter of law,
that public hearings be required in a state to develop a plan
under Title 20. The idea is so that people throughout the
state should have an opportunity to comment on how those funds
are to be expended.

Mr. Sam Granato, Director of the Division of Social
Services testified on behalf of the Department and explained
their position paper in which the Deparment feels this resolve
is not advisable.



Mr. Malone asked Mr. Granato why, since the position

paper indicates the department has been holding public hearings they

are objecting to the requirement that public hearings be held?
Mr. Granato felt this was asking for a rigid regulation which
was uncessary. Mr. Granato then went on to say that they

were dropping the public hearings for the present time and
trying to get the same results through advertising for comments
of the people.

Mr. Malone felt this method did not serve the public's
interest. Mr. Cotten shared Mr. Malone's feelings.

Mr. Parr informed Mr. Granato of a meeting he attended
in Fairbanks in 1975 in which only one person from the
Department participated and only took 2 or 3 hours of that
person's time. He also said he questioned the instrument
or evaluation measure used in. evaluating the cases.

Granato said the primary thing they were trying to
say was they were not really opposed to the hearings, just
that they are opposed to the Federal Government having
another rigid regulation.

There was much discussion as to what percentage of
departmental costs is coming off the top indirectly.

Mr. Parr announced that since most of the members of
the committee had had to leave and there was no quorum,
the bill would be held over in committee.

Mr. John Garth, Director of Alaska Children's Services
spoke before the committee. He stated he was here to ask
the committee's help and direction. They are primary providers
of residential child care treatment. About 907% of their
clientele is provided by the Division of Social Services and
the Division of Corrections. There is a statute, Chapter 47.40,
pertaining to full cost of services, reimbursement by the
Department for children placed in their care. The way the
Department has been interpreting it it leaves the provider agency
with a deficit of 20% a year. He said their committee has
determined that after 8 years in subsidizing child care in the
State of Alaska, probably by several million, that it is
past time for the Department to implement AS 47.40 as it was
intended and they have an Attorney General's opinion on that.
There are 3 things they have problems with. 1. The need for
a mandate for the department to cost settle with them rather
than to say it is permissible and the Dept. has never cost
settled with them.

2. The law specifically deletes from the reimbursement
formula depreciation repairs and replacement to their facilities
and equipment. He said this is unjust under the law, medicare



and medicaid provides for depreciation and they cannot charge
depreciation or repairs in excess of $500 a year.

3. The law refers to levels of care and the reference
there is to a book that doesn't exist. They need to have
the concept or the term '"levels of care' removed from the statute.

Mr. Parr said Mr. Kiindall had given him a hand-written
sheet and one thlng on it was the timing of the annual rate
hearing, that it should be at a time that would permit
putting an input into the budget request of Health and
Social Services. Another thing Mr. Kenwood mentioned but
doesn't feel we can make promises on is adequate appropriation
be made in the annual state budget for full reimbursement of
costs of services. He said he didn't feel the legislature
could guarantee that. Said he felt the other matters brought
before the committee could be addressed. He said the
committee, should they wish to do so, could put in a committee
bill on this subject and have the hearings on the bill and
get the whole question aired and see what happens on that
point.

There was discussion on the types of care they provided.

Mr. Parr asked if 050 should be deleted and if there
are any standards that should be used or wether it should
be left up to the Department.

Garth felt if the statute was changed to speak of
types of care and amend this to refer to the correct publication,
would be an acceptable substitution.

Mr. Parr said the committee would take a look at this
and asked if someone could. furnish written information if
the committee needed it.

The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m.



MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION & SOCIAL SERVICE COMMITTEE
February 25, 1977

The meeting was called to order at 3:04 by Chairman
Parr.

Those present were: Mr. Parr, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Nakak,
Mr. Chatterton, Mr. Ose, Mr.
Phillips, Mr. Seversen and Dr. Beirne.

Absent: Mr. Cotten

Chairman Parr announced that CSHJR9 was the first
order of business. Dr. Beirne moved to pass it out of committee
with individual recommendations. There being no objection,
the resolution was passed out.

Chairman Parr then announced that 'HB99 was next.
There was a letter from the Governor in support of this bill
and Mrs. Jund from the Department of Health & Social Services,
being present stated the Dept. was in support of the bill.

Mr. Chatterton asked what the exposure was now , today,
and what it would be if the bill passed.

The answer was that the spouse is liable even in afber
divorce. The first year the patient is mentally hospitalized
he pays according to his income. After the first year, he
pays only $50 per month. In the case of the severely mentally
ill the spouse pays $50 per month.

Mr. Ose moved that the bill be passed out of committee
with individual recommendations. There being no objection,
the motion carried.

Mr. Parr informed the committee that packets would be
ready for the meeting tonight. Said the main object of the
meeting was to find out what is going on in the problem areas
of the REAA and to see if there will be other problems that
will be coming up, try to get ahead of the game.

The meeting adjourned at 3:15.

CSHB 132 was passed around for signatures.



SPECIAL MEETING OF HOUSE, HESS
SEWATE HESS & EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE FOR HOUSE FINANCE

February 25, 1977

The meeting was called to order by House HESS Chairman
Parr. Those present were: Mr. Parr, Mr. Nakak, Mr. Seversen,
Mr. Ose, Mr. Cotten, Mr. Bennett, Senator Ferguson,Mrs. Buccholdt,
Mrs. Smith and Mr. Gruening. The meeting was called to order
at 7:40 p.m.

Chairman Parr called attention to the members of the
packets that had been made up in front of them. The meeting
was called for the purpose of clarifying some of the problems
existing in the REAA's with the Department  of Education.

Senator Ferguson spoke first since Mr. Parr said he
had another meeting to go to at 8:00 p.m.

Senator Ferguson said he had written down a half-way prepared
statement and the primary reason he had written it down was
it was an emotional matter to him. Said he has dealings with
Dept. of Education for 7 years and hadn't gotten the point _across
to them yet. He said that Mr. Parr and Mr. Ose were the only
2 members that served on the Fducation Committee in 1975 when
SB 35 was passed and said he would like to speak briefly to
the history of SB 35 which pertains to the problems faced by
Bering Straits REAA. He said he chaired the Free Conference Committee
on Senate Bill 35 as a Senate Free Conference Committee Chairman
with Senator Willis and Senator Sacket. Rep. Swanson chaired
the House Free Conference Committee with Rep. Beirnes and Rep.
Davis. The Legislature adopted the Free Conference Committee
report and the Governor's signature enacted SB 35 which decentralized
State Operated School systems and created REAA's, and also placed
the military schools in the borough school districts. The bill
also gave them a one year plan for decentralization of the State
Operated school system which was a transitional period and one of
the primary functions of the Department of Education was to
evaluate and devise the funding formula that would be equitable
to the REAA's and submit a budget request to the legislature last
session. Mr. Ferguson said the Department did not request an
equitable budget for the REAA's from the legislature last session
primarily because they did not have a recommended formula ready.
As a consequence the Senate HESS Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee last session entered into a compromise with the Dept.
of Education to not tamper with the present foundation formula
which absolved the budget request for the REAA's but over-budgeted
the large per. capita school districts such as Anchorage. The
compromised breached was two-fold. The Dept. of Education, through
a legislative resolution, would study and make its recommendations.
to the legislature a fundlng formula consistent with the equal
education opportunities to all school districts. The Dept. of
Education would draft a legislative intent that would be affixed
to the 1977 fiscal budget that the Department of Education could
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Fxgure A-10, Undergraduate Degree-Credit Em'ollment of Persons Aged 18 to 24 as a Percentage of Their Age
Group, 1970, by State
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- INTRODUCTION

'COMPREHENSIVE CAMPUS

~ Fairbanks
COMMUNITY & SENIOR COLLEGES

Anchorage Comm. Coll. 1954
-Anchorage Senior Coll. 1970
Juneau-Douglas Comm. Coll. 1956
~Southeastern Senior Coll. 1972
Kenai Penin. Comm. Coll. 1964
Ketchikan Comm. Coll. . 1954
Kodiak Comm. Coll. - 1956
- Kuskokwim Comm. Coll. 1972
Matanuska-Susitna CC 1957
Northwestern CC (Nome) 1975
Sitka Comm. Coll. ‘ 1962
Tanana-Valley Comm. Coll. = 1974

~ EXTENSION CENTERS 4
~ Adak 1962
Barrow 1970
Clear - 1962
Cordova 1968
Dil1lingham - 1970
.Eielson 1956
‘Elmendorf 1956
Ft. Greely 1957
Ft. Richardson 1965
Ft. Wainwright 1956
Glennallen ~ - 1967
. Homer 1964
Kotzebue 1970
Petersburg 1960
Seward 1964
"Shemya 1969
Valdez 1969
Wrangell 1965
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
Anchorage 1941
Aniak 1965
Bethel 1971
‘Fairbanks 1930
Kenai Peninsula 1951
1936

" Matanuska Valley

SOURCE: ' Academic Development Plan

Table 1-1

| 'UNTVERSITY OF ALASKA PROGRAM CENTERS
(Dates refer to dates of initiation)

1917

University of Alaska, 1975

-

Nome S . 1957

- RESEARCH INSTITUTES, CENTERS
AND STATIONS

Inst. of Arctic Biology =~ 1963
-Inst. of Agric. Sciences = 1895

Cent. for North.Educ.Res. 1971

Geophysical Institute - 1949
Inst. of Marine Science. 1960
Inst. of Social, Economic
. & Government Research 1963
Tundra Biome Center 1970
Inst. of YWater Resources 1965
Sea Grant Program 1970
Arctic Envir. Information '
& Data Center 1971
Cold Bay Stat. : 1973
Alaska Coop. Wildlife , :
Research Unit 1950
Forest-Soils Lab - 1965

Kenai Penin. Red Meat

Res. Center--Homer . 1972

Kodiak Red Meat Res. Cent. 1973

"Mineral Ind. Research Lab 1963

Musk Ox Program 1964

Palmer Experimental Farm 1967

Pt. Barrow Naval Arctic

Research Laboratory 1947 -

Seward Marine Station 1968

Gambell Biological Station 1970 -

Homer Station - . 1969
Halibut Cove Shore Stat. 1971

. Cantwell Reindeer Station 1967
Aka. Coop. Park Stud. Unit 1972

. Southeastern : - 1937 .
Tanana Valley = 1941

. . EXTENSION COURSES OFFERED o
Haines ‘ o 1963 -
Hoonah : : 1971
Mt. McKinley ' 1973
Mt. Village o 1970 -

- Skagway ' 1968 -
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salsslippi.... 154,036 30 65.66 26 - 16.21 5 +18% 35 ©+319% 19 + 2% 35 +125% - 19
Issourt ..eue 236,782 20 49.71 - 42 9.02 42 +20% .33 +216% ° 42] 4+ 3% 33 *+ 70% 42
ontana ...... 47,099 “43 . 62.97 30 11.62 27 +32% 19 +181% 47 +14% 19 + 50% - 47
sbraska...... 121,980 33 79.11 11 13.00 . 20 +43% 5 +457% 4 +23% 5 +189% - 4
E3Z-1. V: SR 42,357 45 71.55 22 10.76 32 +43% ' 6 +425% 7 +23% - 6 +181% 7
swHampshire 22,859 - 49 27.94 50 526 50 +20% 32 +218% 38 + 3% 32 + T1% 38 l
2w Jersey ... 315,338, 14 -43.10 46 6.41 49 + 9% 45 +317% 22 - 6% 45 +123% 22 {
sy’ Mexico ... 82,047 © 38 71.53 23 14.98 - 10 | +34% 177 +215% . 43 +15% . 17 + 69% 43
ew.York ..... 1,251,096 2 -69.04 ~ 25 10.52 36 + 8% 47 +254% 34 - 7% 47 + 90% 34
orth Carolina 407,977 .9 74.84 19 15.11 . 9 +17% 36. +402% 9 + 1% 36" +169% 9
orth Dakota .. 48,865 42 76.71 16 13.38 17 +54% 3 +249% 35§ - +33% 3 + 87% 35
1]« I, 502,225 7 46.68 45 8.03 46 +30% .7 24 - +438% - 6 +12% 24 +189% 6
klahoma ..... 152,263 .31 56.14 37 10.69 34 +44% 4 +264% 31 +24% 4 + 95% 31
regon........ 176,653 28 7721 . 15 13.38 i6 +36% 14 +218% 33 +18% - 14 + 70% 339
ennaylvania . 659,761 5 55.78 38 9.39 40 +15% 339 +380% 12 - 1% 39 +157% - 12
hode Island ..’ 64,771 - AT 69.87 24 11.97 .25 +38% 12 +321% - 18 +19% 12 +126% i8
outh Carolina ‘210,239 23 | 7461 - 20 . 16.15 6 +13% - 41 +665% 2 - 2% 41 +310% 2
. ) . . P 3
outh Dakota . 38,382 47 66.20 36 114t . 3o +19% 34 +163% 48 + 3% 34 + 44% 48
ennessee .... 200,889 25 47.97 43 9.60 38 +15% - 38 - +300% . 26 + 0% 38 +114% 26
[:2 ;3. SR, 918,589 3 75.07 18 13.33 18 +72% 2 +458% -3 +49% 2 +199% 3
j:1; R 102,937 36 85.35 7 17.34 2 +36% 15 +314% 23 +17% . .16 +122% 23
ermont ...... 20,138 50 42.76 47 8.62 44 | . + 0% - 49 +188% 46 "~14% 49 4+ 54% 46
irginla ....... 316,042 ° 13 '63.63 28 11.00 31 +30% - 21 +393% 10 +13% 21 +164% " 10
fashington ... 310,131 15 B87.43 4 14.00 13 +23% 27 +227% a7 + 6% 27 + 75% 37
/o8t Virginia . 114,460 35 63.48 29 12.91 21 +29% 25 +254% 33 +11% 25 + 90% 33
flsconsin .... 364,056 10 79.04 . 12 13.94 14 +12% 42 +233% 29 -3% 42 +105% 29
fyoming...... 33,821 48 90.43 3 14.74 11 +39% 10 +286% . 28 +20% 10 +107% 2R )
otal U.S...... $13,911,885 $ 65.21 $11.05 +24% +292% + 7% +111% -
. Estimated. : {d) Increase in appropriations for 1976-77 over those lor 1974-75, as reporied by M. M. Chambders.
1) chodrd by M. M. Chambers ol lhnois State University as state tax funds approprialed lor {e) Increasen approprighons for 1976.77 ovar those for 1966-67, as reported by M. M. Chambers.
Gperating expenses and scholarship programs for tugher educalion. () Two-year increase m appropriahions adjusted for nliation of 15.7 per cert dunng the lwo years
) State appropaations dided by the lah.-st published state poputation nguras estimated by the ending 1ast June, as measured by D Kent Halstead's Higher Education Price Index of the cost
U. S. Census Bureau for 1975, . ot goods and services commonly purchased by colteqges and universities.
)} State-approprniations divided by state pelsonal income, in thousands, reported by the U.S. (g} Ten-year increase in appropriations adjusted for inflation of 86.5 per cont during the ten years
- ! R ot Aol - o . - endina last Juna. as measured by the Hicher Education Pnce index.
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be certified by a physician, or a copy of hospital records
or receipted bill, but they do need supportive evidence to
be used for housekeeping purposes. Also requested that

the words ''medical attention' be taken out as it is so broad.

Discussion took place as to striking out "medical
attention'" and also how the department policed this situation.

Mr. Perry was thanked and excused and Mrs. Marie Swanson
from the same Department testified. She stated that when a
person goes outside, the department ask them to let them know.
Then when they return they inform the Department they are back
in the State. She said they do not take any information
until they are back in the State.

Again there was discussion on whether a person could
be gone for 60 days without the department knowing for sure.
Mrs. Swanson explained how the stub system works and why
they are on a 30 day basis.

Mr. Cotten moved to delete Section II. The motion carried.

Mr. Ose moved to delete the words in line 13, "medical
attention or "'. Phillips and Bradley did not agree. Mr.
Cotten asked to leave Section 1(b) as is and opposed Mr.
Ose's motion. A vote on the motion showed 4 - 4 and the
motion failed.

Mr. Ose moved to postpone the hearing on this bill
until the following day. Mr. Cotten opposed the motion.
Mr. Chatterton supported the motion. A vote was taken and
the motion failed.

Mr. Beirne moved that line 12 should be amended to
read "A recipient who, upon the direction of alicensed
Alaskan physician receives hospitalization or hospital out-
patient care outside the state shall continue to receive
bonuses during his absence, up to 90 days.

Mr. Chatterton proposed an amendment to the amendment
to read ''licensed Alaskan physician holding an M.D. or DDS

degree'. After discussion and looking up the definition of
physician, Mr. Chatterton withdrew his wording of DDS which would
make the amendment read "holding an MD degree'. The motion
failed.

The motion of Dr. Beirne's amendment "A recipient who
upon the direction of a licensed Alaskan physician receives
hospitalization or hospital out-patient care outside the
state shall continue to receive bonuses during his absence
up to 90 days' was voted on. The motion carried.



A motion was made to pass the bill out. Dr. Beirne
had a question regarding the 90 days. Discussion was held.

The motion carried to pass the bill out as a Committee
Substitute. '

Mr. Parr announced that the Alaska . Staff

Development is having a task force for problem delineation
on the 7th & 8th of February in Anchorage and someone from
the committee is invited as a representative with travel
expenses being paid. Mr. Parr will not be able to go

and asked if someone would like to attend to let him know
so that he can give them an answer.

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.



MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 19, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Chatterton, Phillips, Nakak,

Cotten, Bradley, Beirne. Mr. Bennett came
in later.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at 4:00 p.m.
and it was announced that H.B. 13 was on the agenda.

Mr. Vern Perry, Director of Pioneers' Benefit Division spoke on HB
13. Mr. Perry said that the Division had no objection to HB

13 as long as there was a stipulation in it that at least one

year of continued residency should elapse immediately prior

to the application, so they are definitely living back in

Alaska and that the service credits for meeting the residency
requirement should be in 12 month increments.

Questions were asked of Mr. Perry by members of the committee
such as:

It appears that there have been projections made up to
FY 82. How does the Division arrive at those figures unless they
already know how many people are going to qualify and get benefits?

The people now presently eligible to receive the benefits,
is it a requirement that they be in the State at present?

Mr. Perry was asked whether he would care to speak to
the point as to whether any amendments should be made on the
bill. Mr. Perry declined to speak, explaining that the Division

doesn't have a policy that he could support but that he could

speak personally on the bill.
Mr. Ose stated that he was opposed to the Bill.

More questions were asked regarding someone who had lived
in Alaska living here for 30 years, moving to the lower 48 for
3 years and then returning to Alaska and being unable to qualify
for this program. Mr. Phillips spoke in favor of the bill.

Further questions were asked such as, additional administrative
costs, additional funding for more people? Are there many
instances of fraud? How many recipients are there now? What
efforts have been made to find out how many people we are talking
about: Has the office made any attempt to find out how many
people would fall under this?
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Discussion was had trying to clarify the 12 month increment.
Such as if someone fished 8 months in Ketchikan, paid taxes, owned
their own home there and then moved to California for 4 months,
but not changing their residence, would they be eligible. Also
there appears to be problems in verifying the length of residency
of some applicants.

It was asked as to how many more recipients would be added
to the program. Mr. Perry felt about 200 would be eligible.

Mr. Perry was thanked and excused.
Mrs. Marie Swanson also with the Division testified that

she believes there will be more than 200 people that would
qualify. Probably almost double that. 400. ‘

Mr. Phillips stated that he would like to move that this
hearing be postponed until another time. There being no objectiomns,
the Bill was held incommittee.

Chairman Parr announced that the Finance Committees have sub-
committees and need people to work with them.

Mr. Nakak offered to help on the Health and Social Services
sub committee and Mr. Cotten will work on the Education subcommittee.

The meeting adjourned at 4:35.
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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
' January 18, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Beirne, Phillips, Cotten, Chatterton,

Bradley, Nakak and Bennett

Chairman Parr called the meeting to order at
3:05 PM. The first bill considered was HB 59, An Act relating
to handicapped individuals; and providing for an effective date.

Testifying on this bill was Mike Morgan, Director of the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. Chairman Parr asked Mr.
Morgan to give a brief outline as to why the bill was necessary
and to go through it and describe what these changes are doing.
Mr. Morgan stated that the legislation was submitted at the
Division's request to bring the State statutes into confromity
with the Federal Law, Public Law 93.12, as amended by 93.516, and
Federal Regulations and guidelines. Essentially, the term
"housekeeping bill" is correct. He further stated that the
legislation has no impact on the program at this time. He
stated that in Section 1, the only addition was to add Title
16. He stated Section II is repealed and reanacted to provide
consideration for similar benefits and to take out
the reference to the economic needs tests that was in the old
law. The Federal Law and the Federal Regulations do not require
an economic needs test even though we make a financial
determination of the resources available to the individual and
try to get him to participate in his own vocational rehabili-
tation plan to the extent that it is possible.

Many questions were asked by the committeeand discussion
had as to, who is really eligible, are veterans? Mr. Morgan
answered that a person must have a mental or physical
disability which prevents them from working and also that if
services are provided, the individual will go back to work
and retain his job, so there's a feasibility question that's
answered on every application. Mr. Morgan stated that Section
3 of HB 59 is amended to redefine handicapped individuals in a manner
that is inconsistent with the Federal Law and Regulations and
that is where this definition was taken from. Section 4 was
also taken from the laws and regs as well as Section 5 and Section
6. Mr. Parr said that in section 6 it looked like the definition
was a little broader. Mr. Morgan stated the reason that it was
broader was because they have gone to rehabilitation facilities
fr such things asevaluative kinds of services. Such as Hope
Center in Fairbanks, Archa Industries in Anchorage, and Alaska
Treatment Center would come under this definition also.
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~ Mr. Bradley asked whetfer on Line 27, page 2, where
i¢ says "gainful" means getting paid. Mr. Morgan said he
believed that was the case. He said their emphasis was to
get people back into competitive employment.

Section 7 amends Article 2 which is the legislation
governing the Governor's Committee on the employment of the
handicapped. There are 2 essential changes, (1) that the
word '"'physically" be deleted from the title and section 23.15 to
70 which would extend the coverage to the mentally handicapped.
The second one is that the first full week in May be designated
as Alaska's Handicap Week for the reason that in May the
employment starts to broaden. In October, when the National
Handicap Week is held, we are in a depressed situation here.

Other questions were asked by the committee such as,
does the program cover API and Harborview. Mr. Morgan answered
that they had a counsellor who, on an itinerant basis, visits
API to take any referrals or cases. He stated as to Harborview,
they have not been involved with it to the extent they should
have primarily because of the reputation Harborview had. Where
you sent people when there was nothing else available to them.
They are becoming more involved now, especially since they
are mandated by Congress to help the severely disabled.

Much discussion was had as to who is eligible and how
they determine someone is eligible.

Further questions asked by the committee as to how many
employees are employed by Vocational Rehabilitation, has the
dollar amount gone up, how much of the dollar amount actually
goes into Vocational Rehabilitation, how much of the funding
is federal. Does the school system let the Department
know when a child is no longer in school and how much of a
time lapse before the child is picked up by the Department.
What rate of success is there, etc.

After much discussion regarding the wording of the bill,
Mr. Chatterton moved that on line 21, the word 'meed" be
changed to "will". The motion carried.

Mr. Cotten moved that on line 23, a period be inserted
after "individual', and a new sentence beginning ''The division
need not take other benefits into consideration', deleting
the word "or" and adding the rest of line 23. The motion
carried.

Mr. Cotten moved that H.B. 59 be passed out of committee
as amended with a_%tg’pass recommendation. The motion carried.

Mr. Morgan was thanked for his participation and excused.

H.B. 60 was the next order of business. Mr. Kenneth Greiser,
Deputy Director of Law Management and Finance Division testified
that HB 60 is a clean-up clarification of the compulsory
attendance law and involves a list of reasons why compulsory
attendance wouldn't apply to certain students. That the new

wording is by action of the school board.
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- And that since State Operated Schools are no longer in

p) existence, that was deleted. After discussion regarding the
grammar, etc, Mr. Bradley moved that the bill be passed out

of committee with a.%ﬁs pass recommendation. The motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 4:35.
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MINUTES OF HOUSE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
January 21, 1977

Present: Parr, Ose, Chatterton, Cotten, Beirne, Nakak,
Phillips, Bradley and Mr. Bennett came in late.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Parr at 3:10
p.m. and announced that HJR 9 was the first order of business.

Chairman Parr asked Mr. Bradley to speak on his bill.
Representative Bradley stated he would like to comment on
the merits of the bill--it was simply his intention to propose
a question of whether in fact Alaska supported the concept
of National Health Insurance, this didn't favor any of the
4 or 5 proposals that have been before the Federal Government.
Relevant material on the bill is on file. He felt that
something must be done for the poor disadvantaged and the
elderly and those poeple who find helath care and severe
illnesses a burden on them. It was with that in mind that
Mr. Bradley submitted the Resolution.

The Second Whereas was discussed as to the wording as was
the 4th Whereas. Dr. Beirne asked Mr. Bradley if a comparative
study could be done. He suggested that after the Comparative
Analysis was done, may be some of the wording could be re-
written. ‘

Mr. Dan Slabey, Director of the Tanana Chief's Health
Authority made comments concerning national health insurance
based upon their experience in providing regionalized services
and coordinating between the state and Indian Health Service.

After Mr. Slabey's presentation questions were asked by
the Committee as to where the funding was received from, the
Federal Government?

Dr. Beirne moved that any action on the Resolution be
postponed until they get the information that Mr. Bradley
thought he could bring forth and which would give them the
opportunity to prepare some amendments. The motion carried.
Mr. Bradley will advise when to bring the Resolution up again.

HB 58 was next on the agenda.

Mr. John Scribbner, Director of Water Programs, Division
for the Department of Environmental Conservation stated he
was here to answer any questions on the bill and tell why they
introduced it. He presented a summary of the entire village
safe water program. A copy is on file.
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He stated the particular bill deals with making a minor
modification in the definition of a village. There were

two reasons they felt it was necessary. One, the original
legislation provided for servicing communities between 25 and
600 persons within a two-mile radius and a second class city.
Wanted to narrow down the scope of the legislation. Secondly,
there are some villages that are first class cities, some may
warrant and may be in need of the village safe water facility
and they didn't want to preclude that option. That these
villages should be considered equally with the others. To
enable the first class village to have an opportunity to the
safe water program and delete some of the larger communities
that they felt it didn't apply to in the first place.

Questions were asked by the Committee members as to
what came out of the bond issue, how much is spent on facilities
in the village, why are they including incorporated communities,
what is the reason for being incorporated, is this program at
St. Marys, who is responsible for the operation and maintenance.
of the programn.

It was stated that this particular bill does not cost any
money, simply a change in the wording.

Mr. Cotten moved that the bill be pasgsed out of committee
The motion carried.

Chairman Parr announced that Mr. Dan Slabey would like
to bring to the committee's attention some information about
some emergency medical services which the Tanana Chiefs have
operated in the past and some of the problems they have run
into. Some of the points Mr. Slabey talked on were: Federal'
Grant Administration Problems, Contracting process with the
State of Alaska, Program Aspects and its relationship to HB
596 (introduced last year). The purpose and intention of
the emergency medical services act and a legislative risk that
might be involved and lastly to propose some recommendations
that may be considered. After elaborating on the foregoing
points, Mr. Slabey made the following recommendations:

1. In conjunction with the local health service district
bill that this committee invite public review and testimony
on the incorporation of EMS activities.

2. That there be an evaluation for the transfer of the
emergency medical program to the Division of Public Health to
more accurately monitor program development.

3. That the State program of EMS be directed by an
emergency medical physician with a medical review board to
evaluate the specific categories that the EMS system 1is
intended ‘o improve services.



Vr. Parr summarized what Mr. Slabey had said: That the
State adds its own regulations to the CRFs and causes a
double administrative burden or increase in administrative
burden. The State has no single contracting authority.
The State deosn't include 2ll of the statutory requirements
in the contract which is found out only at the time of
audit. The State doesn't give any cash advance and non-
profit corporations don't have the money to put out themselves
in advance. A lack of coordination among agencies.

Next to speak was Mr. Charles Ramage, State Coordinator
for Emergency Medical Services. He gave a brief outline of
the program which only started a year ago. After questions
and discussion of Mr. Ramage, Mr. Gene Smith, Deputy Director
of Administrative Services of Health and Social Services
spoke. My. Smith said he has worked directly with Mr.
Slabey and spoke to some of the problems Mr. Slabey brought

up.

Next to testify was Mr. Conrad Baines, Jr., Executive
Director of Southeast Alaska Regional Health Corporation--
one of the contractors of the EMS office. UMUNr. Baines
presented the committee with a packet of material which is
on file. He disputed Mr. Ramage's impression that the
contractor's and state's relationships are good.

Next to testify was Ms. Clara Peters, Health Director
for the Copper River Health Department for the Glennallen area.
She stated as one concern that the budget sheet shows they
were funded for $27,776 for training and yet she said at the
present time she has an EMT going in Glennallen and in order
to offer this training they had to charge each person taking
the training $50. The money was collected by Mr. Polley
like a bill collector. They also furnish the person that
ig giving the #training his lodging and tzansportation and
she wanted to know what the $27,000 is being spent for.

After some questions of Clara Peters by the committee,
the meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.
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and would 1ive% Mr. Ferguson said the legislature lived up
to the commitments of its compromise although the Dept. of
Education contracted out the study to the University of Alaska
the Dept. has yet to give the legislature a recommendation on
that study which alleviate the funding inequities to the REAA's
nor have they submitted a supplemental appropriation for the
REAA's for which there is no adequate funding formula such as
operation of small elementary and secondary schools. He stated
he submitted to the committee a zero fiscal note for SB 35
which was givefby the Dept. of Education for 1975 through 1980.
This fiscal note indicates that the decentralization of State
Operated School system and creating the REAA's would cost the
State the same amount of money and operational costs as the prior
system. Yet, the BEring Straits REAA received $700,000 less money
this year than they received in the State Operated School System.
Not only has Bering  Straits REAA received less money, their
enrollment has increased by 136 students and they have 2 more
4-year high school programs to operate. Mr. Ferguson felt that
this late in the session waiting for the Dept. to get its act
together would be cruel and inhumane punishment to children
residing in the REAA's. He felt the only recourse was that
the legislature introduce and pass supplemental appropriations
for the REAA's with lean budgets to enable them to properly function,
not only because of the mandates of our federal and state
constitution but for providing the children of our state with
an equal education opportunity.

Mr. Cotten asked if Mr. Ferguson could fill the committee
in with more detail as to what kind of problems they REAA's
are having. Mr. Parr said we would be coming to that later
in detail so Mr. Ferguson won't have to go into that fully.
Mr. Ferguson said he had copies of the fiscal note for SB 35
made up and also e legislative intent that was put into the
budget last year that the members can have. Stated one of the
problems (which he had mentioned in the text of his statement)
was that the REAA (he presumed they were talking about Bering
Straits) has a problem which is why they have a small base and some
of the REAA's don't have this problem because they are much
larger. The N.W. REAA doesn't have as much of a deficit as
Nome because they have a lot more BIA schools. Said the N.W.
has taken over all the BIA schools so the number of students
there creates under the foundation formula a larger amount of
money.

Mr. Cotten asked when they took over the BIA schools.
Mr. Ferguson answered last year.

Mr. Parr asked about the $700,000 less money that the
Bering Straits had gotten than when they were State Operated
School. This is the same school? Mr. Ferguson said it was
but the population had been increased. Mr. Parr asked if
the increase in enrollment was from taking over the BIA schools.
Mr. Ferguson said he would rather have the Supt. of Schools
answer that, he had the information in his office but not with him.
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Mr. Parr than asked Mr. Ferguson if he had any other
general observations about the REAA's problems state-wide.

Mr. Ferguson said he had one which would be on the BIA
school system. One of the things the State of Alaska and the
Dept. of Ed. has been looking forward to is one school system
in the State. Take over the BIA schools and negotiations are
going on between the Dept. of Ed and BIA for capitol improvements
to be sure the buildings are in good shape before the State
takes them over. Ferguson felt this was one of the problem
areas that he saw, that has always been mentioned that none of
the REAA's would have any difficulty in the operations of their
schools, in fact they would be operated similarly or even
better than the BIA schools have been operating. Found this
not to be true when they took over the Kotzebue school and
Kiana BIA school. One thing they found, is if they don't
get a supplemental appropriation is the fact that the budget
would have to be cut--the same circumstances that the Bering
Straits is in right now. The Bering Straifs has a number of
BIA schools, in fact the Bethel area has a lot of BIA schools
and they will not turn over to the state knowing the inequities
of the funding out there.

Mr. Parr, asked if the Federal government is funding
BIA schools with more money than the State will do it.
Mr. Ferguson said in a sense, yes. Mr. Parr.said, under our
current funding that we have with the foundation plan and the
extra amount that is given plus the other monies that the
schools get, they are going to lose money? Mr. Ferguson said
he felt they would because they will have to cut down on the
programs they have and the State is telling the REAA's what
they have to do--are creating more of a problem now with the
BIA as he understands it. There probably isn't a BIA village
that would turn over at this time hearing about the problems
in Bering Straits and other places. Felt it could have been
made easier had they funded adequately in his statement earlier.
In order to correctly fund the REAA's under the system they
have now, they would in effect, and this is nothing between
the rural areas and the large districts but this is a common
fact between the Dept. of Ed. and many legislators the fact
that if we start through the system they have now, Anchorage
would suddenly receive a lot more unless the units are changed
for a small school. (3 - 4 units for a small school). Have
been waiting for 2 years for an equitable formula to be provided
by the Dept. of Ed. This has not come down and doesn't believe
it will come down in time for next session.

Mr. Parr said the 1977-78 school year on the foundation
program shows Anchorage getting $1555 per adm, shows the
REAA's as getting somewhere from $3156 up to $5,700. He said
it shows the lowest getting double or a little better more
than Anchorage and the most is getting roughly 3 3/4 times
more than Anchorage. Do you feel that is not adequate?

Mr. Ferguson said it wasn't because of the high cost of
other measures and passed out some other information listing
this.
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Mr. Ferguson said the legislative intent that went into the
budget last year was drawn up by the Dept. of Ed. at the
REAA's request so they could understand it. Mr. Parr asked
for an average guess as to a multiplier that would take care
fo the REAA's since they run now to at least double to 3 3/4
times as much as Anchorage, what kind of a multiplier he

felt would be necessary. Mr. Ferguson said he had no idea
that was whgy they didn't have a formula. The Dept. of Ed
was to have the study done and given to the legislature.
Stated he had introduced a number of bills in the Sena