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The Alaska School Finance St tidy was initiiitecis
on the premise ihat the sehools of Alaska are
costing millions of dollars annually; that there is
no comprehensive plan for these expenditures';
that there are inequities in both benefits and tax
burdens--; in sorneH- segments of the CUrrent
multi-sided approach to fund dispersement; .and
that, some categories of public funds for the
edu,cation of, Alaskans are inadverteq-itly spent
without sufficient public knowledge of the pur-
pose and- 'results of the expenditures Furer-
more, the Study has been designed with the
belief tliat 'some: sectors of the public have liad
negligible input in the past regarding what their
tax dollars are expected to provide in the way of
educational services. Consequently, an attempt to
acquire, a greater .understanding of educational
need as perceived by .the patrons 'of the schools
thelves:t determining what it may cosi to meet
thosa needs; and proposing a method of fair'
payment to meet those- need's will be integrated

-into the ftucfy.
Nof everyone inyblved in providing. education .

to Alaskans agrees with the -preceding assertiOns.
Certainly, as generalitie; they need td be made
specific, quantified 'and analyzed before .they
acquire credibility and are accepted or rejected.
Providing irifoimation to exarhine these assertions
thus becomes the first responsibility of the
Alaska School Finance. Study, as may he seen in
this first report.- -- ;:-

Produc;ts of the Study are planned to provide
answers to the questions : of how much money is
.being spent? fqr what :servites?i 1,yhom9 and,
hov fah-ly? The answeii will be analyZed.tn_light

statements comparing What, the people of -

Alaska expect their schools td Provide with what
is now being provided; DiserePancies 1;etw.een
how -funds are now being '-used, and what are
percekTed as unmet edadational needs, will, pro-
-iide the basis to forniulate recornmendatiOn5 for ,

a new and cmprehensive apprOach 'to school
funding.

Alaska was among the first group ot states t9
-recognize the need for' eqUality in inter-district
funding The school finance study of'1961._ led to

,the implementation of die first; fo-undatiOn Plan
for distribution of funds to local school districts
through an equalization-iformula., This placed
Alaska id- the forefront of states seeking_to bring

. about systems of equitable distribution bf state.'
and local funds for education. A iubsequent
modification to that plan, iniplemented ihr'ough
legislation in 1970, is' now looked upon as a
technical setback, by some because it took a
previous, easily *understood plan and made it

\unnecessaiily cumbersothe. Nevertheless, it may
be said that Alaskans enjoyd a leadership role in
school finance throughout the 1960s.

'One of the dangers of being a -leader ii any
endeavor, however, is unvvittingly succumbing.to .

cOmplacency while under the delusion of continu-
ally. advancing. Such may -be said to be the
situation in-Alaska today. :

A -coMprehensive study of Alaska's ' school-,
finances hag' 'never -been undertaken: The study in
the early. '50s that led tO the first foundatiOn

an was.roncerned vvith operational otpenses in
file .ities and'boroughs exclusively. It needs to be
stressed that the foundation program is only one
source of funds out of several that are utilized by
the schools of Alaska. The few cursory reviews of
the finances of the.former statd-operated schools,
now the Bural Education- Atiendance Area Sys-
tem,..were, ne,kr made in reference to .the rest of
the 'schools of Alaska. 8in1i1arly, the Bureau of
Indian'Affairs anrhially_ spends tnillicins of dollars
on education in '.Alagka with no reference to
other schoolk: Varithis federal categorical aid .

programs nrovidel additional' millions to Alaska
'also, but theactual effect of what those programs .
save or'cost 'Ala*ans is not known. Additionally,



ent legal '6o1icess1ons in thet, Hootch case
require thgt many millions more for rural. se-
condarY :. education muSt now come, from7state
revenues.; burthe-actual :Idng-term cost -'of 'the
extraordinary .effort these concessions imply is
unknOwn.

, Further coMplicating th'e means .to achieve a
more balanced affid tomprehensive plan to finance
education 'in Alagka and assume- a .leadership role, .

once again aie the, ev _ characteristics of
. .

Alaska's population compo.tion, diverse geo-
graphic, regions, rapidlY chan g econorinc condi-

arrs, and the: existence of three -distinaIy differ-
ent. sYstems of ediicational organization. Thirty-
one_traditionally organized __local schootAlistricts
in cities and boroughs acquire funds under one
set of rules; the twenty-one new Rural,Education
Attendance Areas in the Unorganized :BorOugh
under another; and , the forty-four federally-
operated- Bureau -of -Indian Affbirs elementarY
schools 'kinder federal aPpyopriations, which is yet

1

another. -- - -;
s

During.. the years when there 3:?as limited
public or political awareness o, f or concern for
non-urban, state-operated rural and Mire* of
Indian Affairs schools_most attentton arid debate
on the 'way public funds-, were raised and allo-
cated for dducation centered on traditiOnally
constituted, locally controlled school distercts.
Therefore; school finance plans, notably theloun-
dation_ plan, refleet the eireiimstances and charac-
teristicg of the dominant Ala,skan communities..
Now,;however, with the advent of Rural; &Inca-
tion Areas, likely dinninieion of some eybes of
federal support and the role .of the Bureau of
-Indian Affairs in AlaSkan educatiOn questioned
more seriously Man ever-before, the' need to
examine. the .appropriateness, fairness and ade-
quacy of the existing aPproaches to fualing has
become essential.

The current moyement nationally to develop
new plans to provide for more equitable distribu-
tion of funds because of inter-d/stricf variations' is
taking place in many states where abilses -in,
equality of etlucational opportunity have been

, identified, and in some eases redress .sought
through the courts. In this context, Alaska's
schools in boroughs and cities remain ahead of
many states: However, possible re'gression in even
these schoo i inherent in some, trends now
developing especially the movement towards

i ,
one himdred per een oun ion ftmding, -de-.

. .

seribed in deFail in thi o t. Although tridi-
tional city-borOugh se p01 districts may be
flinded on= a fairl equitable baiis, the fact
remains that subst tial. variation 'in amount of
.dollars per, studen _om 10I Sources does exist--
among traditiona .hbol districts , and groWs
increasingly. _ er ea tiine the state's share' Of. ... -

the funding age increases.
.

In Alas e greatest -obstacle .to equal edu-
cational o portunity may sexist because of inter-
system variations and inter-region _iiariatioria. -
-Inter-system variations (city-borough districts,
REA4S and ,BIA-' communities)' and inter-region
variations (geographic, ethnic _and economi6)_pay

. .

on one another and augment the comPlemity of
the already coMplicated inter-disttjpt variations.

It appears increasingly necessary that in order
to provide greater equity, in financial resource
allocation for educationaJ purposes, a distribution
fOrmula thht treats all schools uniformly, regard-
less of their organizational allegiance, geographicril
location .. br population 9omposition must be . -

developee. Also, more than yearly operational
costs' shOuld be considered as new schemes are
proposed: All-expenses associated with providing
educatibnal services, including capital outlay,
need to be drawn together into a single, compre-
hensive plan.

Au effort as extensive ,as the Alaska School
Final-lee Study requires.. that asequence of steps_
take Place, with report's. on each step as the work
advances. Thus, Report No,A essentially covers ,

the informational phase f the study and
: describes in detail the priniiples, 'basic data .On

ctutent funding and trends that comprise the-.-.
. q_irrent situatiin in educational finance nationally

and in Alaska. In brief, Report Ng. 1 looks at
and describel "what is."

The second step requires observations of ongo-
Mg situations and answeis to questions ,concern- ,
e . .mg a number, of variable such as, what should
funds 'for education actually buy'? what should
these servi6es and- items cost?, and how extensive-
ly should they be provided? The second step,
therefore, may be considered the empirical phase

---1f the study and describes "what ought to be."
The third step requires analysis of what is and

pat ought to be and of discrepancies between
the two. This analysis will provide information
necessary to formulate recommendations for' an

vni

e



Alaskan educatiOnat finance plan That emboc1ies
the 'most achianced- principles Of.'equal education
opportunity. While considering the many niter-
regional inter-district variations-in -Alasli:a as well
as -rt.-realistic -cdfisideration of finanelal resources
available' to education. The third step ,therefore
becomes the: conteptual. phase ',and will it ts
honed, advance thinking orr the subject for all
Alaskans, rqulting in the. emergence Of aenew and:
'better way for the state to meet its
obligations td education

Other reports will be ,istied, aa the seaond and .

hird sthps are completed, 'and.it is planned that :

the final statemen rodueed will suggest ilterna-,_
tives and make reco mendations to the State

.Board. of: Educatiorj, th Le lature, the
dQr'Dffice and oter otlucati'dpal policy Makers.

laska's present rapid edondmiq growth,
_ populatiorijnereases and changesin composition,

organization pf public education, and the emer-
_gence & prdfound principles of" equality national-,

ly, speak. to' the need for a studytof and plan for
Alas-Iran schdol finance -more comprehensive in
scope than 'ever before..Thii'reportLbecOmeS the
ffrst.published ,,Nork that speaks to that end.

rank Darnell
eator

qenter for Northern
Education Research

. University of -Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska



Education Facts at a Glance

Students and Staff
Elementary and Secondary Education

1974-75

City and
Borough
Districts

(41)

State-Operated
Rural and

On-Base
Schools
(133)' '

flurau of
Indian
Affairs

Schools
OS)

PriVate and
Deuomi-
national
Schools

(27) Total

Sturdenis in ADM - 71,120 _14,546 '4,821 2,161 92,488

,12th Drade ._,

Giaduate 3,869 351 95 99 4,414

Professional
Personnel 4 128 876 . 263 151 5 408

Non.Professional
Personnel 77 648 118 60 3;493

Frequently Used Abbreviations

ADM Average Daily embership (student
ASOSS Alaska. Siate-Opefated School System_
AUBSD Alaska Unorganized Borough School

District
BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs (U.S. Depart-

ment of Interior)
DOE Department of Education (State of

Alaska)
LEA -Local ,Education Agency (School Dis-

trict, Regional Education Attendance
Area)

PSFP c- Public School Foundation Program
(State of Alaska)

RhAA Regional Education 'Attendance Area
(State of Alaska)"

11
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ChaPter 1

Sch00 J-Systorps'i9: Ata§jca

Secause the legal ,nieans by which the schools
are organized are not uniformly applied through-
out.,Ajaska, and because this:affects the plan used
to distribUte the resources for education, a review
of the manner--in-4hick Alaska-schools ire Orga-
nized ia a necessarY/requisite to examining sc'chOol
firiance schemes. The authority for public educa7
tion arises out of the Constitution of -the State of
'Alaska which Prpvides that;

4.and operate sc4ciols; the, rules which rrigst,--- be-
%followed; and 1--ibw fñnds sprip-or-ting 'the sea:
are to 'be prQvi\derl. Miing under',"kiihdrity of
these school laws 4e .419 following 4g-pprfp444-td
officials at the state and local 1eve1 :

The itgislature shall:by general law establish and
maintain a systeM of publie- schools ' open to all ,

childre'n of the' State .VII, Section 1).

Although this Constitutional mhndate. has-not
, been fullY met, the\ Legislature enacted many

laws dealing with education, moSt, Of which, can ,
be foluid in. -Title 14 of the Alaska Statutes.
Commonly called "school laws,", these statutes

- explain how the system,bf public sehools is fo be
administered and maintained. _The;_laws_, specify
which state -and local agencies are to supervise

,

tate Edticalm Agency, which includea

-:State Boarcl of Educition,
drumissionerof Education,

-4Department of Education;
-

local 'Education Agencies, whieh` ioc
--Local boards; of education,
Superintendents of school anti their

administrative anCi instinetional staffs;
)

Borough asse _blies and City eduncils.-

STATE:ED

STATE
tap

COM

b-

ON AGEN6

DUCATION
vernor)

CATIckN
e

ION

A simplified descriPtion of the rlationship of
these agencies and OffiCials is shown in Figure 1.

VS, LOCAL
GOVX NNIENT UNITS .

UGH \.SGROUGH_ ASSEMI_Y

CITY
_

COUNCII_

ION



4

State Edimation Agency

The State Board of. EducatiOn, which also
serves as the . State Board for VoCational Edu- -

.cation, establishes poliCies which govern operation
cif t%, Department of= Education and the local
edueation agencies.- The Department of- Educa-
tion, directed 12y the Commissioner of Education,
then' exercises general supervision.6ver,.the public
schools. Some major duties and powerS of the
Department of Education include:

studying the schools a d recommending plans for
improvement;-
prescribing .a minimum'course of study for the
schools;
allocating stat and .certain federal funds to the
schools;

4. requiring trans o atiop Service
eligible students;

5. issuing teacher cL icates; and
' 6. accrediting public, priyate,. and

schools. '

-The system .of public schools which is-:-guper-
vised by the._ Department of Education is
comprised of -a number of different kinds of local
.edueation agencies which have been determined
bY population density and histOric accident.-

Local Education Agencies

There are 52 local education agencies- (I,EA),
each with an eleeted governing board, which
provide elementary and secondary .cation
programs for ,som6 90,000 sudents-. Orthen
local education agencies, 31 are city, or borough
school distilcts, and 21 are Rcgional Education
Attendance Areas' (REAA). -The REAAs which
came into being July 1, . 1970 are -prosently
comprised of rural villages and were formed out
of _the areas formerlY served-by the single Alaska
Unorganized Borough School District,' the
successor to the Alaska State Operated School 7
System.

The city and borough school4 districts are
located within local governmental units- organiz,:.d
as unified municipalities, first class and home rule
cities, and home, rule, second, and third -class

....Also:16eated within tlw Unorganized
Borough, but not a part of the state system, are
the federally-supported schools operated by the
Bureau of 'whim Affairs.

be provided to

denominational

1 3

A map showing Alaska's school districts, both
_ traditional, locally -. organized and the new

REAAs, appears as Figure 12 in the centerspread
--of this report. The map also shosws locatiOns of

federally-supported Bureau.. of Indian Affairs
schooli Whichmake up the third element of the
federal-state, system of schools,

The method of financing, as, well as the degree
of local control is different for each of the three
kinds of school .systems. This situation 'aggraciates
any movement for reform towards a greater
degree of, equity .in disburseinent. of funds as

.. proponents of each of the three systems claim
'a.dvantages each believe are easier to maintain by-
retaining the status quo. This .becomes apparent
in the data presented throughout this report.

'alools in Organized Boroughs and Cities
c

'In all boroughs except third class 'boroughs,
. and in cities, a school board separate from the

'borough- asSembly or city council is elected to
supervise the schools. In the. single third class
borough (Haines), the assembly also functions as
the school board. The kinds of local government
responsible for schools in boroughs and cities are
schematically illustrated in Figure 2.

The various duties and powers assigned to the
local governing boards by State school laws are
the basis for the board's work. Duties are the
things a board mhst do, 'ivhile powers are those
things which a board may do.

Some examples of duties and powers of school
boards in organized cities'and boroughs are given
below..

Duties

1.. .1-ielect and employ ,a chief administrator;
2. Approve appointment of-all vmployees;

Determine and disburse salary funds;
Provide .fqr au- educational, progrinn for each
school-age child;

5. Establish, hoard policies in written by-lams and
formally adopt them;

6. Comply with all appropriate state laws and
regulations;

Powers

1. Set 1111. Alm)! calendar;
2. .alv inn adykory.etnninitle=1. n tin Involvi.

or young people in school gov mince;
tent



UNIFIED MUNICIPALITIES:
-HOME RULE AND SECOND

CLASS BOROUGHS

ASSEMBLY() SCHOOL BOARD
teleetedl (elected)

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION
- I

SCHOOLS

Figure 2.

-ASSEMBLY FUNCT(ONS
AS SCHOOL BOARD
- `(eIetted)

SCHOOL e.DMINISTRATION

I
SCHOOLS

HOME RULE
ND FIRST CLASS

CITIES

iSw
SCHOOL BOXRD CITY COUNCIL

(elected( (elected)

I I
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION

SCHOD LS

ocal Governmeht..Units Responsible for Public Snools
, Boroughs or Cities

Dismiss Leach, under ctrtiin conditions;
.1: Contract for student transportalkm services;
5.- Join with other districts: to establish 'omit

resource centerR.

Borough assemblies also have important mwers
and ditties assticiated with operation o f the
schools. The assembly, which has the power .to
levy locel taxes, approves the total .amount of the
district :budget, provides the local share of funds,
and has the authority over the 'constrUclion aad
maintenance of school buildings. In addition, the
assembly ,nitty retain .custodianship' of school
district funds 'in a centralized treasury. Efforts to
clarify the extent of these kinds of powers and
duties, as well as. lines of authiirity, continue to
contribute. to starited debate between borough
school boards and borough tissrmblies.

One school district power which encourages. ,
cooperative efforts in ebrtain kinds or activaws
deserves further explanation,' 5111>> it has financial
implications'. The districts m ay . togother
to osi anhsh rogional wsoti rce coolers t o. provide.
the lnlloviuig services, inerluding hut not limitOd

accounting, paVroll ;nul other fiscal.. media,
instructional suopoh, ca.
tuin, -inservire and stafr devolopnwot st.o
diagoosmc,, schoot managemont mid school I

mcmhor ti-a>iii>g.'( I i1,12.150 I The law pro.
vick.s for cslithltshment of seven centers, Nlemlul
distrieis 'in >thi center will determine, the coop-
erative service potgrams to hi. operated. and !mat
provide the fonds for direct serviec act iVItttS
ovvii though somo, sligo filo& provnlod

1 I

for -adminis ring-the resource centers.
Beginniu4g in ,',1975-76, two borough

. t-rehool
districts, have 'been' responsible for.:.operation of
schools located On four. of Maska's- six mditary
bases. Schools at Ft. Wainwright and Bielson, Air.
Base are operated by the Fairbanks. NQrth Star
Borough Schtiol District, Schools,'tit.' Ft, Richard-
son and .Elmendorf ,Air Base are 'Operated by, the
Anchorage Borough :School District.

. cases, thejull costs of operating theSe on-base
schools are paid from- state: tin& federal funds

.disbursed 'to the school districts under contractual
arrangements by the State Department of Eductv4.-
tion. This has led to a problem.. of ascertaining.a
fair contrihution from_ federal sources lags': in

rlliIL. and question of jurisdictional rights
between districts and the qato io claiming fe-I
money..

Schools at thu two other military bases
operated under,different arrangenwnts. Schools at.

Greely,.in the Interior, are operated as a part
of the Delta/Greely Regional Education Mten-
dance Area. thu nak REA.A operates the
schoOlti at 'Adak 'Naval Stat ion on th A leutiaui
Islands, while the Aleutian Chain-'REAA or city
districts operate schools for the rest or the.
Aleutian :Chain and a. portiOn of the Alaska
Peninsula.

tielnioIs in (lie I Jiituguuiizeti Hurough

The I morgainzed liorough, char, torizi by
,i);trsc poptilaltou. small villages, inadequato

ions /and limn>. I Ayansportal ion sot-
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viCes, and seldom -found. loeal taxable resources
for school .kupport, has posed continuous frustra7,
tion and barriers to the development of adequate

-ed(ication programs, glhese, barriers have been
l'i.irther, aggravated by the condition that most all
.the pfeVious efforts tO provide .schools in rural
Alaska avoided or neglected local l'esidents*in the
decisiori-making process affcitting, the expenditure
of funds and the operati6n of the educational
program in their communities.

The pUblic schools outside cities and borbughs
(with the exception of BIA schools) were admini-
stered first by the:teltitory and then by thd State
froM 1917 to 1971. In 1971 :the Alaska State
Operated Schciol System 4ASOSS) was established
and assumed responsibilities for.public school's in
the Unorganized eorough.

.ASOSS ,loperated as an unorthodox-State,
;.

quasi-local governmental unit With responsibility ;

for aJI public schools in -the Unorganized
Borough except BJA schools AlthOugh nothing

_

TRANSITION
ORGANIZATION

1975-76

ALASKA
UNORGANIZED BOROUGH

SGHOOL DISTRICT
BOARD pF DIRECTORS '

(aouoinuld by Governor.)

ANCHDHAGE
ENTR'AL OFPICE

:4

14 REGIONAL-
SUPERINTENDENT .OFFICES

Som
hoards

SCHOOLS
elected advisory board

for each kshool...

in the leOslation that established AgOSS in 1971
suggested the system was anything but perma-
nent, pressures for reforrnIduring its final two
years caused the board of the system to accede
to a policy of working toward a system that..
'would provide fiOr lOcal control.

-The legislature in 1974, by amending the
School Laws, abolished ASOSS and set in rnotion
the potential for Jar-reaching changes in educa-
tion progrrams- in the Unorpnized Borough..(Th
July.,- .1975, ASOSS became the. 'Alaska
Unorganized Borough School' District. (AWBSD);
and a process to establish Regional Editcation
Attendance Areas began. At the -end of 1975-76,
AUBSD ceased to exiSt and ,the 21 new Regional
Education Attendance Areas (REAAs). acquired

-authority for education programs in the Unorga-.
nized Borough, but initially exclusive of BIA
schools, Figure 3 shos the previous and current
organilation" structure for state-supported`schools
in the' Unorganized Borough,

_

ORGANIZATION
AS OF

My_ 1, IP75

21 R'EGIONAL EDUCATION
ATTENDANCE AREA

SCHOOL BOARDS'

REAA ADMINISTRATION
OFFICES

I

SCHOOLS
elected

community school commi
for oath school

nd Present Organization for
StatcSuppirted S -hoots in the, Unorganized Borongh

of the powers and (In
given below.

I)

es of the r RE-AA

Provide an erinealional program for .h

children in LIIC relPon;
Develop ;1 philosophy of education principles and
goals for its schools;

e,

=.

Employ a s )l administrator and, staff and
establish employees' salaries;
Operate the schools "In ace rdanee with °Alaska
school' laws;

Powers

I. Adopt regulations about the operation of its
school;



Establigh4 maintain or discontinue schools
(subject to approval of the, Cornmissjoner of

clucation);
Determine its own procedures for purchasing;
petermine needed goat5 for its schools,:
Make 'recommendations- for school construction
and repair,
Jour 'with other districts to establish regional
,resOurce centers,

gislation establishing the REXAs provided
for broad lot.al participation in operating the
individuW schools through use of elected coinmu;
nity school .eammittees. Each commitree is to
review and make recominendations to- the board
of the REAA concerning the' eurribulum ,:pra-
gram and general- pperatibn of the local schOol
and Shall' exercise additional. responsibilities and
functions :a8 may be delegated to it by the REAA
board,

A major and significant:Hdifference exists be-
tween'. eity and bortiugh districts and REAAs
regarding the means by which these schools are.
financed. Local tax revenues are raised by
boroughs and cities -as a reqUired local share
necessary to obtain Public Scho0 Foundation
PrograM support from the state,. NO local taxes
are levtid: by REAAs, ior is there authority to do

_so; REAA boards -_ ist rely :entirely upon
uon.local revenues t support their education.
programs. 4n.short, they "vjoy" basically 100%
financing from State-controlled revenues, if that
may be konsidered advantage, yet' they are

/entirely dependent' upon financial constraints
established by ,the legislature, if a non.muoicipal
statUs and the inability tp levy taxe$ lOcaliy are
'6onsidered disadvantages.

Still owrated-within the Llnaganized Borough
Luta 'thus wittlin the REAM 'are 44 Bureau of

,Indian ,AffairS school's. These federally-supported
schools continue to be- controlled from Washing-
ton, U. C. as part of Departnient of
Interior. Educational policy is set there for
implementation 'by the ,Area Office in Juneau.
The Area Office -then delegates specific responsi-
bilities Lb 'four agency offices in Alaska. It is the

sponsibility- of the agency 6fficeS to administer
each schbol according to these policies. The orga-
nization of the I3IA sy'stern is shown in Figure

Although each BIA sehool has an advisory
schhol board, the IRA employs the school staff;
orders srhool supplies' and equipm(nt; Sets the

(Bethel, Fairb outheast)

(ElectKI Advisory a School)

Figure 4, Organization of Bureau of Indian
Affairs Schools in Alaska

dates of the school year; arid deterrnind-the
school curriculum (although the curriculuMs set
within bounds of a State-Federal Memorandum of
Agreement that aeknowledges the need for a

, generally uniform curriculum). Most significantly,
the 'BIA requests from- Congress the funds re-
quired for. operation of the BIA schools, and
distributes funds- according to a centrally-deter-
mined budget.

In accordance with the legislation,..creating the
REAAs, a few communities in cooperation with
REAA School Boards agreed to have their schools
leave ,the BIA system and become part of an
REAA on or shortly after July 1;1976. They
were Kotzebue (K-12), Kiana (K-12); Emmonak

-(1-8), Hooper Bay (K-9), Mountain Village (7-8),
arid Kalskag and Lower Kskag (1-8). The com-
plete fist of schools -within REAAs .as of.the Fall
of 1976 is in Appendix A of this report.

-5-,
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Su rnmary

Thus it mliy be seen that three Systems (one
:fedetal., and two state ) 'exist side by side to
accomplish a commOn purpose. The ektent to,
which three systems, with %three differen

.apgroaches to providing education and paying for
it, can do so fairly and in the best interest of all
isone of the primary concerns to be examined in
the Alaska School Finance Study. With the
diversity, oL ori4mlizations opt,rating schools in
Alaska, a numberoliquestions come 1-- ndnd that;
serve to,illustrate the differences,
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Questions

1. Need there continue, to be three'distinct.
systems or might a single undorm system
serire education better?

2. Is it possible for the State to share its
responsibility for education with federal .

and local education vencies?
Do ci4tizeus of rural Alaska have the.
degree of local control of education they .

havp asked for under the new Regional
Education Attendance Areas?

Should the Bureau nf Indian Affairs cori
inue to *operate schoOls in rural Alaska?

Will nib- BIA continue to provide funds
for schools where it no longer has opera-
tional authority?.
Does' the cuirent method :of firiarlcing
schools d.eter the. educationii
opportunitieS-Ivailable h. itudentsq ;.
If opporainities for learning vary accord-
ing to regional state diftetences- should
differential funding for regional variance
be pcovided?

't .0

A 7



Chapter 2

chool Finarice Reform IS
zs and -Implications forAlas

ues,
a

A number of State t. aFe currently widertaidng
or have recently, COmpleted 'revisions of-. their

:school financing ''s:ystems',-. some under nearly
trautnatic-. conditions, either , voluntarily or as .a
result Of court orders. 'Whq has caused this flurry
of school finance_ ref6rm? What-is to'le accorn-,plished through revisions in school finin'cing
means- and methOds; and what have these ev'erits
10,do vlith Alaska?

Beginning in 1968 and tontinuing ,until today,-
. .

a series of court cases cOnteiting thglinequities Of
various sygems of;the states in 'firigncing &Rica-
tional costs largely from property taxes were
Initiatedi'are pending, or have' -been rule& upOn.
Sdits based .ort the very; fundamentals of state
crms-titutions bave been or are being brought

-.'against-=schoOl .-.finanee sytehis in state courts
.throughout the cOuntry. To _date, almost 66
s'choor fink-ice refvrm imses'have been filed. The
most-impressive-and trend-setting cases on sehool
finance 'reform which have led, the way forstibser
quent lawsuits and wixjous .inhouse exiaminations
.of school laws- govent1nt4 Tinzincing-metho4. are
'Serrano vs, Priest in dalifonna (deeded in 1971)
and, Robinson vs. Cahill in New Jersey (decided

. in-, 1973). A summary 9f the principles set forth'
.` by these landmark Cases in .schabl finanee0 s

School. Pri eiples EstablLslied hy
Courts

The Se rano and RobinsOn cases and. ti
subsequent. COunterparrs established several...major;

rinciplOS',.for school financing systenv4 within:the
ffee-ted mel by implie itwn for other
as .fol lows.

I. Fiscal Neutrality. 'I decisi n
the Serrano and itJfl nsult c

'that education 111:1Y iiot, be a function

Wealth other than the wealth' of the state
as a whole. Therefore, school financing
systems must make -financial resources
froth taxes -ecnially available for'the .edu-,
cation of each child, regardless of the
district in whiehhe or she lives.
Variations itr Expenditures Per Pupil Are
Permissible. Both the ..:Serrano and
Robinson decisions established that,',Lhe
state, throqh its finaacial assistance pro-
gram,- and the local egricational agency,
i n i ts expenditures, .,-should provide
varying resources to meef the differing,
needs of studerfts.
Equalization of Local 'Revenues, if
Permitted. The Serrano decision empha-
-sized the principle that equal tax,efforts
among diStricts should patmit equal :per
pupil zexpenditures.
LOcal thitiative Less.. Desirable':.: This
prindiple;' .established. the Ropins0

'decision:- stresses.' either 'curtailing ';or.
eliminating 'the amount of localjeventie.
-which- -a sehOol district is required .Or
*permitted t6 sinc.0 thi§-entibles. the
more wealthy; chStricts ..t6,spend more per
student than less wealthy. districts,:,,
Full State Funthng. The.. Robinson, deci-

7sion.' defined full !..,;.tate..;funcliTig .i,ms the,
elimnuition . Of "Phis
principle-.would establish 'idle legislature.,

,not- the- school district,..as:.being
responsible 'for: obtaining, on a. uniform
basis thrOughout the st ito, all revenue

needed for Lhe.support of:schools

Teets of the .Lawsuits and Court Decisions

CommiSsions creand. iii chool
tnt re fortn eturiiig .the.. late .sixtic and early
pties, respl Let JIUL only hi a series oflawsuits
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but also inthecreation of variious comm ssions to
study school, finanCe systems in individual stat0.;
These coratnisons, provided recommendations to
improve school financing:methods. The S6rrano
decision in 1971 'altered-the charges of existing
coramis;ions and resulted, within nine months of

,the decisionr in a great in-crease in the numbar Of
mmissions or cominittees to develop new' fi-

nancing schemes, and to r6examine existing
schemes to see if they were in complianch with-
the latest:co-art decisiOns in their area.

. 6Recommendation s from co,mmissions. Many of
these commissions have issued -"their reports

'Legislative committees have 'reviewed-the docu-
ments and..new school finance legislation has been
passed ia sOme states. However, while the prin-
cjples fOr this new legislation were estalished.by
court- decisions, the reports of significant school
finance commissions contained,recommendations
"-far developing equitable school finance models.
These-recodurfenelations wereintended to serve as-
guidelineo'.for statas to follOw in enacting new
school finaae-legislatton.,

T-he follOwing recommendations which
_

emerged frogi- reportS of various sehool finance
commissions 'have, become the basis from whick,
new approaches 'to- school' financing are
emetging. These te,ebmmendatioi:is .emphasiz
,what sIthu1de dOne in contrast to Court deci-
sions which delineated what canno.t be done'.
HoWever, the scoinmendations from the commis-
skins 'i,strQngly resembled and reinforced the
schoot friiance principles established in the court
ddeisions. The ,rocqminendations ftom selected
commissions' reports-sugted'that School finano-

g systems should!

1. Be fiscally neutral;
Provide 'for varying expendi ures
pupil, deOendircg upon- iwcd;
Eliminate W.:reduce the amount of !peal
revenues required or4 permitted via local
initiatilie measures;
Provick. fOr substantial

0 of loc,al effort; and
5. Provide-for full state support of' scl _c

utilizing state mid local- resources.

sion§ and co Mee§ thretigb enactment of new
'school. finance' legislackon. A number Of tlier
qates- are cu tly etnsiddring, new education

finance plans in attght of both tliekourt decisions
and commission recommendations-. As states
continud to respOnd to these factors. by altering
existing edudation *financing systvrns and bR
assurning -a new role-in public school finance;it is,
relevant' to review the characieristics of Rich
legislative changes to-date.

.Charaeteristics' of nevy school finance`legiSla-
Win `to date:I-The legislation enacted to resirnd.
o the cotirt decisions and commission criteria

about public school finance haiKlemonstrated the-
desire of states to :strive for _.fisdal equity In
school finance systerns. Most of the new laws
haveimprotied the equity .of the education fl-
nancing vstem in-- indivigual states. Primarily;
those 'Who have benefited most -greatly frora the
new school finance laws have been poor taxpaYi_
ers and educationally disa&antaged students in'-
kenping with the recent Serlano and like court
decisions. '

.Among the characteristics of the new school-
finance legipla0ori are the following:

Reduction Of school prOperty taxes,'
particulaxly in Pooier comraunities;
Mare equitable distribution of school_tax
burdens among local taxpayers, frequent-
ly by state-imposed school taxes;
SyStematic controls on the growth--,of
local school budgets imposed, through
either stricOimits on- local taxes or by
established. maximums .on school expendi-
tures;'
Increased exPenditurets in peorer districts,
but not-.at the exiiense-of richer districts;
Allocation of additional state funds for
children with intusual edUcational needs

.or costs, .usually through pupil weight-
' system;'
DeIopment of °aid programs to address
exceptional school finan e needs or t,he

of urban itrid.rural areaS; and
nscious attempts noL to infringe up(
o(:al- 'control" oT education deni-

.
s on -making despite increased state
support of education.Implementhig the cowl; decisions and coffin s-.

mon recomnwndations, Some states implemented
the .ommendationiol school finance commis-



What the Cour

*The,. issues '-raised by the various- lawsgifs
contesting state public school finare systems and'
the principles established byi the decisions' Of the,
c'nurts thus .have had significant- impact on, a

. number, of states throughout the cOuntry."Theseq
principles-established in the court decisions-can
butilized in analyzing. Alaska's current -school e

Decisions'Mean for A

financing system. .

Fiscal NetitralitY.,, The trprinciple_. of fiscal ,
netitraiity specifies that edueation "rtiay ,ript be a
function of wealth other.than.the wealth of the
statel aS a whole. School finanting systenis musU,.
make financial -rescituces from taxes equally:avail:
able to each child.

f, ,Alaska's Public School Foundation Program
(PSFP) currently provides, a minimum of 95 per

"tea -of a -public sdhool 'district's "basie-need" for
'educational,.progratps- ff6m the state' 'leVel. The
formula' for distributing ftinds is, uniform and
provides'extra allowances for the geographic loca-

-

a school district,: for the size of enroll-
ment in a school,- special_ needs cif senile students,
and for districts with -pelow state average Prop-
erty wealth Per §tudent,t Thus, in Alaskc! throu'kh
-the foundation program,- i planned effort is made
tcv insure that finaneial- resources for,'"basic need"
are egnally availabl6 for each chilicfls,bducation.

While the "basic need" provision, in the foun-
%

datiOn 'program apparently meets this :aspect of
the. fiscal-neutrality ,principle, the, combination 'of
foundation program and local funds whii
supports eclueation in city 'and borough districts
may fail the test that education must bp' a
function of the wealth of the state as a. whole.
"Wealth" in this context usually refers to both
the taxable value of real and personal property
within the date and to the amount of other
sources. of revenue to ,the State, such as income
tax and liquor tax,

Currently, Alaska does not have a system of
either assessing or taxing the wealth of the State
as a whole. Instead, the foundation 'program
requires that a school district provide a contribu-
tion from local revenues for _the cost of educa-
tional programs, The /iercentage of this local
contribution is based on the assessed value of real
property within that school district. Under pro-
visions of the l'SVP a school district never has to'
contribute inure than five iwr cent of
need" from local rernies,' but may contribute as"

much- ocal taxpayers and mhnicipW governing
bodies wee to above the "basic_ need" level, .To
some extent then, under these conditions, educa-..
tion does become a function of the wealtii of the
indi'vidual tehocd district ahd not of ,the wealth of
the staXe4ii,a whole.

And as the- percentaX 'of ',state allOcation
continues to apprediatea 1:Jut,. Without a -clear.
Understanding .of what bsic nped really is, the
first -conditidn 'of fiscal vieutrality referred to

inbote; equal availdbilily, tends to diminish.
1iltiniPately, the clanger of equt.11? available State
funds eroding to- a POint,..giif meaninglessneSs,- Or
actually to a stffte :of. unequal Authlability, exists
When ,examined under 'conditions of current
trends,

Variations in Ekpenditures Per Pupil are
Permissible: This principle established,that a state
through iis. school.rfinancial assistance. and the
local .educational ageney- id-, its' expenditureS
shou1d,.4Srovide varying resOurces: to meet the

. differing- needs of students.

. -9.

In 'cOmputing 9:omit need ' funds 'for elemen-,

tary. and second* schools, Alaska's school dis-
tricts include the 'increased costs br stndents ini
vcicationai education and special edueation. Thus
the princip e ha§ been inVoked but to a limited
,extent as only speCial 'education:and Vovational
eduCatiOn are, recognized as a variation.

It is incumbent Upon the individual school
districts to spend, the state funds so received for
the panicular purposes specified. In 'addition,

. school districts frequently, do, utilize their local
revenues to provide additiOnal educational experi:3

.

mites for vocational education, special education
and for sPecial' interest' group students
bilingual education and Indian clueation).

Equalization of Local Revenues; If Permitted.
This principle stresses that' equal tax efforts
among' districts should permit equal per pupil
expenditures. Or, if the State school -financing,
model allows or re-quires a local contributfon for
,educational prokrams -in a school distrietthen
the local effort should be equalized -by the. state.

The intent of this principle is to prevent
"Wealthy" school districts from gem3rating large

,sums of local revenge to buy additional educa .
tional programs, while "Qoor" distiicts ;tore eitIK4''
unable to generate Much local revenue or 'have to
tax Themselves excessively in order to try to
provide a 'comparable tor 'often. lesser Aucation

that of tl 'wealthy" clistriet

20



Alaska '-currently does no.t Jiave a provision in
s Public. School Foundation Act Which equalizes

t e 'local effort of school districts beyond that
quired- for basic need Wide variatitins do

cErrent1y exist among tax rates and local revenues
c11ected in the:31 cities and boroughs of the state,
and in educational serviies beyond basic. need.

-A,Elimination Of Or Great ReductiOn In I,,ocal
nitiativPh*spYinciple stresses either limiting or

elimi-ergfing the 'aMount of rellenue which a school
district is required or permitted 'to raise from
local Sources. Frequently, additional locally -rajsd
monies' are utilized -by a school district o
increase its educat,ional eXpenditures lieyo d

--those financed by-state resources.
In. Alaska, through= the foundatig-in program,.

local school distric,-;:ts must, contribute from local
revenues- from zero t,b _five per cent, of their
"-basic.- need- depending upon -local. resources.
Any additional local revenues raised may-be used
to pay for education4l offerings beyond-"basic
rieed" if approved by the local governing body.

Throughout the state, wide variations in local
contributions to education/exist. Some organized
,communities (borough, or first class cities) are
able to afford local initiativesjive tirnes great<
than the required local share; other .organi2ed
,communities with+ either a smaller or no tax base
are unable to provide theirAical effort. In these
cases, through provisions in s'the foundation pro;
gram, the State underwriCes both "basic need"
and "required local share."

Rccept legislation', creating .21 new Regional
Educational Attendance Areas (REAAs) in the
Unorganized Borough also contains provisions for
state support of both "hasic need" and ."required
local share" in these districts because of the
non-existent tax base there. REA'As also receive `
from the sta. te additional funds in lieu f local
ix revenues.

<
Cleuly the current financing-system allows for

va t variations in. funds .available- for education
possibility.of ujwqul ducational

'illity.
Full State Funding. As defined in the Robin-

on decision, full state funding means the elimi-
nation of ail local initiative _ or un tribution.
Legislatures, not local school districk, shoukl lw
responsihle for r: all revenue n ssiiry to
support schools.

A a sk a proSpntly liavt through

21

foundation program at least 95 per cent fund ng
of "basic need in 31 borough and. city school
districts. However, due o the equalization pro-'
vision of the foundation act, the State paid 99
per cent or more of "basic need" in several of
these school districts because of an inadequate
local tax base to provide local 'revenues for

.1--education.
1"-- "In addition, the 21 REAAs now in ib,peration
throughout the-unorganized borough rece\ve -full
state funding for "basic.ne&I" through-the foun-
dation program. Beczuse there is virtually no tax
base in these areas, the Sfate also provides to
these school districts, in lieu of a local shue, -an
addiftonal per pupil amount which is the average
of local tax contributions per pupil in City and
borotigh school districithe prior fiscal year.

rhierefore, in soniT schociit- districts in Alaska,
the State Is fully funding the cost of education.
However, it must be noted that,this. -full" state
funding is,directly tied- to the school foundation
program and to -"basic need". as defined there and,
the inherent difficulty of that, definitibri (not
being derived from actual direct and indirect
costsof instruction). Only when a local school
district has a .non-existent or an inadequate"._tax
base, does the State provide funds -in lieu of the
local effort. School districts which can contribute
local resources are .required to provide five per
cent Of "basic need" but are not limited in the-
amount of local funds which- may be used for
additional education expenses:

Summary of School Finance oiirt Principles
Applied to Alaska -

. Therefore, in revi .wing the coutt directed
inciples for school financing systems and the

current Alaskan mcidel, the following consis-
tencies result:

1. With regard to the fiscal neutrality in-
ciples, it appears that Alaska does make
state financial resources available-
to each child in 14?-,,AAs hut not Lb each
child in city and borough districk. Thus
only the REAAs are supported by
system which makes edliration a funcrion
of wealth- of the state as a whole.

2. Variations in per pupil expenditures have
bien recognized to a limited extent In
Ahiska'S school fOundation program with
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allowances for vocational and special
ducation. 'FlOwever7 variations such as
or students in rural coMmunittes or

from low-income areas are, not included
in the current financing system.
While the State equalizes -required loc'al
share" _with rekard to basic' need, a
Provision does not exist in Alaska's
school financing syStem which equalizes
the'additional local effort among the 31
borough and city school districts.
Through the Public School Foundation
Program, the maximum for required local

'initiative .is limited to five per sent of
"basic -twee dependirtg.upon- the local !
tax base in each school district. However,
no restrietions are placed on schopl dis-
tricts .wishing to raise additional local
revenues'in order to increase their edu-
cational expenditures beyond those
financed primarily by tl-te state as -basic
need."' This provision may well result in
unequal educational opportunites for
students in various low wealth distilets.
"Full" state funding, although possibly
inadequate, has been achieved for REAAs
through the foundation program p4iS
supplemental payments in lieu of lOCal

f for t .

These inconsistenci m Alaska's school finanéing
system warrant rutiny,'. Changing social and
economic, conditions require ever-iiitgeasing
awareness and applications of emerging principles
that speak to both adequacy and fairness it
allocating funds for echication..
Alaska ,Trends

et. Towards 100. Per Cent State Funding of "Basic
Need." Recently, mtich discussion haslocused on
filo `State's .providing(400 .percent of city and
borough school istMts) "basic need" for educa-
tion. A possible trend in this direction might be
construed from recent and proposed changes- of
school finaiwing practices in the state. I lowever,
if such a trend should develop, the intent of th
existing school financing system for Alaska,.i,e.,
equalization of state fpnd distribution, ma he

' serioUSly altered, if mkt eliminated.
Currenuy through a guaranteed financiallia..

or " foundatkm" f state aid payments, school

'districts in,NAlaska receive _their major source of
-stipport for .educational Programs, although, in
wealthy districts with extensive isrOgram offeringS
the' amount of state aid falls far short of 95%. In
otirer, words, "basic need" in some districts is
censiderably more eXtensive and costly than in
Athers since the foundation program is intended
to assure: art 'adequate level .of 'edueatiional
oppbrtunites" for school children while 'reducing
UV discrepancies in_ spending 'levels in various
sctools and school.districts,

The foundation program specifi'es Percentages
'of state and local, funds necessary to Meet the
tiasic need of each school district. The maximum'

Share is required of those schoOl districts in
which the assessed;value. of property per pupil in
ADM is the sanio or higher than the state average,
assessed valtiation of- property per student. ThOse
school districts in which -the assessed valuation
per,pupil falls belbw the state,average reeeive an
increLed percentage of state aid through ,the
"equalization" provision Of the foundation pro-
gram. The purpose of this provision is to equalize
the financial resources available for education in
leSs wealthy districts by proViding additional State

Yet, it is this very equalization factor to assist
less' wealthy diStricts which would be lbst if the
State funded all districts'at 100 per cent of their
basic need, .Wealthy districts would be' able , to
supplement this state "basic grant" With local
funds if "basic," does not fulfill their educational
needs.. HoweVer, l'ess wealthy 'districts' with.little
if any' supplementary local funding 'would have to
provide edUcational programs, limited .largely .by
the state dollars received. Without the equaliza-
tion factor, no provision: would exist for such
districts to obtain additional state funds .to , help
offset the financial advantage of :the wealthier .

dtstricts. The current trend clearly indicates that
these' conditions are' possible and to a certain
xtcnt -already happening,
Change in Distributing School Finance.. As

alluded 'to, a shift In the means :of distriputiq
.,sehool financial support has recently 'occurred in,

Alaska. Tiw foKmer Alaska State.Qperated School.
-System (Asosjy 4ith as cntral administrative
Olives in Anchorage has:been replaced by 21
Regional 'Education .Attendance itEA As)
throughout the Unorgan ized Boroligh, WO this
signi [Want change in 'admi or rur,ttl
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schools came a change in the distribution- ,,of
funds for these =school districts. Instead of the
Legislature's annual appropriation of funds for
ASOSS which distributed finthicial resources from
its central office, the REAAs receive 100 percent
of their "basic need", through, the foundation
program. However, through a formula devised in

. the enabling legislation, the REAAs receive, di-
rectly from the State, arr additional per pupil
amount which. equals the average Of local contri--
butions per pupil in city and borough districts in
the prior fiscalyeax. These "substitute" funds axe

lieu of local contribution because no tpxes are
leviect-in the REAAs.

It is generally agreed that-the creation of the .

REAAs Was a. major step in making local control
of education a reality in rural Al-aska. And
although a major step, it needs to _be -kept in .

mind REAAs are .an extraordinuy arrangement
not necessarily consistent with constitutional
provisions for units of local government in th_e
view -of some observem While die ASOSS central
office was" abolished 'and the direct appropriation
by . the Legislature replaced by rprimary support
through the foundation program, the additional
add-on described above has had the effect of
altering the three separate.and distinct systems of
sckiocil financing which existed in the state prior
to-f1-14..creatfon of the REAAs the city and
borough school financing model, the rural school
model and the BIA model. The scheme created
for the REAAs is a combination of the previous
ASOSS' and Local Districts' schemes. The out:
come Of this .arrangeruLt as a means to finthic,e
rural schools is-still unknown, but as will .be seen
in the material that follows, doubts may, be raised
that the tests for an adequate and-fair method of .

paying for schools may be ^difficult if not
impossible to meet.

Three School Firutheing Systems in Alaska.
The continued existence of three separate school
financing systems poses a challenge to the State
tp cletermine how to deliver both educational
funds and programs equitably. The dual systems
for distributing state funds to city and borough
distr'icts and to rural REAAs (xclusive of 13IA
schools) compound the challenge as,- the Stab.
ciirrently does not have any provision for equal-
izing Me local tax. effort or school distrias. Iii
addition to thi. wide disparity in the availahility
of taxabl rurty, between irrt REA As and

,
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the majority glf city and-borough districts,_signifi-
cant variations in tax rates, and revenues collected
do exist among rtie 311 city and,borough districts.
In light of the court principles, Alaska may need
to scrutinize these situations carefully.

Incree.d State Revenues. The trend toward
increased state revenues frorn_the development of
Alaska's natural resciurces: if realized, will have a
tremendous impaa on both the state general
fund and ori the school finaneingsystem.

A bUrgeoning state treasury increases the-
bility of independence- _from property taxes

-altogether as a nteanS of financing s.chools. Alaska
may be in a posit,ion -to devise a school financing

',system far in advance of those states still reliant7
upon property taxeg a the basis- for their financ-
ing models. In addition, education would definite-
ly become a function of the "wealth" of the
State as a whole, thereby meeting the principle-of
fiscal neutrality directed by the Courts.

Simplffication of 'School Financing SystemS.
Althoughthis issue is not evident in current
Alaskan trends, it is an Alaska need which re-
fleets a national trend. As mentioned earlier in
this chapter, as a result of court deciSions And
-commission reeommendations, states have begun
to -review and revise their financing systems.
Subsequently, several states Which have had foun-:
dation programs revamped tilese systems signifi-

-,cantly, simplifying their content-and calculations.
Alaska enacted its foundation program in 1962 .

based On enlightened principles of 'equalizing
educational opportunities and of reducing discre-
pancies in educational spending among school
districts..,However, throughdut the/Years, revisions
and modifications of the foundation. program
have rendered it excessively complicated and- in
nee.d of .siiriplification. For example,' the concept

, of an instructional unit which imys for the costs
of an "average classroom" may now well be
obscure and irrelevant, or the doUble-counting- of--
students in eligible categories for- support under
the foundation program may result in significant
underfunding or Oyerfunding in school' districts..
These cireunistancos further wduc the likollhom
of equitable distribUtions. The speeifie conditions
and the reqiiireinents of court decisions for
school financing sIsleins in general point iti ale
need for reviewing kith Alaska's, foundation pro.
min :11101 ik entire '!fthicational finaneing system.



In summary, it may be said that there are
clearly identifiable trends that reveal inc,reasing
inability of the present systems to keep pace with
aanging -.educational practices and economic
conditions in Alaska as well as an accelerati
state of imbalance in both cost sharing and

,
=r,

distribution of available wealth sta ewide. The ,
following 'chapters provide details to substantiate
these concerns. Succeedhig reports of the Alaska
School Finance Stuly will examine other aspects
of this problem

2 4
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Chapter 3.

'Methàds.of Finanoing Alaska5c-K-Qojs:

.Reyenue to support elementary, and s'econclary
schools.. in . Alaska is ptovided .from local, state,
and federal sources. City and .borough school
-districts utilize local, , state and %federal sources,-
While, REAAs in the Unorganized Borough rely
almost solely upon. state and federal revenues.
Schools operated by the Bureau -- IndiAn Affairs.ir

.. receitie only federal revenues. FAre 5 shows the
revenue sdurces for financing.Alaska schools:

Early Financing Methods

,Prior to 1900 schools in Alaska (with the
exception Of BIA schools) received financial assis-
tance from varied sources, including a dity
government, churches, business firms, loeal citi-
zens and' the U.S. Bureau of. Education. Aftei
1900 and until. 1931. ,mqgt :funds for .school
operations came from .license -monies collected in

,Mcorporated communities and from grants from
the Territorial Legislature;

In 193t. the Territorial Legislature began
reimbuNing city schools, for' the majority of
operating :costs. This territOrial. aid wag baSed on
the number of students entbIled in a: school at a
specified time' :gof the-' year, The percent of
reimbursement was greater for small' schools than
it was for larger schools because of recognition of
higher per student coSts of small attendance
centers. With minor modifications, this reimburse-
ment, or refund plan, was 'used until 1962 for'
city and bOrotigh schools.'

During this time funds for rural schools were
gopriatc& 'directly' by the: Territorial Logis-
ure and, beginniag .in 1959, by, the stat, ,

Legislature. Budget regifests for 'these rural-
State-supportea schools were develOpett by thp
Department of Education and the funds were
distributed by this 'state agimey. Rural schools in
communitivs with predidThinately Native popuka,
tions continued to be operated and supported by
tlic .Federai Overnment, first by the Bureau of
Education and later by the Bureau of Indian.
Affairs,

hood i .1159, it becameF olloyvfng.: n
apparent that the reimburs Mtent' Method for
parthil support of city and bortiurhi schools was

longer adequate, since great discrepancies
existed among these schools in the revenues avail-
able for school purposes. A study of the situation
resulted in the proposal to create a public schOot.

Ice

kure b. OUrce

The revenue s urees a d financing:methods for
school's arer%Lhe rcsidts. Lof eyeing': and circum-
stances which occuaed -during .Alaska's early
years and subsequently 1 tatus as a sbite. The
brief review of early -11-0;incitig melhods which
follows will provide song. ;perspective on these
circumstances.

unds for Education
. .



foundation program o such progr
_.-Other ,states,

In 1962: the State Legislature, following the_

recommendations of the study sponsored by the-.
'State Department of Fducatian, enacted tegisla-,*,

. tion [.A,S. 1'4127.] which _created a public sehbof
foundation,..program. This 'new program providJd-

waY of distribtitIt.?g state. aid'-payments to'
and borough districts and Was intended to-redu4,'
the' discrepancies between-devas of 'spending in
vdrious schools.by establishing a guarantried fitiarc,.
cial baSe or- "Joundation" from which lodal
sohool systems eould build to mees:
needs.

As 'described in tile Declaratism. of friteat of
the lekislation,, the foundatienprogram sought

... to assure- an adequate level .(ssif educational
opportunities for those in attendance: in the
pOblic-school of the state-Y' The new law .was the -

first 'major step by the State toWard
educational_ opportunity by providing a specified
percentage of state and .local funds since no local
school district was prevented ,frorn raising addi-

ofial local funds to, provide:Wncational 'services
and -facilities beyond those at4Sural.by theTfoun_
dation program. Thi§ feat:tire ProVided a measure
of loCal decision-makinwand greatiT.. flexibility in
educational progframs offered.

With enactment,of thiS progr im Alaska joined
"ing list'-of states,Whie h hd t n ii ted similar

leg' non' based on !the, thU cpl of equalizing
educatibnal -oppottunitieS- of students through a
new applieation 9f state and Ideal resources.
Finaiicin'g of state-stipported rural School-s and
BlA shool's in the Unorganized Borough was
unaffected by this vhange.

Because the public school foundation program
represents the primary method whereby the State

its responsibility for financial support of
thr public schails; it will be explained in some.-
detail. Following this, th kinds of financial
suppori irrovided to each of the scho 1 systemx iii
Alaska will be identified.

in Foundation Program

. periodic-revision§ to increase the amount Of state
aid for -various instructional programs and to
further equalize the funding available tbr' small
districts. In 1970, the re-port Of new committee
'to study the School foundaticia program Was _

eleaged .and -the State' Legislature enacted
revised program based on the committee's recom-
mendations..

-The revised program modified the way
deterraine the boic .need of eachl _city and ;

Lborovkh school distfict Basic'need\ is expressed in
dollm-s, and does not represent a prior determina-
tion of the costs for -providingIspecifie, educa-

.

,tfonal.experiences to students in the -district Aj
formtila in the legislation prOvkled fcir calculating
the basic need of each distriet and for deter-
Mining- both the state share iand the local- share.of
this We -need_ The factors used- in -the formula

e
follow

.

Foundation Program Factors

The district factors. Utilized in tlie PSFP
coniputation include:

For Basic Need

. Saident -and program.factors based upon
the number of students, kinds of-'pro-
grand, and enrollment of Xchools,

',Location :and access factors based upon
geographic location and,'4,ransPortation

features a distriet; and.

Fr State Aid and Local Requi?ed Effor't

3. The rerative wealth factor based upoii
district's Prbperty..,valuation'. per
compared Id the statt'!- per putiil ave
valuation.

l)eter . ping the m ount of state 'aid to e paid
to a district under die foundation -.-progra n is_a

tier compWx task...-iod s fay dcri be a
ailed example in Appendix-8 or tivis:

The 1962- Public _Scriool Fomulati P grain'
(PSFP) -ontinued in effect until 0'70 with

ApPlication of Foundation Prograi

'1'111. facton; %mint ed above are icait -speerti-
-cally to determine 11 amount and ercvnt

stale by a city, borough



.school district. A. description of each of the
actors and its uses followi. Each of the italicized
erms is defined in Appendix B.

Situ' lent and Program-Factors. The number of
students, types of programs, and size of schools
by enrollment 1See Fig. 6) are used to determine_
the mitnber of -instructional -units-of =the-diStriet:
Different kinds of Student programs have differ-
ent values toward the_ calculation,of.instructional

-
units. For example:

u4n5eslementary students equal 4 nstructional

85 secondary students equal 7 instructional
units;
45 vocational Oducation students equal 4
instructional units;

students (ADM FTE)
equal-5 instructional units;
7 correspondence stuclents equal 1 instruc-
tional unit.

.ols-rnig-T A

Elementary

Secondefy
Corretoonden6e

Sire of $ehools
and Districu Typna

ITIS

Figure . Student and Program Fators Used to Determine Nurnber
of Instructional Units

The law dekines instructional u ... the
." aggregate -of all direct and indirect s4vices neces-..,

sary to provide.a standard level of inStruction for
a group Of p6pils." 14.17:250(18)) The
method .of computing inaruclional` units is ex.
Plained in Appendix B.

A uniform,method pf counting students called
average daily- membership is used in all PSFP
calculations. Average daily membership-(AbM) is
deined as the. aggregate days of membekship of
pupils divided by the actual number_ of days in
session' for the school term. In the-case' of
vocational and special educatio'n, where students
may not be enrolled in these special programs for
the entire cihy, ADM is based upon the number
of full.tirne equivalent students. This is called
ADM full-time equivalent.

In districts 'with more than 1,000 students,
instruaional unitS are generated at a slower rate-
than in districts with fewer than 1,000 students.

2 7
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2. Location and Access Factors. The geographic
location of a district and the access, it has- to
specified highways and the railroad and State
Ferry System affect PSFP 'calculations. These two
factors location, and access recognize the
higher cost of doing business in rural and isokated
areas. The factors, commonv 1 regional differ
entials or cost of living litials, result in a
higher instructional unit vain, for rural and iso7
lated districts. The. adjw-!rnent is called the
instructional unit allotment and ranges from
103.75% of the instructionJ unit val-ue_in Sitka
to 133.75% in the North Slope ,Borough School
District. An additional 5` (compounded) is
added if the diStrict does have access to
Anchorage, Ketchikan or Fair_nks by road, rail.
.road or State Ferry System. This additional 5% is
referred to as the isolation factor.

I.

The instructional unit Allot- e _s Were in-



l7g trict A

thictioo Dirt riot 17
worth*, for 13,3.75ec
instructional unit ellornient,

Ng IMMO to tOO.L rail or
terra qualifin the
School dgtrict for oo
olithOonfil isolmioo
Nowt

DigrNt ft

laction District 4
Qualifies for 100%
instructionel unit
allotment.

Firor oort,ot itolotion
factor door not ODOI.0
bocooso ot scant to ,

Poo limit tvitoor.

Niehogy

Railroad

ewe

e Loca ion and Access Factors Used to D
Regional Differentials

-creased in number and percent in .975 by the
Legislature to reflect more adequately the higher
costs bf operating schools in outlying areas of the
state:
3 ROative Wealth Factcir. The relative wealth
of a district is another important factor in the
PSFP. The wealth is measured in terms of the
valuation _of real and personvil property in the
district,. since Vs this assessed property which
will be taked ffir- school purposes. The relative
wealth of a district is gletermined by comparing
the assessed value of property per student in
ADM for the district with the state average
assessed valuation of property per student in all
distrdts.

Districts whose assessed value per student falls
be/ow the state average receive a higher percent-
age of PSFP funds than do districts which have
assessed valuation p.m. student 'at or above the
state average valuation- per student (See Fig. 8).
The percent of basic need provided by the State
is 'referred to as the equalized percentage. This
feature thus tends to further equalize the re-,sources for education in that larger state aid
payments are made to the less wealthy districts
thus reducing the districts' local required effort.

If Msessed Value of Property
is HIGHER than State Aveeage,
then State Aid is 95% of Basic
Need.

UN
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ssessed Value of Property
_er Pupil is SAME as State
Average, then State Aid is
95% of Basic Need

If Assetsed Value of Property per Pupil
is LOWER than State Average, then
State Aid is Greater than 95% of Basic Need.

Figure_8. Relative Wealth Factoi used to
Determine State Aid Portion of Basic Need



A Sample Computation

Since each foundation program factor 'has been
individually described, it is appropriate to observe,
hoW they are utilized in computing basic need,
state aid, and local required effort for a district.
The sample computation which is introduced
below is fully 'described in Appendix B.

-The stãñd joifâctorid cri the Public
School Foundation Program formula:

In its simplest terms, the procedure shown
.above can be illustrated in a simulated example as
follows:

FIRST USE:

1. Base Instructional Unit Value;

2. Instructional. Unit Allotment
adjustinent based upon distric
.location and access features;

$25,000

becomes
s

.$28,219

and rafmber of students in /ADM,
type,of program and size of schools
(expressed in-terms of average daily
membership of stiidents) provides
number of Instructional Units. .

42
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TO DETERMINE SASIC NEED:
The adjusted value of/Instructional
Unit multiplied by the number of
Instructional Units equals Basic Need;
$28,219 X 42 = $1,185,198.,

THEN USE:
4. Basic Need of the District:- $1,185,198
5. Relative Wealth of.the District;

expressed in terms of
equalized percentage.

TO DETERMINE STATE Au?
'State Aid .equals Basic Need
multiplied by equized percentage;
$1,185,198 X 95,83% = $1,135,775

3HEN-DETERMINE LOCAL-REQUIRED ,

EFFORT:
7. Local Required Effort equals

Basic Need minus State Aid.

$1,185,198 .$1,135,776 = $4g$23

Two important points must be emphasized
here. One is that in no ease will the amount of
lOcal funds required to, qualify for state aid under
the PSFP exceed 5% of Liasic need, This is
becanse the PSFP guarantees 95% of basic need
will be provided by the State regardless of the
relative wealth of the district. The second impor-
tant point is that' no district is prevented from
providing additional local fimds for school pur-
poses above and beyond those it is required to
provide under the PSFP. Figure 9 illustrates the
equalization feature of the PSFP which provides
for payment of additional state aid to di'stric6
With relative wealth lower than the state average.
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ADDITIONAL
LOCAL FUNDS
AT DISCRETION
OF DISTRICT

LOCAL
REQUIRED

EFFORT

FROW-
LOCAL

REVENUE
,.SOURCES

ADDITIONAL
STATE 'AID
PROVIDED DUE
TO LOWER-
WEALTH OF
DISTRICT

*The amounts beyond basic need conie not only
from local revenues but from other state and
federal sources.

Figure 9: State Aid Equalization Featm-e of the
Public School Foundation Program,

1976-77

Applica ion. of the PSFP formula to REAAs.
The PSFP formula is also uged to, determine the
amount of state aid for basic need to be paid to
Regional Education Attendance Areas. No local
required share will be provided by the REAAs,
since they have no local source of revenue, and
so the State will provide funds to meet the entire
basic need of each RE'AA.

The State also will provide added funds in order
that tho REAls' revenues beyond the basic need
requirement are more neaxly comparable on a per
student basis to the revenues of city and,borough
districts.

The additional state '-payments to REAAs in

3 0

lieu of local revenue sources will be based upon
the average amount per student raised from local
property taxes in the city and borough districts.
In 1975-76 this was $475.50 per studenti, In
1976-77 the amount in lieu of local revenues.ls
estimated to be $575 per student. Note that in
this respect decisions by city and borough school
boaids on the amount of local funds they utilize,
for the schools determines the amount REAAs
receive beyond basic need. In effect, this "substi-
tute local effort" figure is established by city and
borpugh boards. Figure 10 shows how the state
will support REAAs compared to city and
borough schools.



STATE*-PROVIDES THIS
IN LIEU OF LOCAL

REVENUE,SOURCES

STATE! PROVIDES
TOTAL AMOUNT
OF BASIC NEED

DOLLARS
REQUIRED

FOR
BASIC
NEED

Includes applicable revenues tram
federal sources for operating expenses.

ADDMONAL..
LOCAL FUNDS

DISTRICT

LOCAL-REDUIR
EFFORT -
5% MAXIMUM'

'STATE
AID

5% MINIMUM

Figure 10. Foundation Program Support of Regional Educati n
Attendance Areas Compared to City and Borough Districts.

Revenue So

The next section of this chapter identifies the
various state_local and federal sources which
provide revenues to support each kind of school
in Alaska. Sources of revenue, by kind of school,
are shown in Table 1.

Local Sources

City and borough appropriations from ideal
property .tax collections and other tax revenues is
the largest local source oi revenue available to
operate the schools. Rental of facilities, sale of
properties and- fees and ()Cher charges provide
only small amounts of revenue.

Bond issue proceeds, .which is borrowed
money, finances trie construction of new school
buildings. Repayment of these borrowed funds

comes from the proceeds of a special tax levied
on property in the city dr borough.

State Sources

a
Annual appropriations by the State Legislature

provide the bulk of state funds which aro distri-
buted to the city -and borough districts and the
'REAAs. The appropriations, of cours6, come
from state funds collected from income taxes-,
both personal and corporate, from the proceeds
of lease sales and from other kinds of taxes and
fees.

The largest apprOpriation for schools goes to
support the state aid portion of the Public School
Foundation Program. Newly enacted legislation to
foster the growth of bilingual education programs
and coinrnunity, schools will also provide revenue
to some districts and REAAs.

31



Major ources of Revenue for Operating Expenses
or Alaska Schools, ty System''!'

System

Local:
City or borough appropriation
Other local Revenues

Sfate:
Public school foundation program_
pecial Programs, i.e.bilingual,

- mmunity schools
Pupit-transportation program
TuitioaN_
State impa'ttprogram (Mini-874)
Payment ia lieu of local revenues

City and-
Borough gEAA BIA

X

Federal: N.
Federal appropriation
ElementarY and seeondary'education
Vocational education
Adult basic education
Johnson-O'Malley
Federal impact (P.L. 874)

_ School lunch arid milk
Dater federal aid programs

fi

'The costs of pupil transportation to'ai d from,\
school is fully reimbursed to the districts by the
State. The State also provides funds to pay a%
'portion of the interest on money boirowed by
city and borough districts to construct school
buildings. Cigarette taxes bre distributed to the
districts to pay a portion of the cost of mainte-..
nance cif school buildings.

Proceeds of state bond issues are used to pav
the construction costs of schools in the 'Unorgati
nized Borough where no local property taxes ar
available for this Purpose. A sizeable bond is
primarily for this purpose will be considered by
Alaska voters in the fall of 1976. -The proceeds of,
this bond issue will be used to build needed
buildings in the hew REAAs and in some cit:Y
and borough districts.

The state impact program (Mini 874) provides
state funds to districts which have students whose
:parents live on or Work on state property. Since
the district with such students can't tai the state
property for school support, the State provides
funds in lieu of lOcal taxes7

Payment in lieu of local property' taxes
made to the REAAs. This has been previously
descrilied arid is to tiring REA revenues more in
line with tne- borough school districts.

Federal Sources

Federal educat on funds available tb city and .

borough districts, REAAs :and in some instances
to MA- schoolS, are "categoriCal" in nature since
they ate directed toward specific, highly visible
educational issues or problems of .national con-
cern. Some of the better known federal-categor-
ical aid programs in Alaska :are the Elementuy,
and. Secondary Education Act, Vocational Educa-
tion, Adult Basic Education, Johnson4Ylika1ley--,
School _Lunch and Milk, Education for the Handi-
capped, Career Education and Bilingual Educa-
tion..Each of these programs has specific Compli-
ance requirements which must be met in order, to
be eligible for receiving funds.

A major share Of federal aid comes to Alaska
city and borough districts and REAAs Under
provision of Publie Law 81-874, School Assis-
tance in Federally Affected Areas. This federal
impact -aid is commonly referred to asy.L. 874.
It provides funds in lieu Of local property, taxes
for districts which enroll students whose parents
work on or live on federal property, such as
military bases or Indian lands. For some years,
Alaska' has received Pl. 874 funds at double the
rate received by eligible schools in the lower 48
states:skit is now _being cut back, to the regular
rate overN-a four year period which started in-.
1975-76. In the case :of REAAs, P.L. 874 reve-
nues are indludecLwith state revenues used to
support these schooli":-.,

The- BIA schools scattered, throughout the
State are supported totally by: federal funds from

.direct appropriations by Congress.
Although the BIA schools are to- operate in .
compliance with, Alaska school laws, ifei- state or
(Deal support is required because the BIA is 'solely

(jjresponsible for. these. schools.

Surnrnry

Revenues to finance elementary and secondary
education w-e provide& from lo -al, state and
federal sources in a 'variety of ways. Some of the



Anetho'ds of distributing these- revenues* to the
sehools Alave been . used for sbnie Aim, while ,

others are relatively 'nevi, Theamount and kind
of...revenue available tó educate a Student depends
upon where that student lives and in" what kind
of school he or she is enrolled.

Qu icino

Are there sources of revehue other than
those: identified in this chppter which
might be used to support the schools?
Should every district or REAA provide
some revenue from local sources- to
support the schools? ,

Is the Public School Foundation Program
working well now?
Do the current' regiOnal differentials need
review?
Could the fairly complex 13 ocess of com-
puting basie -need under. the PSFP be
simplified?

)

-Should the amount of state funds paid to
REAM beyond.- basid need depend upon
decisions of city and borough school

.boards?
the State provide a greater pro-

.

portion. of funds ..for constructing build-
'ings in city and borough school districts?

'bO.,the'effect on state ftinding
as BIA schools leaVe the federal sYstern
and become part of the REAAs?

I. Should Al4skan children be afforded the
same kind of pdupational opportunitieS
regaxdlesS of where they live?

These are only a few of the questions wliii
will be asked as the study of financing is con-
ducted. The:answers will helP to determine what'
kind of edutational experiences will be available
to studenth in the years to come.

-23



The cost of public elementary and- secondarY`
education depends' mainly upon the number of
students and the kind of school programs they
are offered: The kind of school programs is of
course affected by milk things, including school
location and size, grade levels and courses taught,
number. Of staff and their salmjes, type of sup-
pdrting services, and perhaps most importantly,
whiCh of the systems operates the programs.
' In Alaska with three school systems, each,

with different sources of 'revenue, the compilation
of facts about school financing in a manner that
permits comparison and analysis poses, a sp cial
challenge_ This chapter will present selected fi

-cial information and apparent trends as follo- s:

revenues and expenses for 1973-74 for all
schooIs,'.
selected analyses for 197475 of City and
horough schools, and

3. selected changes and trends in finan'cing
city and borough schools.

Revenues and Expenses for 1973-74

As previously explained, revenues to operate
public and BIA- schools in Alaska come from

Table-2

local, state and federal.sources. In 1973-74reve
nues for _current operating expenses amounted to
$171,510,829. Note that current operating ex-
pense includes the costt \ of the educational pro-
gram but does not ineldide costs of construetthr. .
buildings or paying .the principal of or interest on'
inoney borrowed to,construct buildings.

Sources of revenue in 1973-74 for city and
borough schoolk, the "Alaska State-Operated
School SysteM and Bureau of Indian Affairs
schools were as flloWs: local, $26,478,868; state,.=
$91,4110,568; and- federaL $52,723,314 (see -Fig.
11).

Sources of Revenue. The sources of revenue
are quite different for each of the three systems.
While federal funds accolint for 100%"-of BIA
school revenue, and 74% of the revenue for the
state-supported schools, only 6% of city and
borough district revenues come from ihis source.
State sources provide- 71% of revenues for city
-and borough districts 'and 25% of revenues for
-the state-operated schools. Local sources account
for 23% of the revenue for citY and borough
districts and- 1% for the state-supported schools.

The revenue sources for operating expenkes, by
amount and percent for -each system in 1973-74,
axe shown in Table 2.

'Revenue Sources for Operating Expense
of Alaska's School Systems, 1973-74

(3) (4)
Alaska State

Operated School Bureau of Indian
System Affairs Schools

Revenue
Source

Local
State
Federal

City and Borough
Sohool Districts

Amount
$ .26,025556
$ 81,714,249

7,135,251

Percent

23%
71%
6%

Amount
$ 453,312
$ 9,986,319
$28,146,493.

Percent
1%

25%
74%

Amount Percent

$17,441,570100%

-25-

3 4



_FEDERAL
31%

$52 7 MILLION LOCAL
leg

526.4 MILLIO

STATE
63%

4 MI tzLION

. 1973.74
TOTAL REVENUES
$1715 MILLION

Figure 11. Alaska Public Education'Sources of
Revenue for all schools,1973-74

Variations in OperAing.- Expenses.- The varia-
tions in costs. of operating the schools can also be
compared on a per student basis.. For 1973-74
the numbeT of students in ADM for the systems
*as as follows: city- Bind borough districts,
68,440; Alaska State-OPerated Schools,- 14,680;
and . Bureau of Indian Affairs schools, 5,478.
Using these ADM figuxes -and the total operating
expermes.shows that average per student operating
costs were $1,664 for city and borough districts,
$2,403:for ASOSg, and $3,020 for BIA schools.
The averagel Jost per student in all three ,systems

$1,871.,'These figures are displayed in Table 3.
TheSe average- costs per student, while useful

to 'show that costs are higher in schools in. the
Unorgan4ed Borough, do n9t show which costS
are higher in the rural schools. The differences in
cOsts can be identified by examining the use 'of
the revenues in each system. Table 4, shows the
expenses 'for_ east' system broken down into eight
common expense items: a ni-tration, instruc-

tion, auxiliary services, pupil transportation, plant
operatyn, plant maintenance, fixed charges, and
food services.

Table 3
Current Operating Expense per Student
in Average Daily Membership, 1973-74

System

City and Borough School Districts
Alaska State Operated School System
Bureau of Indian Affairs

State Average

Average Cost
_ per ADM

$1,664
2,403
3,020

$1,871

The comparison of the varying amounts spent
per student for similar expense items raises fur-
ther Auestions,- -but also beOns to provide some
answers, For -example, the higher per student
costs of operating school buildings in rural Alaska
is shown in plant operation and plant mainte-
nance categories for ASOSS and BIA. Direct costs



Tah le 4

Alaska Education COsts.
for Current pperafing EXpenses per.Student

in Average Daily Mernhership
1973-74 '

Expenses

-Administration
Instruction

2

City and
Borough
Schools

$ 64
1,120

(3) . 14)
Alaska, Bureau
State of :

Operated Indian Affair
Schools Schools

$ 184 $ 212
1,587 1,371

Average
Tor

- Systems
-

$ -93
1,213

Auxiliary Svcs.
pupil Trans-
portation

92

89 55

16

50

- :72

'82Plant Operation 109 336 729 185
Plant Main-
tenance 67 116 ,391 95

Fixed Charges 102 79
Food Services 21 125 251 52

Total $1,664 $2,403 $3,020 $1,871

*Explanation of Expense Items

for education reflected in amounts per student
'for instruction de -not vary as Much as one might
expect and may show ,the effect of lowei
teacher-student ratios iti the smaller rural ,schools.
Food services ,expenses in rural schools are so
much higher than in'citY and borough districts:

Ariother,may_ :to _examine school ,expengeslia-in---
terms of h9w each revenue dollar is used, in each
of the systeins: Table 5 shows the cents used for

Table 5

U e of the EducationYkdlax,
-School ?ystem, 1'913-74'

(2) 3) (4)
City & Borough :state Bureau of

School Operated Iiidian Affairs
Districts ,Schools Schools

Administration: Those expenses which have as their pur7
pose the general regulations, direction and contrbl of the
affairs of the school district that are system wide and notr
confined to one school (if the system has more than one \

. school) or narrow phase of school activity.
-

,

Instruction: The expenses dealing directly with the teach-
ing of students or improving the quality of teaching.
AuXiliary Services: Those expenses which have as their
purpose providing health services to students and working
outside the school with parents-on attendance matters.

.

Pupil Transportation: Those expenses which have as their -

purpose the conveyance of pupils to aud from school
activities, either between house and school or on trips for
curricular or noncurricular activities.

Plant Operation: Those expenses which are concerned
with keeping the physkal plant open and ready for use,
not including repairing. It includes janitorial services,
utilities, ,and care of grounds,

Maintenance of Plant: Those expenses which are con-
cerned with keeping the grounds, building and equipment
at their original- condition of completeness or efficiency
through repair or replacement.
Fixed Charges: Thos expenses such as employee benefits,
rent, interest on shor eim loans and judgments.
Food Services: T se expenses which have as their pur-
pose the pre a ion and serving of regular and incidental
meals lunche or sncks in connection with school
activities.

Expense

Administration 3.8 73 7.0
Instruction 67.3 666 45.4
Auxiliary Services - 5.6
Pupil Trani-

portation 5.4 2.3 1.7
Plant Operation 14.06.5, 24.1
Plant Main-

tenance 4.0 4.8 13.0
Fixed Charges 6.2
Food Services 1.2 5.2 8.3

Totals: $ 1.00 $ 1.00 1 '.00

each expense item from each dollar available for
current operating 'expenses in the three .systems
for 1973-74.

Thus far the coniparison and malyses have all
been based upon 1973-74.. figures., A selective
examination of sOme more .curient figures is
presented in ,the next section of this chapter. ,

Selected Analyses for 1974-75 fo_ City and
Borough Districts

The selected analyses which follow concern
city and borough school 'districts Using detailed
financial information from audit reports and
Annual Rtport Statistics 19 74-75, issued by
the Alaska State Department of Education in
Januaxy -1976: The analyses; will cOncern several
aspects of the Public School Foundation Program
(PSFP). Althotigh there have' been several changes,
in the PSZP since:the 19,74-75 school. year, the
basic procedures used have not changed.

-27-
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, Figure 12.

LI:KAMM oF scHooks AND SOKICIL DpTRICTS 114-,ALA

BOROUGH AND CITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS 'REGIONAL 'EbUdATION: ATTENDANCE -AREA SCHOOLS
AND ADMINISTRATION HEADQUARTERS LOCATION'

ANCHORAGE BOROLJG11 SCHOOLS -

FUSTOL BAY EIOROtiGli SCHOOLS

ClillipENA ;CITY; SC.HOOLS--!'

CRAI6 CI:FY SCFIOOLS

.DILLINGFIAM CITY SCHOOLS

FAIRBANKS-NORTH STAR BOROIJGH SCHOOLS

GALENA CITy SCI-10OLS

HAINS BOROUGH SCH(30LS

HOONAH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

HYELABORG CITY SCH 0131 S

GREATER AIN EAU EIOROliGH SCHOOLS

KAKE CITY SCF100 LS

KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH SCHOOLS

KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH SCHOOLS

KING COVE CITY SCHOOLS

KLAWOCK CITY SCHOOLS

KODIAK !SLANE/ BOROUGH SCHOOLS

NiATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOFIOUGFI SCFIOOLS

NENANA CITY SCHOOLS

NOME CITY SCHOOLS

NORTH SLOPE EIOROOGF1 SCVIOOLS

PELICAN CITY SCHOOLS

PETERSBLIRG CITy SCHOOLS

SELAWIK CITY SCF/OOLS

GREATER SITKA 13011001 ;H SCFIOOLS

SKAGWAY CITY SCII0C)LS

ST. MARYS PLIBL IC SCFIOOLS

liNAL.ASKA C ITY SCHL)0 LS

VALDEZ CITY SCF1OQLS

WRANGELL CITY SCHOOLS

YAKIJTAT CITY SCHOOLS

NORTHWtST ARCTIOSCHOOLS

2 BERiNG STRAITS SCROOLS

3 LOWER YUKON SCHOOLS

4 LOWER KUSKOKWIM

5 KUSPUK SCHOOLS

- 6 SOUTHWEST REGION SCHOOLS

7 THE LAKE AND.PENINSULA-SCHOOLS
RI

8 ALEUTIAN CHAIN

9 PRIBILOF SCHOOLS AT ST. PAUL

10 ADAK REGION SCHQOLS

'11 IDITAROD AREA SCHOOLS

12 YUKON-KOYUKUK

13 YUKON FLATS

14 UPPER RAI LBELT SCHOOLS

5 DELTA/GREELY SCHOOLS

10 .ALASKA GAT tft/AY SCHQ0.LS

7 COPPER RIVER SCHOOLS

18 CHATHAM SCHOOLS

19 SOUTHEAST ISLANDS

20 ANNETTE ISLAND SCHOOLS

21 CHUGACH SCHOOLS

KoTzEDUE

NoME

MOUNTAIN VILLAGE

BETHEL

-ANIAK

DILLINGHAM

NAKNEK

COLD BAY

ST. PAUL

ADAK NAVAL STATION
BOX 34, FPO, SEAT/LE
INTRA-ALASKA

MC GRATH

NENANA

,PORT YLikorsi

CLE.AR

DELTA JUNCTION

TOK

GLENfIALLEN.

, ANGOON

KETCHIKAN

RAETLAKATLA

BUREAU

.I "

WHITTIER
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The initial analysis here concerns the ampunt
of `state revenues provided to all districts. under
the PSFP compared to the amount of- revenue
from all other sources. This will prOvide. one -waY,
to examine the relationship of the state aid share
of basic need to total revenues.,. 1.

_Revenue, _1974!.75,_ The stOtul esti- ,

mated -revenues -for operating ekPenies of city
and borOugh school districts for 1974-75 was

::$143,879,991. The major amount (62%): of this
revenue came from the Public School Foundation
Program, which provided $88,765,788 in state
.uid. Examining the relationship of the!sources of
-revenue is somewhat simplified-if the figures are
Converted to \the average amount' per student, as
shown in Table 6..

.1

Amount and Percent of Revenue Sources
Per ADM, City and Borough School DistriCts,

1974-75

ReVeno,
Sources'

State Aid

Local Required
Effort

BASI.0 NEED subtotal

Other Sources
(other local,
other state, and
federal)

Percent
%Amount per Student

Pof ADM* in ADM

61.8$1,279

123

$1,40,2

668

6.9

TOTAL $2,070` 100.0

*This computation uses a PSFP ADM'of 89,398.

This information -1's-Wesented. in. Figure 13
--where 'the relationShip of the basic need reventieS

to other 'revenues is shoWn in graphic form.
Perh'apS 'most signifieant is the $668 'per student.
in ADM above the elounts required per student
in ADM for basic need. The other significant
point is that such figures, while useful to examine
state average relationships, fail to illustrate the
remendous variance in these figures from district

district.

Revenue Variatio0s.. As noteq earlier, the
ayerage.revenues pet Student for city and borough.
'districts ...1b74-75 amounted '; t9 $2,070, of
twhich $1,279 was revenue from .;the, state aid
-POrtion of the , PUblic 8chool Foundation Pro-
gram. In this same period tOtal regenues received

_per_student_ ranged...from ./Xnchorage-to
$0,004 in the North Slope. State aid revenues per
student under the.ISFP 'ranged. from $1,110 in
Anchorage to $2,990 in Pelicari

These district variations in 'total- revenue per
student in ADM, State WI -revenues per.ADM,-and
percent Of tOtal revenues derived fro'm tbe PF
'are shoWn .in..Table 7, with die districts ranked
by thq .percent of total revenue obtained- from
the PSFP. It should be noted that the instruc-
tional unit allotment (instructional' unit value as
adjusted hy regionW differentials and the isolation
factor) ranged from. $21,750 to $25,121 in
1974-75.

$2,000

$1 5

$1 ,0 0
$1,402,
DDLLARS
PER=.
STUDENT ,
REQUIRED
FOR
BASIC

$500 ,NEE1?

$2070 Revenue .

Oer ADM
0

REVENUE FROM
OTHEWLOCAL
OTHER STATE AND
FEDERAL SOURCS

LOCAL REQUIRED
EFFORT .4.,
(revenue from
local sources)

STATE
(revenue qom
state sources)

Figure 13. Estimated Foundation Pro* a
Siipport Per Student in Averap,pAily Membershi

'City and Borough Districeg, 1974-75'
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Table 7
'-

School Distr" ts Ranked by Percent of Reirenites
Received as State Aid Under the PSFP for

Operating Expenses in 1974k75

(1
Dis rict

:

Peliéan
S1çhway
Wrangell
cordOva
Metesburg;

Kodiak
King Cove
Nenana
ICake
,Hydaburg

Yakutat-
Haines
Klawock
Bristol Bay
Ketchikan

Sitka'
Gal:ena
Mat.Su
Junehn
Valdez

Selwick
Fairbanks
Craig
Unalaska
Kenai

Hoonab
Norne
Anchorage
Dillingham

- St.,Mary?.p
North Slope

TOTAL--

7
(4) a

(2) . :(3),' State Aid .

Average TOtal Revenue for
Daily Revenue PSVP Per'

Membership Per ADM - AIiM

43
g-03
600
526

. 660

2162
124 .

203
176
89'.

$ 3339
-2048
..1861
-2211
1819

2092
3176
3136'
3018
-3524;

.155 34111
492 21761

-59 3795
25_ 3066

2762- 1937

1715 2040
147_ 1:14007

2802 2051
19-59

'2675
4257

. 523

201
8488 .

158
116

4913
_

256
'1393

34913
404
132
966

69398

STATE AVERAG,E.

.2683
2020
3853'
4393
2165

3600
2967
T851
3554
3769
6004-

070

Instructionai Uhits mid" persbnnel. As ndeed. in
the preeedinechapter,- the numbler of instruction-

- al units' is used in deteniiining the lasic n4d
figure for the° district. The number of instruc-

$

2990
1'780
1572
1758
1429

1570
2793
2288 ,
2186
2527

2479

2668
21207'-' ;-
1313 ,

1383
2E196
-1334
1267
1729 :

2375 ,

1288
2442
2772-
3343

2400 .

1792
11.114
2001
2084
1732

(5)-
Percent of

Total Revenue
Froin State
Aid of PsFP

89,5..
:86.9
84.5
79.6
78.6

75.0
74-.0
.73,0
72.4
71.7

71.0
70.5

'70.3
6.1
67.8

67.8
67D3
65.0
64.7
64.6

64.5
63.8
634
63;1
61-.1

6QA
60.0
56,3 .

55.3
28.8

61.8
.

tional uñits is- based upon Me nulnller ad.jnrpfl
ment cif schools, thicf"the number of students in
average daily Membership, with additional: units
generated for students in special educatidn, voca-



a
banal education and correspondence study.

An instructional unit is intended to be a rough
measup of "the average classroom." The.schedule
of allowable instructional imits permits 1 instruc-
tional unit for as few as 5' students in AbM (in
vocational education, correspondence study and
special education) to as many- as 23 students in
ADM (in districts over 1,000 in ADM on ADMs
of 3,006 or more)

There does appear to be a direct relationship
of the number of instructional units to the
number of professional personnel in most dis-
tricts. .Professional personnel includes superin-
tendents, specialists, auxiliary sthff, principals,
couriselors, librarians, classroom teachers and
school nurses.

hi 1974-75 live Alaska districts had the same
number of profe&sional staf as instructional
units. Another 14 districts had a number of
professional staff which varied by. only 10%, plus
or minus,_ from the number of instructional units
they were eligible for under the Public School
Foundation .Progam. It should be noted there is
no requirement, that the number of professidnal
personnel equal the number of instructional units.

Table 8 shows the city and borough districts
ranked by the percent professional personnel is of
the number of instructional units. Both sets of
figures ,are estimates for the 1974-75 school year.

Effect of Relative Wealth Factor. As explained
in Chapter 3, the relative wealth of a district
which affects state- aid payments under the foun.
dation program s based upon the property
valuation per student in average daily member-
ship. Districts which have' valuations per student

or above the state average valuation per pupil
qualify for 'the minimum level of state aid
support for basic need, Which in 1974-75
90%. Districts whitth have valwaion per pupil
below the state average receive additional state
aid.

In 1974-75, with a state average assessed valua-
tion of students in ADM of $58,9:17, there were
six districts,jvhich, becapse of their high relative
wealth, qualified for only the minimum amount
or state aid. These six 'districts bad a combined
total ADM of some 9,669. The districts qualify-
ing for minimum state aid, under the PSFP,, were
Bristol t Bay, Kenai, Matanuska-Susitna, North
Slope, Skagway, and Valdez. All other districts

qualified fo more than the minimu of 907 of
state aid, some as high as 9915%.

-. Changes and Trends

The final portion of this chapter presents
seleded change's and apparent trends in financing
city and borough schools.'

Table 8

Ranking of School Districts by Percent Professional
Personnel is of Instructional Units

Estimated for 1974-75
(5)-

Percent
Personnel

(2) Processional Personnel is'of
Instructional (3) (4) Instructional

Units Personnel Differences Units

Skagway 19 22 +3
Hoonab 25 28 +3

King Cove 14 15 +1
Sitka 120 129 +9

Wrangell 45 48 +3
cordova 43 45

-. Haines 37 38 +1
Nome 65 66 +1

'Fairbanks 529 529
Galena 16 16
Kake 17 17 0
Mat-Susitua 191 191 0
Petersburg 46 46 0

Ketch ikan 184 182 -2.

Bristol Buy ' 24 ' .23 .1
Juneau 270 259 4.1
Kenai 337 313
Unalaska 14 13 -1

Kodiak 158 145 -13
Anchorage 1,974 1 ,786
Valdez 40 -4

Craig 17 15 -2
Klawook 7 6

Nenana 18
Dillingham , 33 28
North Slor 74 62 .12
Pelican 5 -1

Yakutat 17 11

Solaw lk 19 S

St, Mary's II 8 -3
I lydalm rg I 0 6 -4

115%
112

107
107
106
104
102
101

100
190
100
100
100

98
95.
95
.92
92
91
90
90

88
85
85
84

76
72
60



Foundation Program Chang . The Public
School Foundation Program -foyfzula for deter-
miningstate aid for city and bcftough districts has
not changed since 1971. But eh year there have
been changes in some of the unit vt9ues. There
have also been increases in. the minimum level of
state aid provided by the PSFP. These Changes
have been Made in recognition of rising costs,
inflation, and speltal needs of the distrias.

The major changes in the PSFP Trom 1973-74
through 1.977-78 are shown in Tablg 9. The four
major changes shown in the table foll w.

1. The base instructional unit value has
been increased from $20250 in 1973-74
to $27,500 for 1977-78. These changes
have been intended to keep the value
more consistent with increased costs of
an "average classroom" of students.
The instructional- unit computation for
special education- students was changed
for 197.576. These students may now be
counted first in their school's regular

Foundation
Program
Factor

Base
Instructional
Unit Value

Instructioti
Unit comp'.
(Mimi for
Special IA

average daily membership total, and then
counted on an average daily membership
full-time equivalent basis for the time
spent in special education classes. or. pro-

. _grams. This provided a more equitable
way to determine instructional u, for
students who are in regular classes part-
time, and special education part-time.
The instructional unit allotment, which
applies a regional differential to the
instructional unit value to recognize the
higher cost of doing business in rural and "
remote areas of the state, was changed
for 1975-76_ Previously, the instructional
unit value was adjusted upwards only 5%
or 10% for outlying districts. Now,
depending upon its location, a district
may qualify for a 175%, 7.5%, 11.25%,
15%, 26.25%, 30% or 33.75% increase in
the value of its instructional unit. For
example, the value of the base instruc-
tional unit for a district in the. Middle
Yukon, North of the Arctic Circle, in

Table 9

Major Legislative Changes in the Public
School Foundation Program

1973774 1077-78

School Year
19 -74 1974-75 1 7 -70 1976-77 1977-78

$20,250 $21,750 $23,500 000 $27,500

Instructional
Unit allotment
(range or regional
d fe Oafs) 0-1 0

Minimum level
of State Ald
for Basle Need

'75-7dstudents counted in regular
ADM and thenwahnted on a full-

-time equivalent-hvls for lime
in special ed. prh#ain

.-33=

4 2

0-33,75% ( ' 75%



1975-76 would qualify for a 33.75% in- .

crease, froM $23,500 to $31431 (before
addition of a 5% isolation factor inerease
for whieh such a district Would be
eligible).

4. The final majcir change in the- PSFP has
been in the minimirm, level of state aid
for- 'basic .need. For 1975-76 this was
increased from 90% to 93%. For 1976-77
it will be 95%. These increases in the
minimuin level, of .sfate aid have the
folloWing effects:
a. A reduction ,in the proportion of

local -revenues necessary for the re-
quired loCal effort portion of basic
nee , and

pplication of the equalizing effect
of the relative wealth of the district
on a smaller portion of basic need.

This se cnd We has considerable ramifica-
tions. For example, iI the State in. .the future
should provide 109% of basic .need; there would
be no local required effort. The relative wealth of
the district Would no longer be .a factor in the
PSFP. The. -equalization feature of the PSFP
would be lost.

The changes .described above are till evidence
of widespread interest in .having a Publie School
Foundation Program directed toward its state7d,
purpose .-` to' assure an adequate level of edu-
cational opportunities for those in attendance in
the public schools . of the state" Sec.
14.17:220j . The effect or these changes, along
with other modifications in financial support- pro-
grams for the schools, have resulted in shifts' in
yevenue sources for..schoOls.

Valuation Per Student Increases

The stale average valuation per sttllh9it in
average daily membership has increased by more
:than 8,10,000 in Just fonr years, from $46,237
per Al)M to $86,0,1 nor ADM. 'rho stab average
valuation per student in ADM used or 16 be used
in determining-a district's relative wealth is shown
in 'Fable 10.

The increases in valuation are II I ribulable I Li

number of 111ing5, including annual revaltmli ns
of existing property, newly contructod
and ()Mot' taxablv improvements, and inelusion or
property in newly formed distriels. But again,

state averages don't _tell the whole story, since
vuiition per student varies widely from district
to district, depending upon the -district's total
valuation of property. Also, none of the propertY
in the Unorganized Borough is assessed and the
value of it is nOt included, in the state average.

Trends

While there are many factors which affect the
financing of reducation, selieral qf the more signi-
ficant ones will be presented here. These faCtors,
for borough and city districts in the tep-year
period ending June 30, 1975, include (1) the
number of students, and the number of profes-
sional personnel, (2) expengitures for operating
expenses, and (3) source and percent of revenues
for operating expenses.

Students and Professional Persoimel The
number of students in borough and city schools
increased 56%, from 45,5d4 in 1965-66 to
71,120 in 1974-75 (These ADMs differ slightly
from those used in computing the PSFP). Part of
the increase is due to population growth while
sbme is from the creation of new districts. Profes-
,sional personnel increased 81%, from 2,280 in
1965-66 to 4,128 in 1974-75. The figures for
'each year are shown in Table 11.
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Table 10

Average Valuation Per Student in ADM
City and Borough Distrlas

1973-74 1976-77

School Year

Average
Daily

Membership

State Average
Valuation Per Average

Daily Membership*

1973-74 66,967 $16,237
1971-75 , 69,39S 58,937
1975-76 (est 71,H32 67,2119
1976-77 (esl,) 7,1,1911 86,611

'The quite valuation used is froin,lhe calendar lax
year lirlrIdIuu) liii school year. For examplo,
I.1173.71 figures are hawd upon lin. valualion of ill
real and personal properly In Ihe cities and organI/ed
borough en January I , 1117:1.



Table 11

Number of Stude-nts and Professional Personnel

-City and Borough Districts
1965-66 - 1974-75

School.
Year

Number of
Students
in ADM

.Profeisional. .

Personnel
1965-66 45,544 2,2801966-67 ;.48,229 2,4611967-68 §2,165 2,6181968-69 56,773 2,7911969-70 60,935 2,9491970,-71 64,262 3,408 \1971-72 66,293 3,6031972-73 66,067 2,6581973-74 68,733 3,8571974-75 71,120 4,128

Expenditures. Expenditures for operating
expenses of borough and .city sdiool districts
increased 350%, from $31,219,445 in 1965-66 to
$141,086,624 in 1974-75. During this ten-year
period, about one4hird bf the, increase could be
attributed to a loss in purchasing power of the
dollar, as indicated by the-Consumer Nice In'thix
for Anchorage, which 'went frbm a base of 100 in
October 1967 to 150.0 in April 1975. An in-
crease in staff for imptoved programs and for the
greater number of students was also a factor in.;
this increase. Expenses of operating and maintain-
ing new school buildings would also add' to ,the
operating expenses of the borough and city-dis-
tricts, The ten-year expenditure figures, are shown
in Table 12

Sources of Revenues. The proportion f eve-
imps from state, Jocal and federal sources has
changed considerably during the past ten years.
In 1965-66, revenue from state sources aveounted
for 56% of all revenues received by borough and
oily school ;districts for operlaing xpenses. For
1974-75,, state revenues are expmted to account
for 74,.1% ()1 all revenuoi.

During the ten-year' period, rover eived
from local sources ili;clined from 32,7% to 1546%
or the 'total. The proportion from federal rove.
nues hat also docreil8m slightly, .from 11.3% in
1965-66 lo 10.0% in 1974-75. The most dramatic
shift in reventa. sources occurred in 1969-70 and

.4 4 4

School
Year

Table 12

Expenditures for Operating Expenses
Borough and City Districts

1965-66 1974-75

TOtal
Expenditures'

Number of
Districts

1965-66
1966-67
1967-68

$ 31,219,445
38,330,907
41,754,261

27
27
271968-69 51,116,024 28 21969-70 58,633,925 281970-71 82,025,427 281971-72 91,814,496 281972-.73 98,568,665 29 31973-74 114,875,056 30A1974-75 141,086,624 31 5

1. Not including capital outlay and debt service.
2. St. Mary's School District added ,

3. North-Slope Borough District added
Galena City School District added

5. Selawik City School District added

1970-71 when revenues from the Nort lope oil
lease sales were used by the legislature to tcrease
the amount of state support of schools

'Fable 13 shows the source, by percent,
revenues reCeived by borough and city scho
districts in the ten-year period ending ;June- 30,
1975. These same figures are also presented in
Figure 13 where the' relationships of revenue
sources can be examined graphically.

Table 13

Sources Of Revenue for Operating Budge s
Borough and City Distriots
4965-66 through 1974-75

School Year
1965-66
1966.67

STATE

52)5%

Source and Percent

CAL FEI)latA L

11.3%
36.5% I 1.0%

1907.(8 51,3(.7, 37.5',7, 11.2%
1968.69 53,8% 37.0% 9.2%
1969.70 8.8%
1970.71 75,5% I

1971.72 9.6';;,
1972.73 23.9%
1973.71 71.1(.7,
1971.75 74.4% 10.0%



SCHO.OL YEAR

Figure 1-1. Percent of School Districts' Operat1ng. Budgets
1965-.66 through 1974-35

QUestions

The revenue sources, the method of distribu
ting the revenues, and the ultimate 'use of these
revenues at the local level must ll be considered
in an examination of cost and financing, Some
questions- unsed by the .facts and analyses in this
chapter follow,

- 1. Can continuing cederal support Jr m
Ih A be expected for education programs
in communities where BIA sehoOls leave
the federal system?

2. What circumstances, other than just gen-
erally higkr costs, account for the high
relative cost of school building operation
and maintenance in rural Alaska'?

y S_urCe

3 Does the current computation of basic
need in the PSFP1 reflect the actual costs
of " . a level Of standard instruction
for a group of studepits ?"
Are the metliods of determiniug the
valuation of prope_ty consistently applied
in all cities and bo
What will be the le
cations if the state
pay 1007,,,of basic nee
Should there be any-
the amount or increase
district budgets each yea]

chs?
I and fundipg

mid in the future ,

ntrols on
ed in school
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Chapter 5

e Final Considera

The purpose of this report has been to provide
an overview of the current, issues, sources and
distribution of funds for public elementary and,
secondary education in Alaska. This overview was
a necessary requisite to a more thorough exami-
nation and' exhaustive analysis of financing
schemes ib use for the three systems city and
borough school districts, Regional Education
Attendance Area schools, and the federal system
of schools operated by the Bureau 'of Indian
Affairs: The overview has identified Problem areas
and issues which must be addressed by the agen-
cies and persons responsible for p`roviding elemen-
tary and secondary education to Alaska's stu-
dents. A review of the more significant.points-is
now in order.

-A System of Systems

,Despite substantial improvements, in organiza-
lion and -financing of public education, Alaska
has not yet fully Met the constitutional mandateto " establish a system of public schools open
to all children of the -State," With .three,systems
of schools, each operated financed in a
different manner, the type and quality -of educa,
tion which-students can obtain is stilleon accident
of location within the.State, Further reform of
thjse systems ,,inta -onc is a solution .not.advo-
cated by those who favor the status quo,

Although it is too early to toll, the much-
irerakiod local control pow afforded the aew
Regional Education Attendance Areas, may not
prove to meet citizen expectations or needs. With
financial resource allocation for the REAAs eSCab-
lislwd by the Legislature, and with a portion of
the amount of rsources allocated based upon
actions by city and borough- sehool boards, thc
discretion of REAA boards in financinl matters is
severely limited. Even the '(!ity and borough dis-

:triet.s ar- fiscally downdeut for a portion of their

A
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ions

revenues upon -the actions of city councils and
bOrough assemblieS': Such shared governance of
education can provide opportunities for actions
not always in the best interest of children.

Equity in Funding

Alaska must also co sider the ramifications of
the court-pressurled ol finance reform move-
ment in other states. A though the level of itate
aid to city and borough-school districts in Alaska
is relatively high comp4ed_to other states, these
districts might fail the krtes7 of fiscal neutrality.
The lgradual increases in/ state support of basic

'need, while laudable, may eventually destroy the
state-local equalization 'feature of the Pubiic
School' Foundation Program and tend to make
the quality of education ,more dependent upon
the wealth of the local districts than on the
State. The fact that no-taxes for school purposes
are assessed on property in the Unorganized
-Borough puts the city and borough districts at
some disadvantage with regard to sources of
revenue. The current and potential inconsistencies
in resource availablity seem to demand attention.

PSFP Purpose

While the Public School Foundation -Program
(PSFP) is neither .the simplest nor most complex
method in use by any state, the extent to which
it meets its original purpose must, now be ques-
tioned, Does the PSFP only' need some a-fine
Luning" or does it need major revision?. The
definition of "basic need" is so clouded in forint'.
las and confusing definitions that even those who
advocate that' the State pay "100% of batiicneed" (for city and borough school districts),
-often follow with the second question, "100% of
what?" Currently at issue, too, is the validity of
thu PSFP's regional diffewntPds, which are in-



tended to compensate for, the higher cost of
operating schools in rural and remote areas.
Related -problems have arisen with the establish-
ment of REAAs, and include questions regarding
the proper portion of utility expenses to. be
borne by the schools in some communities, the
immediate and long-term,costs of new secondary
school programs and possibly extraordinary ex-
penses associated with operating school buildings .
transferred from the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
Can the PSFP respond to such changing condi-

. tions through mere changes in rates, or is more
substantial modification indicated?

Another inconsistency in the-systems not _even
addressed in this report is the method of paying
for school building construction. Is it proper for
the State to finance entirely the construction of
buildings in riiral Alaska while city and borough
districts- cOntinue to .bond themselves in order to
finance new construction? This issue deserves a
complete study in itself.

Expenditme Variations

I mense variations in amounts spent per stu-
dent in the three systems were revealed in the
analysis of expenditures per student for 1973-74.
The per .student expenditure (per ADM) for
operating expenses in 1973-74 .wAs $1,644.in City
and borough schools, .$2,403 in ASOSS and
$3, _90 in`BIA schools. Examination of the items(1/4
maki_ g Up these expenses reVealed that the cost ,

of ins ruction was similar in the three systems,
while plant maintenance and operation was much
higher in the rural,areas.,

Almost 62% of school revenues for operating
expenses in city and borough' districts in 1974-75'
came from tlie state aid portion .of the Public
School Fonndation Ppgram. This is a dramatic
illustration that the,S FP, despite the guarantee ,
that year to support 90% of a district's basic
need, provided far less funds to (he larger, more
wealthy districts than was commonly thought. It
also illustrates that many districts choose t,o
Spend much more per student than wotild lie
possible were state :nal local revenues for basic
need the sole resource for school operating .

exlienses.

-38-
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PSEP Changes

Major adjustments have been made by the
Legislature in several PSFP factors the past few
years. The value of the instructional unit has
increased.from $20,250 in 1973-74 to $27,500 in
1977-78. The regional differentials, which are
add-ons to the instructional unit value, went from

maximUrn of 10% more, to 33.75% rriore. The
State's Share of basic need guaranteed all districts
increased from 90% to 95%. How equitable these
changes were with respect to a district's ability to
offer quality education programs remains a major
question. The possibility that the State will some-
day provide 100% of basic need, and subsequent-
ly eliminate the equalization feature of thePSFP,
makes the definition of basic need a prime
concern.

Vpward Trends

The trend was up for almost everything in
education. In the 10-year period ending June 30,
1975, Alaska's city and borough schools marked
a 56% increase in students, an 81% increase in
staff, and a 350% increase in operating expenses.
During this same period, revenue sources for
operating expenses provided from the itate level
went from 56% in 1965r66 to a high of 78% in
1970-71, and ended the period at 74%. This
clearly shows that the state share of school
revenues was not keeping puce with the increased
expenses of providing I cal school programs.

'Summary

From the foregoing, it seems evident ithat
Alaska's methods of financing schools are ripe for

,.improvement. Such improvement must consider
(1) the current organization of the schools intO
three systems, (2) the imbalances of revenue
sources and distribution, (3) the -ability of a
much-amended Public School Foundation Pro-
gram to meet changing requirements of a rapidly
growing system, (4) the type and quality of
selmol programs desired, and (5) the revenues and
revenue sources to he utilized in paying for the
costs of education. Future reports of the study
will consicler these and other problems and con-
Cillth!' with recommendations for each.



Appendices'

Appendix A
Schools and School Districts

Appendix A-1
Schools in the Unorganized Borough, by REAA, Ju y 1976

Note: Bureau of Indian Affairs Schools are not under REAA jurisdiction but are shownhere for information
purposes. Grade levels and number of students are estimated fromSpring 1976 figures for B1A and from ,Pall 1976 figures for REAA.

Regional Education Attendance Area
(Administrativ e litadquarters).

,REAA REAA Schools
Number RIA Schools

1 Northwest Arctic Schools

\
Grade
Levels

Kotzebue)

Est. no.
students
in ADM

Ambler
1-8 54Buckland 1.8 43Deering 1.12 29Kiana

K-12 121Kivalina 1-12 68Kobuk 1-7 13'Kotzebue K-12 625Noatak 1-9 100Noorvik 1.12 182-Shungnak 1-9 58

Bering Straits Schools (Nome)
13re vig Miktion
Council
Diomede
Slim

Gambal
Gokmin

Koyuk
Si. Mielnw

.Savoonga
Shak loolik
Shishmaref
Stebbins
Teller
thialaklec
Wales
White Mountain

-8
1-8
1-8 35 ,
1-8 38-
-8 99

27 :
;10
50

K-8

Lover Yukon Schools IvionMain Village)
Alaleanule Mel/whin 1-8
Alakanuk II-12
Chevale
Ennoonak

1-8
K-1 2

19
17

P

REAA REAA Schools
Number BIA Schools

.Fortun43.1.edgel arshall
Hooper Bay
Kollik
Monnlain Village
Mountain Village
Pilot Station
Pitka's Point
Russian MissiOn
Sourntno 11 Bay ;

Sheldon Point:

Grade
Levels

N-12
K-8
K-6
742
1-8
1-8

.1.8
1-8
1-8

Est. no.
students
in ADM

45 .

216
99

171
70
85
30
31
56
32

Lower Kuskokwim (Be
Ahlakchah

99'Mak ir
46AtmautInak '1-8 4 3Bethel 1.12 1,249Ole forma:

1-8
Solt

1-8 59Goodne w y- 1-8 81Kasighil; 1-8 72Kipnule K-8 108Kongiganak 1-9 74e Kato think
K-8 127
1-8 68Ate koryuk. 1-8 62Napakiak

78Na pas id k
72Nenttok
-15Nightinuto
-12Nynapi (chub

(iscurville
Plialttunl I -8 19Quinhagak

pal'oksook Hay
1-S

4 8



REAA REAA Schools
Number BIA Schools

Thluksak
-Tuntutuliak
Tunanak

5 Kuspuk Schools Aniak)
Aniak

. Chuathbaluk
Crooked Creek
Kalskag Lower
KalSkag
. Red Devil- .

Sleetrnute
_ .ny River

Grade
Lovels

Est. no.
students
in ADM

REAA
Number

REAA Schools
BM Schools

Grade
Levels

1-8 58 - 9 Pribilof Schools at St. Pau St Paul)
1-8 57 St. George 1-8

K-S 91 St. Paul _K-10

10 Adak Region Schools (Adak) Oa*

34
1 8 25
1-8 53

10
1-8 28
1-8 20

6 SoUthwest.Region Schools (Dillingham)
Aleknagik 1-8

Aleknagik North Shore 1-5

Clark's Point 1-8

Ekwok -8

Koliganek K-8

Levelock 1.8
Manokotak -1-10
New Stuyahok 1-9

Portage Creek (Ohgsenakale K-8

Togiak 1-11
Twin Hills K-8

The Lake and Peninsula
Chignik
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake (Bay)
Egegik
Igiugig
Ivanof Bay
Kokhanok
NeWhalen
Nondalton
Pedro Bay
Perryville
Pilot Point
Port lleideii

Aleutian Chain
Akutan'
Atka
Bel kofski
Cold Ilay
False Pass
Nelson
Nikolski
Sand Point

J

20
.17
23
32
40
21

100
87
15

143
25

Schools Naknek)
K-8 27
1-8 . 20
1-8
K-8
1-8 10
1-8 8

1-8 23
1-11 69
K-10 74

8 7
25

1-8 13
261-10

Id Bay)

1-10 27
1.8 - I I/

It)
, 10

K-12 133

4

Adak

11 Iditarod Area Scho I cGrath)
Anvik
Grayling
Holy Cross
Lime Village
McGrath
Nikolai
Shaw la k
Takotna
Telida

12 Yukon-Koyukuk Nenaria)
Allakaket
Betties
Hughes_
Huslia
Kaltag
Koyukuk..
Manley Hot Springs
Minto
Nulato
Ruby
Tanana

13 ,Yukon Flats (Fort Yukon)
Arctic :Village
Beave r
Birch Creek'
Chalkyitsik
Circle
Fort Yukon .

Rampart
Stevens Village
Veily

14 Upper Itallbelt Schools
Anderson
Brown's Court
Cantwe,11

Valley

41a/ti reoly Sch
Della (rec
Fort:Coleelv

Est. no.
students
in ADM

31
149

K-12 .650

1-8
1-8
1.10
1-8
1-12
1-8
1-8
1-11
1-8

1.8
1.8
K-8

.K-10
1-10

1-8
1-8 "

K-7

23
44
74
15

122
22
.36
10
11

40
14

, 21
62
76

14
45

148.
46 ,

,

29
17

9
23
14
89

.13
17

_42
, 12

1 9
179

Ita
K.12

135



REAA
Number

REAA. Schools
BIA Schools

Grade
Levels

Est. no.
students REAA
in ADM Number

REAA Schools
BIA Schools

Grade
Levels:

Alaska Gateway Schools (Tok) 19 Southeast Island (Ketchikan)
Dot Lake 1-8 22 Cape Pole 1-8Eagle 1-8 35 Coffman Cove 1-8Mentasta Lake K-7 25 El Capitan 1-7Northway K-10 79 Gildersleeve 1-8Tetlin 1-8 08 Flat Creek -8Tok K42 202 La Bouchere Bay Tlixekan) 1.8

Natikati Bay \ 1-617 Copper River School Gi alien)
l_,, chistochina

Copper Center
1-8
1:8

32
110

New Kasaan
'Port Alice
Roosevelt Harbor

1-8
1-8
1-7Gakona 1-8 40 Rowan May 18 'Glenallen _, K-12 409 St. John's Hark'''. 1-8Kenny Lake 1-8 128 Thorne Bay

Paxson K-8 . 14 ,-- Whale Pass
,1-12
1-8

18 Chatham-Schools Angoon) 20 Annette Island Schools (Metlaka l
Angoon 1-8 114 Annette 1-8Gustavus 1-6 8 Metlakdtla 1-12Klukwan - 1-8 9
Tenakee Springs 1-8 7. pi rChilgach Schools (Whittier)
La &mbe (Log Camp) 1-6. ..20

. Tatittekr ,, . 'K-9_

Whittier 1.12

r,

50

. Est. no.
studeritS
in ADM

39
37
10

. 9
15
20
11
15
17
13
21
1
99
19

73
331 '



Appendix 'itt

Estimated Average Daily Student Members! p
City lvd,Burough School Districts and
Regional Education Attendance Areas ,

Fall 1976

City and B rough Districts

Anchorage Borough Schools
Bristol Bay".Borough Schools
Cordovn City Schools
Craig City Schools
Dillingham.City Schools

Fairbanks.North Star Borough Schools
Galena City Schools
Haines Borough Schools
Hoonah Public Schools
Hydaburg City Schools

Gre'ater Juneau Borotigh Schools
Kake CitrSchools
Kenai Peninsula Borough Schools
Ketchikan Gateway Borough Schools
King Cove City Schools

Estimated
'.ADM

3,9,573

557
151

'407

12,519
146
469
255
129

Klawock City Schools _
Kodiak Island Borough Schbpls
Matanuska-Susitna Borough chools
Nenana.City Schools
Nome City Schools

North Slope Borough.Schools
Pelfcan City Sch&ols
Petekhurg City Schools-
Selawik City Schools.
G4,iter Sitka Borough Schools

Skagway City Schools
St. Miny's Public Schools
Unalaska City SChools -

Valdez City.Schools
Wrangell City Schools
Yakutat City Schools

4,482
205

5,703
2,658

127

57
2,208'
3,472

210
856

_1,084
39

630
197

1,790

235
111
123

,181
617,
190

57'

Regional Education A _,dance.Arc*'

Adak Region Schools
Alaska Gateway Schools
Aleutian Chain
Annette Island Schools .

Bering Straits Schools

'5 1

Chatham Schools
Chugach Schools
Copper River Schools
De1td/Greely Schools
Iditarod Area Schools

Estimat
ADM

650
403
221,
404

.181

Kuspuk Schools
The Lake and Peninsula Schools
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon Schools
Northwest Arctic Schools

Pribilof Schools at St. Paul
Southewt Islands
Southwest Region Schools
Upper Railbelt. Schools
Yukon Flats
Yukon-Koyuak

149
52

772
819
2:77

357 ji
356

1,385
659

.1,301

180
438
523

295
792.

To I: 10,476



APPENDIX B

Thp Publie School Foundation Program

*The. f011owing explanation of the Public
School Foundation Program (PSFP) is presented,
in two parts:, (1), Definitions, and (2) How. the
PSFP Works, which is a step-by-step exampleOf

'-ealculation for a district. In adaition, the second
Part''contains sample computations showing how
differences in the ielative _wealth of a district
affects the amount .,of state aid received by a
district. Appendix C of -this report contains the
Public ,School FOundation Program,statute.-

Definitions

Average Daily Membership for a school
means the aggregate daYs membershiP -of its
pupils during a given period (usually a school
year or reporting period) diVided b-y the
number of days the 'schOol is inf session
,during this period of time. Aggregate days
membership is the sum of the pupils liresent

; 'and absent for .Cach day when the school is
,-iii:Session during the period.

.Average Daily Memberships full-time equiva-
lent means the quotient of the aggregate
periods of pupil membership per day in speci-
fied° classes, divided by the number ,of class
ptn-iods in the school day. This is uskd for
vocational education. For ekample, two
students, cach.enrolled for-One-half day. in a
sPecial program,' would count as One full-time
equivalent. ADM FTE for'special education is
biised upon 'the level of 'service§ received 'by

e students. Level one (less than'-'Orte.fourth
time in special education) equals 0.25 FTE;
level two (from one-fourth. to one-half time
in special education equals, 0.50 FTE; leVel
t hree (hutween one-half to three-fotirths)
equals 0.75. PPE; and level four (above
three-fmirths time) equak 1.00, rm.

Instructional Unit i_ the aggregate Of all )direct and _ indirect Services necessary to
: proiride a standardlevel of instruction for a

_ group Pf 14:17.20. (18)] The
law furtherdetines direa:'and indirect ser-
vices as follows:

1. -dire,ck; services.", include, but are not limited
supPlying teacher 'serviees, textbooks, referen e
materials, pupil and 'teacher, supplies, as well as
utilities and custodial services;'

"indirect services" are those auxiliary or suport -
ing,funetions that compleineta direct services-end
ineltide, but are. not -limited to administration.-
Crabsportation, food, atte,ndance and activitiei
0Osts to be excluded froth the instrlictional unit
areitems of community service, capital outlay
and debt service.

(Despite -this very specific, definition of 4what is
ineluded in instructional-unit, the unit is actually a
derived- number for each distdct based upon the
number and size of schools and the number of
students in average- daily membership in elementary,
acondary, special education, vocational ethicastion,
and Correspondence programs. Direct,.and..-indirect
costs of instruction are not utilized.)

Base Instructipnal Unit is; a çiollar .value set
by the Legislature and is intended to repre-
sent the -cost of an instructional unit. The
Value of; the base- instructional' unit ,for
1975-76 'was $23,500; for 1976-77 it is
$25,000 and for 1977-78 it will be $27,500.

Instructional Unit Allotment is a percent ige,
based upon the geographicid -location of the
dis(rict,, used .to adjust the base instructional
unit value to reflect the different costs

. doing business in .various areas .of the State.
The allotment- results in a "regional differen-
tial" 'of costs for rural and remote schools.
(A,' map of 'allot:client clisLrjcts is shown in

,



Appendiyi D.)

sic Need is a dollar amount, differerit for
each district, which is determined- by multi-
plying- the. adjusted base instructional unit
value of the district by the number of

tructional units in that district. Basic need,
Hnis lerived, is ,.based,' on politicat'ind

budgetary constraints and does not represent.
an actual prior determination of tothl costs
'of direct and tadirect services to provide a
standard level of instruction for students -in
the districts.

-District Valuation Per Fupil 'is the value of
taxable real arid personal property in a city
or berougb district divided by the average
daily student membership in the district.

State Average Valuation Per Pupil.is,the value
of taxable real and personal property in all

How the Foundation Program Works

:ity and borou districts, divided .by the
total average daily student membership fOr all
districts of the state.

Equalized-Tereentage is, a dprived figum.show.
ing the percent of basic need to be prOvided
by the state tdp district. The, ,minimum
eq4a1ized peree4age for 1975-76 was 93%;
for 197,6-77 it is 95%

10. State':'Xid is the amount of funds which the
state pays to the district =der proVisionS of
the Public School Foundation Program. It is
determined by multiplying basic need by the
equalized' Percentage.

11. Required Local Effort is the. amount,of funds
which must be provided from local district
sources: It is the difference 'between:the total
amount of basic need-and the state aid share
of liasie need. s.

Three key elements of the Public School Foundation Program are:. (,1)
the tiasie, need of the district, (2) the state aid to be paid to the district,
and (3)';'thel an-ft:Unit' Of required', lac& effor.t-Askiteli'llTh
'Prpvicle in order to obtain the state aid. Part one of the following example
will explaid how the basic need is deteiinined. Part two will explain,how
the state' aid and local required effort are determined. The example uses
PSFP 'values for 1976-77.

It shcould tie noted that a school district is requirecrto sub it Public:
School Foundation Program -information for any year three
follows:

'Areport' -or istimate drght months prior to the 'year for hich s.ate aid
will be claimed.
A revised report . with a new estimate at th'ci ti
of school, and.
A final report h'fort JitnL 16 of the sclitnl year.

State aid is paid to the dist
estimate. tly-December), next
(January-first half of June) and
(last half of June).

Part One:

he firstnine weeks

on the basis
on :the basis of . the revised.

finally the basis of the final

mining Basic Ne lie District

Facts about the district that are used in determining busw need are the
number of students, type of school -programs, the siW of tim Schools, and
the geOgraphic kication and transportation access of the district. Tlwso
facts are then utilized, along with the procedures and values speeified by
the PSFP, to compute the halite wed of the district.'
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This explapation uses fictitidus lactS_ about a saMple disttiet call6dYour _ School District,' The basic need: of Your. $chool District depends .
upon the number of instructional units. -and . the ihstructional unitails:J.-Patent.

*-

-0

Instructional nits
In 'xietermining ,the number of instraciivnal'Uni s Whieh your _chbotd strict ,is entitled under the Public Sehoell !Font/dation Program,,,first it isnecesSary .to., identify the average: diily stiltienti, Membership in eachelernentary and secondary school by -programLé,:xegular, elementarandsecondarY', vocational education, ecial education and ,cmeSpondendetudy.,

Average daily membership for a scho I means -the agateaas.:merribership of its pupils during A given perio usually' a g' cllool year or .reporting period) divided by the:number'of 'days the.,choo is in session'during thisperiad of time. Aggregate days men-fbershin iS thesum of the-pupils present and absent for each daY' when the school islsiojJduring the period as shown in Table B-1

ti

'Table B.-.

Determining Average Daily Membership
tlementary School A
Your School District
For la DaY Period)

Days.irr,
Session

Pegtilar Ed,
MeMbersbip

Absent

. 20
'19
19

7 -19, 190 14

7
190.
191 .

8 190 15
.190 -1610 190 16

Aggre
Mernbrrship 1-,885 165

Root lar Progra n ADM: aggregatimembership p r'e itt and absent, 1,885.pius
105 2,050 divkled by 10 days,in se:4sinn205 'ADM.
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The total average daily membership for School A in Table B-1 is 205
but 'does not include aVerage daily membership full-tiine equivalencies
(ADM FTE) for special education students, which muit be computed
eparately.

Average daily membership full-time equivalency- for special education
students is determined by ,the nuinber oV students being served -and 'the
level of service each receives There are- four levels ot services which are
,used in compating FTE. Level one (less than-one-fourth time in special
education) eqUals 0,25 FTE;level two (from .one7fourth to one-half time)
_equals 0.50 FTE; level three "(between one-half tcr three-fourths) equals

. 0.75 FTE; and level four (above three-fourths time) equals 1.00 FTE.
Table B-2 shows how an Apm FTE of 13 is calculated for Elementary
Schgol A in the example..

_

Table-B-2

Determining Average Daily Membership
Full-timeEquivalents for Special Education

Elementary School A

PTE . ADMLevel Special Ed.
Service Student ADM* FTE

1 ( up to
1/4 time) 16

2 (from 1/4
through
1/2 time) .50

3 (between
1/2 to
3/4) .75

4 (above 3/4) 1.00 2

13

*Based on aggregate membershin and derived in the same
manner as ADM was in Table B-1."

Average daily membership full-time equivalency for vocational edu-
cation is based upon the number of 'hours students are in vocational
education divided by the number of hours in the school day. If a school
day is six hours, a student enrolled in vocational education for three hours
woulçY count a.s 0.50 FTE. A full-time student in vocational education
woi d count as 1.00 FTE.,

sing these methods for the appropriate reporting periods, average daily
bership and average daily' membership full-time equ ncies would

be determined for the entire district. The average daily me bership shown
in Table B-3 for Your School District has been simulated.

-46-
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. Ic

(1) (2)

School Regular

A Elementary 205
B Elementary 236
CUih School 162
School District
ADM: 603

Your School District
1974-75 School Year

Average Daily Membership

(3) (4)
.Full-time Equivalents in

Special Ed.*&Vocational

*Special Ed, and Vocationa E. students are included also
in ADM for Regular Eduefion.

Instructional- Unit Values of ADM

Next .the average daily membership by school and Program must be
converted to instructionahunits. This conversion is done using the schedule
of allowable instructional units specified by law in the PSFP.

Average daily memberships for all elementary schools in a school
district ue combined and converted to the allowable number of instruc-
tional units. ADM for secondary scliools is then converted to instructional
units, with each secondary school computed individually. The Commission-
er of Education may authorize a school district operating a school in a
remote area to Calculate the number of units to which that school would
be entitled separately, whether it be an elementary or secondary school.

ADM Full-Time Equivalencies (FTE) for special education and voca-
tional education are also converted to instructional units. The sum of the
equivalency amounts for all special education or vocational education
students in a district are Teported accordingly. Note that FTE ADM fcir
special education and vocational studkts is in addition to the ADM
reported for the students in regular education.

Using the average daily membeuhip of each school from Table BA and .

the -number of allow'able instructional units frbm Table B-4,- the total
number of instructional units for Your School district is determined.Tajc B shows the conversion.

5 6
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Table B-4

Schedule of Allowable Instructional Units

(1) Elementary and Secondary Schools schedule

In dktricts with ADM_
Unde

_
r

Instructional
UnitsADM

In districts with ADK
of 1,000 or over:

Instructional
ADM Units

Under 10 1 Under 10
10-20 2 10-20
21-32 3 21-32 3
33-46 4 33.46
47-62. 5- 47-62
63-80 6 63-80
81-999 6 plus 1 for 81 99 .

7
each 18 or fraction 100-3005 3 plus 1 for

of 18 in ADM each 19 pupils
or fraction of 19

3006 and over 160 plus 1 foi
each 23 pupils

or fraction-of 23

4
5
6

ADM*

2) Vocational Education
schedule:

Instructional
Units

5-10 1

11-25 2
26-49 3
41 and over 3 plus 1 for ;

each 20 or
fraction of 20-

in ADM

ADM*

(3) Special Education
schedule:

5-8
9-15

'16-24
25-35

36 and over

Instructional
Units

1

2
3
4

4 plus 1 for
each 1-1 or

fraction of 11
in ADM

(4) Correspondence Study schedule. If a district has 5 or more correspondence pupils, the
units are computed in the same manner as for elementary and secondary schools in
districts with ADM under 1,000.

*ADM for vocational education and special education is based on full time equivalent
students.

-48-
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Conversion of ADM to Inst uctiona
Your School bis rict

(2)
Regular Edtication

Instructionil FTE
School ADM Units ADM

A Elementary 205 13
B Elementary 236 5
Subtotal Elem.- 441
C High School 162 8

Totals: 603 37 26

(3) (4)
Special Education Vocational_Ed.

Instructional FTE Instructional
Units ADM Units

Note that fewer ADM are required for an 1nstrUçt1o1 unit in special
education and vocational education. This difference n conversion vOues
recognized the generallyp smaller classes and higher co s per student inthese two important areas. While the example doesn show it, large
schools (over 1 00 ADM) In large districts gerietate feWer instuiictional units
per number of specified ADM than smaller:sehbols in smaller .stricts.

Following -the-necessary conversions, the. ADM and Instructional Unit
figures are ready for displak in the form :required by the Department of
Education. An exberpt of the report form is shown as Table E-6.

Table B-6

Repart Form Sumrnary
Public School Foundation Program

Your School Distri4

. Final Instructional
ADM .

S Units

Elementary (inMuding Kindergarten f. -.

& Pre-Elem.) , 441 26
Secondary ' 162 1.1
Vocational Education (Include above ) ( 8)* 1
Special Education (Include above) ( 26)* 4

TOTALS: 60 3 42

Conespondence (NOT included above ) -0-
GRAND TOTALS: 60 3 42

*non4dd figures

The sample thus far shows that: .

Your School District has 42:Instructional Units.
This is a significant figure in the Basic Need calculations: But it cannotbe used until the instructional unit allotment is determined for thedistrict.
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Instructional Unit Allotment
For Ihis part of the calculation, facts needed are the basic instructional
t value and the geographic location and ttransportation access of the

district.
The basic instructional unit value for 1975-76 was $23,500, for

$25,000,--and-for 197-7-78-it will. be $27;500; -These -figures
are established by the legislature. ,

The value of the basic _instructional unit must now,be adjusted to
incorporate regional differentials, or the higher cost of doing business in
rural and isolated. portions of the state, if the district qualifies for such
-adjustment. The instructional unit allotment for a district is based upon
(1) the election district in which the- district is located, and (2) the
existence or lack of access to-Anchorage, Ketchikati or _Fairbanks by road,

road; or Alaska State Feriw System.
Table B-7.

Ins ructional Unit Allotment Table

If the school district
headquarters is located
in:

Election District

(2) . (4)
ich is further

thebase instructional resulting adjusted if
unit of $25,000 is in the applicable

adjusted by: . following: by a:
Adjusted
Value of 5%

Instructional Unit Instructional Isolation
Allotment Unit Factor

1 Southern Panhandle (Ketchikan
4 Middle Panhandle East (Juneau) 100.00% $25,000 $26 250
8 South Central (Anchorage)

2 Middle Panhandle (Petersburg)
3 Middle Panhandle West (Sitka) 103.75 25,938 ,27,234
7 Matanuska, Susitna Area

5 Upper Panhandle (Yakutat)
9 South Central (Seward) 107.50* 26,875 28,219

10 South Central (Kenai)
11 Kodiak Island

16 South of Arctic Circle 111.25 27,813 29,203

6 South Central (Valdez 115.00 _ 28,750 30,188

12 Aleutian Chain
13 Bristol Bay Area 126.25 31,563 33,141
18 Bering Strait Area

14 Lo er Kuskokwim
19 Lo er Yukon 130.00 32,500 34,125

15 Upper Kuskokwinf McGrath
16 Middle Yukon,,North of

Arctic Circle .75 33,438 35,110
17 Northwest

L*This is also the minimum applicable to all districts with fewer
25 instructional units, regardless of location.

han
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portant to recognize that the election dist ct boundaries used inhe 'preceding instnictional unit allotment table axe those established in1965 for-purposes of reapportianment Of, the House of Representatives.There is also a minimum instructional unit allotinent to recognizehigher costs in 'very: small districts. If a school diStrict is entitled to fewerthan 25 instructionat units, the_baseinstruetionakallotment-will-be' no -lessthaii 107.59%, regardless of the election, district, in which it is localed.

Initructional Unit .Allotment Adjustment

Using the 'allotment table, and assuming Your School District is in, Election- District, -9; South Central; the adjustment in the instructional unitvalue is made, as follows:

Basic Instructional Unit Value = $25,000

Instructional Unit Allotment Factor .= 197.5%

Adjustment Calculation: $25,000 X 107

Adjusted Instructional Unit Value = $26,876
_ Since the- district has no access to the transportation features specified,the isolation factor is applied:

Adjusted Instructional Unit Value:

Additional Allotment FaCtor for
Isolation

Second Adjustment Calculation:

$26,875

105.0%

$26,875 X 105_0%

Adjusted-Instructional Unit Value - - $28,219

Thus the adjusted instructional unij valde for Your Shool District is$28,219.

Determining Basic Need

At this point the two figures necessar.§ to determcne basic need areaVailable, and the computation is made as follows:

Adjusted Instructional Unit Value
for Your School District $28 219

Number of Instructional Units = 42

BASIC NEED of the District $28,219 X 42

Basic Need = $1,185,198
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used in Part Two of this exaiiple.

Two Determining Sta e Aid and Local Required E fort ,

The'state- and local share of-basic need must nOw- be determined taking
,

into account the relative wealth of the district. The relative wealth factor
is determined through use of a formula to calculate the equalized
pereentage of basic need to be provided by the state. The amount of state
aid is then determined by multiPlying the amount of basic need by the
equalized percentage.

Simply stated, the Public School Foundation Program establishes the
state's minimum sHare of each dollar spent 'for basic need as 95 cents..The
remaining five cents of each dollar of basic need is the district's maxi-
mum potential local required effort.

But the law recognized that school districtS vary in their local valuation
and ability to pay, Therefore, the Public School Foundation Program
provides for an "equalized percentage" of basic ried to be borne by the
State if the district's relative wealth-is les8 than average.-It is found by (I)
multiplying the five percent local share by the percentage which results
from dii.riding the local district's property valuation per ADM by the state
average proherty,-valuation-per-ADM, and-(2) subtracting the result-from
(I). The. formula for this is shown below.

The Equalized Percentage Formula

The "equalized percentdge" for each school district° is computed
titcording to the formull

1

= 1 - (1-k) V1/Vs in which

. Pi (equalized percentage) percent of basic need to be provided
! by the state;

k (level of average state support of basic need) 95 percent;
V1 (valuation per pupil in average daily membership in the
district) - full and true value of taxable real and personal
property within the district divided by the average daily member:,
ship of the district;
Vs

= average, of the valuation per pupil in average daily member-
.

ship for all the districts of the state.

In order to compute the formula, the valuation per pupil in ADM in the
district, and the average of valuation per pupil in ADM for all districts of
the state must be obtained.

For this example, the assessed value of property in the district will be
set at $43,505,847. This is then divided by the 603 ADM for Your School
District, as follows:

43,405,847
603

$72 149 assessed valua ion per
pupil per ADM

61
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'The state average valuation per pupil is. calculated in the same manner.For this simulation, the assessed value of.property in all the districts ofthe state will be set at $6,452,432,112 and the ADM for all districts inthe state will be set at 74,496. The computation:

6;452,423,112'
74,496 86,614 average assessed valuation

per ADM for the state.

. With these figures, the formula to calculate the equalized percentage,can be applied. Following are the steps in, determining the equalized per-centage:

Where k 0.95

V1.= $72,149

V_ - $86;614

'Step one: clear 1 - k

Step two:determine Vi

Vs

Step three:determine (1 k

---- 1.00 - 0.95-= 0.05-

$72,149
$86,614

0.05 X 0.833 -= 0.0417
Vs-

vStep our: complete 1 - (1 -10
Vs = Loo 0.0417 = 0.9583

Therefore, Equalized Percentage, P1 = 95.83%

The equalized percentage of basic need to be provided by the sta e is95.83%.

Calculating State and Lo al Amounts

Next, the State Aid is calculated by multiplying the Basic Need for thedistrict by the applicable equalized percentage: Therefore, the state shareof,. the Basic Need for Your School District for the 1976-77 school year isas follows:

Basic. Need X Equalized Percentage State Aid
$1,185,198 X 0.9583 35,775

Finally, Determine the Local Required Effort.
The local required effort is the amOunt remaining a ter subtracting

State Aid from Basic Need. Carrying the ex,ample for Your School Districtto conclusion:
6 2
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'Basic Need less State Aid

..$1,185,198 $1435,775

aequired Local .Effort

$49,423

In summary, the' StitèAiff, Local-Required Efförtz and-Basic-Need can
be shown'as follows:

State Aid

Local Requ ed. Effort

Total Basic- Need

$14.35,775

49,423

$1 85,198

j
Because tip relative wealth of the distric

determining the proportion of basic need
local sources, some additional explanation is
the state shopld provide 100% of bäsicne

. district would cease to be a factor in the PSF
' gelative wealth-differences. Variationk in

with respect.. tq value of assessed prope y
proportions of state aid. Sample computatio
follow.

The first portion of the samPle calaula ons
calculation of the percentage the !district valuatiOn
for three simulated districts.

s such an important factor in
be provided fforn state or
eing provided. Note that if
d, the relative wealth of a

relative wealth of districts
.per ADM result in different
s to illustrate these variations

in Table B-8 illustrates
is to the state valuation

"Table Eeg
.Effect of Relalive Wealth Differences

on Percentage of District Vahlation to the State

(1) (2) ) (4) (5)
State Percentage

District Average District
Real and,Peisonal Average baily Valuation per Valuation Valuation to
Property Valuation Membership ADM Per ADM State

State- $6,452 423,112 74 a96
,

Your
School
District 43,505,847 60
Dist.. A 450,479,414 5,201
Dist. B 2,729,759,806

$86,614

$72,149 86,614 -
86,614 86,614
96,142 86,614'

83,33%
100,00
111.002

The five cents local share of each dollar of basic need is multiplied by
he appropriate percentage from Table B.8. This is shown in Table B-9.
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Table B-9

Example of Variation in Equatiz

,(1) (2)
Minimum Percentage

Local Share:- --District,

Foundation X Valuation
Program to State

ci Percentages

(3) (4)
Equalized

Adjusted Percentage
Local (State
Share share)

Your School
District. ,05 - 0.0417 95.83%School
District A .05 100.00 '6.05 95.00.School
District X M.00 0.0555 9445

with adjustrlertttd
0.05 90
ximum minimum

(of basic need)

The equWized percentage for state aid shown in column 4 of the aboveexample is derived by subtracting the adjusted local share in column 3from 1_00.
--SchOol District A in this example is entitled to a mininium.of 95% ofbasic need establiihed hy the Public School Foundation Prbgram eventhough the applied percentage in column two (2) above would indicate thelocal share as 5.55% (0.055).

6 4
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Appendix .0

FVBLIC SCHOOL FOLT,NpATION- pftOGRADA STATUT

from 1

Alaska Statutes, Title 14, Educ4ion

October 1975.

*ith'1976 Atnendments (H.B. 601)
.-
Chapter 17 Public School Foundation Program.

Article _
L State Aid tO LANAI School Districts (44 14 17 0114.17.075i
2 Preparation of Public School Foundation Budget (84 14.17.080-14.17.150)
3 Procedure for Pm nient#of Public SOwsil Foundation Funds to Districts 144 1 ,17 119/2-

. 14.17.190)
4 General Provisions (it 14.17.20*14 17.250)

Article-1. State Aid to Local School Distñcts.
Seetion
10. Public school foundation accounf
20. [Repealed]
21. State aid
'22. Fonds for'centia(ized correspondenc

siudy
30. [Repealid] ,

40e [Repealed]
41# Table of allowable instructional units

Section
50. [Repealed]
51. Instructional unit allotment
56. OSSO instructionai unit
60, [Repealed]
61.. SuppleMental programs
70. [Repearedi

,71, -Required local effort
75. [Repealed]

'See. '14.17.010. °Public school foundati n account. (a) The -public
school foundation account is. estahlished. The account consists -of
appropriations for distribution to districts or for centralized
correspontlence stuady progrdms under this chapter.

Tbe money of thelecount may,beiused only in aid of public Schools
or for cerhraiized*correspondence study programs as providid by this
chapter. (*.-1.08 ch 164 SLA 1962a.4-1-1 § 11 eh 95 SLA 1969; am § 2 Ch
190 SLA 1975)1

' Revisor's note '- AS 14.17 became
Ope'ratiee and °superseded earlier statutes
on the transition schedule set out in former
AS 14.17.230: The statutes supersedeil

.

were listed in forrner'AS 14.17.240.
Effect of amendment. The 1975

amendment, hffenive luly 1. 1975, inserted
"or ler centralised corre;pondence itUdy
programs" in the second sentence 'of
shbsection la) snd in subsection (10.

Legislative committee report. For
report on eh, 190, .SLA 1975 OICS cssti
364 see 1975 Rouse JoOrnal, p. 1277.

The purpose of the public school
foundation program in vi priivide

# uniform oysutriil fsf

Sec..14.17.020. State aid.
-Repealed by § 1 eh 238 SLA 1970, ef

throughout the state 1962 Op. Att"KGen.
No. 18.

Legislature decides what types of
education are to be publicly supported, -
In Alaska the power of deciding what types
of educalion are to be publicly supported.%
either under the School Foundation Act or
by tan SliViriOon, is vested with the
legislature. McKee v. Ewing, Sup: Ct. Op.
No. 740 (File No. 1382), 490 P.iid 1226
03711

Am. Jur. reference*. - 42 Am. Jur..
Public Funds. 4 1 et seq 43 Am. Jur.,
Public Securities and Obligations..84 68 to
70, 47 A14. Jur, Schools, 84 78 to107.

Editor's note: - The repealed #eesion
derived fron1,4 19,21 r 4, $1,8

ir July 1, 1970.

Sec. 14.17.4)2l. State aid, luLl F iSuitlilint Of State ;till for which eatih
achboi district may qualify is calculated by multiplying the basic need
as defined in (10 of this section by the equalized percentage as defined
in (c) of -this section.

(b) The basic need of each school district is determined by multiplying
the instroctional unit allotment of the district as defined in § 51 of this
chapter by the number of instructional units 4n the dititriet.

(c) 'The equalized pereenuige for ,each school district is computed
according to the formula Pi = 1 4140.-§ /Vs iri which

(1) Pi (equalize() percentage) = per-cent of need to be provided by

the state;
(2) K (minimum level of state support of basic need) 93 per cent;
(3) Vi (valuation per pupil in average daily Membership in the district)

=- full and true value of taxable real and personal property within the
district divided bythe average daily membership of the district;

(4) 14 = average of the valuation per pupil in average daily
memhership for all the districts of the state;
* (5) state aid as computed under this section constitUtes at least 93 per
dent of the brisic need, as defined by the department, of each sehool
distriet_,(8 4 -di 238 SLA 1970; am §§ 1. 2. ch 81 SLA 1975)

Effect or amendment. The 1975
amendment, effective July I. 1975, in
paragraph (2) of subsection (c), inserted
"mininium," deleted -average" preceding
"state supporrand substituted 493 per-
cent!' for "90 per cenr. The amendment
also substituted "93 i_itr eery." for 90 per
cinr hi paragraph (5) of thatihnection.
That the legislature has seen fit to

delegate cenain educationa) functions to
local hoards in order that Alaska

might be adapted to meet the varying
conditions of airfeient localities does not
dirminish constitutionally mandated state
control over education under Alaska
Contd.,- art. -V 11,-- 9 --I. -Macauley v.
Hildebrand, Sup. CL Op. No. 741 (File No.
1550), 491 P.90 120 (1971).
--The state' supplies a minimum of 90*
of school operating f und s undert
subsection (c)(5) of this section. Macauley
v. Hildebrand, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 741 (File No.
1550), 491 P.90 120 (1971).

e

Sec. 11.17.022. Funds for centralised correspondence study Funds
for providing centralized correspondence study programs for students
not enrolled in an approved school district correspondence study
program shall include an approptiation from the public school
foundation account in an amount calculated by multiplying the 'base
instnictional unit by . the total number of instructional units as
determined by applying the number of correspondence students to § 41
(a) of this. chapter. (§ 3 eh 190 SLA 1975)

Effective date. - Sects-int, ch 190, SI.A Legislative .committee report For
1975, provides: -This Act taken effect July report on ch. 190, SLA 1975 (HCS CSSB
I, 1975 " 367). nee 1975 House Journal, p 1277.

Sec. 14.17.030. Required local effon.

Repealed by § 11ch 95 SLA 1969.
.

/Altera note, -. The repenled section
derieed from 3107 , eV 164, SLA 1962, as
amended by S I co. 70, SLA 1963.

* Note:. AS 14.17.621 [c] [2] is amended to ad:

[21-..1C (minimum level of state support of basic

need) - 95 [93] per cent;

Note AS 14.17.021 [c] [5] is amended to read:

[5] state aid as computed under this section
constitutes at least 95 [93] per cent of the basic
need, as defined by the department;'of each school
district.



-
5 14.17.031 ALASKA STATUTES .

Set. 14.17.031. InstructInnal units. (a) The total number of (d) Specialinstructional units within each school district iS the sum of f!
ADM(1) the

, number of units for elementary schools aad the number of
Full-Time Eauivaleunits for secondary schools as 'determined from 9 41 (a) or § 41 (b) of

this chapter;
(2) the number otunits fox: vocational:edutation determined from 4
(C)61-thia chapteees'appreved by the 'department;

25 35(3) the'riumber of unitS -from special education determined from 5- 36 and over41(d) of this chapter as approved by the department; and
(4) if the district has five-or more correspondence pupils enrolledan

an aPproved district correapondence study progiraMithenurnber"of units
for CorrespondenCe pupils determined .by apply* We' number of
corrkpondence pupils to 41(a) of this"chapten. _

.

(b) A school district shall compute separately the number of allowable
instructional._units for each of ita secondary schools.-. - .(c) The conimissiorier maY authorize ani school dittrict operating a
school in a remote area to calculate the'nurnber of unita to which that
school would be entitled if it Weie a separate district hred to include that
number of units in the total number of instructional units within that
district. (5 4 ch 238, SLA 1970; am § 3 ell 81 SLA 19'75; am § 4 ch 190
SLA 1975)

.

ElTect of ismendmenti: The (irst 1973
amendment, effective July 1,1975, inserted
"as approved by the department" in

- paragraph .(3) of subsection (a).
The second 1975 amendment effective

july 1, 1975, inserted 'enrolled in an

apprdved 0iatrict correspondence study
program" in paragraph (4) of subsejtion
(a).

Legislative committee.zrepon_ For
report on. ch. 190. SLA 1975 (HES CESB
3671, see 1975 tiouse Journal, p. 1277.

Sec. 14.17.040. Basic need.

Repealed by 5 I ch 238 SLA 1970, effective July 1, 1970.
Editor's note, = The repealed NectiOn

domed from 4 1_04 ch. 164, SLA 1962

Sec, 14.17.041._ Table of allowable instructional units.
entary and secondary schools in districts with ADM under

1,000
ADM

under 10
10 20
21 --- 32
33 46
47 62
63 80
81 999

No. Instructional Units '
1

4
5
6

las' 1 for each 18 pupils
or fraction of 18.

Fiementary and secondary school s' in stricts with ADM o
or over;

ADM
under 10
10-20 -

21 32
46

47 62
63 80

100 3005

3006 and over -

No; tr uctional Units

2

4
5

7
7 plus I for each 19 piapils

or fraction of 19
160 plus I for each 23 pupils

or fraction of 23.
(c) Vocational education schedule:

ADM No Instructional Units
Full-Time Equivalent

5
II 25

26 40
41 and over

1

2
3

plus 1 for each 20 pupils
or fraction of 20 pupils in

EquiValent ADM

6 6
_57-

No.

5:14:17.051

2

. 4
4_ plus 1 for each 11 pupils
or fraction of 11 pupils in

Full-Time Equivalent ADM

(54 ch 238SLA 1970; am § 1 ch 137 SIA,1972,1am § 4 ch 81 SLA 1975)

Effect e( amendments. 2 The 1976 amendment, effective July 1,
amendment rewrote Subsection (c). 1071 rewrote subsection (4).

Sec.:14,17.050. Teachers' alary allotment.

Repealed.by 5 1 ch 238 SLA .1970, effective July 1, 1970.

Editor's note: The mpealed section §6 2, 3, ch 914, SLA 1966; and 4 1, ch. 153,
derived from § 1.04, ch. 164, SLA 1962; .65 SLA 1966
2,3, ch. '70, SLA 1963; § 1, ch. SLA 1954;

Sec. 14.17.051. -Instructional Unit allotment. (a) The instructiopal
unit allotment for each school district or regiolppucational attendance
area is as follows:

(1) if the Histrict.or area is in that part orthe State lying within the.
boundaries of election district 1, 4' or 8, the district or area shall receive
the base initructional allotment;

(2) if thAlistrict or area is in that part of the statelying within the
boundaries of election district 2, 3 or 7, the district or area shall receive
103.75-per cent of the base instructional deit allotment;

(3) if the district or area is in hat part of the state lying Ikithin the
boundaries of election district 509, 10 or 11, the district or area shall.
receive 107.50 per cent of the base instructional unit allotment;

(4) if the district or'area is in that part of the state lying within the
boundaries of election district 16, south of the Arctic Circle, the district
or area shall. receive 111.25 per-cent, of the base instructional unit,
allotment;

(5) if the district or area is in that part of the, state lying within the _

boundaries of election district 6, the district or area shall'receive 115 per
cent of the base instructional unit allotment;
(6) if the district or ava is in that part of the state lying within the

boundaries of election district 12, 13 or 18, the district or area shall
receive 126.25 per cent of the base instructional unit allotment

(7) if the district or area is in tnat part of the state lying within the
boundaries of election district 14 or 19, the district or area shall.receive
130 per, cent of ahe base instructional unit allotment:

(8) if the district "or area is in that. part of the state lying within the
boundaries of election district 15. 16 (north of theAretic Circle), or 1'7,
ihe district or area shall receive 133.75 per cent of the base instructional
Ona. allotment,

(b) If a school- district or regional educational attendance area I
entitled to.less than 25,total instructional units under 5 31 of this chapter,
the school district shall receive no less tban 107.50 per cent of the base
instructional unit allotment, notwithstanding the provisions of (a) (1)
(2) of this section.

(c) The instructional unit allotment established in (a) of this section
for any school district which does not have access to Anchorage,
Ketaikan or Fairbanks by road, railroad or Alaska State Ferry System
shall be increased an additional five i;er cent above its instructional unit
allotment under (a) (I) (8) of this section.

(d) For 'the purposes of this seetion, a school district or regional
educational attendance area is considered to be located in the election
district in which its administrative offices are located. However, if a
school district or a regional ethicational attendance area operating
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school in a remote area is authorized by the commissiciner to calculate
thi number of units tq.,whkh that school is entitled under § 31 (c) of this
chapter Che gorpmiss er may consider that scheel tit lie in the election

7.diatriet in which it is actuallylocated. .

(e) Poi the purposes of this section "election district" means an
election district designated in the governor's proclamation of

-reapportionment and redistricting of December 7 -1961 and retained aS =

to the house of. representa&es by the governor's proclamation of
Septeniber 3. 1965. (0 Veh 238 SLA 1970; am I 1 eh 40 SLA 1971; ail
§ 5 ch 81 SLA 1975' am § 12 eh 124 SLA 1975)

Effect of amehilmentc-z.v- The -1971
amendment rewrolerthis section.

The first 1975 amendment, effettive July
1, -1975, rewrote this section,

The second 1979 amendment, effective
duly _1975...rewrote_ subsection (a),
redesignated subaection (b) al subsection
(c), inserted present subsection (h),
substituted -established in (a)- for "as
determjned by (IX1) (3)- in present
subsection (c) added 7above, ita.

'instructional unit allotment under (a)(1)
(8) of this seetion" to; the end Of that
subsection, and added subsectiona (d) and
(e)..

Editor's note. This section ii-oet est
as it appears in thetiecond 1975 amendatory
aet. This section as set out by the first 1975
amendatory act reads as follows;

"Sec,- 14,17,051. Instructional unit allot-
mest, lai The instructional Unit allotment
for each school district is as follows:

the-school -distdct is- in that- part
of the state lying within theboundanes of
election district I, 4 or 8, the district shall
receive the base instructional_ unit
allotment; ,,

92) if the- 34°01 district is in that part
of the state lying within the boundaries of
election distriet 2. 3 or 7, The'diitrict shall
reeeive -103.75 per cent of the base .
instructional unit allotment;
. "(3) if the school district is in that part.

of the state lying within the boundaries of
election, distriet 1,9, 10 or 11, the district
shall receive 107.50 per C'erit of the haw
instructional unit allotment;

"(4) if the achool district is in that part
of the state lying within Re boundaries of
election distct 16 south of the Arctic
Circle, the district shall receive III 25 per
cent of the base instructional unit
allotment;

15) if the school district is in that part
of the state lying within the boundaries of

Sze:rums 4.17.100

See. 14.17.060. Average daily membership allotment.

Repealed by 5'1 h ,2* SLA 1970, effectveJuls 1, 1970.

*visor'. 'note 4701_ AS 14.17.060 Editor's note. The repealed aection
was amended in 0 17, ch. 69. SLA 1970 and derived from 5 1.05, 6.161, SLA 1962, and
repealed in 9 1, ch- 238, SLA -1979, since the 2. ch 153. SLA 1966.
merided-versterritc the earlier:enactment- _

_ _

never took effect-it is not set Out hbre.

eleetion district 6, the district shall reeeive
115 per cent of the baseinstructional unit
allotment; '

"(6) if the school dietrict ig in. that pert
of the Mate lying within the boundaries of
election district 12, 13 or 11, the district
shall receind 126.25 per cent. of the base
instructional unit allotment;

"(7) if the school distriet is in that part
of the state lying within the bohndaries of
election district 11 or 19,..the district-shill
receive 130 per cent of the base
instructional unit allotment;

"(8) if the school district is in that part
of the atate lying within the houndaries of
election dietrict 15, 16 (north of the Arctic
Circle) or 17, the _district shall receive
133.75 per cent of the base instructional
unit allotment.

lb) If a school 'district ia entitled to less
than 25 total instructional Unita under 5 31
of thia chapter, the achool district shall
receive-no less-than-107.549-per cold of the-
base instructional unit . allotment,
notwithstanding the provisions of (a)(1)
(2) or this section.

"(c) For the purposea of this 8@etiOn, a
school district is considered to be located in
the election district in Which . its
administrative officea are located.
However, if a school district operating4a
school in a remote area is authorized by the
commissioner to-calculate the number of,
units to which-that sehool is entitled under
the provisions of sec. 31(c) of this chapter,
tlie commissioner may consider that school
to lie in the election distriet in which it is
actually loeated.

"(dliFor the purposes of this seetion
"election district" means an eleetion
district designated in the -governor's
proclaination of reapportionment and
redistricting of December 7, 1961 and
retained as to the house of representatives
hy the governor's proclamation of
September 3, 1965,"

* Sec. 14.17.056. Base instructional unit. (a) The base instructional
unit for the fiscal year beginning July 1.1975 andending June 30, 1976
is $23,500.

(b) The base instrvetional unit for fiscal years beginning on or after
July 1, 1975 is $25,000. (0 4 ch 238 SLA 1970; am 0 1 ch 88 SLA 1973;
am § 1 eh 140 SLA 1974; ain § 6 ch 81 SLA 1975)

Effect of amendments: The 1973 instructional unir frem $20,250 to 921,750 .
amendment increased the base manic- The 1975 amendment, effective July I,
tional _unit from $19,250 to 620,250. 1975, rewrote this section.

The 1974 amendment increased the base

* Note: AS 14.17.056 is amended to read:

Sec. 14.17.056. BASE INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT.
(a) The bake instructional unit for the fiscal year beginning
July 1,1976 [19751 and ending June 30,1977 [1976] is
$25,000 [$23,000].
(b) The base instructional _unit for fiscal years beginning on
or after July 1,1977 [19761 is $27,500 [$25,0001.

-58-
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Sec. 14.17.061: Supplemental piorianoi/(a) In addition to the
amounts authorized. to be- paid to school- districts under this chapter,
funding of supplemental programs, on the same basis as determined in
the comptitation of state aid for the applicable district; may he
recoinmended by the commissioner. , .

(b) Aalications for suppleibental programa funds shall be submitted
by each School district to the commissioner by September 80 of the pre-
fiscal year in the form preseribed by the ComMissioner.

(c),Federal funds available for aid' to !oval school districts will be
included with the state's share in applying the matching ratio. (0 4 ch
238 SLA 1970)

Sec. 14.17.070. Attepdapce center allotment.

Repealed by § 1 ch 238 SLA 1970, effective luly 1, 1970.

Editor*. note: The repealed settion
derivevi from 1.06, ch. 164, SLA 1962; 9 1,
a,. 70. SLA 1963; and 0 4, eh, 98, SLA 1966_

See. 14 17.071- Required=local effort. (a) Payment of state aid to a
local school district under this chapter is contingent upon matching by
the district in the amount of the irequired local effort for that district
in the ratio of required local effort: state contribution an 1:Pi / (1-Pi ).

(b) ror purposes of this section, Pi = equalized percent-age as defined
in 0 21 (e) 9f this chapter. (0 4 ch 238.SLA 1970)

Sec. 14%7.075. Supplemental allocation.

Repealed by 0 I eh 238 SLA 1970, effective July 1, 1970.

Editor's note, = The repealed section
derived from 5 2, ch. 125, SLA 1968, and 0
11, ch. 95, STA 1969,

Article.2. Preparatiod of Pub& Schtiol Foundati n I3udgeL
SectIon

. Computation by district hy Department of Community and
90. Eatimawi average daily membership . Regional Affairs
100 130 [Repealed] ISO. Duty of commissioner to examine and
140. Determination.of full and true value tabulate computations

Sec. 14.17.080. Computation by district. By October 30 of the
prefiscal year each district shall submit 'ts the commissioner a
preliminary report of computations for the following fiscal year of the
thstrIces-basic need as defined in § 21'of this chapter; the amount which
it expects to match under the provisions of 071 of this chapter; and the
amount for supplemental proirarld which has been approved for
funding consideration by the commissioner. Ezmh district shall Make the
computations in the manner prescribed by 00 80 150 of this chapter.
The computations are the busis for requesting legislative appropriations
and for making preliminary payments under the public school
foundation program. (0 2.01 eh 164 SLA 1962; am 0 5 ch 238 SIA 1970)

Sec. 14.17.090. Estimated average daily -membership. Each district
shall prepare an estimate'of its average daily membership for the fiscal
year. In making this estimate, the district shall consider its average daily
membership in preceding years, the pattern of growth or decline in
preceding years, and other pertinent inforrnatibn available to the
district The result of this- estimate is the estimated average daily '
membership. (0 2.02 ch 164 SLA 1962)-

Sec. 14.17.100. Computation of teachers' salary allotment.

Repealed by § 2 eh 238 SLA 1970. effective July 1, .1970.

4
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5 14.17,110
Editor. note. The repealed section

derived from § 2 03, ch 16.4,511A 1052 -
,

Sec. 1417.110. Computation
allotment.

Repealed by 5 2 ch. SI A 1970;

Eclitor'onote: The'refettled`liection
de6eed from § 2.04, ch 1643 SLA 10G2

ALASKA,STATUTrs

average daily rnembersh

a\a`
tiveJuly_1,_1970e !

Foundation Program Computations "
eh 238 SLA J97 2M h 164

14,0.190

962; am § 7

Procedure for Payment'of Publ
undatiOnyama1907- Metairie.

1 n
Allocation
goinputattona

170 Payment. . ui)tl
computations ";

liminary

Sec. 14.17,120. CompUtation of attendance centOr allotment.
Repealed by 5 2 ch 238 SLa 1970, effective July 1, j970.

_
Edlterfa note. -=_The repealed serition

derived front S 2135, di 164, SLA 1962

See. 14.17:130. Computatinli of reunired local effort.
Repealed by § 11 ch 95 SLA 1969

Edtioes Cole.-- The repealed section=
derived from 0 2.06, Ch. 104, Sid% 1962

Section
150, Paiment under final computation
100 Restrictions governing receipt And

expenditure or money from public
school foundation account

School--

Sec, 14.1730. Allocation Of funds on preliminary computations.The commisaioper sh ildetetanitle the state Aid for each school district_on theh: basis of the p' -zfiscal year computatiians. Beginning.July 15 ofthe fikal _year andstu the 15th of each tninnth, tor seven successiveimonth's, orie-twelfth f 'each district's state pid shall be distributed (53.01 eh 164 51.4 1962lam 5 3 a 95 SLA 1969; am 5 8 ch 238 SLA 1970),

*.,- -

Sec. 14.17.140. Determinatio ull and true value ly Departmentf Community and Regional 1airs, To determine the equalizedpercentage to be applied to basic eed under 5 21 of this chapter, dndthe matching ratio for required loul effOrtander 5 71 of this chapter;the- Department -of Community ,anl Rekional Affairs, in consultationwith_the assessor for each distnetshall determine tKe full value of thetaxable real and personalproperty in each district. ExeMptions grantedunder eh. 329, SLA 1957,.kndsen as the MIAs Industrial Incentive Act(AS 43.25), shall be honored. If there is no'local assessor or current localassessment- for a district, then the tiepartment of ,Ccimmunity andRegional Affairs shall make the &termination of -full value frominformation available. In making the deteradnation, the Departmene ofCommunity and Regional Affairs shall _uided:by AS 29.10,396. Thedetermination of full value shall be d f,ore October..1 and.sent by ;certified mail, return receipt reques re that'date to the presidentof the schoorboard in each district. Duplic opiea sball be sent to thecommissioner. The governing body of the brodh ',or city Whichis thedistrict may obtain judicial review of the dete indlion. by filing a motionin the superior court of the judicial district in nlhich `.,the district is located-w'ithin 30 days after receipt of the.determinat The superior court maymodify the determinatior of the Depaktrnent of Community .andRegional Affairs only upon a finding of Abuse of diseretion or upon a.finding that there is no substantial evidence to support thedetermination. (I 2.07 eh 164 SLA 1962; arn 5.2 vh 95, SLA 1969; am6 ch 238 SLA 1970; am 5 9 eh 200 SLA .1972)

Effect of ariendmeerts, The '1972 Edipar'el note. AS 29 10 395, referredamendment substitoted -1)epartment of to in ihe fourth sentence was repealed byCommonly and Regional Affairs- for ch. Ile. 31,A 1972.Affarrs Agency!' throughout this
-evetion

See. 11.17.150. Duty of commissioner to examine d, tatiulatecomputations. (a) The commisioner shall examine the ?preliminaryreports submitted by each district to determine that they are cOrrectlycomputed. If the allotments
are incorrectly computed, ihe coknMissioner.shall either (1) obtain a correct computation from the district, tar (2) makea correct computatiOn based on information available to him, -il'algivenotice of the corrected computation to the district. The conlniVsioner

istrict.
ihall review supplemental

program applications artd notify t (
n its,

rt
of
he'

in

ehoor

.68

ehether its supplemental program is approved for inclust
-oundation program computations.
lb) The commissioner shall reduce these computations to aiabular form or another form helpful in examining the comput .he districts and shali transmit the report to the c.,:overnornmissioner Shall maintain additional copies of thi report in tis'a matter of public record. This report shall be entitled -Pahl;

Sec. .14.17.170. POMent under adjusted computations. Eachdistriatahall initke a r4brt at the end of the first nine weeks of school,which cbntains a new,eslimate of its average daily membersliip for thefiscal a"ear and xither inZonnation which will aid the commissioner inmaking 'a more accueate &termination of each 'district's state aid. Thisnew estimate and information of average daily membership shall be thebasis.for the computation*nd
distribution of each district's state aid forthe balance of the fiscal year. The commisSioner shallr an the basis_ofthis new_ estimate ..ancL informatiom- make a receitiputation of eachdistrict's state aid. BefOre December 2, the commissioner shall notifyeach district of changes'anade in Its state aid. The commissioner shallalso determine Ivhether the money in the public school foundation&count is suffictent to meek each district's atate aid for the fiscal year,and, if the money is not sufficient, he shall.immediately inform thegovernor of the Eirnou?t df

additional appropriation he estimates will beneeessars; to carry out the Public school foundation program for the restof the fiscal year. Beginning February 15 and on the 15th of ,e&hQubsequint month, one-fifthof the recomputed balance of each district'sstate aid shall bd distributed.
However, one-half of the June paynientShall bewithheld pending

a final determination of the district'a state aid.(5 3.02 ch 164 SLA 1962; arn 5 1 eh 169 SLA,1968; am § 4 ch 95 SLA 1969;am e 9 ch 238 SILA 100; am § 1 eh 135 SLA 1975)

Effect of amendment,- The
arnendment, effective July 1, 1975; -added
the present second semence

Sec. 14.17.180. Payment under final computation. Before Juneeach district shall transmit to the commIssioner a final computation ofthe district's state a3d. The comMissioner shall procels each district'scomputation in the manner provided by 5 150(a) of this shooter.However, in no 4ventanay the entitlement of a school- district to stateaid be less than that.tomputed. under 5 170 of this chapter. Additionalstate aid shall be obligated by the commissioner before June 30. If thedistrict received more state aid money than it was entitled to under thischapter, it shall immediately, after notice from the conimissioner of theoverpayment, remipthe amount of overpayment to the commissioner tobe raturned to the-public school foundation account. (5 3.03 eh 164 SLA1962; am 5 5 eh 93 SLA 1969; am § TO ch 238 SLA 1970; am 5 2 ch 135SLA 1975)

Effect of areendreient The 1975
fiMetithnent arlictive juiy 1157 5,
the prement third 6enterice.

11.F.laW Restrictions governing receipt and expenditure ofmoney from public school
foundation account. (a) The public schoolfoundation ;money distributed to a district during a year shall bereceived, held, and expended by the district subject lo the provisions oflaw and regubtions promulgated hy the department.

;
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tht Etch dix tits finarreial record the receipt and
disbursement a public school foundation money and money acquired,
from local effort. The records must be in the form requ4red by the
commissioner-and are subject to audit hy the commissioner or the board
.itt any time., itt 3 04 eh 1114 yI,,I 1962,,qm 4 5 ch.9S S1a-1 1966; AM § 6

eh 95 SLA 1919)

rticle I. General Pro ions.

Sernen

te,k

See, 1 LI 7,20(. Regulatior
regulation, to implement this 1

9S 1916)

. Sertitin
(",,,,tru 1 ii

i'hapter
2117 ihipt,10.11

I

tl .L1. 4.1.1.41

department shall promulgate
ttt till ch SIA 1962; am 4 6

11,17.210. Stitle utd It. newly estahltshed district schools, (a) A
regional educational attendance area school which becomes a city or
littrtagil tlit--,triet school is colisidered a regional educational attendance
area school for purposes of financial support until the expiration of a
complete fiscal year ;after the date on which the school licconms a city

IF borough district xehiail This sunsection does n'itt prevent a local
gilt rtlillerit, from spending money to contributv. 1.0 the financial support

rrgpilliti ittArtiffittlitt. area edUch burttIlit'A a
oc hort.tigh district ;Limo!:

lb; Vor each sulrosiucnt - u, year., 9 hall ifishur .1

or borough uchoid iin7trict mone he district entitled
.14nder the piddle school foundateM pr ram.
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_xation or- paymentLu in lieu of taxes, by the tttttr or a political
subdivision of the state; the term includes real property owned by the
state and leased from it, as well as improvements jeased from it, even
though the lessee's interest; or an improvement on the property, is
subject to taxation by a state or a political subdivision of 00 state, (6
7 eh 95 SEA 1969)

Sec. 14.17.220. Purpose, It is the inttFrition of the legislature, in
enacting this public 'schooTfoundation program. to assure an adequate
level of educational opportunities fornhose in attendance in thti public
schools of the state, This chapter shall Dot be interpreted as preventing

school district from providing educational Servities and facilities

beyond thth;e as::,urvii by the foundation. program. 44 1.01 eh 164 SLA

See. 1,4,17,225 Construction and implementation of chapter. (a).
This chapter mitt not be construed smas to create a debt 'V the state.

Eundis to 'carry out the provisions of 66 10 = 190 Of this chapter
ni; iropriated annually by the _legislature into the public school,
foundation account, If 4imounts in tht; ae-cotmt are inSuff icient to meet
the allocations'authorized under 44 10 190 of this chapter..such funds
it are available shaldbe distributed pro rata among each disvixt tutAeti

171WIr thiSIT1c1'S tra!/.1C ricer!,

fel Repealed hv 4 1 ch 79 SLA 1971.
if I) The average daily membership iillotntwg su plemental atcount jS

ttitrry Ma the provisions of 6 215 of this chapter
inttc appropriated annually by-the lerislatureloathe account. If attirtunita

ni tho account are insufficient in, meet the alliwations authorhaa1 under
215 of this ehapter r.oeh. fun& as are mailabk shall be distributed

pro rattamiing eligdde dtst riots based upon 6.215 of titty autptk.r..
Repealed by ,1 1- di 79 5l., 1971. I S eh 95 SLA 1960.'ant 4 1 eh

79 SLA 1971i

441 iritieridawrIr T14: )1171 1,.171 inn
MTI t.Mt

1,10,1411,e tillitittlItt, 14.17/1/1. fir

itr1441/ 41 If k I rit 71 SI.,1

TA Ire'. mit

11.17.210. Itepenler.

eli 71 SI,A 1972

41.1, 7 -7 1

Iti 11 .1,,tirtial.

ril/re I., 17,...1".7 .r, r, u,,n h 1. SI l'77! I It I rim

io,.1 .01 I, 1,1
174tHlittlt, Itiolett

111 Pr.? 11.71 ..,1,..44141,

Sftj', I I.1 OW, .11301 . ettliteXt.

ttt ho'r447.7. ri,01111-.

1 I daily It

tit 1,1011. th

I ir I lei
III.-7ti. 1.1 rt men

rdueatro7
-dt.1.1,1- 'Home. :11.N ctly .ir lit .7 ..11

"ell-inenlary mehool- Ineltfe, 3 tittit.17.I1W? tit. :Olt'.

thwuril rwiti, or 1,1, approl,r131,.

combinatiOn p,raLlr! t within thr.
Ca) "1,acal 11,1411'. I II, tyi'711- I .Ir1/1t. :01

(or intuit 01/0 r14.1.1./.. 41..) .11(tilviirorilt. ;lir. computed or Ih..Ilihutcd,
tud -pro frie,i1 yritr" tfti. fIll Ilittitolifitclit, lir riff Ijii I rfeal

r.
I 1,111,itit'ti fry .1 ill :',14

111110.13I Olt itrrt111111'. t'ti

't to yr 1),,,E t' Ill 1311111e 0.'111,111M

31111 11.1ttrV ,,'Ittit

17e1.-1,1p.

hy t ii

nc.or. Itn aggrogatp days of
etual iumil..cr rrf (la)",

41111,



§ 14.17.250
ALASKA

(9) "secondary school- m -ans a school of grades sm through
twelve, or an appropriate combination of gradea within this range. When
grades seven through Mght, nine, or ten are organized separately as a
junior high school, or grades ten through twelve are organized
separately as a senior high school and are conducted in separate school.
plant facilities, each is oonsidered a separate secondary school for the
purposes of this chapter;

(10) Repealed by 3 ch 238 SU. 1970.
(11) "taxable real and personal property"means ail ceal and personal

propert4 jaxable under the laws of the state, but does not include
household goods and personal effecus:

(12) Repealed by § 3 eh 238 SLA 1970.
(13) Repealed by § 2 eh 40 SLA 1971.
(14) Repealed by § 2 ch 40 SLA 1971.
(15) Repealed by § 2 eh 40.SLA 1971.
(16) Repealed by § 2 ch 41Y SLA 1971.
(17) "ADM full-time equivalent- means the quotient of the a

periods frpupil membership per day in specified classes, divided by the
nurnber of class periods in the school day;

(18) "instructional unit" means the aggregate of all direct and indirect
semices necessary to provide a standaltd level of Instruction for a groupof pupils;

14)17,250

(A) "dire.ct services" include, but are not limited to supplying teacher
services, textbooks, reference materials, pupil and teacher supplies, aswell as utilities and custodial services;

(B) "indirect services" are those auxiliary or supporting functjons
that complement direct semices and includv, but are not limited to
adminiStration, transportation, food, attendance and activities;

(C) "instructional unit" does not include items of community service,
capital outlay or debt service. (§ 4.02 eh 164 SLA 1962; am §§ 7, 8 ch 98
SLA 1966; am 3 ch 153 SLA 4966; am § 18 eh 69 SLA 1970; am §§ 3,
11 ch 238 SLA 1970; am § 2 ch 40 SLA 1971; sim § 14 eh 124 SLA 1975)

Ef.fect of amendments. The 1971
amendment repealed paragraphs (13), Oil),
(15) and MI.

The 1975 amendment, offective July I.
1975, deleted "tot does not include schools )

in the swe-operat,01 schmil district" from
the end of paragraph 51)

Legidittlyr rotornOttr. report, For
report erich 0, b),A 1970 HO eee
197t) Jourtriil ;Supplement NA

7 0

Oiffereoces in taring poWers pf"districts,- ifferetices exist With
re,piNt to the uxteril lif viidi of the
govtreornental units defined as a "district"
in this Section has the power to levy, assess
and (killed taxes, und it is necessary to
analyze, the powers and the' staturorily
created linowions upon the taxing powera
of each, in order to am:no-tin the extent to

loch property may he yaloed for the
purposes of this chapter. 1553 Op. Att`y
Geo., No. Is.
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