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_ -that there are mequxtlee in both’ heneflts and tex\ :
f':%f»fburdene ; > rref

:,,,,u‘]t,o the: §t11€ry A

W behef that 'some- sectors af the public - have’ %ed
- negligible input ‘in ‘thé pest regardmg what’ thelr

eequxre a. greater -unders
- need a3 perceived. by the
‘themselvee,* determmmg what’

' answers to the queetlone of how much’ money, is
" hoy fairly? The answégg will be analyzed: i hght

" Alaska expect their.schools to'provide with what.

; The Alaeka Sehool Fmenee Study wee 1mt13ted
on _the premise that the: s¢chools of Alaska are.

costing millions of dollars annually; that there is” - .

no eomprehensxve plan for these expendlturee*

multi-sided appreeeh te fund dlspereement and i

E thet‘ some  categories of -public funds for the \\__

education . of -Alaskans are - inadvertently spent’ .
‘without sufficient pubhe knowledge of the pur-
pose -and- 'results of the expendityres.” Furgher-
more, - the Study’ has beenr -designed with_the

o provide in the way of
uently, an ettempt o
'lclmg ‘of "educational”
1s ‘of .the schools
jay cost to meet
thosa neede -and: propesmg a2 “method of fair-

tax dollars -are expeete s
edueet;onel services, C

" payment to meet thoee neede wﬂl be mtegrated

a new end eomprehenelve eppreeeh "to sehool

- funding. -

, Alaska - was ameng the fu-et gToup of-' ste es 'fo_
reeogmee the need for' equellty in mter dlstrxet

1€ 1 the first: ,oundatxen plen
for distribution of funds to"local school districts
through - an. equaheetmn?fehnule +‘This placed
- Alaska it the forefront of states. seeking to’ brmg

\ N ebeut systems of equitable distribution of state’

A

y

v

CA b

:md local funds for ' education. A subsequent
modification to _that ple::, implemented’ through
legislation in 1970 s now looked upon as a -

\\ technical. setback by some because it took. a

\ previous, easily ° understood plan- and made it
\unner_eesenly\ cumbersomnie. - Nevertheless it rr.ley

\be said. that Aleekans enjoyéd a leadership role i in '

ieehool finance throughout the 19605, & .

\ E)ne of the dahgers of being a-leader ug any -
endeevor however, is unwittingly succumbinf.to .
eompleeeeey .while under the delusion of continu-

N E

allye advanemg “Such “may be said to ‘be the

~ Not everyone 1nVolved in provxdmg education . -
to ‘Alaskais, agrees with the. preceding asserti '

 Certainly, as genera.htles they need toc be mede .
‘specific, quent;fled -and . analyzed -before they

‘acquire credibility ‘and are aeeepted or rejected.
Providing information to exarnine these essertlone

thus  bBecomes the first responelblhty of thei,,

" Alaska School Finance- Study, as mey be seen in

this first report. ', : _ ;o
Products of the Study are’ plenLeﬁ te pmvu:ie

+being spent? Eer what services? by whom?: and

f statements comparing ;what -the - pecs*ple of .

is now ,being provided, Discrepancies between
how ﬁmds are now . being “used, " ‘and what “are-
pereeyed as unmet eduicatignal neede wrll pre-
:ﬁldé the bams to f'efmulate feeommendetlo fo

eltuatlon in’Alaska today. .

) A eomprehenelve etudy of Aleekas school-,
"fmenees has$ ‘never ‘been undertaken. The study in
the eerly ’605 that led to the flrst feundetlon,

source, of funds out of severel that are utilized by -

o the finances of the former staté-operated schools,

-'”rlow the Rural Edueetxoﬂ Attendance Area Sys- .
tem; . de in reference to the rest of

;-‘:Slmzleﬂrly, the Bureau of

Iy s.pende mllllons of dollare.

other eehoéle
programs - provi e;_eddltlonel rmllmns to Aleeke

~"also, but the“’eeﬁual effeet ef whet those programs ..
A1 x

pregram is onLy one . -

"“the schools of Alaska. The fow cursory reviews of
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L

: constltuted

: ta!{mg placé

» these schooly. is
".." . developing. -

reeent Vflegal - &onc ssions 'il.’fl ftheﬁg

reqmre thé't many 'rml

Further gomphcatfng the means “to- achleve a .

lnDri; baldnced 'and f’émprghenﬁve plan to ﬁmam:e

educatlon T Alﬁska and assume a. leaders 1[3 role -

ent systems of edueatlonql orgamzatmn Thlrtg

trt:dntnonallyg organized - local ss:hac:ﬂﬂ,,nstrmts

sin cltles and. boroughs acqmre ~funds under ‘one .

set of rules, ‘the twenty- one new Rural .Educatidn;
Attendance Areas in ‘the Unorgamzed Bo:ough
“under another, and, the - forty-four fedemlly-
operatéd Bureau ~of - Indlan Afg‘alrs elementary
" schools lmder federal app,ropnatlons whlch is yet
;mother ,_'n:,: T

Durlng the years when there V%as lll‘nltEd
publu: or polltu:al awareness of .or ‘concern - fnr
“non-urban, state-opérated rural and. Eureagl of

Indlan Affzurs SEhOOlS,_mOSt attention and debaté

“on the” way public ‘funds. were ralsed and allo
cated " for - éducation - centered -on . i
locally controlled school  d
“Therefore; sghocl finance’ plans notably th,
_dation_plan, reflect _the ¢ircumstances and’ ‘charac-
teristics - of the dominant Alaskan communities..
Now, ‘however, with the advent of Rur;ﬂ- Edma—
tion Areas likely dlmumtlon of some - types of
federal . supp@:t and the role .of the Bureau of -
Indlan Affairs in Alaskan- educat‘lbn quESthHEd
more seriously “tian ever- Jbefore,. the néed to
examine. the approprlateness fairness and ‘ade-
~quacy of the existing appmaches to funclmg has
become essential.

The current movement natinnally to develnp

new plans to provldé fur more Eqmtable dl.’:tl‘lb_u— S

in rnany state: where abuses ’in,,
equality of eHucational oppgrtumty{ha\zn been
identified,. and .

through ' the - courts, In this context, Alaska’s

. schools in boroughs and cities remain ahead of

many states: However, possible-régression in even
inherent -in some” trends now
especially .the .movement towards

.

" ° 'advances, Thus, Report: No; g‘
. f

in .some- cases ‘redress sought.

.9 . | . -, .

Hﬂotch “ease . one’

mcreasmgly gr; ’r'ea tnmg the state 5 share of ‘
the fundmg 'ackage mcrea.ses v e
- InAlaskA, the g‘reatest .obstacle to equal edu- o
: catnor],al ::\,portumty may, xe:ﬂst becausa of mter= Cl
ayst&rnv va:gathns and - inter-region + Variations. -
] ‘Inter- system . vanatnons “(city-borough dlsﬁncts, .
1,REAA5 -and .BIA® communities) * and inter- -region -
,é;rarlatfans (gecg‘raphlc -ethnig.. and EchDmlc) play:ziis
-~ ‘on. one_another and augment the Eornple;uty of
" the already corﬁplmated mter-dnst.\:y:t variations.
B appears increasingly necessary tha} in order.
“to providg greater: eqmty, in fmancnal resourcé
allocation for educational purposes, a distribution
¢ férmula - that treats all schools uniformly, regafd-
- less of their orgamzatzonal allpgiance; geographical
;-locatlon . Dl‘ population . compcsxtlon must be. ;-'
_ develope§ “Also, more than yearly aperatlonal
" costs should ‘be-. conmdéred as new ‘schemes are: "~
- proposed; . All* e:{penses associated with providmg
._f'educatlonal services, ' including .- capital outlay, =
;. need to be drawn together mto a smgle Lompré= )
“ hensive plan
An effort as extensive .as ‘the Alaska School-
: ,,,Flr‘nce Stgdy _requires that _a=sequence of steps .
“take-place, with reports on each step as the work
essentially covyers
the - informational = phase - ’ the study and .
- describes in- detail the printiples, ‘basic data .on :
current " funding’ and ‘trends that - comprise the ™
. current mtuatugn in Edumtmnal fmance natlonally
.and in Alaska In bnef Report 'Né. 1 looks at
" and describes “what is.’
: The second step reqmres observatléns of ongo-
"ing 'situations and answers to questions.concern- ,
" ing "a’ number. of variable such as, what should
~ funds ‘for education actually buy'? what should
these services and-items cost? and how extensive-
ly should they be provided? The second step,

\‘*‘zﬁ therefore, may be considered the .empirical phase

f the %tudy and describes “‘what ought to be.’
j The third sté;i requires -analysis of what is and
~“What ought to be and of discrepancies bétween
+  the two. This analysis will provide mformat,;on
¢ necessary. to’ formulate recommendations for' an

- 3
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the fmalfstateme t’_‘ roduced will suggeat altern
' tives” and* maké - reco méndations’ to. ‘the State e
?Board’o 'Edu;:ﬂt,,, ,ibhy Leé; lature, . the Gover=
 and’ Dtl;ner ; 'uaatrgnal pollcy rhakers. -
””;',p::eaent - rapid econorn, _ growth
iof“ifcreases and- chaﬂg&s_m compoatlon
_or‘gamzatmn of ‘public edueation, and the emer-
“gence ‘of prbfound pnnclplas of’ equahty national- .
oy, speak to'the need for.a study- of and plan for
*Alaskan SChQOl finance -moré- cﬂmprehenswe in
.~ scope than’ ave: before. Th;s report~becomes the
fu'st pubhshecl work that speaks to that end

, ] nkmg cnrr the sub;ect fcr all'-,
"Alaskans resultmg in the’ emergence of a hew anclg '
better . way - forithe state,

: nbhgatlcms to educatlon L
" . Other reports: will ‘be  is
:.thll‘d steps are completed

' Frank Da:nell
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‘which mqstf‘ be’

-are Qrgamzed are not umformly apphed'thmugh_
- out«;AJaska, and bec:ause thlS affécts the plan,used;'

: are to ‘be promded _Aétmg under the‘ apfshﬂnty pf
‘to distribute the 1 fc:ll :

these sahcul law::.

“of: _the -manner=ir orga- " ,
- nized is a neeessary;tequ site to. exammmg sé’ﬁcol S -,f -_.e G Yoo
" finance schemes. The" authonty for:public edueca- . ." - ;,1 g . ,
: R | tate Ed cat n' Agency, whlch i cludes
tion arises cut af the Constltutlon Qf the State of A _the - LL ? g Tl y ' , ,n .

Alaska whlch, prowdes that ‘

3 ==State Board of Education

Althaugh ‘this Constltutmnal mandate has nctj_\-
beén - fully - met, the' .Legislatu enacted many" ¥
‘laws: dealmg w1th educatmn most of whn:h. can :
‘be - found in- Title:'14 of the’ Alaska . Statutes. -
Commonly . called “sehool laws \these statutés»

- =Supermtendents of schc:ol and their .-
o admlmstnatwe anql mstructmnal sﬁaffs

3. - B gh assamblles and Qlty Eﬂunmls

i

= ‘explain how the systernj of pubhc schools is fo be N ! : o C T
_administefed _and:- maintained. _The.' laws:. spaclfyrw»——r——Ar——mmphfxed descrlptmn of “the- relatignghlp of‘
Wthh state and locsl agencles are .to ‘Arupemse o these agencuas and folclals is shgwn in Figure. 1,

"
- - % N
- GILHER "LOCAL .
. g Gc\vg NrgENT UNITS .
. v o R . o - <' ’a
' e b

\ BOROUGH. ASSEMBLY’

‘ “CITY COUNCIL

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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.vised by

‘State Educatlcm Agem:y o A

‘education agendies..

.education agencies which h

- The Staté Board of EdULEtan whlch also

serves as the . State Board ' for Vc;catlgnal Edu- -

ycatlon establishes poligies which govern operation - W A
. schools which, make up thé third element of the

- federal-state. system of schools,

s Depaztment of ‘Education " and: the local
The Department of‘ Educa-
tlon dlrected by the Commlssmner of Edut,:;zltu;mT

of i}

schools Somé ms_]or dutles and powers of the
Department of Educatlon lm;*{ude

1. studymg the SChQGlS and remmmerxdmgplsns for
" improvement;~.

5 _Zz.i-prea.cnh’ing a mmxmum * course af study far the

: schools] .
3. allocating state and .certain fE‘dtl‘iLl funds to the
) "sLhDDls, 5 f %ﬁ%‘%“
4, requmng {ranb or dtlDﬂ Sbl‘YlCE‘S be" pmwded to
eligible students; .
issuing teacher ci;%i‘ﬁnatea, and
! 6. accrediting public,
schﬂuls : 2

f +

A

rwate, ;nd denﬂmmatmnalﬂ

- any -movement for reform

A Séhéé!s in-"ngam’zéd Boroughs and Cities

.The aystem of - public. schools whu_h is-Super-

the: Department ~ of . -Education is
comprlscd of .a number of different kinds of local
1ave been determined

f_by pcrpulatlon dmsn;y and hlstorlc aLcldent

~‘Unorganized Borough

Loceal _Edi.n:;n,tiz:m Aggncies _

&

There are 52 local education agéngies (i.EA); )

“elected governing b(;lard which
secondary g

each with'
provide elemgntary and

local education -agencies, 31 are city or borough

1 Jucation
‘programs for ,somé 90,000 students. "Of'these :

- traditional;.

~in the data presented thr

A map showing Alaska’s school districts, both -
locally -. organized and the new
REAAs, appears as Figure 12 in the. centérspraid ;
..of this report. The map; also’ shows locatiéns of -
federally-supported Bu’fe;{if of ‘Indian Affairs

The method of fmam:mg, as, well as the degree

klnds of school syst&ms ThlS sltuatlon aggravates
towards a greater
degree of.equity in disbursement’ of funds as
. proponents of each of the three systéems claim
advantages each believe are edsier to maintain by'-
retaining the status quo. This: becomes apparent
oughout this report. .

‘

'In all boroughs except third class ‘borouighs, -

“and .in cities, a SLhOOl 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

: responsmle for schools in boroughs-and cities are

sghematlcdlly illustrated in Figure 2.
The various dutiés and ‘powers assigned to the
local governing boards by State school laws are

. the basis for the board’s work. Duties arc the -

things a board mist do, "while powers are those -

T t.hmg,s which a board may do.

school districts, and 21 are Regional Education .

Attendance Areas (REAA).-The REAAs which
" came

into being July -1, 1976 arc ’p!‘B‘sUntly
comprised - of rural vlllagvs 1nd were forméd out
of the areas {formerly served by the single Alaska
School District,  the

successor to the Alaska %tate Operated %Lhtml 1

System.

The city and borough aghuul districts are

loc:dtcd \Vlthm lm al governmvntal umts Urganmd

Q

E
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utm.&.i
horoughs.
Borough,
the - federally- %ummlh'd
Bureau of Indian Affairs.

und h()ﬂll; rule. s-uu)mL *md, ,tlurd Ll;lhh
Also loeated within the Unorganized
but not a part of the state system, are
schools operated by the

&

" Some examples of duties and pc:w&ﬂ of ELhDBl
“hoards 'in orgamged cities Lmd horoughs are ggwen

belgw. . ! ]
Duties :

Seleel and vmplﬂy a chief administrator; .
2. Apprmv .mpumlmvnt of ‘all ¢mployees;
3. Determine and disburse salary lunds;
"4, Provide 'fqr an- educational prugﬁnn
&.Lhuul-ngv child;
Establish, board policles in wrltu‘n by-laws and
. formally adopt them;
6. Comply -with all appropriate
regulations; : L, .

[

fur each

w

smLe Inws and

Powers
1. St the sehool calendar

2, Create an advisory committer on the jinvolvement,
ol young people in school governanee;



CUNIFIED MumchALmEs
HOME RULE AND SECO

- ? :
SCHDOL BOARD #* CITY COUNCIL

ASSEMELY &3 SCHOOL BOARD . "ASSEMBLY FUNCTIONS
telected) (elacted) - . I A5 SCHOOL BOARD {elected) lelected)
- e s : . + 3 (eletted) -
L 3 el ,

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION

.. sCHOOLS
A - -
B . L4
" Figure 2,
3.
v b Ium with other distri S to vstahligll régional

FEZ0UTCe Cen lt‘rs., B

w7

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION -

|

'SCHOOLS

Bnruugh asse ITIthE also haye mumrtant POWeTSs .

and  duticy ciated with opel ration - of the
schools. The assembly, which has the power o
levy local taxes, approves the total amount of the
district - budget, provides the -local share of funds,
and hus the dll(htﬂl(} over the (unstruqﬁmn and
In addition, the

maintenance of school buildipgs.
assembly _may retain custodia ship” of school
district funds’in a centralized (re wy.
clarify " the extent of these kinds of powers and
dutics, as well as lines of authority, continue to
wle . to spirited: debaté between horeough
sthool hoards and borough assemblies,

One school distriet which
vooperative offorts in cbrtain kinds of ac tivitios

power

~deserves further explanation, since it has finaneial

implications.
to estublish regional resource r(‘ntns Lo provide.

E

'tu

The districts may ™ join together
the Tollowing services, inttuding but not limited
accounting, !myu)ll .m(l ulhur Ilsml nndn
support, bilin

and  staff (h-wlnlum-nl .s!,_u(hrm,
mianiagement and school board
LETI2.150 | Fhe law pro-
Membey

instructional
tion,
dingnostie,
manber

vides

inservice
~school
!l.lil!iiig.”l;\ﬁ!
swstablishment seVel conloers,

for of

CNeOUrages

© for administerinirIlw resource ‘centers,

(i-@m ADMINISTRATION
— ' SCHOOLS :

f
T

Local (;mférnment Units Responsible for Public Séhools
r . In’ chugh; or Cities

Beginnidg in "1975- 76: two boreugh . school’
districts have "been (‘spnn'ﬂhlv fur";{ yeration of =
schools lodated on four of “Alaska’s' six n ,'lltglry .
bases. Schools at Ft. Wainwright and Eiel
Base are operated by thv Fairbanks. North Star
Borough Schéol District. Schoels- it Fi. Richard-

“son and . Elmendorf. Air Base are operated by the

~“Anchorage chmugh School  District.  In-hoth
ccases, the - full costs of operating these on-base
schools are paid from - state :dnd- federal funds

disbursed to the school districts under contrac tual

. arrangements by the State Department of Ldum*'

Ilff arts to-

tion. This has led to a problem. of ascertaining a
fair contribulior from federal sources. lags: in.

“dishursement, and question of jurisdictional rights

" between distrie 5 ‘md the state m

distriets 'in caeh eenter will determine {he COOp-
erative seryiee progrims to bhe opevated, and ns
provide the funds for direet serviee aetivitios, -
even thoupgh some- state funds will he provicod

-

O

RIC
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claiming federal
noney, ) . . : .

Schools at th(‘ two ()Lh(l military  basoes dl(‘
operated under different arrangemoents. Schools at
Ft. Greely, . in the Intérior, are O}x ated as o part
of the Delta/Greely Regional  Edueation Atten-
dance  Area. The Mak REAA operates  the
schools at "Adak Naval Station on the Aleutian
[slands, while the, Aleutian Chain- RE AA or cily
for the rest of the
ol the Alaska

schools
and

districts
Aleutian
Peninsula,

Schools in the Unorganized Borough

operate

Chain a4 portion

characterized by
iadequate

Borough,
small - villigees,
llmliml L m,pmt.llmn

The
re]):ll’:i('
communications:

Alnorimjzed
populalien,

Znd U

on Air.
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vices,
for school . support, has pDSEd .continuous frustra-

- _
and seldom found local t&\ablp resources

- tion and barriers to the development of adequate

"
e

O

E
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-education
further,
the previous efforts to provide schoals in rural = -

‘of funds and the operatién
- program in their communities. |

: ‘- . * . .
Some of the powers and duties of the

RIC

programs,
agg‘r‘iv'lted by ‘the condition that most all

Alaska avoided or neglected local fesidents ‘in the
decision-making process affgtting the éxpenditure
of -the Ldtlmtmn*ﬂ

The public schools outside cities and boroughs
(with the.exeeption of BIA schools) were admini-

stered first by the tetritory and then by thé Stafe.

from 1917 to 1971. In 1971 the Alaska State

Operated Schgol System (ASQSS) was established
and assumed responslbxhtles for-public ﬂ;ghaolg in

the Unorganized 8orough.
.ASOSS bperated as’

an ﬁngrtlmda% St:i;;e

quasi- }Dmi governmental umt with - responsibility

These barriers have been

' - 3
]

in the legislation that established ASOSS in 1971

suggested the system was anything but perma-
nent, pressures for reform ‘during its final two ,
years caused the board of the system to accede

to. a policy of working toward a system that.
would provide for l6cal control.

‘The legislature in 197§, hy améndmg the
School Laws, abolished ASOSS and set in motion
the potential for far- I‘éschmg Changes in educa-
Ttion programs- in the Unarganized Borough .On’”
July.r 1,-.1975, « ASOSS. became the, 'Alaska

'Unargﬂamzed Bm’ough Schaol ' District: (AEJBSD)

=

and a process to establish Regmna_l Education’
Attendance Areas began. At the ‘end of 1975-76,
AUBSD ceased to exist and .the 21 new Regional
Eddeation Attendance Areas (REAAs) acquired -
-authority for education programs in the Unorga-
nized. Borough, - but " initially exclusive of BIA
schools, Figure 3 shows the previous and current

for "~ all public Vschools in the Unorganized - organization’ structure for staté-supported schools
Borough; except BIA schools. Although nothing in the' Unorganized Borough, :
s, - B ’ . - . R : . w' 2 .
TRANSITION .
GRGANIZATIO
- 1976-76
.ALASKA 21 AEGIONAL EDUCATION
UNORGANIZED BOROUGH ~ ATTENDANCE AREA" '
-~ 8GHOOL DISTRICT * SCHOOL BOARDS’
- BOARD OF DIRECTORS .
(appalnlé?d by Guvernar) _ < P
| "« 21 REAA ADMINISTRATION - _
- _ OFFICES DT
s B ' . , ’ . T
SCHOOLS - SCHOOLS o
elected advisory board h elected
for each ;gghcn}!..: community school EDITHTII[’IEE
s C ) . fﬁr each school |
'? '_ . W Ce, ; g 7 ‘ l . )
. < IFigure. 3. Past and Present Organization for ) . .
State-Supported Schools in the Unorganized Borough S

tEAA

hoards are given below,

) Duties
1. Provide an edueational “program for
. children in the region;

2. Develop a philosophy of education, principles .nnl
poals for its schools: :

f

: L7
school ‘e

L
T

3. Empldv i ‘Lh(]ﬂl .j(lmlmslt‘.llnr .lnd 's‘.taff L’md
establish employees’ s.lllxrws, :

4. Operate the schools Mn accardanie mth 'Ahl%k-l

school I\IWH

Powers

I.  Adopt repmtations the operation of ils

about .
sehool; :



" nity school eommittees.
review and make recommendations to' the board .

Y Leglslatlon Establxshmg the REAAS prowded'

L

L - .
o -

-Establish, rﬁaintain or discontinue schools
(subject to dppraval of the Curﬂmxsamner of

Education); | -
1e its own pi‘ncedufEs for purchahlng, _

Deter

. 4. Determine needed goals for its scHools;

5. Make “recommendations” for st'hﬂﬂl cnnstmctmn
and repair; : .
~ Joirr 'with other dlstncts to Establlsh regmn.}] )

re,saurcc: cEnters

for broad local participation - in operatmg the' ’
“individual schools through usé of elected coinmus

Each commitfee is to

of -the REAA conc erning the” curriculum . . pro-

gram and general operation of the local school * -

and shall exercise additional- responsibilities and

funetions .as may be dElegated to 1t by the REAA '

board. _

‘A major and sxg ',; 1
‘tween’ “city and . borough- districts and REAAs
regarding the means by  which these schools are
fmanged Local tax _revenues m‘e raised by

1I'ferem;e Eusts ng

- - boroughs and cities 'as a requxred local share

. 50;

~ sntirely dependent

necessary " to obtain Public School’ Fgundatlon

,‘H

Program support from the state. No local taxes .

10r is there authorlty to do
REAA boards fflust rely ‘entirely -upon
uon-local revenues t suppart their education
programs. In.short, they “enjoy” basically 100%

are lev#fd by REAAS,

—_

* financing from state-controlled revenues, if that

may be *onsidered - an- ddvantage yot- they are
upon financial constraints

established by .the legislature, if a non- mumu‘m]
status: and- the inability to levy ta;sws lmully are
- tonsidered dxsadvantdgvs

Stil], D[}El’dt&d within the Unnrgdmﬂ'd Burougl{
and thus within the RLAAs ar¢ 44 Burcau of

“Indian Affairs bLhDDlS These federally-supported

E

schools continue’ to be. controlled from W ashing-

~ton, D. C. as g part of ®he Departmeént of
Interior. Educational poh}y is set there for
implbmunmtiun by the Area Office in Juneau.

The Ared Office then delvgutv& specific responsi-
bilities to four agency offices in Alaska. It is the

-rrspumlbxhty of the agency efficet to administer

. ordoers

cach school according Lo lhvav policies, The orga-

nization of the BIA system i€ shown in I ipure 4,

Althuugh cach BIA school has an advisory

schoo] board, the BLA vmplnys (Iu- -uhunl stall;

school supplics” and sets the
A

L

Q

RIC
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;Affﬂll"i Schgal,s in Alasl{a

dates of the SLhDOl yeaj and determmt}sj the

\\‘

“school curriculum (although the curriculuni'is set’

N

within bounds 6f a State-Federal Memorandum of

Agreement that acknowledges the need for a

- generally uniform. curm.ulurn) Most significantly,

the 'BIA requests: from Congress the funds re-
quired for. operation of the BIA schools, and

_ distributes funds- ac;ardmg to a centrally-detor-

mined budget.
In accordance with the légxslatlomcreatmg the

REAAs, a few communities in cooperation with

REAA School Boards agreed to have their schqols

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),

, and Kalskag and Lower Kalskag (1-8). The’ (:om?
plete #ist of schools ‘within REAAs as of- the Fall

. which

~ the

of 1976 is in Ap[]Llldl‘i A of this report. o

Su mmary

Thus- it 'mily' be scen
fvdvrid and two stat;L) “exist side by side to
accomplish a comman purpose. The extent to
three  systems, +with thrée different
.apgroaches to providing educ ation and paying for
it, can do so fairly and in the best interest of all

at threé Systems (one .

‘15 one of the primary umu ms Lo be examined in

Alaska hthgm} ,,,,, Study, With the
diversity  of orpg: unxnlan U]l( rating schools in
Alaska, n numlwraul questions come Lo mmd HmL
sorve Lo xllmtr.llv the dxfl"mnm o5

1



Questions . g

-

ES . - = .

,‘INeedi there continue, to be 'three’distinct-
systems or mlght a smgle umform system

serye education better?

Is it possible for the State t@ shsre its
responsibility for education with federal . -

and local educatmn agencies? ‘

Do citizens of . rural  Alaska have the-.,--'-

R

: Dppr‘tunltIES :
CIf opportumtles for ieatmng vary acf;ord-)‘_

S,lmulcl the Buréau of Indlam Affa;rs cons="

fmue to. operate schcols in rural Alaska?
. Will th& BIA c:ontmue to provide fum‘:ls;

for schools where it no lcmger bas Dpera-
tlonsl authority? - :

"Does " the current’ “method of fulaﬁcmg

schools . determineg the educationsl

mlable Ffo students? 1,

“ . :
degree of local control of education they. < ing to regional state ‘differences- should
have asked for under the new Reglo‘nal'- ' differential fundmg for regional varlam:g
§ Edusation Attendance Areas‘? e be pr,owded‘? R T
. I . ‘s‘: ' ; .‘ . - )
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Schc)czl lfmam:e Reform Is, ues. . o
: L and lmphcatmns fc;)r Alas a A
A number Df st;xtet afe currently undertaiﬁng ‘I ‘ ‘ S\féalth other th:;m;the weﬁlth Df the "vstaté
or have: recently chmpleted rewsmﬂs of " their - _ . as a whole. Therefore, school ”fln i
‘!schggl fmancmg'systema some. upder - nearly ; e systems must make - financial resources
- traumatie- condltu:ns efcher volunta:xly or as.a’” - - -+ . from taxes ‘equally available for* the ‘edu-:
result of cotirt orders Wha} has caused this’ flurry.. .. . cation pof "each child, regardless of - the
. of school. finance’ refgrm‘? What « ig to” be accom-* - ... . _ district in which“he or she lives, A
pllshed thmugh IE\{]SIDHS in - school fmanr:mg '+ ,2. Variations i E;:Pendjtures Per Pupil . Are
- ‘means: and methods; and what have ‘these eVents " ,  Permissible. "-Both' the. Serrano and.
to‘dn with Alaska? U e.:' R _‘Robmson deusmns establlshéd that the
Begmmng in- 1368 and éontmumg untll today O .a state, through its finangial. asalsta,nce pm-

, a senes of court cases contestmg thqui a _ S gram, and . the local eﬁugamonal agency,
. ~.various systems bf- - the states in finaneing edica- .+ » -in.-its expenditures, sshould -~ provide
: tional | costs - largely from property taxes” were : vary'ing resources. to meef the dlffermg

- itiated;"-are pandmg, or have’ been ruled: upon. L ‘needs of students, -

, ;_Sdlts based -on,’ the very: fundamentals of state =~ "3 '-.Equali.«:atmn of Local . ‘Revenues cife
Lunstltutlens fhave been or are beang brgught hRTE i\-PEImlttEd The - Serrano - decision empha— .
S agmnst schogl -finange systeims in state courts | m ﬂmzed the pringiple ‘that equal tax efforts -

) -thmughgut ‘the cuuntry To date almost 60 oo - amcmg districts should pe’i'mlt equa} er
school finhnce refgrm &ases-have benn fl]Ed The = e puml‘expendltures - D : -
. most- 1mpresswe and trend- -setting cases ﬂn schmjl " . 4. Local Imtmtlve ,Less.- J;)Eswable'; Th—isz S
- finance ‘reform which' have led, the ﬁzay for su}jaé— SR . 'prmcrplé -established in - the Robinsén
. quent lawsuits and am{mus mhtjuse (‘kammatlons ‘deusmn sf¥esses. ¢1tht§ Curt.ulmg ‘or,

-+ of school laws: govenung% financing - methady are -~ : Dhmmatmg the amount of local revenue
. Serrano vs. Priest in California (’deuded in 1971) e ' which’ a school district is required or
. and, Robinson vs, ahlll in New Jersey (decided - oo rimitted to taisc, since this .endbles the
L 1973) A Sumnmry of the prmuplea set forth™ '_ © . ‘moré WLalthy districts to spend more per .
i_‘bv these andmdrk J¢ases in  schobl fmance .. 7, student than less wealthy districts. :

.Iol{gws. o R S R 5., Full State Funding. The Rohinson- dr-u-
o = . .+ sion defined full state fundmg ps the
-*8choo] . Fmdnw Pnlluplus Fstgblmlmd hy thp .. 00 . elimination  of all local - nﬂtl;juve ITis M
Cour!;s . o - o S . T T prineiple’ Would ‘establish ‘the legislature, -
. , -t T I - --not. the -local sr,.hgol distrlct .as: being
The"%c‘ngmo and Rnbmsfm cases and ‘their - - - - _responsible for: obtmnmg on d.uniform
aub%equent counterparts established several major, .. - ~ bas Ihruughaut the state,” all -revenue
- principles for school financing systems within the " : ;ncuded fm* the. suppcrL uf schools,
'_,sht,e'*affcotud ind, bv implication, for other- - N ' ",
st.ltvs, as Tollows, T ’F.ffuc&s“bf thc_,,,;stuits and Court: DEEiSiﬂliﬁ S
L Fisi.ﬂ Neutrality, The (lvusmns in both Commissions created, Ac tmtns in aglmul
A tre Serrano and lt(f%n%uu cases stressed ¢ inance. reform during’ the late sixties and carly _
v " “that cdumtmn may- nnt hv a funhc tion o . " sevenlies. wsult( d. not only in a series of lawsuits
: L » ) ) . BT 18 N ‘-“i(i,-’ 8
'A S L Coe I BN i . ‘
L <
o - S _' S '
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‘. - ciples’ for this new leglslatlon were estdblished by
*eourt declalons the reports of slgmflcant schoal

N

=

D'

.-

Q

E
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but alsa ln?t‘he creatlzn of VE_EIOLIS comm;ssmns tsj
study EChGGj.E'IﬁanCE systems in individual *state&
- These cgm".h’n ons provided recommendatioris ta'
“improve SLhOOl fmanung methods The Serrano-
decision in - 1971 ‘altered~the Lharges of existing
(,Dmrmssmnsf dnd resulted, within nine manths of
. the decision, in. a great increase in the numbar of
LDI‘I]TI]IS&;]G!‘IS or . cummlttees to develop new - fi-
“-nancing schemes and to réexamine
" schemes' to see If they were in compliance. w1th=
~.the latest ¢ourt decisions. in theu- area.
Regdmmendatmns ‘from. cgmmlssmi‘ls Many of
have - issued - “their: reportS‘

‘existing '

LLglslatlve committees’ have ‘reviewed:’ the docu- .-

ments and:néw school finance *legislation - has been =

pasged irr some . states. However, while the prin-

fmance commissions. contained recommendations
‘for developmg equltable schaal fmance mndéls

' léglslatwe changes to.date. - . S
Characteristics' of new school fmance leglslas i
-‘tion "to date;*Thé legislation enauted to resp@nd

nancing system
_those 'who have ‘benefited most greatly from the .
neéw school finance' laws have been poor ta}:pays

" sions and o

tly ¢ ﬂslclérmg6 new education

and. commlssmn racammendatlons As states

-Qantmué to resppnd to these fact@rs. by altermg

emstlng Educatlon ‘fmanung systems and by
assummg-a rnew role in puqu; snhaol fmanca it is |

_ittées’; thrdugh eﬁaefﬁiéﬁt of new -
“school. finance leglslaf%on _A  riumber ' of ather
‘states are Currg

-fm;mné plans in ﬁght of both tha court decisions

&

relevant to review the Lharaﬁtenstms of such _

. to the caurt ‘decisions . and commlssmn Ll‘ltEl'la

about- publlc school finance hassdemonstrated: the
desire of states to .. strive er_rflsc'al equity .’

school finance systems. Most of the new laws
have *improyed -the ‘equity - of the education 'fi-
in-. 1nd1v1dual statés‘ ‘Primarily ;.

o ers and Eﬂugatlonally dlsadvantagad studants — in*

guldehnes for states to f@llt}w in enactmg néw‘ "

school finance: leglslatton Lo -

The fallawmg récummendatmns which

- emerged fmr;} reporty ‘of various school finance..

commissions have, become: the basis from WhICh‘, .

new approaches to’ .school  financing are nnW*

Emé‘rgmg

sions wluch delmeated what. cannot be done.
Howuver ‘the ;ecommendatmns from the commis-
sions - :.trqn;,ly resembled and
qghu‘al finance’ prmmples est'lbl&{hed in the u::urt :
demsmns, The -
commissions’ feports suggastgd that schaal fmam;
ing Systema .shcxuld' . :

w ¢ 4

;»Be ﬁscally neutral; R

umhf:mg state and ‘lm‘.xl resourc (u».

. These recommendations emphasgegj’-'
“what shauld -be done in- contrast to court deci-

reinforced the .

2. Provide [for varying - expenditures “per
. pupil; dc:pendmg upon need;
.3.._ Eliminate "of ‘reduce the amount, of lnLaI,
T revenues - rcqulred mr‘ permlttcd Vld lm:al o
.+ . initiative measures; ",. . . S
"= 4. Provide - for substantial ‘atdt’l‘ equghzdthn B
"2 of local effort; and o
5. Provide*for full state. 'auppan off %Lhnﬁ'l T

s

lmpl(‘mvutmg le u;uﬂ, dcnsmns and: LLllﬂI“l‘ﬁ-‘ .

sion recommendations, 'ﬁumv
Lht‘ n-(nmm('nd len's. nl school finane e (nnnm*.-

states, unpl(\m(\ntcd ‘

keéeping *with -the recent Serrano and like court -
demsmns oo :

= "

fm;mce leglslaman are the fDllawmg

. Reductinn ‘of ELhOQl " préperty | ta;{es
‘ g partxgulm-ly in onrer communities;
"2 Mare equitable distribution -of school tax
' burdens among loca) taxpayers, frequent-
ly by state-imposed school taxes; , :
“local schgol

budgets imposed thmugh

Systematm controls on the growth- of‘,

i

either strict limits on local taxes or by

.- established maximums on S;hDDl C“{pEDdl-
£ furesy o

Increased expenditures in poorer- dlSt!’thb,
but not’at the expense of’ richer districts;
Allocatmn of additional state funds for

‘thldrcn with uitusual Pdlj(dtlolliﬂ needs
“pupil wcightz

.+ _.or costs, umal]y thrnu;,h ;1
=" ing” system; -

' 'Dc- elopment of ‘aid pmgmms to address

necds of urban fmd rural arcas; and

Conscious attempts. not to infringe upon
“Incal ‘control” - of education . deci-
ston-making despite inercase d - state
- support of education, .

exceptional school finanee needs or the -

I!-g
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'x»'What the Cou:t Deelelone Mean for Alﬁ/ka _ mueh'%sgoeel ta:q:payere El‘ld mhmelpal governmg

o o . - -+ bodies dgree to. above the ‘‘basic_need” level, .To
The issues ¥ faleec‘i by i;he various. lawsmfe .some extefit then, under theee conditions, eduea-* -

_contesting state public school finartie syeterne and” . ! “tion does become. a function of the wealth of the "’

‘the principles established by the decisions’ 6f the, - - = individual $choal district and not_of ithe wealth of -

.eourts thus. .have had 51gn1f1eent lrnpeet on,a . ".the steieﬁil_sawhole ’ . 1, -
And -as the- percentage of ~ state ajloeation:

‘number. of states t.hmughout the country. "These,
pnnclples eetebllshed in the court decisions -can - 'eontmuee to appreelateﬂ, but Without a <clear, .
“he” utilized in’ anelyemgg Aleekae eurrent sehool ¢, undeestandmg ‘of ‘what haele need ree]ly is, the -

flnegemg system.. . . first eondxtlon “of fiscal neutrallty refen:ed to -
Fiscal Neutrahty The ‘fprlnelple of fleeai. ‘s eabové, i.e., eque‘i avellablh iy, tends to dlmlmsh s

neutrality specifies that education friay .not be a §»Ultlrﬁ‘aiely, the d‘enger of equ‘a_lly" available state 1.

function of wealth other than, the wealth of the ’ funds eroding to-a pmnt Of meemngleseness or i

-

L

state:ds a whole. Seheol fmantlng systems must,
. make f1nane1al reeomrees f;-orn taxee egueﬂfy avail-
-able to each child, - '* ol

- Alaska’s Public- Sehool F‘otmclatlonE Program

i (PSFP) currently pI‘CWldés' a minimum: of 95 per

- "tent of a public school district’s “basic need” for
‘ ,‘_edueational programs. from the etete ‘level. The
" formula’ for distributing” fynds is uniform’ and ,

. prowdes ‘extra. allowances for the geograph;e loca- -

_tion. of’ a’ school district, for the elze of enroll- . ..t

menﬁ in a schoel,. special neede of some etudente

and for districts with . below, state average prop- "

erty ‘wealth. per studentr Thue, in- Alaska through
s the. foundatlon program; a planned effort is nade-

" . to insure that fmeni:lal resources for 't *basic need”

are.equally available for eaeh chil Sxedueatlon K
"Whilethe ‘‘basic. need” provision, in the foun-

dation ' program apparently meets umé :aspect of -

the fiscal- neutrahty Dprinciple, the combination ‘of .

. foundat;len
eupperte edudation in elt’y and borough dlstnete

may fail the test that education must bhe 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
:wn:hm the etate and to the amount of other
ta;. and llquor ta;{ :

. Currently, Alaska does not th(: a system of
. mther assessing .or taxing the wealth of the State
as a whole. Instead,
'reqmree that a e(,hool dl.‘al;l'lt;t pmvu;le a Lontnhu-
'_tlond] progranﬁr The 'furcentdgc of thls loeal
Lontnbutmn is Based on the assessed value of real

property within that school district. Under pro-

visions' of the PSFP a school distriet never has Lu
contribute more than five per cent of Imeu
need” from local rmg‘mu}s “but may contribute s

2

program and local . funds whl(;"l'

the foundition progrem'

‘aetually to a‘ste,,te Jof unequal availability, exists - _
.. when - 2xamined Lmder eonditlon‘? of eurrent;,.‘-

trends.

Variations in Expencﬁtures Per . Pupxl are"‘-;__ ?
' PE!‘I‘DJSSlbIE This principle established, fhat a state - .

through its - school; financial essﬁtenee and .the-

;'iooal edueatlonel ageney m its' . ez{pendltures
* should JProvide varying resources to' meet the
_dlfﬂenrrg needs of students,- ' o

In eomputlng “basic need’” funds for elemen=
ta.ry and seeondary schools, Alaska’s school dis-.

tricts. 1nelude the ‘increased’ costs for etudente in*. .
» - vocational education. and special education. Thus
" the principle hag been invoked but to a limited

.extent as only special -education’and voeatmnal
" education are recognized as-a variation; -

It -is meumbent; upon. the mdimduej sehool
districts to spend. the .state funds.so IELEIVEd for
the particular purposes specified.. In “addition,.

+.. school "districts frequegtly do, utilizé their local

revenues to provide addltlonel educational experi:s |

o
-ences for vocational Lducatlop, special edueation

and- for special interest’ group students . ée 2.,
bllmgual education and Indlen édULdtan) e
Equalization of Loe;ﬂ Revenuee If Permxtted

~.This principle ‘stresses - thdﬁ‘ equal tax efforts .

among - districts - should rjermxt -equal per pupil
expenditures, Or, if the state school tmanemg;
model allows or requires a local contribution for
Eedueatlonal ﬁrogrdrne in a school dletrlgt,_then
the local effort should be -equalized hy the state, -

The intent -of - this principle is. to prevent
“Wwealthy” school - districts from genérating large

.sums of local revenye to huy additional vdum—

tional programs. while “pool” districts #re either!
unable to generate. tnuchiloeal revenue or have to

“tax  themse lves (n(u"ﬁmjly in order to try to -

provide a Lumparahle (or ‘often e s%ilr) (dumtmn '

- to that u(' the “we 1thy” fleLruts

i

o e?.()
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s EubllL SLhQOl Foundatlon Act whlch equahzes

and in edueatzc;nal services bgvond baszt: need

“|Elimination Of Or Great Reduction In Local
r'limiting or" '

‘Initiative, Fhisprinciple strésses either
‘elimirdting the amournt. of revenue which a school

o dlbtl‘lct is required or permitted ‘to raise from

* monies”
‘increase

.thosé financed ;b'_y state resources.

‘ In Alaska, through tHe . foundatmn program,

are utilized 'by a -school district

local sources. Frequently, additional locally raTd
its expenditures }z!eyo

‘educational - hd

: local school dlstl‘lLtS must, LOI‘lfI’lbutE from loeal

'revenues ‘from zero tn five per cent of their

“hasic* need”’ dependmg upon - local = resources.
Any additional local revenues raised may~be used

.to pay- for educationgl offerings: beyond - “basic
" need” if approved by the local governing body. "

... ’son -decision,

- Legislatures,

‘non-existent tax- base there..

Throughout the state, wide variations in local

: #
QQIltrlbutIDDS to education exist. Scme organized
.Lommumtles (borough or first class cities) are

able to afford local “initiatives.five times greater
than the required local share; other .organized
communities withi either a smaller. or no tax base

gram, the State Lmderwriﬁes.béth “bhasic ﬁged"

and * requn'ed local :dmre
R(:Lent lEngLJtl(_)n creating 31 new Regional
Educational Attendam e

‘required

local share” in these districts  pecause of the
from the stdte additignﬂl funds in lieufwf local
tax revenuces T e .
Cle ;u'ly the Lurmﬂt flﬂdl](‘
'vat variations in funds available: for cducation
and the p()ssmlhty of unequ*;l educational nppur=
tlll ity.
~ Full State [‘undmg As dvfimd in th(‘ Rohin-
full state funding means the elimi-
(ﬂl local initiative or- contribufion.

not local sc lmul dl‘alllll‘a, dmuld be

nation of

Areas (REAAs) in the
.. -Unorganized Borough also containg proyisions for
. state support of both “hasic need” and

ing 'system‘ allows for

are unable to provide tllmrglg)cal effort. In these ?

cases, through provisions in*the foundation pro-

Alaska c:u,rrently does not have a pfomswn in .

) [ .
'

foundation prag’ram.at least 95 per cent funding

of *‘basic need” in 31 boreugh and. city. school

districts. However,
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 fnr
education, ' * . .

= 'In addition, the 21 REAAS now m“Dperat;on"
throughout thEi—unorgamzed boroligh rece\ve full
‘state funding for “basic ne&d’’ through the foun-
"dation program. Because there is virtually no tax

base in these areas, the Sfate also provides to
these school districts,
addlt‘ronsl per pupll amount which is the average

. of local tax CQﬁtI‘lbUthDS per pupil ih city and

the prior fiscal year,
schoo‘r ‘districts in Alaska,

borough school distrie
Therefore, in som@

* the State ts fully funding the cost of education.

REAAs also receive*

" responsibile - for. raising llll rvv('mw necessary o '
- support schools, - | : : Y

Q

E
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Alagka pregently does have through its school
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However, it must be noted tha;t&thjs._“full“Ef.taté
funding is_directly tied to the school foundation

program and to “basu: need’ as defined there and‘

the inherent dlfflLulty of -that dEf]I]ItlDﬁ (not
being derived from actual direct and
costs. of instruction). Only when a local schtjol
dIEtI’ICt has a non-existent or an’ madequate 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

‘due to the equalization pro---

\

in lieu of a local share, an - -

amount of local funds whth may be used for -

dddltlﬂndl education expenses.:

Summary of School
Applied to Alaska .

Therefore, in reviéwing the court directed
principles for. school financing systems and the
current Alaskan model, the following inconsis-
tencies rosult: : :

Fim}nce fgourt Principles

Ll[,)_lL? ) lt. gl})p(j(ll"ﬁ Umt A].,.l,%l{d ﬂtm% make

state financial resources equally available-

to cach child in KEAAs but not to cach
. child in city and Tf})mugh districts, Thus
: only the REAAs are supported by a

system which makes edieation o funcefion .

of ‘'wealth of the state as i whole,
2, Variations in per [)Upil'i'\pt'nditunu have

heen rmnulmwl to a limited oxtent in.

Alnska’s school féundation program with

£



or

E

allowances - for . vocational and special
" " gducation.
za'f students. in rural communities
- from low-income -areas are, not included
. _-in the current flnancmg system
3. While the State equalizes “reqmred local
. sha,re
.. 'provision does not exist in Alas kas
’ school fmancmg systemn whieh equalizes
the” addlimnal local effort among the 31
*  borough and city school districts.
* 4.  Through the Public School Foundatjon

Program, the maximum for’ required local

- ‘initiative is limited to. five per cent of °
- “*basic need” depend]ﬁgnupOn the lacal .

tax base in each school dlstrlct ngrzver
‘no restrictions are placed on schopl dis-

tricts vnshmg to raise . additional Jdocal-

. revenues”in order to increase their edu-

. cational expendltures beyond .

- «financed primarily by. the state.as “hasic
need,”” This provision may wéll result in
unequal educational Dppur‘%umtés for
students in various low wealth dlstrlcts

5. “Full” state funding, although possibly

- inadeéquate, has been achieved for REAAs

-with " regard to basic® need, a -

; through the foundatlon program pL}xe.?-;

CuE supplemental payments in lieu of lécal ’
Lffﬂl’t

Thf;SL‘ inconsistencies in Alaska’s S(hGOl fln.mung

system warrant e;rutmy Changing social and

economic  conditions require  ever- inureasing -

awareness aud applications of emerging principles
" that speak ‘to' both adequacy and falrng:as in
allocating funds for édumtmn T

Algxskil ,T'rends N
= Towards 100 Per Cent State bundmg of “Basic
 Need.” Ruueutly, much discussion has’ focused on
the “State’s pmwdi)r =100 . percent of city and
hcmugh school distridts “basic need” for educa-
tion. A -possible trend in this direction might be
construed from recent and proposed changes of
school financing practices in the state. However,
if such a trend should develop, the intent of th
existing school financing system for Alaska,ri.e.,

equalization of state fund  distribution,
seriously altered, if ngd eliminated,

may !n- o

(urn-nuy thmuph a guaranteed financial* base

“foundation” «of state aid

Q

RIC
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payments, school

However ‘variations such as ..
or’

those -,

i

although. in
wealthy districts with extensive program foermgs
the amount of state aid falls far ahort of 95%. In
otfrer | words,
conslderably more extensive and costly than in
dthers since the foundation program is intended
to assure an ‘‘adequate " level . of ‘educational
op'pbrtunit ' for school children while reduung
thé discrepancies in spending 'levels in various
. scl mols and school districts, '
The foundation program spemflcs perceﬁtages

of state and local funds necessary ‘to nieet the

s I‘lLtE 1nﬁAlaSka receive then- ma]or source of
- -'rsupport for "educational programs

“basm need” in some districts - is -

basic need of each school district. The ma_\lmum»'
‘local sHare is required of those school districts in

. which the assessed 'value of property per pupil in

»

ADM is the same or higher than the state average.

assessed valuation of- property per student. Those
-school districts in which . the assessed valuatmn

‘per, pupll falls below the state,average receive an

mcreaszd pgrcentage of state aid .through the
equdllzatlon 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 prDVIdmg additional state

s a_lld

.+ Yet, it is this very Qquullzatmn thDr to a;qlat
- less wealthy districts which would be lost 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, less 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

districts. The current trend elearly indicates that

;thcsv‘tundntmns are’ possible and to a certiin

extent alrcady happemng S )
lenge in mbutmg School Finance. As
alluded to, a shift th the means of dlsmhutmg
-tschool. financial support has recently occurred in
‘Alaska, The fopmer Al: aska State-Operated School

Bystem (ASOSH) -with ils contral. administrative

offices in Anchorage has. been replaced by 21 .

Regional Kduvcation -Attendance Areoas (RIEAAS)
“throughout the Unorganized L‘mmugh With Lhis

significant  change  in administration  of rural

.

“=ll-



schools came a change in the dlstrlbutlon of
funds for these school districts. Instead of the

Legislature’s annual appropriation of funds for
ASOSS which distributed financial resources from-
its central office, the EEAAs 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, an® additional per pupil

-amount which-equals the average of local contri

‘provisions for units of local governmerit in the .

of educa_t!on a; real,lty
although a major step, it needs to be.kept in

hutions per pupil in city and borough districts in °

the prior fiscal year. These ‘“‘substitute” funds are

‘in lieu of local contnbution because no tg;xes ;;re'

levied-in the REAAs.

the méjority ajf!cii:y and- béroug’h districts, signifi- -
cant variations in tax rates and revenues cnlle;ted

do exist among te 31-city and. bomugh districts,
In light of the court principles, Alaska may need

7 to scrutinize these 51tuationa ;arefuily

‘ Increggad State Revenues The tfénd toward -

" increased state revenues from. the devel@pment of

Alaska’s natural resourx:es" if realized, will have a
* tremendous impact .on both - the state general

" fund and o the school fman;mg system. -

It is genf;r;ﬂly agreed tlnt the Ereatlon of the A

in rural Alaska

mind REAAs are an extraordinary arrangement
not necessarily consistent with -constitutional

view -of some' observers. While the ASOSS central

office’ was' abolished ‘and the direct appropriation”
by .the Legislature replaced by fprimary’ support
through the foundation program, the additional -
“add-on described above

has had the effect of

And )

X alterin’g the three s’epnréte and diatinct systems of

to““tﬂ'(fueatfon of the REAAs —

thf: thy and
bm—ough school financing model, the rural school
model and the BIA model. The'scheme created

for the REAAs is a combination of le previous -
The out-.

ASOSS’ .and - Local Districts’ schcmeq

'Although

A burgeoning state treasury increases the: possu— .
bility of independence  from - property ta,xes'
‘altogether as a mieans of fmanung schools. Alaska
may be in a position ‘to devise a school financing
. system far in advance of those states still reliant.
‘upon property taxes as the basis’ for their finane-
ing models. In addition, education would definite-:
ly- become a fum:tlon of ‘the “wealth” of the
State as a whole, thereby meeting the principle-of
fiscal neutrallty dlrected by the courts,

Simplification of Bchool Flrmm:mg Systems
-this issue is not ecvident in. current
Alaskan trends, it is an Alaska need which re- --

flects a national trend. As mentioned earlier in

this chapter, as a result’ of court. decisions and .~
.commission ren@mmendanons states have begun,
to review and revise - their financing systems.
Subsaquuxtly, several states which have had foun-
dation programs revamped these systems signifi-

racantly, simplifyin;ﬂ their Lantcnt';:md c.;lx;ulations’

-

come of this arringement as a means to finance .

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 -s.c,hool-s, may be -difficult if not

_impossible to ‘mect.

Three . School | l'lrmm,mg, Systems. in Alaska,
The continued i!xlthnLL‘ of three separaté school
financing systems poses a challenge to the State
to ‘determine how to deliver both ceducational
funds and programs ¢quitably, ‘The dual systems

. for distributing state funds to city and borough

districts zind to rural REAAs (exclusive of BIA

“schools) compound, the challenge ase the State

< eurrently does

Q
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not. have any provision for equal-

izing. the local tax effort of school districts, In

addition to the wide disparity in the availability -

of taxabde property, between most REAAs and

=
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based }on t:nll,ghtened, prmuples of Equ,allzmg
educational opportunities and of reducing discre-- -
pancies in educational spending -among school

districts. .However, throughout the’ years, revisions
and “modifications of sthe foundation. program
have rendered it excessively complicated and- in |
need of simplification. For example,’ the concept

-t;_)f'u'ﬂ instructional unit whieh pays for the costs
E Qf

an ‘“‘average classroom” may- now well be
obscure and irrelevant, or the dmnhlc-cuuntihg—fo—f
students in eligible categories for- support under .
the foundation program may resull in significant
underfunding or overfunding in school- districts. =
These circumstances further reduce the likelihood
of equitable distributions, The specific conditions
the  requirements of court  decisions  for
school finaneing systems in general point up the
need Tor reviewing both Alaska’s, foundation pro-
prgnn and its q\uLi;r'u.»‘gfg;luc?:ll.iunul finmmeing system,
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In sumimary, it may be said -that there are . - distributiori- of available wealth statewide. The

clearly - identifiable trends that reveal ingreasing following chapters provide details to substantiate
- these. conceérns. Succeeding reports of the Alaska .-

inability of the present systems to keep pagﬁe with .
changing " educational * practices and economic School Finance Study - will examine other aspects
of this problem, -~ -~ - - R
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canditiang in- Alaska .as ‘well as an acceleratipg
-« state of imbalance in both cost sharing and . . .
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-. receive only federal revenues. Fi

S _ . -(jhixpté;rﬁ

- 'fMethéd_scf Financing Alaské,Sc“ﬁ‘i:;—é’ls:v

Revﬁliue to Support elementm’y ;md secondary'_' B

schools.. in. Alaska. is provided from local, state,
and federal ‘sources. City and" ‘borough 'school
districts "utilize local »state. and ‘federal sources,
while REAAs in the Unorganiized Borough ' rely
almost - -solely upon. state -and’ federal revenues.
Schools operated hy the Bureau g Indisn Affdirs
ure 5 shows the
: revenue sourcgg for fmanc:mg Alaska SLhDDlS
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. Figure 5, buui‘u‘s of [‘unﬂs for Lduutmn

o .
)
l’hv revemie sources and - fnmm ing vath for
sehools are.sthe I'(“-UIL Lg!f evemts and  cjre um-
Cstances  which  oce ayred “durigg Alaska’s

years and subsequently il status as astate,

The

bricf review of early . Jinancing methods which
lnle\h will provide -mmt sperspective on these
‘nuum stances, : : ' .
7 : € =
:‘ * £
i
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Early Fidaﬂch‘lg Methods

Pi*iof to 1900,

~ exception of BIA Schools) recewed financial asgls-

fmrn varied - sources, m;ludmg a city

,,,,, churches, business firms,
zens and the U.S. Bureau of Educatmn After
1900 and until - 1931 most 'Efunds for .school
_operations came frv:)m hcen > ‘monies collected in
Incorporated communities and from gr-mts from
* the Territorial Legislature.-

In 19317 the. Territorial: Legslature began
rexmhurs.mg city schoals for' the ma_]orlty of
Dperatmg costs. This terri rlaf ald: was based on
the’ number of students enrolled in a’ school at a

tam;e

specified time'’ c-f the* year. The percent - of

local Liti- .

reimbprsement was g‘reatur for small'schools than o
. it was for largur schools bmause .of recognition of

higher per student costs ' of  small attendancd

centefs. With minor modlfmatlom this reimburse-
ment, or refund plan,
city and Bérough schools, .

wils. u:s.ed untll 1962 for'

. During this tmw funds for. rurdl '%(‘huuls were ‘

~appropriated‘
lature. and, bep : 05¢
Legislature, Budgc* " ‘requests  for * thése rural”
state- suppurtva schools  were develupvd by thg
Depdrtm(‘nt of I*duut,mn and the funds wum

. distributed hy this ‘state agéney. Rural schools in

L

\

o
“existed among these schools in the revenues

communities with predminately Native popula-
tions continued to be operated dnd supported hy"-‘;” ‘
the Federal government, first' by the Bureau of -

I(luutmn and later by the
Affairs. o

Iﬂ()llnmng state h()ml in 1959,
.qqmn'nt that the. reimbursenient:.-
partial uppurt of city and lmmuph schools was
“longer  adequate,  sinee preat diserepancies

5 avitil-

Burcau of Indian

iL hvc;mm

able for school purposes. A study of the situation
resulted ‘in the proposal Lo ervate upublie sehool,
b - I
. . . ) .
-15- ! » ',_x t
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erritorial  Legis--
by the State -

for -

EL

schools in. Alaska (w1th the - °



: foundatmnﬂprcjgram

st

laat

. .ui',

am;l borough districts and was intended to- reduc

Land facilities beyond J;hgso as

“logis

fuundatxon program sm’ular ¥o such p:ogtamslm

other states - 5‘%5;

The Faundatmn Progfram SO o .__'“‘;

4t

. In 1963; the State Legﬁslatu,,, following the
recumrnendatmns of the study sponsored by ‘the .
“State -Department of Educatién, enacted’ legisla- "'

tion [AS. 14:17.] which created a public school -
Thls new program. pmwded
‘a way of distribdting state aid: ‘payments to’ méy

W

the dls@&pmmms between:-levéls of 'spendin
various. %Chggls “by- estébllshmg a guarante d:
cial . base or- ‘“foundation” . from whig
‘;p(_hOOl systems t:c:uld buxld ‘to. meegt
= needs.
As descrlbcd in the DEL]BIEUE of Int:ent of
the - legislatmp,. the foundatxon? grogmm ;ought
. to assure’ an adgquutg level 6f edugatlonal )
uppurtun_ities for those in -ittendance; in' the -
publlc achools;- of t;hc state* T‘hc new law was thL

Ll

tmndl JBLﬂJ funds tD pmwd,e

dation- program. This fe
ﬂf lm;xl dmisiun makinf
Wxth mmgtmvnt Df l;hle. pmgrdm Aldﬁk.x jl:llt]l‘(ll
1,1 uwmg llst uf smté ragl. enacted similar
: ¢on copt of Lqugxll;mg o
of students through a-
and local resources.

educ
H(‘\V

it ‘nrmI uppurtimin
applicition: of  dtate

" Finaneing ‘of %L.AL(‘ %up[mrtc(] rural schools and’

_the public schobls;

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

© Current lz‘mmdnl,iun,]’

RIC

]

BIA schools in the Unorganized Bﬁmugh wils
unaffected by this change. 2 :
Because the public school fmmddtmn prngmm
rvpr(‘sents the primary method whereby the State
ﬂmuts its: responsibility for’ financial suppurt of
it will be explained in some.,
detail.  Following this, the kinds of financial
supporl provided to cach of the s¢hool systems in
Alaskid will be identified, -

'Ugj-'infl_ k

- The l‘)h:ﬁ Puhlice hchnul liuuml;xtmn lm;rmih

(P ‘ﬁl'l‘) “continued _jiil effeet until f‘ 7() \wlh

a1t

;,;2;()‘

- determiine ' the basic

LI
R

permdxc rewsmns tc: mcrease the amount pf state

aid. for vanaua instructional- programs and to

further equalize the fundmg available t¢" small
districts. In 1970, the réport ‘t:f";;a new CQIT]ITllttEE
to study - the s¢:h001 foundsltmh pmgram was .
- released and ‘the State Legislature. -enacted “a‘

. revised pmgram based cm the Eemmlttee s fecarn- )

mendations. *
' The rewsed program mOdlflEd the way o -
‘need . of 'each: city and ;.
"boroy gh 'school district, Bas;c neeél is expressed in
é_‘:dolla:s and dges not represent a PI‘IOI‘ determina-
'tmn of the costs for. prowdmg\ Spéﬁlflél\ educa- .
tlonal _experiences to students in the -district. Ay °

forrn la in the Iegl*:latlon provided for (;alculatmg

"the . basic need of each’ distriét and for. deter-’ o
mmmg both fhe state share and thE Iocal share c,if':

The dlSt‘Ilirt factars _L'ltilized;_—-i‘ﬁ i

anputdtxon mglude

Fot B'ISIC NEEd o

gcng.,raphu log;xtmn dl]d qtr*ms[mrt.xtmn
aunss ﬁlatures of'a dl'atl‘lt‘i, and.

v ‘Fpr btdl@ Aid and Local Requed hffﬂrt ‘

3.

dl‘%tﬂ(t% pn‘)pvrty ~yaluatipn” per

Th(‘ relatwe wealth. factor bds( d upmn Lhe _
pupxl o

., compared L4 Lhc 5tntvi}u‘r pll[)ll .1vvr,1g1'

.1lu.xtufn .

thvrxmmng the v;mmunt nf state. *‘.m;l to he pmd
Lo an dstmL under tlie fuuml.ltmn Tprogram 13

rather complex task: rid® i8¢ fully dew ribed 11
(l( tailed ex mnplv in Appe ndlx B ni" lhlervpnr[

\‘. R

uim-innv(l ;lh,ilivc- are uged 'H[’l(*,(.‘,i[i‘

(R

jved by c'ity'-‘;)r hordugh

e the - amount and pereent of



._schonl dlstnct A ﬂes&nptxon of each of the
_factors and its uses follows. Eagh nf the 1tahcxzeci

"—,;‘v.,te:ms is defmed 1n Appendxx B:.

1. Student an:l ngram Factors The number Df
students types of programs and size of schoals

Ij;fferent: kmds of student prog’rams have dlffer-

..ent values tc:ward the_ calculatmn of mstructmnal ‘

e - DISTRICT

**'E*** |

DISTRICT g

units. For example ’ .

45 elementary students equal 4 mstructlonal ’

umts,

: 85 secondary students equal 7 mstruc.tmnalv

. umts,

45 vocatxonal!éducatmn students equal 4
mstructxonal units;
ecial ‘education
equa,l 5 mstructxgnal units;

: ;i,dents ( ADM I{

- T correspondence stuc'ients equal 1 mstruc--

~tional umt

I

RAR

“TpisTRIET AT

Elemantary
Sscondary
Correspondencs

aggregate ‘of all direct -and indirect 56

~ of full-time. ‘equivalent students,

]

The law deﬁnes mstructiOnal unit as *. ‘
‘i"ces neces-
sary to provxdé_a standa:d level of mstructmn for

thé: :
" location of .a district and the access it has to

a group of pupils.” [A.S, 14.17:250(18)] The -

-+ method of computing mstructlonal units is ex-
: plmngd in Appendix B. e

* . A uniform, method: Qf countlng students called
average daily’ membership is used in all PSFP
caiculatmns Average ‘daily membership- (AEM) is

défined ‘as the. aggregate days of membetship of .

pupils divided by the actual number of days in
session’ for the school term.
~ vocational and special educatlon where students
rnay not be enrolled in these speua,l programs for
.the entire day ADM is based upon the number

ADM full-time equivalent,

- In dlStl’lCtS with more than 1,000 students,
instruétional units are generated at a slower rate’
.. than.in districts with fewer than 1,000 students.

¥

. .

In the-cases of 7

This is called

27

-17--

Size of Sehools -
anﬂ Districts

-
5.

,Anchorage Ketchikan or Fai
.road or State Ferry System.

Flgure 6: ”Student ancl Program Fagto:s Used to Determine Numbbr
; of Instmctlﬂl‘lal Umts :

[

2 anstmn and Access Facmrs The géngraphlc

specified hlghways 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. isolated
areas. The factors, common!-

entidls or cost nf living ¢
higher instructional unit Vﬂim
lated districts. The. adjuztment
instructional unit allotm
103.75% of the instruct

- titials, result in a
for rural and iso-
is called the

£

An add;t_mnal 5°
addéd if the district "does

: t have
nks by road, rail-
1158
referred tt:: as tbe Isnlatxon factor

Thg- instructiﬂnsi unit allotments were

in-

regional differ-

¢ and ranges from =~ .
a1l umt value in Sltkaf‘,
‘to 133.75% in the North 51@;38 Borough Schgol

" Distriet,

is =
mgess to .

additional 5% is~



5 : Elsction Distriey 17
qualifiss far 133.75%
instruetional unit &llotmant,

HNo acesst ta resd, ral ar -
ferry gualifies the :
Echaal dittriet for an
sddhtional 5% ualnhan

Cel . isciar

i

LN

District B
£

Eiection Diatrigt 4 i
qualities far 100%
initructlanal unh
allatmsnl.

.. Five parcent italstion .
faztor dast not apply
becsuss of accainta |
318 herry WYsterm.

Highway
Asilrasd
Earry

C e

E‘xgu:e 7: Lacatmn and Access Factars Used to Detérmme
| - . Rt‘glonal leferentlals

- district,: since

i

state. L
3. -Relative Wea,lth Factor. The relative wealth
of a district is another important factor in the
PSFP. The wealth is measured in terms of -the
valuation of r

v itgis this assessed. property which
will be taxed fbr. school purposes. The relative
wealth  of a district is getermined by comparing

al and personnl property in the-

¢reased in’ number and percent in 1975 by the
‘Legislature to reflect more adequately the higher-
cosls ‘of operating schc:ols in Qutlymg areas of the v

the “assessed value of property per student in .~

ADM for the district with the state -average
assessed valuation of prcngrty per student in all
‘distridts.

~ Districts whose assessed value per student falls
"below the state average receive a highet percent-.

age of PSFP funds than do dlstncts which have

-assessed - valuation per student ‘at or above the

state average valuation' per student (See Fig. 8).
The percent of basic néed provided by the State

'is weferred 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 reclucmg the dlst cts Iﬂc;al requlred effort.

E\.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

If Assessed Value of Property A
is HIGHER: than State Avesage, F.
then State Aid is95% of Baslc

Need. :

N
ssessed Value of Property
upil is SAME as State
verage, then State Aid is
95% of Basu; Need.

If Assedsed Value of Fruperty per Fupll
is LOWER than State Average, then’
State- Aud is GfEﬁiEf thgﬁ 95% of Basic Need.

" Determine ‘State Aid Portion of Basic Need i

;';‘—3‘;

i!g!i:i!!iigl!ﬁ:llilligg

7 Flgure S Relatwe Wealth Factof qaécl to. . .

-
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. . i

A Sample C‘nmputatmn

+ Sincé each foundation prag“ram factor 'hss been :
mdmdually descnbed it is appropriate to observe.
- how they are utlhzed in- computing basic need,
state aid,and local required effort f::xr a district,

In its simplest terms, the ‘procedure .shown

.above can be 1llustrated in a simulated exsmple as,

. adjustment baseéd upon district’s - -
- location and access features; - $gg 219
'3.- and number of students in .»,«ADM 42

= type of program. and size of schocls

R (expressed in-terms of average daily

membership of studerits) provides
- number of Instructional Units. .

- follows: . . x
FIRST USE: R
1.  Base Instructional Unit Value; $25,000 7’
2. Instructional. Unit Allotment bgécmgs

, EF‘FDRT

TO DETERMINE.BASIC 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 Dlstru:t $1 185 198‘

5. Relative Wealth of. the Dlstrll‘;t
- expressed in terms of

' equalized percentage!

TD DETERMINE STATE' AIE)

'State Aid equals Basic Need
multiplied by equalized percentage .
81, 185 198 X 95.83% = $1 135, 7'75 ‘

] :

7. Local Required Effort Equals
Basic Need minus State Aid.

' $1,185,198 — $1,135,775 = $49)423

Two important pcmts ‘must - be Emphamsed_
here. One is that in no case will the amount of ~
local funds required to qualify for state aid under
the 'PSFP exceed 5% of basic need. This is
because 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

ptoviding additional local funds . 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 prowdes

for payment of addxtmnaj state aid to dlStl’lC‘tS’

E

95, 83%




~ ADDITIONAL
" LOCGAL FUNDS . FROM™
AT DISCRETION- LOCAL -
- T OF DISTRICT* - REVENUE -
45 ‘ e - SOURCES .
— 100% — . e
_LocAaL- | ., ADDITIONAL
R - _552%%2557._L __STATE.AID
| i e i mosesoie:
v ; minimum 11 L LUWE
i o from State e - WEALTH OF -
. .DOLLARS "[[ o : : DISTRICT
REQUIRED 11 B

i STATE J
. “AID ‘

_— —— Ll A B SN
*The amounts beyond basic need come not only
from It:cal revenues hut fn:rrl ﬂthgr state and
federal sources.

g Figure 9: Stai;é 'Aid Equalization Feature of the
' Foundation Program,

"Public” School.

1976-77

Application of the PSFP formula to REAAs,
The” PSFP- formula is also. used to, determine the
amount of state aid for basic néed to be pald 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 Staté will provide funds to meet thé entire -

-basic need of each REAA.

. The State also will pmwdé added funds in order .
. that the REAAs’ revenues beyond the basic need .

requirerent are more nearly comparable on .a per

- student bagis to the revenues of city and borough

districts,

Thé addltlonal state Lp;:*iyments to REAAS in

lieu of local revenue sources will be based upon
the average amount per student raised from' local

"property taxes in the .city and borough dlstrlcts
-In '1975-76 this was $475 50 per studenti In--
'1976-77 the amount in lieu of local revenués is

- estimated to be $576 per student. Note that- in

" this respect decisions by city and borough school "

- receivé beyond basic need. In effect; this

L Emwill

boafds on the amount of local funds they utilize
for the. schools determines the amount REAAs
**substi-
tute local effort” figure is established by city and -
borough boards. Figure 10 shows how-the state
support REAAs compared to city and-
borough schools, S

B

AR
)



* STATE* PROVIDES THIS
"IN LIEU OF LOCAL

ADDITIONAL..
LOCAL FUNDS ~
=ATDISCRETION— ="~

et REVENUB, SOURCES =1 |

dF DISTRICT "'

4

STATE® PROVIDES =
TOTAL AMOUNT -
"OF BASICNEED '+

ta

', DOLLARS
REQUIRED
FOR . -

BASIC

' NEED -

LOCAL: HEQUIRE'b s .
% ‘EFFORT - .. . ) Lot
I r S%MAXIMUM  C

1 . - . F

1

'STATE .
. AID »
'95% MINIMUM

wy

Y - “*Includes applicable revenues frr:;rn

federal sources for nperstmg expenses, -

Flgure 1(] Foundatmn Program E:pupport of Regmnal Educatlon :

’ S Attendance Areas Compared to C‘xty and Boruugh Districts,

.Revenue Sources

The next sectlon of this chapter identifies the
various -state, local and federal sources which

, 'tpro\ﬂde revenues to-support each kind. of school -

"in Alaska. Sources of revenue, by kind of school,.

vare shown in Table 1.
Loﬁajlg Sources - . B o .o " .

City and borough approprlatlons from local

property-tax collections and other tax revenues is .

the largést loca,l source of revenue avallable to

prnpertres and fees and other c:hargés prowde
only small amounts of revenue, L

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

Q

Re B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" "REAAs.

comes from the proceeds of a special tax lemed

‘on property in the city or borough

State Sounzes -

Annual approprlatrons by the State Legislature
provide the bulk of state -funds which are distri-
buted to ‘the city -and borough districts and the -
The appropriations, of course,
from state funds collected from income taxes,
both personal and corporate,” from the- proceeds

o of lease sales and from other kmds Df taxes and
“fees, ,

The’ largest appropnatlon 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 commumty schools will also provide revenue

- to some districts and REAAs, -

-21-
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Majm Som‘ces of Revenue Im' Qpe:atmg Expenses
' for Alasl{a Schaols, By Syst.em ‘g ’

~ Sources _

R

H

Payment in lleu of local property ta:ies g
made to'the REAAs. This has been prev;ously";..'
,descnl:\ed and is to bring REAA revenues.more in -
" lme mth_the_ CItgiand borough schoal dlstncts U

*

FEdEraleDurces - o L

- LDca :
- City.or bnrnugh appmpnatmn
Dther local Revenues -

T State . ’ -
™. - Publie sghocsl ‘foundation pmgrarn
*.Special programs, i.e —bllmgual
- comimunity gchools . ... . .
Pupll-transportaﬂnn pmgram '
. “Tuition™_~ :
- Stite lmpaﬁt grogmm (Mml 874)3
Payment in llv f local revenues“ -
. i }7,,& : .
Federal: : Y
~Federal appmpnatmn ™~ . ;
" Elementary and secand' iy ‘educatmn act
" Vocational edueation SNy
Adult basic education .
. Johnson-Q’Malle

Federal edu::atlcm funds avallablé to city and . -

 borough dlstrlcts REAAs -and in some mstances?
- to BIA®schools, are “categori¢al” in nature since =
- they . afe_ directed toward specific, highly v151ble .

educational issues or problems of national con-
" cern. Some of the better known - federal ‘categor-

. -ical - aid _programs -in-:Alaska :are the .Elementary-
- and. Secondary Education. Act; Vocational Educa- -
tion, "Adult’ Basic Edu:;:atlan, JohnsonsD’l’iﬂlley,.-;

" School  Lunch and Milk, Education for the Han di-
. capped Career Education and Bllmgual Educa-
- tion..Each of these programs ‘Has specific compli-

ance requirements whi¢ch must be met in order. t'o_ i

"be eligible for receiving funds. ,
A major share of federal aid comes to Alaska ;
(:Ity and bm‘ough dlstru:ts and. REAAs tnder -

Federal impact (P.L. 874) . .
. School lunch and milk .- -
Other federal aid programs

L]

school is fully rélmbursed to the dlstrmts by the
" State. The  State. also provides funds ‘to pay a.
*‘portion -of ‘the interest on money borrowed by
_.city and borough .districts to construct” school'y' "
buildings. Clgm'ette taxes ire” distributed to thet
districts to pay a portion of the cost of mamte-,.
nance of school buildings. :
Proceeds 'of staté bond issues-are used to pa,"
" the construction costs of schools in the Unorg,d
nized . Borough where no local property taxes arei
" available for this p‘urpose A sizeable bond 15&1}%&

primarily for this purpose will be considered by

_Alaska voters in the fall of 1976. The proceeds Dg;' e

this bond issue will be used to bunld needE’__
bulldmgs in the new REAAs. and m some city
and borough districts.
. The staté impact program (M1m 874) prov1cles‘
state funds to districts which have students: whose
+ ‘parents live on or. Work on state property. SIDEE
the district with such students can’t tax the state
praperty for school support the Stat& provu;les
- funds. m llEL\ of local ta;-;es N

,t':

: .direct appropriations

32

provision . of Public Law 817874 School Assis-
tance in' Federally . Affected Areas. This federal
" impact “aid is commonly referréed to as.P.L. 874.

It provides funds in lieu bf local property, taxes

for dlstncts which enroll students whose parents -
"wark on or live on  federal propérty, such as
rmht.a:y bases ‘or Indian lands. ‘For some years, °
,:’/Alaska has received P.L. 874 funds at double the
. rate recewed by eligible schools in the lower 48 ,

states, hut is now -being cut back to the regular -

- fate over™a four year permd which started m
. 1975-76. In the .case :of REAAs, P.L. 874 IEVE-'-
_nues are included. with state revenues used to

-, support these school..

-1 The: BIA schools scattered throughcut the
~ State are supported totally by.‘jeder_al ‘funds from
by the~U.S. Congress.
“._',Although the .BIA schools are to- operate in.

" eomphance with Alaska school laws, n&- state or

local support is qumred because the BIA is solély
responsible for.- these. sahools

\J ,.

;@Summaly : e

PR THEREN

", -Revenues to finance-elementary|and secondary
“education are provided® from local, state and:
fedér:d sources m a variety of ways Some of the




mgethads Df dlstrlbutmg these revenu ~to" J:he
L schools \-have been_';used fm- some tlme while

. Are there sources oi revehue other than e
T those identified in- thlS chgptér which
o lmght be used to support the schools? ‘
2, Sht:mld every district-or REAA provide

. s0me  Tevenue - frorn lcgal. ‘sources “to.
" "“'support the schools? N
3. Is the Public School Faundat;on ngrarn
© “working well now? :
. 4. Do the current reglonal dlffEIEI]tla]S need
.. review?
5 Could the fau‘ly complex process of com- -

- puting basm_ need under the PSFP be .- -

51rnp11f1ed'?

= Whiat Wil be the

unt: Df state funds pa,u:i to

) Should the -amo
. “REAAs beycmd basi¢ ‘need' depend upon - .
. decisions - of - mty and borOugh schoal
,bDa:ds’? R

. ..1. ‘Should tha Stat.e promde a greater pro-
S portion: of funds sfor canstructlng build-
.. 'ings in_city .and borough school districts?
fect on state’ funding
~-+as.BIA schools leave the federal system.
© 4 and become part of the REAAs? » =
N Sheuld Aldkan children be afforded the
same kind of EdUcatlonal oppartumtles e
r regardless of where they live? : =

These are only a few of the questloﬁs whu:,h :_

" will be asked as the study of financing is con-. S

ducted The answers. wﬂl help to determme w.hiatx-'i"




*_Analysis of F inancial Information .

.., ..are. offered. -The kind -of school programs is of -

. - course -affected by many things, including school
location and size, grade levels and courses taught, .
‘number of staff and their salaries, type of sup- -

-, porting “services, and. perhaps most importantly,
" which- of the systems operates thé programs,-

-

.~ .The. éc»si; of . pubiic elementary and- sécon’da@f"'
- education depends mainly " upon - the number of

students and the:kind of school programs they

* In Alaska, with three school ' systems, each
with different sources of revenue, the compilation
of facts about school financirg in a manner that

o local, state arﬁd‘feaé,ral‘séuréés;'ln 197354‘;&173?“_-}

-$171,510,829. 'Note that current operating ox..

o

~School - Systeni  and- Bureau of Indiafi- Affairs

" pense ‘includeés the costs

nues for current operating expenses amounted to. -

foney borrowed to, construct buildings; . - -

Sources of revemue in 1973-74" for city and .

borough - schools, ' the " Alaska State-Gperated

- schools were as follows: local, $26,478,868; state, :
© $91,400,568;
an. .

incl e costs) of the educational pro-
gram but ‘does not' include costs of _constructing - .
- buildings or paying. the principal of or interest on " -

and' federal; $52,723,314 (see Fig.

permits comparison ‘and analysis poses;a special

~ challenge. This chapter will present selected fil an-
- -cial information and apparent trends ‘as

follows:

1. revenues and expenses for 1973-74 for all
sschools/ . _

2, selected analyses for 197_4=_75 of city and

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

Revenues and.Expehses for 1973-74

" Sources of Revenue. The sources of revenue
" are quite different for each of the three systems,.
- While federal ‘funds- account 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 ‘this source.

State sources provide. 71% of revenues for city

-and borough districts ‘and 25% of revenues for
'the state-operated schools. Local sources account

"1 for 23% of the revenue’ for city and borough
~ districts and- 1% for the state-supported schools.

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

‘Table 2

The revenue sources for operating expenses, by

X

are shom? in Table 2.

amount and percent for each system in 1973-74, -

. .. 'Revenue Sources for Operating Expenses-

City anﬂEémugﬁh
School Districts
€

)
Revénue
Source .

‘Percent
23% %
1% -
6%

VAr‘nc-unt :
 $.26,025,556
. $ 81,714,249
7,135,251

Local -
s State
ot Federal ="

-25.

- of Alaska’s School Systems, 1973714 -

‘ Alaska State
Operated School
.+ System
Amount
453,312

$ 9,986,319
$28,146,493: -
AR B

o
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. (4) T

 Bureau of Inéian '

@

Percent = Amount Percent
1%
. 25%

74%

-

" $17,441,570 -4, 100%

Affairs Schools S



“ ‘FEDERAL.
! 3%
552 7 MILLIO

1973 74
. TOTAL REVENUES
. $171.5 MILLION

<o
wat

Vanatmns in Opera\l;mg Expenses ‘The vana—.‘

E R Flgu:e 11 Alaska Pubhc Education’ Snurces cnf
R _.‘.9' o REVEBI.ZE foallSchgﬂls 1973- 74

- tions in" costs.of operating the schools can also be

compared on a per student basis. For 1973-74
the number of students in ADM for the systems
was - as fcllnws
68,440; Alsska State-Operated Schools,’
-and . Bureau .of Indian Affairs 'schools,

- Using these ADM figures “and the total operating
';Experrses shows thst avexage per student operatmg '

_These average costs per ‘student, while ‘useful

‘ --tn show that c;c)sts are hlgher m sc‘honls in, the

city. apd . borough " districts,” -
14,680; '
'5,478.

" food services.

s $1 8'71 These flgures aIE dlSplayed in, Table 3.

tion, auxlllary ser\nceé pupil tranépoi‘tstlon plaﬁt

Dpera%pn plant ma.mtenanc& fixed charges and

: “Table 3 ;
Current Operating Expense per Student -
in Average Dally Membershlp, 1973-74

R L : T Average Cost

ijstem ' " A - pet ADM.
o ) Elty and Bmmugh Schoal Districts : ‘$1,554 ‘
.Alaska State Operated School System 2,403
Bureau of Indian Affairs : ' 3,020
 State Average $1,871-

[

‘The comparison of the'vvaryiﬁg amounts spent

per student for similar expense. items raises fur-

are hlgher in the rural schools. The’ dlfferenges in
" costs :can be identified by examining the use of -

“the revenues in each system. Table 4-shows the:

expenses ‘for each system broken down into eight
'_common éxpense 1tems admini Lragon mstruc-

ther ,quegtions;-but also begins 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 madinte-

" nance categoriés for ASOSS and BIA., Direct costs:

P
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Al ‘ : ‘ii;:f* ‘ | ‘ ' i ,‘ in. _v ) | N o - .’::g o ’ St o i
vTable:ri_f"ii.’_ R R for Educatmn reﬂected in. arﬂﬂunts per student
o 5 R for: mstruetlon dd hot vary as much as one mlght
, Alaska Edueatmn Cc:sts oo expect - and ~ may ‘show the  effect of" lower
for Q“HEﬂt Operating Expenses per. Stu;lent ', .teacher-student ratios inthe smaller rural schools, .~
o mn AvefagelgaTLéy7Membershlp Co - Food, services exper ses in rural schoo]s are ASO
R : e e much hlgher than Jdn’ci R
W " : : A . xamme Schﬂﬁl Expense i i
it rney “Alisk terms of - hf::yv each :evenue dollar is used ‘in each -
o Gxty and - State . S Average T, of the systems Table b showz the: cents uaad fér o
T Bm’augh Operated - Indlan Affairs  fors ‘ o o e
- Expenses Schtmls Sehpnls Schools - - Systems . ,:' ‘ Table 5 L e —
A'-’,’Admlmstratmn $ 64§ 184 L8 212 . $ 93 C U'e afj:he Educatmnl’)éllar
“Instruction 1,120 -1,587 1,371 1, 213 b B Schog] Systgm, 1973 74
Auxiliayy Svg; .92 . e L :72: L e s
" Pupil Trans- o ‘ R o 1) (g)' : (3) © U (4) o
_portation - .89 55 v 5082 S — Eliy&Bgmugh ‘State  Bureauof
Plant Operation.  109.- 336" CT2d L l8s e 0 ‘School | * Operated Indian Affairs’ -’
.. ..Plant Main- R 'Exp‘ense"% . ' Distriets .Schools - Schools '
- tenance .. 877,116 391 1 95 - o T ’
- Fixed Charges - 102~ — - — 190 administration 38 .77 . 10
Food:Services 21 125 . - - 251 - 52 © " Instruction. , 673 - 660 . . 45.4
S R R " " Auxiliary Services . 5.6 = ' 5
Total . 51,664 $2.403 $3020°  §1.871 Pugil Taanr > 8 S o
- . . “ . - . .. ' vportation .~ 54 23 ‘ 1'7 :
S o *Erplﬂnat@n of Expénse {tems . , -——Plant- Operation—:———6.5————14: 0241~
i S o b Plant Main- ) .
Admxmstratmﬂ Those expenses which have as thexr pur- : - tenance : 4.0 - - 48 . 13 0’
_pose the general regulations, direction and control of the =~ Fixed Charg&s 62 . R
- affairs of the school district that are system wide and m:t\‘ " Food Services - R " 58 3_3 -
- confined to one school (if the system has more than (:me\ . ) e ; S -
.+ school) or narrow phase of 'school sc‘tmty - ] . Totalss $ 1_()(} : $ LQQ K $Tﬂo

. Instruetion: The expenses- dealing directly with the teach- | L .

' mg of student& m‘ improving the quahty of teaching, . )
* each expens& 1tern from each dollar available for

Au;xlmry .Serumgs Those expenses which have as their
current operating éxpenses in the three systems

. purpose providing health - -services to students and’ wt:rkmg

outside the:school with parents’ on attendarme matters, . - fol‘ 1973-74.
Pupzl Transportation: Those expenses whlch have ‘as their . ] ' Thus far the. ComleSQn aﬂd analyses have all o
- purpose the conveyance of pupils to and ‘frem school .. been' based upon 1973 74 figyres. A selective
activities; -either between house and school or.on tnps for " 'examination of some’ more cun'ent figures is .
- currieular or noncurrieular activities. @ . = ' ! presented in. the next sectlon of this chapter
" Plant Operation: ‘Those expenses whlch .are’ cuncémed . o
_ with keeping the physical plant open and ready for use, o SEIECtEd Analyses fDl’ 1974 75 fﬂl‘ Clty and .
not including repairing. It mcludes janitorial services, Bom h Dlstn ts
* utilities, .and care of grounds, S - 7 ugt ¢ C -
* Maintenance of Plant: Th@se expenses which are .con- - o mw ; ' . - o
‘cerned with keepmg the grounds, building and equipment . - 4 " The : selected analyses !Whl(:'h follow concern (
-, at their original' condition of cgmpleteness or efficiency - ) ty and - bﬂrough school ‘districts usmg detailed -
: thn:!ugh repair or replacement, . fmanclal information from' audit reports and
Fixed Charges: Thosd expenses such asemplaye.e benefits, Annual Répﬂrt — Statistics. 1974-75, issued by
-rent, mterest on shorf-term loans and judgments. : ) the Alaska Staté Dépal’tment of Eduecation  in
Food Services: - Thése expenses which ‘have as their pur- ~January -1976. The analyses, will concern several )
pose the prefarpfion and serving of regular and incidental - - aspects of the Public School Founfjstlon Program
-meals,  lunchef, or sndcks in. connection with school . (PSFP) Altht:ugh there have’ been several changes, .
activities. o R _ in the PSEP since ‘the 1974-75 school year, the -
P _ e basic procedures used have not changed _ '
' ' -
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The 1n1tlal analysm here concerns the amgunt

y Df state revenues pmwded to all dlstncts under

tcx examine. the relatmnshlp of the st,
of basu: need to tataj revenues.”

”_:and bor(')ughxsrql{ool dlstrl}:t.s for 1974-75 was

7'—:revenue is sornewhat sm‘;phfled Aif- tbe ilgur&s are
donverted to \the average a.mount' per student .as..
. shown in Table 6..

:$143;679,991. The major amount (62%): of this =~
evenue came from the Pubhc Schoo! Foung;latmn v

“percent_of ‘total” revenueg ‘derived fro
Table 7, with ‘the districts ranked
by the .pércent of total revenue obtained’ from "
" the PSFP. It shauld ‘be noted that the instrue-’

tional unit ajlgtment (instructional: unit value as’

- adjusted by reglonal differentials and the isolation - .
- factor) ranged. frorn $21 750 to $25 121 iny, -

“are shown Th:

"fl':pc:::tmn of the . Public échool Fpuﬁd;tmn Pro='._v".§
- gram. In this same ‘period total rexfénues received

Lstqdént ranged.from $1,851.in. Anchcrage to..

.$6,004 in the North Slope State aid revenues per =
- student - under the“ PSFP ‘ranged - Imm $1 11’0 in
Anchorage to $2, QQD in Pelican; -

These - dlsﬁnct variations in’ tota] revenue perf
student in ADM,. staﬁe aid ‘revenues pex, DM,and o
tie: 'PEFP“_

L SR L o , 1974*'75
‘Amount and Percent of Revenue Sources . L
Per ADM, €ity and Borough School Dlstrmts, : £ 5 |
, ‘ 197415 - L , .
L N - - R . . : ' X :
_ S ) Percent ‘ T 7., [e———————yg== $2070 Revenue .
: Re‘venug : ‘-Amaunt per Student $2,000 — : per ADM
*Sources” - Per ADM*: - in ADM : C ’ e
) T T o EEVENUE FFN‘;)M
- State Aid” " . $1,279° 618 OTHER LOCAL
N R A - ||  OTHER'STATE AND-
T Local Requlred S o $1,560 o o EEDEEG_LSDUHCE’?
‘f; Effort : 123 ... 59 - ) e ) .
' i . ‘ - 58123 . LOCAL HEQUlHED
EASIg NEEE subtutal. $1,402 : 312 ? EFFORT -
T o R " - {reveénue fram
. Dther Snur::es . ‘Y 668 32.3 % local sources), -
- (chgl'. lﬁl:ﬂl L S — . . : ' i ; i J , :
’ ﬂtherstate,-and S R o1 don” ' 7
- federal) ¢ _ 1,402, $1.:
_e,ier ) . . ] T DQLLARS $1,279
; 1060 “i PERE: 1.
. . TOTAL $2 070 -100.0 - stunent 1| H
ol REQUIRED [ F[ {4 TATE AlDww.»
J *Thls mmputatmn uses a PSFP ADM of 69 398 FOR' - g TER ] F {ravenue fom . -
: s . BASIC _ state sources)
- e : $500  -NEED |
: . This " information -"15@ presénted .n Flg‘ure 13 S L
i~where ‘the’ Iélatlonshlp of the basic need revenUEs ! e s
© to . other ‘fevenues . is shown in graphic ‘form. wola ]
‘ Perhaps ‘most SIgmfl ant-is the $668 per studentr-;:; ‘ R i
.in" ADM above the. arQounts required per student : HP S

in .ADM for basic need. The other sxgmflczmt
-point is that such flgures while useful to examine
=.ﬁl‘r:lfrs average latmnsths fail to illustrate the
_."tremendous ' '
10 dlstﬁct

e in thése figures ffom dlstrlct' Suppgrt Per Student in Averagg,

‘Figure 13. Estlmateﬂ Foundatmn Proé‘ram
Dally" Membersmp




Table

Si:hn’i,‘ Dl.stncts Ranked by Percent uf Revenues
Cet .o ot o Received as State Aid Under the PSFP fm- -
T Qpera[:mg Expensgs in 1974375 -

(4) et
" State Ald .- Percent ut‘ S e
‘ *‘Revenue for - Tgtal Revenue - .~ - = P
R A N L ily ' . . PSFP Per' .~ From State _ C e
R v UDistriet s Membershlp Per ADM .-,; AﬂM " Aid of P)S,Fl?_:

.43 .. $3339 $299D : . gg 5)_.;_‘ e
209 "7 2048 1780 86.9 REET

C s . 7 st : A . SDO - 1’861 . .E. 1572 .- 84 5 ?.

i T Cgrdnva S 7528 2211 .77 1758 - 798"

Kadnak 21627+ " 2002 ., 1870, . 750
" King Cove 124" 3776 " 2798”940
Nenana ) 03 6 .. 3 ’

.0 Kake o
it~ Hydaburg .

R e Yakutat——~~
' : - “ o, . Haines .
¥ Klawock. "+ -7
. .+ - Bristol Bay.
Lo Ketchikan

'vamez R

+. % Fairbanks
"+ - Craig-
Unalaska:

Kenai

Hoonah .t
) Nome 3
., # .x -~ Anchorage ":
' " " Dillingham -
- St.Mary’s
Nﬁrth S{npe

. TDTAL-' R T O _

v e tlonﬂl umts,l base,d upan the number and E“TQH' )

the precédmg chapter the number of. lI‘lStI’HEtlE&n= . ment 6f schools; “#ndthe number of students m’ B
* < al units' is used' in déterﬁimmg the'‘Basic need A average dally membershlp, mth addlt,

flgurﬁ far‘;the dlstnc-t The number of mstruc- .
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tional education and correspondence study.

An instructional unit is intended to be a rough -
measure of “‘the average classroom.” The schedule
of allowable instructional units permits 1 instruc- -

tional unit for as few as 5 students in ADM (in
vocitional education, correspondence study and

- special Educatlon) 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 relatlcmshlp
of the number of instructional units to the
number of professional personnel in.most dis-
tricts. Professional personnel “includes. superin-
tendents, specialists, auxiliary staff principals,
coungselors, . l;lisrarmrxsi classroom teachers and
school nurses. . . ‘

Il .1974-75 tive Alaska districts had the same
numbeér. of professional. 'stafﬁ -as instructional
units. Another 14 districts, had a number of

prof’ssion;il st.,lff whigh variéd by only 10% plus )

they were' Ellg‘lble for under the Publm School d

.Foundation Program. It should be noted there is
no reqmrement that the number of professicnal
personnel equal the number of instructional units.

Table 8 shows the city and borough districts
rank;d by the percent professional personnel is of
the numher of instructional units. Both sets of
flgum:a are éstimates 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- md .payments under the foun-
dation program js. based upon the property
valuation per student ‘in average daily member-
ship. Districts which have valuations per student
"4t or abowe the state average valuation per pupil

. qualify for. “the minimum level of - state aid
_support for basic need, which in 1974-75 was

90%. Districts which lnvv ~valuation per pupil
below the stale average receive .uldltmn.ll state
aid. ‘
In 1974-75, with a state average assessed valua-
tion of students in ADM of $58,937, there were
“six districts ,which, because of their high relative
wealth, qualified for only the minimum amount
"of state aid. These six distriets had a combined
total ADM of some 9,669, The districts qualify-
ing for minimum state aid, under the PSEP, were
Bristol* Bay, Kenat, Matanuska-Susitng,  North
Slope, Skagway, and Valdez, All other distriets

Q
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quahfled fox_; more than the minimum of QD% Df
state aid, some as hlgh as 99:5%.

Changes and Trends

LY

- The final gortion of this chapter presents
selected changes and apparent trends in fmancmg
city and horough schools.

" Table 8

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

Estimated for 1974-75 i (55
‘ o Percent
. ) o . Personnel
(1) (2) Professional Personnel isof
o Instructional  (3) .(4)  Instructional
Disttiets - Units ~ Personnel Differences . Units °
Skagway 19 22 +3 115%
Hoonah 25 28 +3 112
King Cove 14 15 +1 .07
' Sitka 120 © - 129 +9 107
Wrangell . 45 18 +3 106
Cordova 43 45 +2 104
Haines s 37 38 T+l 102
Nome - 65 66 +1 101
“ Fairbanks 529 529 0 100 .
Galena 16 16 0 100
Kake 7. . 11 0 100
Mat-Susitpa 191 , 191 -0 100
Petersbury - 46 . 46 0. 100
Ketchikan - 184 182 -2, 94
Bristol Bay P24 23 -1 95 -
. Juncau 270 259 -1 95
Kenai 337 313 24 92
Unalaska - 14 13 -1 - 92
* Kodiak 158 | 145 - -13- 91 -
" Anchorage 1,874 1,786 178 90
Valdez 14 10 . -4 .90
Craig 7 1b 2 58
Klawork T, b 1 BH
Nenana 2l 18 -3 86
Dillingham , 33 28 5 84
North Slope 74 62 12 #i
Pelican 6 h -1 R
Yakutut 17 1 3 B
Selawik 19 1h -f 76
5L, Mary's H 4 “ 72
Hydabury . 6 -1 60
Eh “
. g“"ﬁ "
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Foundation Program Chang®. The Public
"School Foundation Program -fopfiula for deter-
mining:state aid for city and bc fough districts has
not changed since 1971, But e :
been changes in some of the unit p{ilugs There

have aiso been increases in the minimum level of

state aid prowded by the PSFP. These changes

have been made in ‘recognition of nsmg costs,

inflation, and spé&ﬂ needs of the districts. 3, The instructional unit allotment, which
The major changes in the PSFP from 1973- 74 » applies a regional differential to - the
through .1977-78 are stiown in Table 9. The four Instructional unit vglue to recognize the
major :hanges shown in the table follow. . higher cost of doing business in rural and
. ® : remote areas of the state, was changed
1. The base" mstructujna! unit- ualue has for 1975-76. Previously, the instructional
. been mcreased,frpm $_20;250 in 1973-74 unit-value was ‘adjusted upwards only 5%
to $27,500 for 1977-78. These cha_ijgés or 10% for outlymg districts. Now,
- have been intended to keep the value : dependmg upon its location, a dlstn;t
C mare consistent with increased costs of may qualify for a 3.75%, '7:3‘5%, 11.25%,
S " an ‘‘average classroom” of students. - 15%, 26.25%, 30% or 33.756% increase in
2. The irstructional- unit computation for the value of its instructional unit. For
" special educatmn- students was changed example, the value of the base instruc-
for 1975:76. These students may now be tional unit for a district in the. Middle -
counted f:rst in " their schcmls regular Yukon, North of the Arctic Circle, in
: L ’ ’ .
. a Table 9
;s;{ Major Legislative Changes in the Public . - \ i
. ‘School Foundation Program ' '
’ : 1973- 74 — 1977-78
| ' Foundation C ¥ 7
=™ Program ' L " :
Factor . : School !Yx:ar _ ., -
’ 1973-74 1974-75 - 19756-76 1976-77 1977-78
BRS[‘ ' z
Instrrctional . 7 :
Unit Value $20,250 $21,750 °© $23,500 $25,000 $27,500
Illﬁtfu;?li()ll .
Unit compu- "16-76~5tudents counted in regular
tation l’urr ! ADM and theweglnted on a full- .
- Hpeeinl Fd, time equivalent; b;sl" s for time 4
in special vd [ ram ' -
Instructional ‘ e
Unit allotment T
(range of regional . .
differentinls) -107% 0.10% 0-3L76%  0-38.75% 0-33.70%%
M!uifnum level
of State Aid : - ,
- for Basie Newd 9077, 90sh ‘.]ZH'.'. H10 anti
R .
1 h ‘;jd &

ch. year there have

-average daily membership total, and then
counted- on an average daily membarshlp
full-time -equivalent basis for the time
spent. in special educatmn classes. or pro-
grams. This provided 'a more equltable
way' to determine instructional Unj}é for
students who are in’ regular classes part-
time, and special education part-time.
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_crease, from $23,500 to $31,431 (before
addition of a 5% isolation factor ihcrease
for whieh such a district would be
eligible).

4. The final major change in the PSFP has
been in the minimum. 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
minimum_ level.
following effects:
a. A reduction’

of statg

in the propertion of

loecal ‘revenues necessary for the re-

quired local effort portion of: basic
need, and .

b. ppln:*lucm of the equalmng effect
Df the relative wealth of the district
on a smallef portion of basic need.

This second Effegc\rhas considerable ramifica-
tiens. For example, if the State in the future

" should provide 100% of basic need, there would

" PSFP. The

Q

. be no local required effort. The relative wealth of

the district would no longer be a factor in the
equalization detLlIQ. of the PSFP
would be lost. . = '

The changes described above are all evidence

-of widespread interest in having a Public School
Foundation Program dirceted toward its stated.

purpose ¢, .. to assure an adequate level of edu-
cational opportunities for those in attendance in
the public schools of the state’

14.17:220]. The coffect of these changes, along

- with other modifications in financial support pro-

grams for the schools, have -resulted in shifts' in
revenue sourees for schools.

Valuation Per Student Iil(;ﬁ;is(!s{

'l‘l"w -4[,1!(" ave rag' vnlunt.iun ;ur student ;in

,,,,, ‘%sfl()‘()(l() in Jllﬂ, h)ul y( irs, lr()m ‘%1(;,),.{7
per ADM Lo 86,614 per ADM, The state ayerige

vitltation per student in ADM used or {4 be used:

in determininga distriet’s relative wealth is shown
in Table 10,

The inerenses in v.llu.ltmn are altributable Lo
nimber of things, including annual revaluations
of existing property, newly constructed buildings
and other taxable improvements, and inelusion of
property  in newly  formed  districts. But apain,

. 2
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1975:76 would qualify for a 33.75% in- .

_ald, have the;

" {S.L.A. See.” *

state averages. don’t tell the whole story, since
valuation per student varies widely from district
to district, depending upon the district’s total

Vvaluatlon 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.

Treﬁds
Whlle there are many futors wluch affect the
financing of ,education, several of the more signi-

 ficant ones will be presented here, These factors,

for borough and city districts in the tep-year
period . ending Jum 30, 1975, include (1) the
number of students dﬂd the number of profes- -
sional personnel, (2) expenditures for operating
expens&s, and (3) source and percent of revenues
for operating expenses. ° -

Students and Professional 'Persﬂrmels The
number of students in borough and city schools
increased  56%, from 45,544

1965-66 to 4,128 in 1974-75. The figures for

‘cach year are shown in Table 11.

Table 10

State Average Valuation Per Student in ADM
. City and Borough Districts
1973-74 — 1976-77

Average State Average

, 1aily Valuation Per Average

School Year - f\"iembérship Daily Membership #
197374 66, 967 $46,237
1974756 . 69,398 68,947
1975-76 (est.) 71 H 12 07,209
1976-77 (l‘?%l;) 71,106 #6,614

Flhe state valuation used s from, the ealendar tag
year preecding the school year, For expmple, the
OT370 fipures are based upon the valuation of all
real and personul property In the eities and orpanized
horouph on January 1, 19713,

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
. some is from the creation of new districts. Profes-
sional personnel increased 81%, from 2,280 in



- Table 11

. " Number of Students and Professional Personnel

: !(:;‘ity and Eazguéh Districts
1965-66 — 1974-75 -

3

Number of

Sfeh«mls— Students
Year in ADM Personnel
196566 ., | . 45544 © 2,280
1966-67 T L 48299 2,461
'1967-68 52,165 2,618
1968-69 58,773 2,791
1969.70 60,935 2,949
1970-71 64,262 ) 3,408\
1971:72 66,293 - 3,603
197273 ' 66,067 2,658
. 197374 68,7338 3,857
1974-75 71,120 4,128

Expenditures. ' Expenditures for ‘operating -

expenses of ‘borough and ¢ity school districts
increased 350%, from $31,219,445 in 1965.66 to
$141,086,624 in 1974-75. During this ten-year
period, about. one:third of the increase could be
attributed to a.loss in purchasing power of the
dallar, as indicated by the Consumer Price Indeéx
for Anchorage, which ‘went from a base of 100 in

. _meég_signal

Expenditures for O

School
Year

" 1965.66

October 1967 to 150.0 in April 1975. An in- -

crease in staff for improved 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, o

Sources of Revenues, The proportion of reve-
hues from state, local and federal sources has
‘changed  considerably during the past ten years.
In 1965-66, revenue. from state sources accounted
or B6% of all revenues received by horough and
city school districts for operhting oxpenses. For
1974-75, state revenues are oxpected to account
Hor T4.4% of all revenues, '

During the ten=year? period, roventie received
from loecal sources declined from 32.7% Lo 1600
of the Total, The proportion from federal reve.
nues i also deereased slightly, from 11.3% in
1965-66 1o 10.0% in 197475, The most dramatic
shift in revenue sourees occurred in 196970 N

¢
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. School Year

1966-67
1967-68
1968-69 -
1969.70
1970-71

197172

197273
197374
197475

1, Not including eapital outla
2. 5t. Mary's School District

Table 12

erating Expenses

Borough and City Districts
1965:66 — 1974-75

Total ' Number of
Expendituresl _ Districts
$ 31,219,445 - T 27

38,330,907 S 27
41,754,261 27

, 51,118,024 .. 28¢%
58,633,925 28

. B2,025427 28
" 91,814,496 ' 28
98,568,665 : 293
114,875,056 : 304
141,086,624 * 315

y and 'debt service, 3

added -

3. North'Slope Borough District added’ 4

4. Galena City School Dist
5. Selawik City School D

Ve

1970-71 when revenues from the'_‘Nort' 31
lease sales were used by the legislature to

ct added -
istrict added

increase

the amount of state support of schopols.

Table 13 shows the source, by percent,
- revenues received by borough andcity 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

, . i -
Sources of Revenue for Operating Budgets

a

“x

1965-66
1966-67

1967-68
196860 YA

1969-70
1970-71
197172
1973.71
197374

197475 &

41

=1h-

56.0%

52.05%

ShLAY

LiLHY
61,175
7R.8%
73.7%
7110
7115
T1.4%

- STATE 'LOCAL

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

Source and Pereent

11.3%
11.0%
11,2%
0.2%
H.8%
607,
6.77%
O.0%
6,200

10,0%

156.67,

L

ope. oil

FEDERAL
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Questions
The revenue sources, the method of distribu-- 3. Does the current (,:Qmpt,itati_cm of basic
ting the revenues, and the ultimate use of these: ‘ need. in the PSFP reflect the actual costs
revenues at the local level must gl be considered of *...a level Ef standard instruction
in an examination of cost and linancing. Somce for a group of studénts . .. 2"
questions raised by the facts and analyses in this 4, Are the methods of determining  the
chapter follow, . ‘ valuation of property consistently applied
. 1. Can continuing federal support from the ‘ “in all cities and bovrpughs?
BIA be expected for education programs - 6. What will be ‘the lepgal and fundipg impli-
in commuuitics whoere BIA schools leave : cations il the state hould in the future
the federal system? ' pay 100% . of hasie need? 4
2. What circumstances, other than just gen- . 6. should there be any kind of controls on
erally highgr costs, account for the high . the amount of inerease Mowed in school
relative cost of school building operation district budgets each yewr¢
and. maintenanee in rural Alnskn? . ' 7
L
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15
Q ) '\ * .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Chapter 5

The purpose of this report has been 't}a 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 .
schemes ih 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 overviéw has identified problem areas .

and issues- which must be addressed by the agen-
cies.and persons responsible for providing elemen-
“tary and secondary education to Alaska’s stu-
dents. A review of the more significant.points’ is
" now in order. o -

'
/

A System of Systéms

Despite substantial improvements. in organiza-

tion and financing of public education, Alaska -

has not yet fully met the constitutional mandate
to
to
of schools, cach operated "and financed in  a
different manner, the type and quality ‘of educa-
tion which students can obtain is stillaan accident
of location within the.State. Further reform of
thése systems .into one is a solution not advo-
cated by those who favor the status quo, _
Although it is too carly to tell, the much-
“leralded  local control now afforded the riew
Regional Education Attendance Areas, may not
prove to meet citizen expectations or needs. With
- financial resource allocation for the REAAs estahb-
lished by the Legislature, and with a portion of
the amount of resources allocated based upon
actions by city and borough school boards, the
discretion of REAA boards in financial matters is
severely limited, Even the city and borough dis-
tricts are fiscally dependent for a portion of their

B

of - financing .-

... establish a system of public schools open
all children of the State.” With three systems .

" Equity in’ Funding

Some Final Considerations

revenues upon - thé: 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.

ey

Alaska must also cdnsider ‘the 'raniif_icatigns of

+ the court-pressured school finance reform move-
~ ment in other states. Although the level of state

aid to city and borough school districts in Alaska
is relatively high -campi@f&d;to other states, these
districts might fail thel'test of fiscal neutrality.
The ,gradual increases irf’ state support of basic
‘need, while laudable, may- eventually destroy the
state-local equalization 'feature. of the Public. -
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 demind attention,

iI’SFP Purpusﬁ

While the Public. School Foundation "Program
(PSP is neither the simplest nor most complex
method in use by any state, the extent to which
it meets its otiginal purpose must now be czues!
tioned, Does the l—‘Sb"I’_on!y‘ need some “fine
tuning” or does it need major revision? The

- definition of “basic need” is so clouded in formu-

- advocite

-37-

las and confusing. definitions that ¢ven those who .~
that' the Stite pay “100% of busic -

need’” (for city and borough school’ diHLri(:;s)Q
often follow with the second question, “100% of 4
what?” Currently at issue, oo, is the validity of
the PSFP’s regional differentials, which are in-

&
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-tendédito cbmpensate for the higher é:ost c:f’" A

1 Related problems have arisen w1th t.he establlsh-
ment of REAAs, and include questlons regarding

the proper portion of utility expenses to. be

borne by the schools in some- communities, the
immediate and long- term costs of new seccndm‘y
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?

Amnother 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 eonstruction of
buildings in rural. Alaska while city and borough
districts- continue to bond themselves in order to
finance - new construction? This issue deserves a
complete study in itself. - '

T

Expenditure Variations L

Immense variations in amounts spent per stu-
clent in t-hL thrce systems were revea]ed in the

’I‘he per _sltu,dent i;;{pendlture (per ADM) for_

operating expenses in 1973-74 ‘was $1,644.in city
and bcmugh schools, .$2,403 in ASOSS, and
$3,020 in" BIA SLhQﬂl% Examination of the items

makikg up these expenses revealed that the cost

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

Almost 62% of suhoul revenues for opemtmg

expenses in city and borough districts in 1974-75°

_came from the state aid portion.of the Public
School Foundation Program, This is a dramatic
illustration that the PSKP,
that year to support 90% of n district’s basic
need, provided far Jess funds Lo the larger, more
wealthy districts than was commonly thought. 1t
also  Hlustrates  that many  distriets choose Lo
gpend much more per student than would be
~ possible were state and loeal revenues for basic
need the sole resource  for school
CXPONSeS. , ’

despite the guarantee

operating

PSFP Changes

Major .adjustments have been madé by the ,

‘Legislature in several PSFP factors the past few

years. The value of the instructional unit has

‘increaséd’ 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

‘a maximum of - 10% more, to 33.75% more. The

State’s share ‘of basic need guaranteed all districts
increased from 90% to 95%. How eqmtable these
changes were with respect to a district’s ability to

offer quality education programs remains a major

question. The p0551b111ty that the State will some-
day . provide 100% -of basic nead and subsequent-
Iy eliminate the Equahzatlon feature of tliézESFP
makes the definition  of basic. need a prime
concern.

Upward Tﬁ:‘ends R 7 .

‘1975 Alaska; clty and bgrough 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 state level
went from 56% in 1965-66 to a high of 78% in
1970-71, and ended the period at 74%. This
clearly shows that the state shm'L of school .
revenucs was not keeping pace with the uureasud

expenses of providing l&;dl schonl programs,

Summary

From the [orLgmng, it scems cvident. ,that
Alaska’s methods of financing schools are ripe for

improvement. Such improvement must consider

(1) the current organization of the schools into:

systems, (2) the imbalances of revenue
sources and  distribution, (3) the -ability of a
much-imended Public School Foundation Pro-
gram Lo meet changing requirements of a rapidly
growing system, (4) the type and quality of
school programs desired, and (5) the revenues -and
revenue sources to be utilized in paying for the
costs of education. IMulure reports of the study
will consider these and other problems and con-
clude with n(mmm‘mlutmnh for each,

three
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3 Appendices’ .
S | Appendix A
* . Schools and "School Districts , )
| "Appendix A-1 ' . _
N Schools in thé Unorganized Borough, by REAA, . July 1976 PO @
Note: Bureau of Indian Affairs Schools are not under REAA juﬁsdicti@ﬁ_ but are shown
here for information Purposes. Grade levels and number of students are estimated from *-
Spring 1976 figures for BIA and from Fall 1976 figures fér REAA.
. . ) . ) ) o . . EE . e
Regional Education Attendance Areq _
(Administrative Headquarters) g « -
- N : Est. no. : : Est. no,
REAA REAA Schools ~ Grade students REAA REAA Schools y Grade . students
* Number -BlA Schools © Levels - inADM - * Number BIA Schools Levels. in ADM
1 Northwest Arctic Schaols (Kotzebuc) . S o
Ambler v i.8 B4 . ’F@rtumédge/Mgrshau *.1-8 45
Buckland 1.8 43 - Hooper Bay K12 216
i Deering . . 1.12 " 99 Kolli; K-8 99
Kiana - K19 121 : Mountain Village K6 - 174
Kivalina S 1-12 . &8 Mountain Village 712 70
Kobuk 1.7 ~13 Pl_i[t}[ Station 1-8 ] 85
~'Kotzebue” K12 625 - Pitka’s Point ' 1-8 30
Noatak ' 1.9 100 Russian Mission .1-8 31
< Noorvik 1-12° . 18% = Smnznz«;’zr’g Bay - 1-8 56
Shungnak 1-9 ' 58 Sheldon Point 1-8 - 30
B . ) _ i . V’ ‘ 3 B » i |
2 Bering Straits Schools {Nome) S 1 Lower Kuskokwim (Bethel) L )
Brevig Mission , 18 ©o3s Akiakchal K-8 99,
i Council - 1-8 T8 CAklak ) ]-5 416
Biomede 1-8 35, Atmautluak 1.8 o 43
Elim -8 38 Bethel 1-12 1,249
Gambill 1-8 99 C'{zéfanmk . 1-8 5]
Golovin 1-8 27 ol , 1-8 52
‘Koyuk 1-8 30 Goodnews Bay- 1-8 41
St. Michael 18 50 Kasigluk [-4 72
-Savoonga 1-4 108 “Kipn uk K-8 108
Shaletoolil 1-8 28 Kongiganak 1.9 74
Shishmaref 1-8 © 69 ¢ o Kwethluk ) K-8 127
Stebbing 18 60 Kuwigillingol: 1-8 48
rr('“(‘r 1.8 3“ Aii'lx’”r}’”’i!' 1-8 (/e i
Unalalklect K8 126 Napalciak I8 78
Wales _ 1.4 19 . Napaskial 1-8 72
White Mountain . 1-8 17 Newtok Lo 15
’ v ) . Nightinute 1-4 . i
3 Lower Yukon Schools (Mountain Village) : N??”"”f"i’?l"" : =0 07
S Alakanuk Elementary 14 110 Osearville Ia, LML
Alakanul 912 16 Platinum I-8 C 1w
Chevale Iy 130 Quinhayalk /-4 o
Fmmonnk K-12 22 Toksook lay . I-8 o
-39

O
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REAA REAA Schools Grade -
Number BIA Schools Levels -
. Tuluksak 18
-Tuntutuliak 1-8
T‘unﬂnak, K-8
‘5  Kuspuk '%ghnnls (Anlak)
< ‘Aniak . 1- %
: . Chuathbaluk 1-8
. Crooked Creek “1{8 .
’Kalskag - Lﬁwer 1.8
2 hals;kag( 1.8
.Red Devil- | K-8
- Sleetmute 18
~Stony Riv&r : 1-8
. 6 Snuthwest Region Echm)ls (Dillingham) -
Aleknagik 1-8 ,
- + Aleknagik — Narth Shore 1-5
’ Clark’s Poinl 1-8
Ekwok . 1-8
Koliganek . K8
Levelock 1-8
Manokotak 21-10
New htuyahnk 19
s ~ Portage Creek (Dhgsenakalv) - K-&
- Togiak : 1.11
Twin Hills K-8
7 The Lake and Pﬁmnaula hchnals (Nakni-k)
Chignik - K-8
. Chignik Lagoon 1-8
Chignik Lake (Bay) - 1-8
Egegik K-8 -
! Igiugig 1-8
[vanofl Bay “1-8
Kokhanok 1-8
Newhalen 1-11
Nondalton K-10
Pedro Bay b-8
L‘vrryvlllv : 1-8
Pilot Point 1-8 .
Port Hleiden 1-10 -
#  Aleutian Chain (Cold Bay) s
) Akutan’ 1-8
) Atka’ -8
Belkofski " 1-8
Cold Bay - 1.10
False Pass 1-8 -
' _ Nelson . Lagoon _ I-4
Nikolski | R B
Sandd Point K-12
o '
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Est. no.
students’
in ADM

58
57
91

o

25
. B3
10
28

20°

20
17
23
32
40
91
100
© 87
15

143

25

27 .
20 -

31
23
10
8

23.

69
74
. q

13

26

10
1'!

)

I_j7
10
10
10

1347

" REAA
- Number

REAA Schools
BIA Schools

I)(Iln('rmp -
IFort Greely '

'

-Grade
Levels

.9 Pribilof Schools at St. Paul (St. Paul)

. St. George - 1-8 v
St. Paul K-10
10 - Adak Region Schools (Adak) - A
-~ .+ Adak K12
11 Iditarod Area Schogls (MeGrath)
Anvik 1-8
Grayling o " 1-8
Holy Cross - . 1-10
Lime- Village . - 1-8
McGrath 112
.+ - Nikolai- 1-8

Y Shageluk 1-8

: Takotna - 1-11
Ttshda 1-8

12 Yul{ﬂn Koyukuk (Nenana)

. Allakaket 1-8,
Bettles 1-8
Hughes K-8
Huslia *K-10
Kaliag , 1-10
Koyukuk o188
Manley Hot Sprmg% 1-10 .

" Minto T 1.9 -
Nulato 4 112
Ruby .. ' o 110
Tanana K12

13 Yukon Flats (Fort Yukon) '
Arctic Village - 1-8

- Beaver e 8"
Birch Creck’ K-7
Chalkyitsik 1-8
Circle ’ 1-8
Fort Yukon . .. o K12
Rumpart ' L 16
Stevens Village ' 1-8
Vc-ln tic I8

. : 2 . r L

14 Uppvr RuilhvlL Schovols ([,lvnr) s ‘ N
Anderson TOR12
Brown’s Courl ‘ 1-7
Cantwell ) 1-8
Tri-Valley S K-12

W : . N
R4 Delta/Greely Schoals (Delta Jundtion)

Est. no.
students
in ADM

23
<44
4
15
122
22
36
10
11

40,

.21
62°
76



e Est. no. : o : . Est.no.
REAA REAA Schools - , 7 Grade gtudents REAA ‘REAA Schools - ~ Grade  studerits
Number BIA Schools Levels ' in ADM- - Number BIA Schools Levels. - in ADM
16" Alaska Gateway Schools (Tok) = ' - S 19 Suutheast Island (Kétchnkaﬁ) S o
‘ Dot Laké - - -8 - 22 -+ , Cape Pole : 1-8 * - 39
- Eagle AR 1-8 .3 . Coffman Cove - 1-8 317
. Mentasta Lake K7 25. . . 'El Capitan 1.7 10
7 - Northway - o K-10 79 ‘ Gildersleeve .. 1.8 9
- - Tetlin. 18 28 Flat Creek - S I R 15"
Tﬁk - L K-12 . 202 L La Bouchere Bay (Tuxekan) " 1.8 ~20
o T R A Naukati Bay : .\ 1-6. 7 11
17 Cgpper River Schools (Glenallen) _ " C . New'Kasaan | 1.8 15 .
. +** Chistochina e - 1-8 T8z “Port Alice ; : 1.8 17
“Copper Center . - 1.8 - 110 ... Roosevelt Harhor 1.7 .13
Gakona . o --1-8 40 -0 - Rowan.Bay 1-8+¢ 21
Glenallen , . K-12 409 ' St. John’s Harbor 1-8 15 °

) Kenny Lake ' <. 18 128 - Thorne Bay (112 .99

Paxson R Kg. » 14 . 7 Whale Paés' ' 1-8 19
18 Chatt’;sm SEhDDlS (Angnﬂn) ) 7 ) 20 Annette Island SchDle (Metlakatla) . .

' Angoon ‘ 1-8 114 * . . Annette . ' 1.6 73
Gustavus - 1-6 . - B , Metlakatla T 112 331
Klukwan . ' - I1-8 g -

Tenakee Sprmgs ’ 1-87 T 21 Chugach Schuﬁls (Whlttler) _ ‘ ' o
: Larabeé (Log Camp) . - - 1.6 ° o200 . Tatitlek, . 0 . o ‘K9 .19,
- S - Lot hittier - ¢ . .12 7 lgg
Ve NE _ XF.WIII .1‘12

17 ‘. ; PR | E - | . .. » Xj .

®
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b Appendlx A-2 S ; o
Est;mated Aﬁverage Daily Studeént MElﬂbE‘l’shlp A -
. .« City-and Borough School Districts and o D e
Rgglnnal Education Attendance Areas - = L A A
: _ _ Fall 1976 . ' S I e
P ) R . v ' o Estlmated
** City and Borough Districts . Regional Education Attendancé. Areas . ADM:
" Anchorage Bnréugh Sehools * .. -  g9573 - Adak Region Schools - A . o 550 B
- Bristol Bay*Borough Schools’ _ N L (A A,laSk% Gg@g\fay Schools  * . - 403
*Cordoya City Schools ™.« o 557 . Aleutian Chain o S w221
Craig City Schools R 151 Annette Island Schools . = - Co. A0
- Dlllmgham City ‘%chuuls ’ L " ‘4977 Bering Straits Schools . ’ . 181
F;urbanks North Star- Borough Schuals © 12,519 Chatham Schools . .
Galena City Schools . 146 Chugach Schngls o
~Haines Borough Schools . R . 489 - Copper River Schools
Hoonah Public Schools . 9255 . Delta/Greely Schools -
. Hydaburg Clty Schools N b RS Idltamd Area Seh(mls
. ; . Cot R L et .
Greater Ju Borough Schools . : ! Kuspuk Schools ) L s
Ka?{e City §%iilimlgm‘{;g ¥ “ DQ,S . 1, igé . The Lake and Pi'nlmsula Schools . - 356
Kenai Peninsula Borough Schools ' > 5,703 !E'BWH KUSkﬁk“"m o - 1,385 N
Ketchikan Gateway Borough Schools . . " . 2,658 - Lower Yukon Schools : —~ 659
King Cove City Schools 127 Northwest Arctic Schools L - .1,301
.I{lznmck City Schools - . _ ’ 57. Pribilof Schools at St. Paul “ | 180
Kodiak Island Borough Schopls « . 2,208 © . Southeast Islands o 438
- Matanuska-Susitna B@mughﬁchméls : 3,472 - Southwest Region Schools L 54,
Nenana, City Sehools : : " 910 EPEU %‘?'lb{‘lt Schoals. T gg%
. Nome City School ; ‘ ' ukon Flats . . *. - oy - 20
.. Nome l‘ y Schools : | ., A 856 . .Yu}mn I{Qyuk‘ﬁ'}c s AL
"North Slope Borough Schools . t 1,084 e e "
Pelican City Schools 39 e LU e o ! lm?‘lj 10,476
~Petersburg City Schools ». .-, 7 . 630 . . e
Selawik City Schools. . ., SRR B L . ’ N
G uatﬂ' Ellkd Bnmugh Schools o 1,790 R ’ ‘ Sl
- hkagwny C;Ly,bc:!muls o : 215 .. ) o ' i
i St. Mary’s Public Schools : SEED B § SR . B "
Unalaska City Schools . o R I & v o
~Valdez City, Schools, S . 1,181 -
Wrangell Cily Schools ° : . L 617, _ . .
. Yakutat City Schools ' ) oo ' S g L.
See oo te s Total: 80657 ' ’
" ! i ! # | ’ é’ ' 3 .
) . ' v ) 51 ' v - "
e * '
R e .
) . * r;r- ) ’ "
Q : .
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i, The. following ‘explanation of the ‘Publi

C',

«.School Foundation Program (PSFP) is presented.. .

- in two parts:, (1) Definitions, and (2) How, the "
41, PSFP Works, which is a step-by-step example.6f 4

. *calculation for a district. In addjtion, the second

" part'contains sample computations- showing how,

differences in the relative 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 ,

B

'1=' Age_iilge ‘Daily. Membé:shilj «for & school"

_meins the aggregate days membership *of its

-pupils during a given period (usually a_séhool ...

*  year or ‘reporting period) divided by the.
- number of diys. the 'school s in? session
\during’ this period of time. Aggregate days

membership is. the sum of the pupils Present
‘and absent for éach day when' the school is
dan:session during the period. :

tE

2. ;AﬁerzigeADéﬁ,ly Menibérship‘ full-time equiva-

lent means the quotient of the aggregate -

~ periods of pupil membership pér day in speci-
. fied- classes, divided by the number -of class
périods in the school day. This is used for
vocational’ education. For examplé, two:

. students, each .enrolled for 6ne-half day, in a '

special ‘program,’would count as one full-time
equivalent. ADM FTE for'special education is

level’ two (from one-fourth. to one-half time
in special education “equals. 0,50 FTE: level
thiree (httheen one-half to  three-fourths)

equals - 0.76. FTE; and level four (above

_thrée-fourths time) equals 1.00- FTE, - - -

s
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based upon - the level ‘of ‘sefvices received by
the students. Level one (less thad “oie-fourth .
- time in special education) equals 0.25 FTE; -

o T2

Y

P KIS Sl The Publm School Fjlﬂll‘ﬂﬂi’lﬁl;ir.l Program F | o _E

" law fui‘therﬁﬁéﬁnésiﬂir,, ranc
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"\ provide "a standard—level of
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* N . . 4.

direct - and . indirect services necessary -to
instruction. for a

group of pupils.[4.5. 1

vices as follows: °

2

" supplying teacher ‘services, textbooks, reference
materials, pupil and teachey
_utilities and custodial serv SR .

2. “indirect services” are those auxiliary or support-
ing functions that complement direct ‘servi es” and

" include, but are not.limited to -administration,

“transportation, food, attendance and activities. . .
_Costs-.to be excluded.from the, instriictional unit *©

© and debt service, " -

(Despité ‘this very "specific . defi_ﬁiti'éni éf cwhat is

number and- size of schools and the number of
students in average - daily membership in elementary,
fbcondary, special education, vocational education,

.and  correspondence ' programs. Direct,.and . indirect

costs of instruction are not utilized.)

Base Instructional Unit is a .dollar vilue set.

-by the Legislature and is' inténded to repre-
sent the “cost of an instructional unit, The'
Value f;.[.;thé base=.instruc;ti(;m{;lﬁ_ 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 is . . . thie aggregate of all -

1 -f‘;jifé;ﬂé:a‘."rvijeeﬁ;?.fij_includé! but are not limited to

ar¢.items of community scrvice, capital. outlay

3

included in instructional -unit, the unit is actually a
derived' number for each district based upon the .-

[,

' Instruétiona'l“ Uni:t Allotment s 4 ‘perceritage,
based upon the "geographical “location of the

district, used to adjust the base instructional -

unit value to. reflect the 'different costs. of

-doing business in ‘vatious areas' of the stato. -

The allotment.results in a “regiondl. differen-
tial” “of costs for rural and remote schools,
(A" map-of "allotment districts i shown in
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‘Basic Need is a dcllar amount dlfferent for

: ® : s
};. . ‘ co. " - i

1. A npuﬂ, ‘or thm’nte mght mnnths prior to LhL yt ar l'nr

will be claimed.

‘Thi‘:h state :nid

thy and borough’ dxstnr:ts divided by the -.
At,otal average daily student members}up for all

chstru:ts of the state, I . VL
.. each chstrlct which is détermined’ by multi- aA e WE e
- plying the ‘adjusted base instructional unit . g Equahzed Eercentage is a dEI‘lVEd fxgul%e show-"
value of the district by the number of - ing the percent of basic need to be provided
}'x»uf:.tructlonal units in that district, Basic need, ‘. by the state to .a district. The. minimum: -
~as” thug “derived, i#s_baged;on peliticaldn . equalized percegtage for 1 75- 76 was 93%,, o7
’ budgetary constraints and does not represent, for 1975 77 it is 95%. . 4o
an actual prior determination of. total costs A , ;
of direct ‘and indirect services to provide a - . 1, State” ‘Aid is the amount, of funds which the
standard level of 1nstruct10n for students in 8 ‘state pays to the district’ under provisions of
.+ the dlStﬁEtS - : A ' the Public School Foundatlon Program. It is.
7. District. Valuatmn Per Pupll is the value of  determined. by multlplymg bssm need by the
© taxable .real and personal property in a city - -equalized ?E‘r‘séntﬂgﬂ
.or barough dlStHCt dlwded ,by ;i}heé average - 11. Reqmred Loca] Effort is the amount .of funds’
»dazly-studgnt men}_bgfshlp m\the dlStrlC-t’ - which -must be provided from lgcal district .
s ' CE y sources. It is the difference ‘between the total
- 8.. State Average Valuatmn Per Pupll is, the value . .amount of basi¢ negd and the state ald share .
A , of ta;;able real and personal property in all" ‘of Basic nEEd T . ’
2 " How the Foundation Program Works :
P . .“' *‘
Thl’EE key Elements of the Public E:ChOOI Foundatmn ngram are: (1) ° '
~-the thS'H: need of the district, (2) the state aid to be paid to the dlbtrltt -
‘and ’ ()] ‘the. amount” of  required: loeal. effort swhleli thi distrist st 0 v e T e
} prtbwde in order to obtain the state aid. Part one of the following anmple - ‘
- will Explam hc)w the basic need is determmed Pai‘t two will explain how
the state aid and local required effort are d(termmed The Lramph uses
. PSFP values for 1976-77, o 4 : < A . ,
It should be:notfed that a school dlStflLt is required "to submit ‘Public o .
School Fc)undatlcm Program’information. for any year threa tlmes as S R

=

3 A revised n:pnft with o new i‘%tlmdh‘ at ‘the- {gd of the l’;rst nine weeks

of schoal, 1nd

o 3 _A final ri‘purt ‘befoke J\ml 16 of I.hL ac:h:ml yt ur. '

i
2

State aid is paid to the dl'ﬁtllLL'ﬁ munthly, fu'st on Lhc Lmsls of UlL

(July-December), next .on ‘the  basis

of  the

revised  report

(-J;mu(lry first half of June), and fumlly on thv lm%l% ﬂf the final report
(last ]mlf of Junv) :

. l‘.u‘t ()ne

Détermiliing I}:lsﬁc N(‘.ml for le Di%trict

Facts about the dlstrut ‘thal are used in (lvh'rmmmg ()uau need are. Lhu .

number of students, Lype of school programs, the size of the schools, and
# ' the gvugmplm location wmid transportation access of the distriet. These
I'mls are then utilized, “along. with the procedures and values specified by
the PSEP, , Lo compute the basic need (gpl the distriet,

: ’i . e ) i . -i'lil.
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ur. School District depéhds ,

13

ki
#

the number of inst

rL éﬁgnalf-unit_s_ thb: which your et
; _élicj@'i"F(_j)tjn_dgﬁbﬁfrogfami first it is
flecessary -to identify - the. average, ‘daily’ ‘student:. men
- elementary anq secondary school by program, ..}
secondary, vocational education, , special education -and , corréspondence
Average ‘daily nember

In-determining

.- district is entitled under the ‘Public

ship. for . a school - _
during 4 given period- (usually'a ScHool year OFs
1e-number’of days theischoo} is in session .
- Aggrégate days membership i§ the_sum of the

.-when the “school. is in *degsiok

. & L
sooee o o

Tible B - 1

T Determining Average Daily Membership
o " Elementary SchoolA ., . °
7 YourSchool District ¢ - N
: *“(For10 Day Period) . » . Ly
R T :, . . . L
X o Daysin L, Regular Ed,
"Tow e Session” Membership

ST L , N .\-;PFESEDL_' Absent Coeel

186 g i

o 1e7
5. - 190
6, © o190
T 1oy
g

e w‘a—r:v.
i

190

< 10 .0 190 16 oL
e T Appregate ' _ i C
ST - Membership’ 1,885 165

N £

iR
1

. PN L .
: . . . . e . v .

Regular Program - ADM: AREIegate Tt ,.
membership present and absent, L.BYS plus- i .

i

.. 205 °ADM, .

O

EMC et .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

membership in each.
gular; elementmf'and;

means ‘the agigateday '

“linits ‘and. . the “ilistiuctional unit

"o 'Instmeglanalf,;ﬂnxts»-‘_f_-_ o o

186 1or19 0 RS

" 165 = 2,050 divided by 10 days in session = . ST

¥

R

\;}i
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-7 but “does not include avetage daily membership.- full-time.: equivalencies

.. (ADM FTE) for special - education students, which must be computed -

~ séparately. . ' o T
" Average daily- membership  full-time 'éqzlgiualem_:y’fa_rjépegia! eduecation
students. is -determined by the number of "students being served and the

.. level of service each_receiy ,

. used"in computing FTE. Level one (less than-one-fourth time in special

. education) equals 0,25 FTE; level two' (from -one-fourth to one-half time)

- equals 0.50 FTE; level three (between one-half to- three-fourths) equals ~

.- 0.75 FTE; and level four (above - three-fourths - time) equals 1.00 FTE. ~
Table B-2 shows how an ADM FTE of 13 is calculated for Elementary
School A in the example, =~ « =~ :

PR oy LTl

TableB2 -~ - .

‘ Détenninihg A.veragg Daily Membership
Full-time'Equivalents for Special Education
- Elementary School A

~ The fotal average daily “membership for'School A'in Tablé B-1is 205 e

eives,. There :are: four. levels..of .sexvices: which ape ..o s

Levelof —~  Specil Ed. ~ FTE . ADM
Service Student ADM* = - FTE

b. ‘ 1(upto ’ o 6{*‘«7 .
- 1/4time) 6 . - 2k 4

. 2(from1/4 ] - ) -
through, A n ‘ _
12tme) . . 8 50 4
3 (between i . - o
1/2te = . - - o
314y . . 4 : - .75 L3

DN dG@bovedd) - 2. 4 100 - 2
| L e 13

“*Based on aggregate membershiv and derived in the same
manner as ADM was in Table B-1. '

Average daily membership full-time equivalency for vocational edu-
- cdtion 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
would/ count as 0,50 FTE. A full-time student in vocational education
“wouyld count as 1.00 FTE, . - . o ) A
Using these methods for the appropriate reporting periods, average daily
fiembership .and average daily- membership full-time equiyalencies would
be determined for the entire district. The average daily membership shown
in Table B-3 for Your School District has been simulated.

46-




Table B:3

. Your School District
- 1974-76 School Year

Average Daily Membership

o L #""  .Fulltime Equivalents in
School Regular Ed. Specia] Ed.*&Vocational Ed.*.

KON

A Elementary " 205

B Elementary 236

‘C High School 162~
* School Distriet '
CADM: . . 03

" - *Special Ed. and Vocational E
o "in ADM for Regular Edu

Instructional Unit Values of ADM 1
" Next ‘the a\}erage daily membership by school .and program must be
converted to instructional.units, 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 are combined and’converted to the allowable number of instrue- *
tional units. ADM for secondary scHools 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 bé an elementary or.setondary school.

“ADM Full-Time Equivalencies (FTE) for special education -and voca-.
tional education dre also converted to instructional units. The sum of the

equivalency amounts for all special education or vocational education

“students in a district are veported accordingly. Note that FTE ADM for. .
special education and vocational studénts is in addition to the ADM -

- reported for the students in regular education. ~ - - -

Using the average daily memberghip of each school from Table Bfi‘i‘, and
the -number of allowable instructional units from_Table B-4, the total
number of instructional units for Your School District is determined.

T%E} shows the conversion,

&
I




o TebleBd

L Schedule of Allnwable Instrm:.tmnsl Umts v

() ElemEntafy and Secandary Schnals schedule
In districts with ADM_

sl In distncts with. ADM

uhder 1_?09 : . ‘of 1,000 or over: T o
: " " Imstructional - - . - Instructional - | . e
ADM ~=.7- Units = ~ADM " rUnits g . S
-Under. 10 1 d Under 10 1 :
1020 -2 © 10-20 2 -
2132 .7 3 21-32- , 3
-4 3346 - - 4 3346 ., - e 4
47-62: 5 - .. 4782 5
63-80 _ 6 . 63-80 ) 6
_B1.999 6 plus 1 for ° . . 8199 N 7
oo each 18 or fraction 100-3005 . - 7 plus1 for
of 18 in ADM B _ ; each 19 pupils
: o -7 or fraction of 19- , _
3006 and over 160 plus 1 fot L ) o
o each 23 pupils - — o
or fractionsf 23
(2) Vocational Education . .
-schedule: - . i
.+ - - Instructional
. ADM#* ' ‘ Units -
' .7 510 1 y
- .- 1125 2 -
26:40 L : 3 . . _ ,
41 and over 3plusifor | - S \
o o “each 20 or LT o e
' ' s fraction of 20~ ' L0 g
in ADM ' ’ -
(3) Special Education
schedule:’ . =
i , Instructional
ADM*. Units
58 . 1 .
. 9-15 . 2
16-24 3 .
. -25-35 - : 4
‘36 and over -’ 4 plus 1 for
' eachllor =
.fraction of 11
in ADM ° . B
(4 Cﬂrresps:ndence Study schedulé If a district-has 5 or more correspondence pupils, the =
units are computed. in the same manner as fm elementary and secondary schools in .
distriets with ADM under 1, DDO 3 :
*ADM fﬂr vocational Educatmn and special education is based on full lee equwalént
' students. : :
48 . .
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" Table B-5

TR L Conversion of ADM to I;istrucxtiéﬁajl-[fnigs

. Your School District

@
. Regul

()

: o Instructional - FTE ‘Instfugt‘iénal‘ﬁ FTE  Instructional = -

.. School . ADM - Units . - ADM .- . Units:~ - ADM Units
AEienientary '2[)5 R 13 PR - Sl
B Elementary 236 &= - 5 -
Subtotal Elem.” 441 B 26 18

... CHigh Sc:thalf.‘_ﬂv,,ll_g'}.,ﬁ,, BT R

... Totals; 603 B T S )

.. Note that fewer ADM are required for an -in% tional unit in special
* . education ‘and vocational education. This, difference \in conversion values S o L
recognized the generally, smaller classes and higher costs per student in . = - e
these two important areas. While the example doesn’ show. it, large e
. schools (over 100 ADM) in large districts genetate fewer instry Con :
per number of specified ADM than smaller schiools in smaller dis ,
— ——;—'Follﬂwﬁlg”thé'fHEQESSBIY’EQDVEI‘SEHFE:t:hAt;JADMfaﬁd Instructional Unit - ,
figures are ready for display, in_the form required by the Department of e,
Education, An excerpt of the report form is 'shown as Table B-6. ' Lo

Table B-6

Report Form Sumniary L
Public School Foundationt Program-
- Your School District: . .

1 - (2)

L A8)
- Ihstructional
¥ Units

Eleinentary (inéluding Kindergarten
- & Pre-Elem.) i Jo441
. Secondary . ¥ s 162
Vocational Education (Include above) (. 8)*
Special Education (Include above) ( 26)*
TOTALS: E . 603

&

Correspondence (NOT included above) 00
GRAND TOTALS: 503_' N

*non-add figurgs

- The sample thus far shows that: S

Your School District has 42" Instructional Units, .

. This is a significant figure in the Basic Need calculations: But it cannot

be used until the ‘instructional unit allotment is determined for the
district. : : ' o

R

" 58
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» Instructmnal Umt Auatment e

, F_o: thlS part of the calculatmn, facts needed are the basic mstructmnal
. unit value ‘and the geographic location and‘transpmtatmn access ::xf the
district.

The : basic mstructnonal umt value fc:\r 1975 76 was $23 500, for -
"1976477 “it-is=$25,000;-and~ for- 197758 1t Wlll be $27 EGO These flgures=-'=
.are. established by the legislature, . :

“The value of the basic . instructional’ umt must now, be ad]usted tCl
mccrpgrate regmnal differentials, or the hlgher cost of dcung business in . _
--rural and isolated. portions 'of the state, if the district qualifies for such S

adjustment The ‘instructional unit allotment for a district is based upon ' ’
(1) the. electlcm district in which the” district is located,” and (2) the

“existence or lack of access to’ Anchc:rage Ketchxkaﬂ or Falrbanks by rnacl '
railroad, or Alaska State Ferry System - '

. ‘A <%
: . v Table Ea?
. . Instmﬁtlenal Umt Auatment Table ‘
). S RN ) N (4)
A : ) : I - . which is further
If the school district - the Qase in’stmctianaiii resulting adjl;g@e;l if -
headquarters is located” v unit of $25,000is . inthe -applicable : .
ine o I " .gdjusted by: . following: bya; . . ) : C
S + ;;i . e - s Bin Ad]ustedf B - B [EE A L -
: - : ol Valueof - 5% _ B .
’ T : . Instructional Unit  Instructional Isolation ) . : o :
Election District . Allotment . Unit. . Factor: e
1Southern Panhandle (Ketchikan) . A
4 Middle Panhandle East (Juneau) - 100.00%. $25,000 $26,250
8 South Central (Anchorage) : e :
2 Middle Panhandle (Petersburg) | o -
3 Middle Panhandle West (Sitka) 103.75 - 25938 27,234
7 Matanuska, Susitna Area : Cf _ L -
5 Upper Panhandle (Yakutat) x S A ) L
9 South Central (Seward) . -107.50* 26,875 - 28,219
10 South Central (Kenai) : S
11 Kodiak Island
16 South of Arctic Circle * . _111.25 027,813 - 29,203
6 South Central (Valdez) 11500 . - 28,750 30,188
12 Aleutian Chain e R ‘
13 Bristol Bay Area 126,25 . -~ 31,563 33,141
18 Bering Strait Area .~ .7 _ o : o e .

14 Lower Kuskokwim - : ‘ ) o
19 Lower Yukon o . 130,00 . 32500 . 34,125
15 Upper Kuskokwim; McGrath

16 Middle Yukon, Northof =~ . » ) ‘ :

- Arctic Circle . 133.75 . 33438 35,110
- 17 Notthwest “ o : .

*Thxs is alsa the minimum appllcable to all districts w1th fewer than

25 mstructmnal umts regardless of lacatmn. _ o
y ) R
o . 59 L
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It is: lrnpnrtant to- recogmge that the electmn dxstnt:t bgundanes used in-
: ;'the precedmg instructional unit. ‘allotment. table are those established in .
1965 for- -purposes. of reapportmnment of the House of Representatwes
There is also a minimum mstmctmnaj unit allotment- to ; recognize.
hxgher ct:sts in ‘very. small districts, If a school district is entltled to fewer
than ‘25 instructional its,. the base. mstruetmnal ‘allotment:will- ‘be*no- less =

aﬁ_ 107650%, rega:dless 'of the electlam distnct in whmh it is located A

o 1.
N Instructmnal Umt Aﬂotment Adjustment

v Us]ng the a]lotment table snd assurnmg Your Sehcol Dlstrmt is in
» Election’ District -9; South C‘entra] the ad]ustrnent in the mstructmnal umtd
value is made. as’ follaws o . :

Basu: Instruc:tmnal Umt Value -

$25,0DD :
Instructmnal Unit Allotment Factor = 107.5% N
Ad_]ustment. Gaiculatlon $25,00D -}{;_-107!5%. o

el - : 1Y

Adjusted Instructlonal Unlt Value X = $26,875 :

... Since the district has no- sccess to the transpartatiéﬁ features specified,
'the isolation factor 15 applied.- C

Adjusted Instructignal Unit Value = $25 875,

Addxtlcnal Allotment Factcr fcxr V= 105 D?% 7
Isolatlon ' :
Secgnd AdJustment C‘alculatlon $26 875 X 105. O'E%
= $28 219

Ad]usted Instructlons] Umt Value -

 Thus the ad;ust:s;d mstractmnal unlj value for Your School District is
$28 219. . T
Detémnnmg ‘Basic Need

At this pomt ‘the two flgures necessﬂ:y to determine basm need are
-available, and the ﬂomputatmn is made as follows:

. o
Aﬁjusted Instruétional ﬁnlt Value - - = $28,219 .
-for Your School Distriet ' . o
Number of Inst:uctmnal Un = 42
BA’I‘CEI‘ NEED of the District | - $28,219 X 42 _
Basic Need = $1,135,’19§1
51
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~ The 'basic v_ngv_edbaxﬁauntbwill‘ beusedm Part Two pfvi;his; éxéﬁigle_;' c

E;art Twn Determmmg State A:d and Local Reqm:ed Effnrt

_T’The state™
~ into’ account the, relative wealth of the district. The relative wealth factor
" is “determined t.hrcmgh use of a formula to’ galculate the - equalized
- percentage of basic need to be provided by the state. The amount of state

* aid is then determmed by multiplying the amount of baslc need by the

Fquahzed percentage; :

‘Simply stated, the Public Schcml Foundatlon Program estabhshes the

' state’s minimum sﬁare of each dollar spent ‘for basic need as 95 cents. The

. remaining five cents of each dollar of basic need is the dlStl‘lEtS I'DEXI*
mum potential local required effort. ‘
But the law recognized that school dlstﬁcts vary in their local valuatmn
and ability to pay. Therefore, the Public School Foundation Program
- provides for an “equalized percentage’’ of basic need to be -borne by the

state if the district’s relative wealth-is less than average.-It is found by 1y

multlplymg the five percent local share by the: percentage ‘which results
from dmdmg the local district’s property valuation per ADM by the state
—-average - propert.y -valuation-per-ADM;-and- (2)- subtractmg the result from
- {(1). The formula for this is shown below. .

The Equahze«:l Percentage Formula

The equa,llzecl percentage for. each school district* is computed -

. "‘ﬁf"ccordmg to the formula Pp=1-(1- k) Y IV in which

T Py (equahzed percenta ) = percent of. basic need to be prav1ded
i / by the state; - .
T k (level of average state suppnrt Df basm need) = 95 percent

v (valuation per pupil in. average daily membership in the

dlstnct) = full and ‘true value -of ta};able real "and personal_
property within the dlstrlct dwlded by the average dally membéf=

ship of the district;
V, = average. of the va;luat;on per pupil in average dally member=
‘ Shlp for all the districts of the state. T

In order to cgmpute the formula, the valuation per pupll in ADM in the

district, and the average of -valuation per pupﬂ in ADM for all districts of

the state must be obtained. |
For this e:sample the assessed value of property in the district w1ll be

set at $43, 505 847. This is then leldEd by the 603 ADM for Your Schoal;

Dlstnct as fc)llows

$72 149 assessed va,luatmn per
pupil per ADM

S 5 O

A
1l

on
%)
L}

"d lﬁcal share’ of basic- need must now-be- determmed takmg! e B i e




A I .

The state. average valuatlcm per pupll is: caleulated in the same: rnanner
:"_For tlns sxmulatmn the assessed - value of property invall the districts Qf

" “the state will ‘be set at $6,452,432,112 and the ADM for all dlstncts in

v _.the state will be set at 74 496, The ﬂamputatlan

74496;

L
i

~per ADM _fc’r ) t;he state.

Wlth these flgures the’ farrnu]a to x:alculaﬁe the equahzed percentage

~can be apphed Follcswmg are the _steps m,determmmg the equahzed per- '

e : $35’514 average Tass,‘es;sed ’valuat'ioir},’

Eentage o Sl e T
R .Fi; - (fi k)r—l-
Where k = 0.95 _
V1= $72,149.
v, = $35;3ng z
e fgtép :}m’ee clear (1 k) S = 100-0,95 005”
' Step tWD detarmme V1 7 L = % = 0833 |
, v, o " sgeera - 0E
] Step three: determiﬁé (1-k) ;VH,L ’; 0.05 X 0.833 500417
; N . . . Vji- y . LT ° . L
‘ A e .
Step four: complete 1. (1-k) —1 - 00 00417 = 0.9583

Therefore, Equalized Percentage, Py = 95.83%

The équahzed percentage of basic need to be prqviﬂed by the state is
95.83%. I - .

“

C?al:ulatmg State :-md Lgcal Amounts

_ Ne‘{t the State Aid is calculated by multxplymg the Basic Need fr,rr the
district by the applu;able equalized percentage. Therefore, the state share
of-the Basic Need for Your School Dzstnct for the 1976 7'7 schoal year 15

-as follows:
Basu: Need X Equajlzed Perr:entagé = S;a'tE'Aid
$1 185 ,198 X 0 9583 St = $1,135,775

@

Fmally, Determme the Local Reqmred Effort, :

- The "local required effort is the amount remaining after subtractmg
State Aid from Basic Need C:irrymg the example for Your Schnol Dlstnct
to cgnclusxcm . )

r



o

Requlred Lccal Effort

$494g3 T

‘Basic Need less State Aid

A

'$1,185,198 - $1,135,775 .

“UT IR summary, the State ,:%"I,:aéal:Béaﬁiféd’Effarf;"’iafridff_gasiéiﬁeed-"eéﬁ*?zif* B
be shown as fol_l_ciws: o S :
; State Ald $1 135 775 ' .

Lo 'lRequlred Effort - :%; 49423 S oL

8 'ivTDtal Basic' Need ., 81,185, 198 L -

e
. (o T T ‘ ' T S
Becausé the relatlve wealth of the district s such an important factor in R

determmmg the ‘proportion of basic need ‘to-be provided from state or
- 'loéal sources, some addltmnal explanation is eing pmvicledé Note that-if -
the state’ should prowde 100% of basm«gné d,; the rélai:lVe wealth of a’
) "district would cease to be a factor in the PSFP. - .
——i———Relative-wealth-differences.—Variationg-in- he-relative -wealth - C)f dlstncts [
_ with respect tQ value of assessed propefty |.per ADM result' in different A
proportions of state aid. Sample camputations to 1llu5trate these Varlgtlons

5 . follow. o
The first p@rtlon of the sample caleulations in Table B 8 illustrates ‘
. calculation of the pércentage the dlstl’lct valuatmn is to the stat.e valuatlon '
for threé sxmulatecl dlstfl(‘:ts . : : ~
S Table B 3
Effect of Relative Wealth leferenc:es ! . _
on Percentage of District Valuation to the State. : B : S
w =/ e @ W e
. o State Percentage
: , S District Average | District
Real and.Personal - Average Dally Valuation per Valuation Valuation to -
Propetty Valuation Membership . ADM -Per ADM . State o S
» . e \ : ‘1_ B . ) : .
~State: $6,452,423,112 . 74,496 | - $86,614
Your - : . ’ o
-School : - L , . :
District 43,505,847 603"  $72,149 86,614 = 83.33%
Dist. A 450,479,414 5;,301 86,614 86,614 = 100.00
Dist. B 2,729,759,806 28, 96,142 86;614‘ = 111.DDD

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

N
i
i



¥

- -Examplégaf 'Vé:iaﬁgn‘ in Equaljzed Pereentages;

S () , (3) (4
= Minimum - Percentage i - Bqualized
Local Share < Diggrior - Adjusted Percentage
Foundation X Valuation =" ..Loca] , | (State
--Program to State ~Share . share)-

Youir School - S R3Eam - e T
~Distriet - 05 © g 83.33% = 0.0417° 95839 e A
School T e
. District A~ o5
_School :
o+ DistrictB g5 - x 111.00 = 0.0555 g4.45 - -
e e T - *“with adjustrient tg. -
et e e - 005 "95.00 0 -
. - smaximum - minimum C
""" (of basie need) _

100.00 ‘= -g05 - 29500 "

B

*The equalized- percentage for state aid shown in .EDILII‘P:'II?I of the above:
example is derived by subtracting the adjusted local share in column 3 LR

-

*"*’Sélj_’éiélr’Disthiét"B in this ‘example is'enﬁﬂed to'a’ minimum ‘of 95% of

sic. need establisheq by the Public School Foundation. Program even

thm’;gh the applied pefcentage in cglgmh two (2) above would V'ind,i::’até tha; =

local sha;'g as 5!55;‘%'(0;055)!_

: B ) B . B '- . ié;*

e 55
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: ‘ Alaska Statutes, Tltle 14 Educaz.mn
T o ’ Dctuber 1975

e R wn;h 1976 Amendments (H 6()1)’ "
' ' Chﬂpter 17, Puﬁlm Schdml Fnundntiﬂn Fmgram. - "i‘-héémei ) s
“Artiele ¢ - : K (él K (mi 93 pér cent; = -

+ ‘L State Aid Lml Ehml Districts (§§ 010—14.17.075)
" 2. Preparativn of Public School Foundation Hudget (55 14.17. 080—14.17. 1-.-0)
<&, Procedure for Paymentofl l'uhlm "*Qﬂ‘ml Fuisrulation Funds w Dis
14171800
; ‘l vammns 54 i 17. SD(LH ﬁ 250)

. ¥ Article-1. State Aid to Local School Districts.
E:!,tftlun s Yeetion : .
50. [Repealed] - =

51. Inatruetiondl unit allﬁlmanl
.. 6. Base instrutionsa| unit
5 for* renu:ﬁhzgd rurr&'ipundence 60. {Hepealed]
- &1, Supplethental programs
=pealid)

i3z 14 l. 1) T

. the distriet)

and peragnal prnp ty within the

trlct dmded by*the avetage dally memherthp of the dlstrx;t
(4) Ve ; ave f

Fk (5) state ax d ds mmputed under \‘.hls 5ectmn cﬂnshmb&s at least 93 per
dent of the basic n=ed, as riment, of each school
dlstﬂv;t (5 4 t:h &'38 SLA 1970; am §§ 1, 2 ch 81 SLA 1975)

=‘ l:. ect of amendment. -— The 197%
dment, effective July 1, 1975, -
raph (3} of =iubsecmm {c}, m*serh*t]

mlghl be adapled to meel the. vnrymg'
conditions of different localities does not
diminish conatitutionally mandated state -
f control over .education under Alasks
peernn!l —art.—-VIl, &

: . [Repenled]

FT [Rgpgﬂledj

41f Table af allnwuhle mslrucuunal umm Pp .o =
v - - .

= ]

‘Sec 14.17 Blﬂ 'Puhlic school fuundatign accnum {a) The puhhcb

school foundation account is-established, The account consists ‘of
appropriations for dlgtnbu\‘.mn to dist ‘or for

Euﬁggpﬂnaenté study programs undler thia chaptér

4 id of public schools
- grams as pruwded by this

dy p
m§ 1t ch QSSLA IQEB am§2éh

(h) Tbe mnney of the‘ﬁbcnuﬁt may,be
l zed" g

thruughout lhe state 1962 Op. Aty GEE\ -
No. 18,

uperieded earlier statutes
wedule 52t out in former

In Alaska the power of der
uf wdueation are ta be publiely
either under the Schoal Foundation Act or
emnpti is vested with the
wislature, MeKee v, Evans, Sup; Ct. Op.
“No, T40 (File No.o 1282, 190 P.2d 1226
{1471 T
Am. Jur. referenesn.
Public Funds, & .1 et
“Publie Securit
70: 47 Am. Jur,,

= Thg 1975
1975, l_ﬁﬁffh}v!

sveond sentence of
ubseetion (b). |

reporl on
367), see 19 E
- The purpuse of the public m;himl
foundation program 15 to provic
+ unifurm  system of public schoolt g
#

Schools, 45 76 to*107.

!

Sec. 14.17.020, State aid, o ' -
‘Repeuled by § 1 ch 238 ELA 1970, c:ffc:uné Jul& 1 1910

Editur's nntel — The reprals
dt-\r]w-‘(l from:3 17 u.g vh 164, 8LA 1

4

See. 14107 ‘l)"! !
school district rnd§ jualify é calml.ﬂed by multxpl}mg the baalc need
lefi in (b) of this. section hv the Equallzed per:enmge as defined
in {¢) uf section.

(b) The h‘i:ic need of euch s‘chuul dlstnﬂ is determined by multlplyng
the instructionul unit allotment of the district as defined in
chapter by the number of instructional units in the digrict. :

{c) The equalized pereentage for each sehool district is computed
according to the formula Pi = 1 —(1-ky'Vi /Va in which

(1) Pi (equalizeq percentage) = pes-cent of need to be provided by

ERIC™ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

centralized

51°of this |

Hildebrand, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 741 (File No.
1550}, 481 P.2d 120 (1971). -

-~ The siate
nf sfhnnl

Ceent™ for 90 pe
s0 gubatituted F
cent” in puragraph (n) of ‘that's auhsecllun

aperating l'undi

That the le_xlalnlufe has Vut-nn ﬂl,?n

.- debrand, X
1550}, 491 P.2d l"ﬂ(lﬂ?l)

v ) SEL“ 14.17.022, Fuﬂda fur :entrahzed :qrrespnnden:e st‘udy F‘unds

: pmwdmg

v from the public sc} m;l
ted by multiplying the |
Vins,tﬂxc onal unit b_y the total number of instructional units as
ed by applying the number of currespgndenge students to 9 41
(a) of this. chapter. (§ 3 ch 190 SLA 19 5)

szi-lglhr! seommittes repori. F‘ur_
repirt on ch, 190, SLA 1975 TH SSB
" 387, see 1975 House Journal, p.

* Effective date, Ageﬂlnn‘g ch 190, SLA
1975, pruvides: “This Act Lakes effect July
1, 1875 ;

 Bee. 14, 17 030, Réqmred local effurt
Repealed by § 11 ¢ch 95 SLA 1969

' Lduura note, — Th: nepmluj E
derived from § 1.07, ch. 164, SLA 19
amended hy 51, ch. 70, %LA 1961, .
i N P -

* Nnte. AS14.17.091 [c] [2] is amended to read: = -

: [2]4{ (mmlrn,um level of state suppnrt of basmi .

ileed) 95 [93] pér cent;

1
s -

RES NDtEf' AS 14517,0.21 [i:‘] [5] is amended toread:.
:'[5] state aid as mmputed under this section
constitutes at least 95 [93] per cent of the basic
need, as defméd by the départment Jof each school
d;stru:t

il-in- average danly -

plies 8 minimum of 90%
unider®

ey -
1. Op. No. 741 (File No.

—1.—Maeauley—v-—=T o

i



'§ 14.17.081 .
S:t 14,17, 03! lnatru:tlnnnl units (a) The mml numbe:— B
instructional unijts with 1 each school district is the sum’ af ’
1) the numb
ta for aecundary schnula a5 determined from § 41 (a) or §.
“'this ehaptan

of units. for. Elemént&ry achools and the nﬁmber of

ALAsm Sm‘mr&s L

=)

- F(E) the number uf umt.g fmm spef:nal educgtmn delermme_dfmm §-
" 4ANd) of chapter ag apprcwed by the department and -
(4) if the dlst

’ L‘Gﬁ'éspundehte pupils to § 41(&) of thls chapter

(h) A'school district shall compute separately the rmmber of alluwn'
'instructional units for each of its secondary achools. s

(c) The commissiondr may authorize any schoc
. school in a remote area to caleulate the number of unita to which that
"t . 'school would be éntitled if it were s separate district and to include that
:  number of units in the total nimber of instructional
district. (5.4 ch 238 SLA 19‘70 am § 3 Eh Sl SLA 19‘75 am § 4 ch 190
SLA 1975)

of amendments.'— The fi L 1975

in paﬂgﬂph (4) of» ;ubﬁeﬂmn

- program”

y 1, | Inse
+ "as" approved by the depa tment" ir
- paragraph-(3) of subsection (a).
The zecond 1
July -1, 197

commijftes . repnﬂ == Fn?
LA 1975 (HCS CS5R
se Journal, p. 1277,

.iii‘?) see 19

nts A
y- apply‘ﬁ: ‘tha' numbar nf N

: tmg a

nppmved dmu-n:l Eﬂmpnﬁdgnce xtudy .

ts within that- "’

The 1976 smendment, - gmrev.ive .luly 1

-meadmenu, — The darz .
jon_ (e), 1974 rewrole suh;eclmn .

'-wmr.e‘ .

Sec. H 17 050. Tgm:herﬂ sa]nry ﬁllulmenl
" Repealed by §1ch 238 SLA 1970, effecuve .Iuly 1, 1970.

Editor’s note — The mpenled section 5§ Z, 3, ch, 9§, 3LA 1968; and §'1, ‘ch, 153
dénvgd fmmr§1 1 § SLA 1965

CEe

t. (a) The mslruetmnal
ucational attendance

14,17.051, ‘Instructional anit allotmer
nt for each school dlsmct or rEgm

area iz as,fnlluw;;

Répea]ed hy § 1 ch 238 SL.A 197(1 effectwe July l 1970.

!',d'tnrs note, aled sdéetion .
LA 1962, B . : n

Sec. 14.17.041. Table of allowable instructional units,

1,000:

ADM " No. Inqtrucuc’mal Umts
under 10 .
10— 20 )

21 =32 ‘
33 — 46
47 — 62
63 — 80
81 — 099
:0OF OVEr;

ADM_ No!: Iyfstructional Units
under 10 * - 1
w-20 . - 2
21 —3z2 -

38— 46 . 4 -

47— 62 5 ’ .
63 — 80 . 8

81 — 599 | L] i

100 — 3005 7 p]us 1 fcsr eaeh 19 pugula

- or fraction of 19
160 plus ! for each 23 pupils
) . or fraction of 23.
inn schedule:
No, Instructional Units

3006 and over

{c) Vocational edueat
AD\T '

1
2
: 3 -
3 plus 1 for each 26 pupils
or fraction of 20 pupils in .
Full-Time Equwalém ADM

41 and ;;ver

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(a) Elemenmrv and qemndsr} schools in dxstrlcts with ADM urider

. ‘boundaries of election d

{1) if the district .or area is in that part nt"L state lying wn.hm the
boundaries of election district 1, 4 or 8, the district or area shall receive’
- -the base indtructional allotment; - .

{2) if theSdistrict of area is in that ‘part of the state lying w
- boundaries of election district 2, 3 or 7, the district or area shall rece
-103.75 per cent of the base instructional uhit allotment;

(3) if the district or area is in that part of the state lying within the .
boundaries of election district 5,9, 10 or 11, the district or area shall..
recaiv 107.50 per cent of the base instruetional unit ajlotment; "

(4) if the district or'area is in that part of the afate lying within the .
boundaries of election district 186, south of the Arctic C . the distriet
or area shall:receive 111.25 per— f_‘En(- of the base mstructmnal unit.
allotment;

(5) if the dxsmct OF area is in thst part of the st,gte lying within thg
boundaries of election district 6, the district or aréa shall’ receive 115 per .
cent of the base instructional unit allutmem_, .

(B) if the district or adea is in that part of the state lying WIthm the.
strict 12, 13 or 18, the district or area shal]
-receive 126.25 per cent of the base instructional unit allotmenty :

(7) if the district or area is inThat part of the state lymg within the
boundaries of election district 14 or 19, the district or area shall, receive
130 per cent of the basé ins Lructmnal umt allmmem

(8) 1f the district | or area i

ﬁmt al!mmenL

- (b} If a school-district or regional educatmnal al(Endiﬁﬁ‘ area ig
. entitled todess than 25 Lut.al mstruclmnal umta ur
the schoo! dis
instructional un
(2) of this Jeclmn;

(e} The instructional unit allotment gqt.ahhshed in (a) of Lh:f’- section
for any school distriet which does not havé access to Anchorage,
Ketclikan or Fairbanks by road, r lll‘fmd or Alaska State Ferry System
shall be increased an a nal five per cent abave its m-:.lrur:tmna[ unjt
allotment LndPr (a) (1) = (8) of lhl etion.

(d) P‘ur the purpﬁqeq nf th:s on, a school district or regional
‘ zidered to be located in the election
dlslru:t m whu;h iz admmx:trﬂtwe offices are located. However, if a
%thﬂf)l district or a ré-g‘mnal educational .ﬂ,tendance area ﬂpe&itlng a

.

'



chap r Ehe er mgy ennsxdér that achqml tﬂ lxa m the electmn
r whlch it is §ctually Jm:atéd :
(e) For the purposes of th
électmn district deaxgﬁnt&d ki

to the house of repr;esenmtweé by the govemﬂrvs pmclsmanan Df
© Bepteniber 3, 1965, {§ 4-ch 238 SLA '1970; am § 1.ch 40 SLA 1971 Bm
~ §5ch-81 SLA 19‘75 am §12ch 124 SLA 19'75) :

115 per eent of the bas
illmmenL

1,1975, rewrote thia seetion.

The second 1975 amendment, effective
,.luly 1, ,,1975 Fewrme subsection |
gction (b) as subsect
erted pregem subaection

of the state lyiﬁ ithin
election district 12, 13 or 18, the

(h).

substituted “established in (a)" for “as in that paﬂ

" determjned by N} — (3)" in present oundaries of

¢ subsection ' (2),  added “above. district -shall’
‘instructional unit allotment under (l)(n = per cem of the base

natructional unit allotment; .-

- "{B) if the school district js in that part
of Lhe state lying within the boundaries of
diatrict 15, 16 {north of the Aﬁrhc

(8) of this section” tor the end of that
;ubarﬂmn and added subaections (d) nnd
{e)-
Editor's nnlz —= This section iy Bet out )
" a8 it appears in the ‘second 1975 amendatary
act. This aeclmn as get out by the firat 1975

per cent of the base m;wucu@nal

uni otment.

ent than 25 total inatructional umla um.ler § 31
of U

election distriet 1, 4'ur B, the district shall
Lhe base instrictional _ uﬁit {2) of this section.

- "{e} For the purposes of this zection, i
achool district is co 2 3
the slection t in which, i
administrative  officea  are  located.
However, if a school distriet operating”a
sthnﬁ! in a remote area is authorized by the
=r to-caleulate the number of
i ‘that school is entitled under
the provisions nf £ .]’I(:) uf this chapter,

FEtEIVE

t lyl g within the bﬂundgnex af
t 2 3eor 7 the d\slncl Shi“

3) if the = rict ia in that pgrt
nf the state lying within the houndaries af
election: distriet 5, 9, 10 or ll the distriet
shall T

to lie in the éleﬂmﬂ district in which it is
actually orated.

“(d)*For the purpeses of lhﬁ £ECHion
““eleetion district” means an €l
district designated in  the
Erﬂclamam n of reapportia

14

“=(4) if the school district is in that part
) hin the boundaries of

n t 16, south of the Arctic
3 the district shall receive 111 25 per

CE nl

of the base instructional  unit 3 i
allatment; ¢ ng of December 7, 1961 and
*(5) if the schoal distriet is in that part fﬂﬁ 82 10 the house of representatives
of the stale lying within the boundaries of hy the povernor's proclamation - of

Seplémher 3, 196

* Sec. 14.17.056, Base instruc
unit for the fiscal yéar beginning July 1, 1975 3nd!gnding June 30, 1976

" is $23,500,

. (b) The hase mstrgttmnal unit for fnsrsl years bégmmng on or aﬂer
July 1, 1976 is $25,000. (§ 4'ch 238 SLA 1970; am § 1 ch 88 SLA 1973
am &1 t;h 140 5LA 1974 am § 6 ch 8] 5LA 1975)

- The 1973
instrue-

. Effect of gmendménl;
amendment ingreased the
tional .unit from £19,

The 1974 amendg@en

nitfréim $20,250 to 521,750,
& ent, effective July L,
1975, rewrote this section.

* Ncnte: AS 14.17.056 is améﬁ,ded to read:

: See. 14,17.056, BASE INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT. .
" (a) -The base instructional unit for the fiscal year begmnmg
July 1,1976 [1975]. and .ending June BD 1977 [1978] i
525 DDD [$23 DOD]

-qr after lelly.li 1977 [l976] is 5273500[3210(30]@

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

election distriet 6 1.5 dlamct shill re:ewe ’
atruetiondl umt .

“{b) If & school district is entitled 1o less

jonal unit. (3) The base instructional

et ..
¢ 126.25 per cent. of the baze .

‘,

"

en
oo
n

-}

M

E rep-ealeﬂ § li:: 238, 3LA 1970, Since the

neyer mk eﬂ'&a
L

R,pegle& by § c:h 233 SLA 197!1 EffE

"note (mm — AB 14.17.060 °

1 Edllurl note..
ad in § 17, ch. 65, SLA 1970 and

me

e repenled section .
derived fmms 1. 0.:. eh 184, 8LA 1982, and. -

amended Vi 6-earlier Gnactment

{a miot get put hére.

o Sefi 7H~.i7 061 ;

W
=
]
"E‘.
”
i
3
=
-
E..
'ﬂ‘
%
,
S
F‘
E‘
—
=
. 5
=
=™
F:
o
=
E
e
m

by.each achool dls
fiacal year in the fnrm pfescﬁbeﬂ by the com

(¢) Federal funds available for aid to local achool districts ‘will ba
- included with the state’s share in app]ymg Lhe mau:hmg ratm (§ 4 ¢ch
- 238 SLA 1970)-

Sec. H 17 070. Alt«mdnlte center allmment.
Repealed by § 1 ch 298 SLA 1970, effective .Luly 1, 15‘7&_‘

Editod¥ note, — The ﬁpéa!Ed section -
derived from § 1.06, ch. 164, LA 19628 4,
ch 70, SLA 1983; nﬁd§4 ch. 95, 5L.A 1m§5

1

hdal district under this chapter is contingent upon matching by

) the dnst ct in the ammmt of the ﬂ‘equnred loeal effaﬂ for that district

(b) For purpnses Df thlE section, Pi = equahzed percenmgé as defmed
in § 21 (e) of this chapter. (84ch 238 SLA 1B70)

‘%ec 14717.075. Supplgmentﬂl nllm:ntiﬁni ] )
Repealed by § 1ch 538 3LA 1970, effective July 1 1970. 4

‘Atticle.2. Preparation of Fubﬁ: Schdol Foundation Budget.

Bection Beetlon ‘

80, Computation by district by. lleparlment of Communily and
90. Estimated average daily mEmbEl‘Shlp = Regional Affairs

100 — 130, [Repealed) 150, Duty of e oner Lo examineg and

140. Determination-of full and true vnlue g

ale mmputﬂ. LERN

ec, 14 .17.080. Cnmpumlinn hy diatrict. By ‘October 30 Gf the

pfeﬁscal year each district shall submit ‘to the com
iminary report nf Eumputﬂtmns for the fn!lawmg fiscal year of the

& basis for fequeatmg leglslatwe app
and for makmg preli

m&5¢ch2385LA 197@)
Ef;t.

ing years, andﬂnithar pertment mfnrmatmn available to lhe
t. The result of this- estimate is the estimated average daily
membership..(§ 2.02 ch 164 SLA 1962) oA

Sec, 14.17.100, Computation of teachers’ salary allotment.

: ized. to be: pmd to sch:ml rimtncts under this chnpter.' :
fun ng of supplemental programs, on the same basis as determmed in
W the cnmpgtatmn uf st.ate md for the apphcgble 3

1. Réquireﬂ:lﬂm] effori. (a) Payment of state aidtoa__ .

inary payments under the public school *
. foundation program. (§ 2.01 ch 164 SLA 196‘;r

ioner by Septémber 80 of the pre- Sy



" Foundation | u‘gram'zgjampu;atian;l_’-"(ﬁ 208 ch 164 SLA, 1962 am%§7
'.Ach=23$SLA\197*?' e SRR AT
bl X pro

‘Bec. 14117.110. C&mputa‘tlnn of . avers
:ﬂgnt@gm. SR o

é’_dgilr,:v‘. :.,l"ﬂ_E;lTllbeA!'ﬁl‘;iP al IR Artidl

-

Lo -

Alloeation of fy

PREEN tomputations . 7
T .

3 egmputation

- 190 Reayrictions Roverning ' reeeipt -and
: ddjusted’ expenditure of money from publie
o . - schoal foundation acesunt s

under fi

1407120

Sec dance center allotment, °
. Repea [

ti v 1,1970.

the 15th of eac th, for spven successive . -
ISRt el o L each district’s state fid shall be distributed, (§ -
See. 14.17:130. Computatiol of required local effort, - = ' ™ %3 ch 95 5LA 1969; am 5 8 h 238 SLA 1979
Repealed by §11 ch‘QSSLA 196‘3%\ W ¢ under adjuste
Editer's nate."— The repesled. se ; '
derived from § 2.0, ch, 184, SLA 1962 .
Sec. 14.17.140. Determinatio luet
“of Community and Regional Rffairs, To determine 'the equalized
the matepine, o @pPplied to basiciy thé balance of the fiscal -
this new estimate and
¥ district’s state aid, Befg
. .+ each district of change
“ * .also. determine
account is sufficlent to me
Community and and, if the money is not suffici
| value from- ... Eovernor of the gmou L of
nation, the Department of B necessary.to earry out the pu _  f0r the rest
uided'by AS 29.10.396. The . . of the fiseal year. 4 and on the 15th of £ach .
; 5 , .Eubﬁequgnl month, one-fifth of the recomputed balanee of each district’s
i State aid shall bé distributed, However, one alf of the June payment
shall be'withheld pending a final determination of the district’s state aid. -
commissioner, The governing - {§3.02¢h 1645141962, am§ 1 ch.16! SLA: 196-?; am § 4 ch 95 SLA 1969;
distict may obtain judicial revi tion:by filing 8§ 9.ch 238 SLA 1970; am § 1 ch'135 SLA, w5 S
‘in the superior court of the judicial distriet in v} 'h‘Zt.he dist S A : : -
within 30 days afier recei of the determi . The sup a — The 1975 - '
madify the determination of the Depagtment of ‘Community ang . nament, effective - 1975 wdded
. . .. . et e oax il B the present seeand sente G
. Regional Affairs only upon a finding of :ﬁusg of diseretion or upon a . . : . s -
finding that théere is no substantial’ evidence 10 support the - o . T s
determination. (§ 2.07 ch 164 SLA 1962; am & 2+<h 95 SLA 1969 am 5. B . L e
6 ch 238 SLA1970; am § 9 oh 200 SLA 1972) ) . Sec, 14._17.186. Pa;:ment under ﬁnal‘c’qmputaugn. ‘Before June 16
. o . - ; each district shall transmit to'the corrmi 3
Effeet of amendments, — The 1872
dment substitited "Department’ of
Community und Regiunal AF " for

tate
[ onal
state aid shall be obligated by the commissioner before Jurie 30, If the -
district received more state aid money than it was entitled to under this
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51417250 : c ALASKA STATUTES

(9) “secondary school” means a school of grades seven through”
twelve, oF an appropriate combination of grades within this range, When
grades seven through eight, nine, or ten are organized separately ag a
Junior high school, or grades ten through twelve are organized
separately as a senior high school and are eonducted in separate school,
plant facilities, each iz sonsidered a separate secondary school for the
purposes of this chapter; : :

(10) Repealed by § 3 ch 238 SLA 1970, )

(11) “taxable real and personal Property” means all gpal and personal
property taxable under the laws of the state, but doos aot include
household goods and personal effects; .

“{12) Repealed by § 3 ch 238 SLA 1970,

(13) Repealed t 2¢ch 40 SLA 1971

(14) Hepealed by 5.2 ch 40 LA 1971,

(15) Repealed by § 2 ch 48.5LA 1971

(16) Repealed by § 2 eh 40/ SLA 1971,

(17) *ADM full-time equivalent” means the
periods Of pupil membership per day in speci

. services, texthooks, reference material

§ 14.17.250 -

(A) “direct services” include, but are not limited to supplying teacher
pupil and teacher supplies, as

well as utilities and custodial SErvices;
{(B) “indireet services™ are those auxiliary or supporting functjons
that complement direct services and includg, but are not limited to
ministration, transportation, food, attendanee and activi :
(C) “instructional unit”” does not include items of imunity service,
capital outlay or debt service, (5 4.02 ch 164 SLA 1962; am §§ 7, 8 ch 08
SLA 1966; am § 3 eh 153 SLA-1966; am & 18 ch 69 S5LA 1970; am &5 3,
11 ¢h 238 SLA 1970; am § 2 ¢h 40 SLA 1971; am § 14 ch 124 SLA 1975)
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o o - Appeiidix D ;
District and REAA Instructional Unit Allotments and Election District Map
" Table D - L S
Instrmtmml Unit Allntmmts for Cily and Bnrnugh Sehuol Dlsll‘lctk Ingtructional Unit Allotiients for Regional Edueation Attendfhice Areas .
197677 . 197677 .
(25,000 Base Instructional Unit) (825,000 Base Inslructional Unit)
Sthoal ' Eli‘ﬁtiﬂ!} | Inst, Unit ' Adjugmﬂ ﬁ;}g@ . | ‘ i qis
o wehan - Anst it used base I : gElection Inst. Unit Adjusted Base
Distriet - District | Allotment thructiﬁnal Unit REAA No. ‘ ‘Distriet ~ Allotment Inajt Unit
Anchorage 4| § 100,00 32000 I Northwast Aretic Schools 17 133,75 535!110‘
. Bristal By - 1 . 106,25 SEATIG - 1 Bering Straits Schools' 18 126.25 33,141¢
Cordova .° 6 - 115,00 28,700 3 Lowst YukonSchools 19 19000 - 4125
Cagp ] 107,60 ## 2,879 -+ 4 Lower Kuskokwim BT 13000 M1
Dillingham 13 ©O16.05 SHRRT B 5 Kuspuk Schaols 15 13375 35,110
. Fitbanks * - 16 . 1LY, 27,813 ' 6 Southwest Region Schools [ b I < A T L
- Galen 15 133,75 36,110 * . TThe' Lake and Peninsuly Schools 13 126,25 1141#
Haines 5o 107,50 26,875 8 Aleution Chain. 12 126.25 13,141%
Hoanah i T80 20,875 9 Pribilof Schools at St Paul 11 ©126.25 KRR EI LI
‘ Hydaburg - 1 107,50 *# 20,875 10 Adak Region Schools =~ 13 12696 RERETRES
Juncu | 0000 %5000 11 lditarod Avea Schools R ¢ I 0
@ Kike 2 0TS0 205 © 12 Yukon Koyukuk I
Y Ko, 0. s . W 13YukonFhis 16 133.1h 5, L10*
~ Kotehikan l 100.00 . 25,000 ]j Upper Railbeit Schools ] - 13375 o AR
g Cove - 12 196,25 BEREREI L ‘ LI {a/Greely Sehuiols 16 L2 27813
’ Elmyc‘)ck 1 1(_17@[}** 26,875 | ll“f\l iskil Lmti*wav_ﬁtlmi)l% 16 11135 21813
Kok 1] 10750 %AT 17 Copper Righ# Sehools ; NG00 . 276
Matunuska-Susitna 7 03T 25,038 - 18 Chatham Shools ] 07504 26,475
Nenani 15 R 1 VLR K [ B 19 Southeast [glinds o 100,00 - 6,250¢
Nome S L R ¢ A AT 20 Annetle Island Schools l 100.00 76,250%
North Slope 17 : 133,75 AR "t Chygach S(;'Im(_ils ’ T 115,00 - . 28,750
Pelicun f 0750 - a0 )
Petorshury 9 10375 25,938 -
SL Mary's 19 130,00 HERRI
Slwk-, 17 BENE I 110¥ .
Sitks (T L B9
Skagwry Cah 07,60 v MG AT "
Unalaska 12 126,45 AR ‘- .
Valdez i FIA00 WHe T ,
Wrangel 4 104,75 26,038 e
Ykl - § 10750 w2 ! '
' - i
* Includes an additional 5% sinee the distriel is nol serve " **This bs the neinimum applicalte to all dinteicts with Tewer
hy lighways, iilroails, ar (he Alaska Stat W oy dystens, - Uhan 26 instruetional wits, regardloss of locatlon,
mi _ o , : -
O . : ‘ i . B h
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