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AESTRACT

This summary presents the findings from four regional
workshops ccnducted as part of the Alaska School Finance Study. The
purposes of the wcrkshops, held in Bethel, Juneau, Pairbanks, and
Anchorage, were to consider current and future methods of financing
the public schccls, tc obtain citizen and local educational agency
concerns and recommendations about school finance issues, and to
identify additional tcpics for inclusion in the Alaska School Finance
Study. Educators, state and local officials, and citizens attended
the meetings and gave their opinions on a range of issues. A chart
summarizes the problems, issues, opinions and the proposals, ideas,
and rositions expressed at each workshop site. (Author/IRT)
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THIS summary presents the findings from four regional associations: and 17 interested community members
workshops conducted as a2 part of the Alaska Schootl attended the workshops.
Finance Study. The workshops were jointly sponsored and During the one and one-half day workshops, the agenda
conducted by the Alaska Department of Education (DOE) primarily included activities which allowed participants to
and the Center for Northern Educational Research (CNER) voice their concerns and to share their ideas. Based upon
as follows: Bethel, October 28-29: Juneau. November +4-3: comments from participants in the Bethel workshop. CNER
Fairbanks. November 11-12: and Anchorage. November modified both written materials and procedures for the
18-19, 1976. subsequent workshops to enhance opportunities for
participants to express their views. However, workshop
Purposes of Workshops audiences also had the opportunity to view an audio-visual
Purposes of the workshops were to consider current and presentation about the current system of school finance,in
) future methods of financing the public schools, to obtain Alaska. The presentation highlighted sections of School
citizen and local education agency concerns and Finance in Alaska Report No. 1: An Overview of Current
recommendations  about school finance issues, and to Issues. Sources, and Distribution of Funds for Public
identify additional topics for inclusion in the Alaska School Elementary and Secondary Education. The report. the first
Finance Study. The workshops were intended to augment of the Alaska School Finance Study. served as che basic
the community involvement phase of the finance study. working document for all four workshops.
Procedures * * *

CNER and DOE worked cooperatively throughout all
aspects of the workshops. beginning with planning activities
and continuing  through the implementation of the AGENDA
workshops. Four regional representatives assisted CNER SCHOOL FINANCE REGIONAL WORKSHOPS
and DOE in planning the workshops: in promoting
attendance: in handling local workshop logistics: and in
moderating the workshop sessions. These four persons
were: Joerene Hout, Bethel: Marilyn Knapp. Juneau; Ron

Registration
“Why Are We Here?™ — Purposes of Workshop

Inouye. Fairbanks:and Gordon Jackson. Anchorage. *“Local Concerns” — Presentations by Participants
Letters of invitation to attend the workshops were sent “Financing Alaska’s Schools: An Overview™ —

to all school superintendents. school board chairpeople, Audio-Visual Fresentation followed

state and local government officials. state legislators. by Question and Answer Period

officers of teachers’ associations. and other public and

. o . . Small Work Group Sessions (Chioose.one
private agencics interested in education. A total of 166 pS s ( )

persons attended the four workshops. Forty-six (46) of 52 1 ~ Discuss strategies for “Defining Basic Need”
school districts were represented by at least one person and 2 — Develop solutions to “Local Concerns’
many school districts sent two or more representatives. A 3 — Plan and prioritize a “Basic Education”
total of 38 school superintendents and/or assistant Small Work Group Sessions (Choose another)

superintendents: 11 other school district representatives; 53
school board members: 11 community schoo] committee
members: 5 State Board of Education mcmbers: 9 BIA
schuol or agency representatives: one state legislator: two
Borough Mayors: two Borough Assembly members: 15 state
officials: 3 representatives from teachers’ and principals’ Concluding Activities

1 — Discuss strategies for *‘Defining Basic Need”
2 — Develop solutions to “Local Concerns”
3 ~ Plan and prioritize a “Basic Education”

Reports from each Small Work Group
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SUMMARY HIGHLIGHTS

From among the many vaned concerns expressed by
participants i the workshops. the following mini-summary
highlights those issues which were raised in all four
workshops:

1. There should be no et*orts to radically change or to
abandon the Public School Foundation Program (PSFP)
as a funding method:

. Formula does not meest school costs: instructional
piogram jeopardized:

‘4

4. Small elementary and secondary schools do not generate

sufficient instructional units  to support  needed
programs:
S. Validity. accuracy. equitability and amount  of

tnstructional Unit - Allotments  (regional differentials)
need review:and

6. Extreme cperational costs often result from inheriting
sub-standard or poorly designed facilities.

ORGANIZATION OF FINDINGS

Because the workshops were structured to obtain as
much community comment as possible. it is appropriate to
discuss these activities in depth. The following sections of
this summary will present information about the process
and results of: a) the general session and small work groups
oti local concerns: b) the small work groups on basic edu-
cationzand ¢) the small work groups on basic need.

Seven major categories of concerns have been compiled
from the issues voiced by participants. The first four
categories reflect subject areas of significant concern to the
participants and include Public School Foundation Program
(). School Construction (11), Equity (l11), and Operation
and Maintenance (IV). These categories appear in order
based on the number of individual concerns expressed in
each subject area. The remaining three categories - Other
Financial Issues (V). Organization and Management Issues
(VI), and Other (VII) - group together several subject areas
which relate to the preceding four categories. The issues in
these latter three categories were usually not voiced as
often or as intensely as issues in the first four, but they do
raise many important points about financing and operating
schools. These categories also appear in order based on the
number of individual concerns expressed in each subject
area.

It should be noted that the term local concerns is used
in this summary as it was interpreted by workshop
participants: (1) to describe financing problems occurring
within school districts; and (2) to offer opinions and
observations about various school finance issues. Although
many individual concerns have been consolidated here,
considerable effort has been made to retain the original
flavor and/or phrasing of both the concerns and the
suggested solutions. However, every individual concern
voiced and solution offered at each workshop may not
appear in this summary.

ERIC
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2. PSEP nieeds only minor modifications or “fine tuning™;
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Spirited discussion highlighted consideration of solutions to local
concerns at the Juneau workshop. (Al photos by Ron Inouye)

LOCAL CONCERNS
Procedures

As one of the purposes of these workshops was to
obtain as much information as possible from participants, a
major activity was a presentation session about local
concerns by school district representatives. The comments
were audio recorded and CNER/DOE staft took notes. The
notes were summarized. typed. duplicated and distributed
as a working paper tor the subsequent simall work groups to
develop solutions to local concerns.

Work-group participants reviewed the working paper
and selected concerns for intensive discussion. Group
facilitators assisted the small work groups in focusing
discussion on their prime concerns and in reaching a
consensus on possible solutions. Frequently, because of the
intensity of the discussion and a group feeling that it would
rather concentrate on a few in depth, rot all concerns were
addressed.

Participants also completed individual worksheets on
which they indicated concerns of particular interest to
them (including those not discussed by the entire small
work group). noted the type of local education agency to
which the concern applied (city/borough, REAA, BIA) and
suggested a possible solution(s) for each concern. The group
consensus of solutions to particular local concerns was
shared with the entire workshop during the final reporting
session.

, K\
Juneau workshop participants prepare solutions to local concerns
on individual summary sheets.

R




Summary of Concerns and Solutions

Local concerns and solutions proesented by participants
are sumnurized in tabular form on the fold-our section of
this publication. Concerns are lisied in the first column.
The workshopes) at which the concern was voiced appears
in the middle colummns. The third section of the summary
indicates the various solutions suggested in one or more off
the workshops.

BASIC EDUCATION

“What kind of education program should your schools
offer’™  Answers 1o this question were sought from
workshop participants during the eight small work groups
(two per workshop) Tbout basic education. These work
groups afforded people the opportunity to express their
ideas about those “elements™ which they felt constituted a
basic education program to be otfered by school districts.

Procedures

A threesstep precess was  primarily  used whereby
individuals shared their recommendations in the work
sessions.  First. the small work group “‘brain-stormed.”
mentioning various elements which might be included in a
basic eduzation program. A group facilitator recorded these
elements on a tlip chart or blackboard for a'l group
members to see. Groups usually listed about 50 different
elements. I the second step. participants used an individual
summary sheet on which they ranked in priority order
those elements which they personally thought made up a
basic education program for their school district. In
addition. participants were asked to indicate the source of
funding (local. state or federal) tor =ach item on their
summary sheet. The brainstorming list was available only
for reterence. and participants could add or delete from it
according to individual preference. Finally. the group. with
direction und assistance from ithe facilitator. in most cases.
was able to develop a consensus based on certain elements
which recurred on the individual summary sheets. The
consensus from each group was shared with the entire
workshop during the small group reporting session.

Concerns Expressed

Although most of the small work groups reached a
consensus. all expressed concerns abour prioritizing basic
education elements. These concerns included:

1. A prioritized group list might not retlect community
differcnces:

t2

. Such a list might lead to categorical funding;

3. A compilation of such elements for general
distribution might destroy local option: and.

4. The Legislature might utilize such a list to legislate
what basic education is: apportion funds accordingly:
and, the result would be a State-run school system
for all communities with little or no local option or
control.

This last concern was repeated frequertly throughout the
basic e¢. »iion small work groups as well as being voiced
during the local concerns segments of the workshops.

ERIC
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However, once these concerns had been voiced and
discussed. most groups did tormulate a group consensus. In
some of the groups, the group ranking of elements was
faorced because all areas under consideration had a “‘high
priority.” One participant  described this situation  as
“prioritizing under pressure.”

Review of Individual Workshop Discussions

Each workshop was distinctive by the nature of its basic
education work groups. In Bethel. one small work group
pointed out that it was difficult to state whether the
teaching of one program area was more important than the
teaching of another area. However, that group stressed
communication skills. practical math, social studies (with
emphasis on local history and culture) and science along
wizh health. physical, vocational and special education and
the arts as ‘“‘noticeable” areas of instruction. The other
group stressed that administrative services along with plant
operation and maintenance were ‘‘essential” for any
program. This group indicated that communication skills.
health, physical education and safety were among subject
areas which should be taught. In both groups, efforts were
made to discuss the type of student the schools should
produce and to define the competencies for such students
in order to provide direction for developing an appropriate
educational program.

The Juneau workshop was characterized by the
emphasis of both small work groups on the "3 R’s™ in the
instructional program with equal importance accorded to
plant facilities and staff. Physical education and sports,
English. social science, health and satety, counseling and
guidance and career/vocational education comipleted the
elements for basic education. Education should help
students reach both their individual levels of achievement as
well as to attain to a certain level of achievement set by the
state. In contrast to the other three workshops, in the
Juneau workshop the idea that the state should outline
basic education was expressed. However, it was suggested
that cach community should not be satisfied with just
reaching the state minimums but should try 1o go beyond
them and to seek to develop well-rounded individuals.

In Fairbanks, both small work groups actively
participated in the basic education activities and were
extremely productive in their results, both individually and
as a group. One group, in secking to determine a basic
education program. extended itself beyond courses and
services to discuss such issues as student self-concept.
student self-identity, developing student vocational
competence and person and society. In addition. the group
emphasized reading, communications, computational skills,
survival skills and lifetime learning skills among their
priorities in education. Although these last elements bear
the names of many traditional school subjects, the group
used these terms to describe approaches to imparting many
subjects to students. For example, reading included such
diverse subjects as math. science, and Native language which
could all be taught as part of a reading program. This group
expanded beyond the bounds of traditional subjects to
suggest groupings of subjects, experiences and events which
would make learning vital and pertinent to students while
developing their distinctive human endowments.



Subjects and activities which might be included in a “basic educa-
tion'’ are suggested by participants at the Fairbanks workshop.

In Anchorage. one basic education work group fully
participated in the group processt the other participated in
the “brainstorming.” completed their individua! summary
sheets. but declined to prioritize as a group the elements of
a basic education program because of various concerns (see
“Concerns Expressed™ section). The other small work
group which did reach a consensus about elentents of a
“Basic  Education”™  progiam  included  these general
groupings of subjects and services: survival skills: career
education: student services: administrative services: science:
and leisure activities.

Summary

In reviewing both the individual summary sheets and
the group concensus from each of the eight small work
groups. no perceivable trends or definite vverall priorities
for elements of a basic education program emerged. In fact.
very little consistency in terminoiogy to describe the
suggested elements existed. These very situations emphasize
the individuality of cach Alaskan school district.

However. a number of strong preferences for elements
of a basic education program were expressed, In at least
three or four of the workshops one small group mentioned
the following items as elements of a basic education

program. These elements are arranged by category and are
not m prionty order.

A, General Goals

1. Development of individual student competencies
2. Development of a sense of identity in students
3. Develepment of cultural awareness

4. Development of “process skills” (how to think.

reason. use own abilities. etc.)

B. Subject Areas or Educational Approaches
Vocational Education

Special Education
Mathematics/Computational Skills
Language Arts/Communication Skills
Survival (in society) Skills
6. Career Education
Science (Natural and Physical)

8. Sovial Science

9. Art/Arts (Music. drama. etc¢.)

10. Health and Safety (services and instruction)
11. Leisure-time Activities and Skills
12. Physical Education

‘v t 4 —
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. Services
1. Staff (administrative, teaching, other)
2. Facilities/ Equipment

With regard to funding sources. participants concurred
that State funding should be the main source of support for
most elements. Reliance on Federal funding would be
minimal and. if used. would support efforts to prepare
students to function competently in sociely at large or to
supplement on.going programs or services offered.
Considerable support was expressed for some required
locally-generated funding for education. Reasons tor such a
requirement included the community’s sense of pride and
commitment resulting from local financial support for
education and the retention of local contra® of educational
programs and services offered in the school.

BASiC NEED

Basic need, as used in the Public School Foundation
Program (PSFP), is a sum of money. This sum of money for
city and borough districts (obtained from state and local
sources) and for Regional Education Attendance Areis
{obtained from state sources) is the major resource used for
current operating expenses in support of education
programs for students. The sum for each district and REAA
depends upon a number of factors — students. types of
programs, school location — and is computed accordiig to a
formula in the PSFP law.

The computation of basic need is quite precise. and
there is no disagreement on the method of computing the
sum of money that is basic need. However, problems arise
because of various interpretations and questions regarding
the definition of basic need and use of those monies, which
incluge: ] ,

1. Is basic need the basic educational need of the local

education agency, or is it the basic financial need?

Three participants at the Anchorage workshop list desired com- =

ponents of basic education for their local education agencies. %) 2. If the state should provide 100% of basic need in all

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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school distocrss what weuld this imply, and what
would it cost !

A0 Why does the basic need sum or money suppornt only
07 of current operating expenses in one district
and 10U 7 in anotber district?

4. Should the basic need sunt of mouey be adequate to
support g basic education program, ind if so,what is
the basic education program (in each district. or in
the statey?

Because of these and other questions. the need tor a
strategy  for defining basic need becomes apparent. The
suggesiions obtained at the regional workshops will be used
to develop a strategy (one or more) and will be used in a
report on this subject bemng prepared by ONER.

Procedures

The subject of basic need was introduced at each
workshop through use of a preliminary discussion paper
entitled A Strategy tor Defining Basic Need” which listed
problems of definition. traced the historical use ot the
term. and exaniined the statutory elements of basic need as
it is currently  computed. This paper also listed some
suggested criteria Tor a basic need definition as well as the
roles that persons and agencies at local and state levels
might take in developing a definition.

Consideration of basic need wus not confined to the
segment of the workshop specified for its discussion. The
question of what is basic need also came up in every
activity of each workshop. Therefore. suggestions and ideas
concerning basic need are compiled from reports and
comments.

Participants in the workshops responded to the problem
of designing a strategy for defining basic need by providing
full or partial answers to one or more ol the following
questions:

1. Who should define basic need?
2. How should basic need be defined?

3. What should he included in the definition of basie
need”

Summary of Suggested Strategies
The strategies suggested by participants are listed below
along with brief explanations of cach.

1. Leave fur.c need alone. 1t is not necessary to find a
definizion when the PSFP is working well now,
especictty snce any change in the way basic need is
wind o affect the operation of the PSFP, and
po- bl decrease the amount of dollars received by

oy -

FREANY:

2. Call basic need something else. The “‘problem” is
only semantic in nature sv a solution would be to
call basic need sormaging ise. Although there was
no common agr.2mant abust what to substitute for
the term basic .« i::2 wlost prevalent suggestion
was to call it bas - “ane'al need.

3. Define wha: bhasic se! is not. This proposed
strategy would invela identifying programs or re-
sources which should not be included in a definition

Q
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A feature of all workshops was opportunity for discussion of issues
by small groups, as illustrated here in a scene from the Fairbanks
workshop.

of basic need. The remainder of a district’s curricu-
lum offerings (or programs) or funds after such a
process would constitute a basic need definition.
Examples of things to “deduct” included the student
transportation program, building maintenance and/or
operations, food services, certain fixed charges such
as insurance. and extraordinary costs associated with
a district’s location or circumstance such as regional
cost differentials or intra-district cost ditferentials.

4. Define basic need on basis of what is required. This
suggestion, with numerous variations, was made
many times. It would involve identitying and
analyzing every requirement for the conduct of
education programs. Kinds of requirements to be
anialyzed include: (1) all applicable state laws and
regulations: (2) state and federal judicial decisions:
and (3) federal and state program directives. Ex-
amples of some specific requirements would be:
(1) accreditation: (2) graduation: (3) safety and
health: (4) special education: (5) minimum salaries:
(0) department of education directives: and (7) local
bourd of education duties (as specified in law or
state regulation). Omitted from such a definition of
basic need would be local discretionary programs or
activities.

S. Define basic need locally. Whatever basic need is
(basic program need?) it should be defined locally.
i.e.. within each district. Thus the basic need would
be established based upon the needs of students and
local community wishes. Such a method would
validate local control of schools.

6. Define basic need at the state level. The suggestion

of this strategy took two forms: (1) development of

a minimum standard program (minimum necessary

program, standard level of instruction program, etc.):

or (2) development of state guidelines under which

district standard program could be developed.

Concern was expressed. however, that such mini-

mums or standards for basic need might become

permanent through legislative action. and might then

become the maximum expected, depriving districts

0H of the ability 1o respond to additional or different
v local needs.
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EVALUATION

In Keeping with UNER/DOL’s desire to have workshop
participants share their ideas and recommendations, pre-
workshopand posi-workshop eviluation questionnaires were
completed by the groups. The questionngires sought pur-
ticipant reaction to the workshop format and content as
well us the schoo! finance study in general.

Procedures

The briel' pre-workshop questionnaire distributed ut
registration  requested  that  participants indicate topics
related 1o school dipance of particular interest to them
which they wanted included in the wortkshop. Whi'e the
greatest number of responses (11) occurred in Anchorage.
participants in Bethel. Juneav and Fairbanks also offered
suggestions. Almost all of the topics mentioned on the
pre-workshop questionnaires were voiced at the workshops
daring the “Locul Concerns”™ presentation sessions and
nany of these were further discussed and solutions offered
in the smuall work groups about locul concerns. (See
summary  of  ““Local Concerns.™) The  post-workshop
guestionmiire was more extensive, asking participants tive
specific questions about both the workshop and the Alaska
School Finance Study. Briet summuaries of these written
responses follow,

Suggested Follow-Up Activities

With  regard 1o “follow-up™ activities after the
workshop. the overwhelming response from all workshops
called for an immediate report of workshop findings and
recommendations to be sent to all workshop participants,
to school boards und to school superintendents. Other
suggestions offered by participants for follow-up activities
included:

1. Keeping local school districts informed about and
involved in the Alaska School Finance Study in such

ways as (a) CNER's meeting with school bouards,

superintendents and business managers to discuss the
workshops and to obtain local community opinions
and (b) CNER's requesting trom each school district
a written report about its goals, programs, services
and limitations encountered in implementing these:

2. Sponsoring additional workshops for such purposes
as informing state officials. legislators and other
concerned groups about school finance. obtaining

suggestions from local communities, discussing
implementation of* recommendations accepted
statewide, obtaining legislators” responses to

concerns expressed by participants and discussing
issues and problems of smal!l school districts without
a tax base: ’

3. Studying further actual costs of financing education
in rural Alaska; issuing reports about regional
differentials (including detailed statistics and some
models for adjusting differentials) for review prior to
convening of the 1977 legislative session: and,

. defining and clarifying differences between basic
need and basic education:

Q
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4. Eraluating “local concerns™ stated and separating
getwal “eoncerns™ from “selfish intents™: and.

. Prosenting problems stated and suggesied solurions
to public via newspapers, TV and;or radio.

Suggestions for and Reactions to
the Aiaska School Finance Study

In response to topics which should be addressed or
included in the Alaska School Finance Study. participants
indicated the following items which are listed in priority
order based or frequency of response:

1. School operation and maintenaice costs:

2. Capital construction and improvement:

‘4a

Insurance: and

4. Teacher housing.

. Other Topics:

a. lransportation:

b. area differentials-

¢. insufficient funding to smali districts:

d. electrical costs in rural areas:

e. food service and full state funding of hot lunch
programs:

f. base information about source of funds. amounts
available and how funds are spent:and.

g. equity of program received: equity of effort.

‘N

Reactions to the Alaska School Finance Study included the
following comments:

1. Need more input from rural areas about “quality of
education vs. basics™:

2. Involve students. teachers. business managers and
other school faculty members and community
people in conduct of the study:

. No sympathy or help is offered to problems of farger
districts: recognize that not only REAAs have
problemns - all districts have. but the difference is in
the “cut of the problem related to program and
finance™;

7]

4. Colfect data: *‘Let others (e.g.. DOE. legislative
branch) determine recommendations.” .

General comments about both the workshops and the
study varied widely uand offered such advice as the
following:

General Comments

1. “Learned a pgood deal about school
“Appreciate this chance for input™;

finance™,

2. “Worthwhile just trying to understand other
districts’ concerns. - hope conclusion can be reached
that will be workable tor all Alaska districts™:

3. “Revamp whole format™; “Last day was wasted™:
“Perhaps a more complete. in-depth approach could
hiave been added -- for some. it may have been too
simplistic™: and. )

4. “Keep plugging”; “Hang in there - You're doing a

great job.”

P S
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SUMMARY OF LOCAL CONCERNS AND SUGGESTED SOLUTIONS

Problems, issues,opinions...

Workshop Sites

SUGGESTED. SOLUTIONS

Bothel

Juneau

Fairbanks

Anchorage

Proposals, ideas, positions...

I. PUBLIC SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM
A Genoal

b lhere should be no ettorts 1o vadically Change
ortosbandon the PSEP as g tunding method.

4

2OPSEP needs only mimor imoditications or “fine
tung.'”

s Farmula could be sunplitied.

4. Formuly does not meet ~choob costs, st
total pragrant eopardized.

I

- Money generated w almost equivalent ot detual
costs. Contusion at local level results without
direction from state abont how tunds should be
spent,

oo The term, ™57 of basic need.™ s confusing
and misleading. especially 1o local government
units.

7o AnonnE of state aid sonsufticient and inust be
supplemented by Federal funds.

=

. Instructional Units

LOADM (average daily miemberslup) use ciuses
budgetary pronlems for small schools,

=. Reporning and veritying FTE (full-time eqniva-
lenth ADM 18 a cumbersome process.

oSl elementary and secondary schoals do not
generate sufficient instructional s 1o support
needed programs.,

1. PUBLIC SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM
A. General

1. The PSEP » serving most schond distrrons well
and should be kept,
2. Moditicztions reconmmended
#. Reduce fiscal rigidity and categonreal aspects.,
i special education and vocanonat educa-
tion.

b Include preschool program.
<. Inclide bilingual program.

d. Provide for cost dilTerences withn an A,

23

Review annually 1o accommeadate cost-ol-
living changes. 4

and

2. Any changes made in PSFP should not infringe
on the 1963 Batough Act regarding land sates
and Therr derived revenues (almost solely used
for education).

AL None suggested.,
4. Bevelop tormuln using detisl o,
or

4 Separate unlities. mamtenance and tood serv e
fromn budgeis and PSEP,

and or

4 Include weighted difterentigls in PSEP o e
onduary progiims,

I

- State should Minterpret. dictate, or announce”
whaea tundamental education progran

6. Discard

0. Fducate the public about the PSEP, Perlizps also
regquire as pari of teachier certitication s demon-
strated nderstanding of PSP,

7. None snggested.,

B. Instructional Units

FoUse enrollment sather than ADM s hasis fon
calenlating msiructional units.,

2. None suggested.,
o Gnaranteed floor (betore current fonunla AP

pliecd) should be based on one or more of 1he
tollowing:
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Drochioe v ADM sesidte i Bas o astrac el

by Tt tonai sty Ve Tens conhinogs

Drovtains

s st stractierad ande does ot seep up
Wt tadend popadatien o e
Pt cn el wat seanetunes constracd e
IR AR USRI

boding computations tor phyacalhv-dose eles
b

st schools canses oes ot et sapoet

. Validity | aceeracy. equitability . and amount of

Instructional Unit Allotments (regional differ-
eatials need review,

. Local Revenues

. Local revenues required exceeds State share pro-

vided 1o distniet,

- Diinicult 1o tase revenues beyond required loeal

share.

. Munwcipal districts also have high educational

costs, but local reveniue potential limited.

. Amount in lieu of local sevenues provided to

REAAS exceeds amount of local revenues avail-
able inindividual cities and bornughs,

. -
. REAAs have 1o local revenue source.

ot Zradanstractiong] Wt e a0 e

b S dodlaes per pagnl
Y
4, .

C Retan throughout yvear nuimber v L aeed

durang rail vos trom hudaennyg)

CNumie sggested,

N srgge-ted

S Nene ~n1;:c~!x‘d

" Instructional Unit Allotments

Adjust gecordmg to isolation, tansportation and
communication problems and other delveny ot
educatton costs,

and or

g8

Increase bosed on tollowing tactons

1. Inadequate Yacihities:

2. School lunch programs:
A, Matnrensnee costs:

3. Teacher housing:

wn

. Thansporiation costs:
0. Insurance: and;or

7. Activities,

and

(9N

Review PSEP ditterentials vearly and 1evise 1o
refiect cost-of-living clianges.

. Local Revenues

None suggested.

. Needs review |

. None suggested.

. State provide same amount to cities ana bor-

oughs.

. N supgesicd.

REPORT NO. 1

Copies of School Finance in Alaska Report No. 1: An
Overview of Current Issues, Sources, and Distribution of
Funds for Public Elementary and Secondary Education are
available at no cost for school and community groups or
: individuals. To obtain one or more copies, write:

Alaska School Fingnee Study
Center for Northern Educational Research
University of Alaska

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

or telephone Fairbanks 479-7143 or 479-71435.
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Problems, issues,opinions...

Workshop Sites

SUGGESTED SOLUTIONS

Bethel

Juneau

fFalirbanks

Anchorage

Proposals, ideas, positions. ..

11. SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

A Schoal copstruction is too much m the political
area.

B. There are extreme construction costs in isolated

areas which will probably not decrease.

C. Inflation depletes hond issue funds for all school
construction.

[

Current school construction system ¢can resulbt
in .y of the following. particutarty REAAS:

I Burllding inapproproate tor Alisk e ot for comy-
ll\h”ﬂ} .

2 Com e new tachties and equipment:

tTack of stiedirdizea equipment within schoo!

Jistur.

Intlated butddieg costs,

4

S Comtant frustration in deadng with Pepartment
ot Pablic Works.

£ Current financing for schouol consiruction.

boSimadler murapad ot o dsincts cannor logs

sohal constractien .

Y Sathicent State fuids are necessay tooasistn
w hoal ttuchion,

LoAn equitable manner Gt fundimg capial con-
sirction s reeded:

3. Bond isstes have ditfenng percentages ot State
support b mmeipal school distiiets i d
RE AN

'

S Mumaipal school distrise want same system fer
wpport of sehoai construchion as REA AN

o Rurat areas do not have tas base:

-~ Connderation should be given those areas which
have ahieady bonded themselves.

111. EQUITY

A “Equity refers to: (1) how funds for education
are raived: and, (2) the spending of funds per
child.”

>

11, SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

A. Department of Elucation swould conduct s
datewids study to establish privrities for fund-
ing school construction.

B. None suggested.

C. None suggested.

. Ali monies for school constructivn allocated o
a district should be controlled focally. DOE
should provide a State inspector to work in div-
tricts.

and

D. The planning and construction of school facili-
tien should anticipate future enrollments and
the provision of an adequate education.

and

D. System of checks and balances should he de-
veloped based on cost. timeliness and service:
ability.

E. Financing school construction.
1. feate Statewide poul (e.g.. bank or tyte lend-
mg ageney ) available for small distncts (partivu-

larly with small tax base) 1o horrow money tor
school construction.

Share school construction costs equally through-
o out State by increased incoie tax or throngl
mereased support from State’s genersl fund.

and

2. Establish capital construction tormuly sralag
6 to PSFP_based on need and ability to hingace.

7. Present 5077 State reimburseinzni ot disti
wchool construetion should he increased while
retaining local vptions.

11, EQUITY

A. Both topics need to be addressed and solved.
and

A.Equity in school funding will have to come
through greater State funding.

and
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Inequity exnts between amount ol local share
raved and amount spent per papii

Lguity of programs oftered needs consderation

Wit do we define as being “equal™

Less enponnne programes should not necessarily
he considered hasic programs. look iy the qual-
ity ut the program being provided

Amount of money available directly affects the
“qualits  of education.

If district stay « within budget quality of educa-
tim will probably be lower and school district
may he judged as not capable of effectively
QPerating progrann.

“Faequity T exists in crgrent fundine system of
RE A AL cities and borongis pay for rural edu-
eatian through incoine tax (PSFP and “substi-
tuted local share™ as well as paving for own
local school district through property taxes and
mcome tax (PSFP.

Methads of assessing property vary resulting in
distortion of equalization feature of PSFP and
inequities to taxpayvers.

. Full (100°:) State funding of education might

diminish local controt because of compliance
with State requirements.

. Not all large school districts are in great shape;

they need help in responding te com.: dnity
pressures.

. Small districts cannot essily afford to “gear up™

to level of large districts in order to mect needs
and expectations of local community.

Should he no insiswace that people pay for
schools in areas with limited access to work and
income.

. Industries may not be taxcd sufficiently.

von-school related community responsibilities
(e.g.. public safety, local government assistance,
teenage recreational programs) may affect “‘basic
need™ if not provided by other agencies.

A lnan attetupr 1o equalize the burden between
REA A 2nd municipal schoci districts. new e
wlation might be required to permit tazation ol
private property in the REAAs.

B. Revision in PSFP needed to correct for this
situation.

C.DE. Value assessment of educatioral compon.
ents i needad.

C.D E. Mavbe alt education should be shternative
education.

C.D.E. Need to emphasize quality rather than
quantity .

F. None suggested.

G. None susgested.

H. Need egual respomsibility among all school dis.
tricts to pay for education.

and

H. Cities and boroughs with tax base should not be
*penalized " because other areas do not have tax
bae.

and

H. Minimum level of tax ef{ort aould be required
where (ax base exists,

and

H. Increase in PL K74 support would help in re-
ducing loca! tax effort.

1. State should do al! assessing.

J. Lucal decision-making should be retsined by
schooi districts,

K. None suggested.

L. Provide additional financial support for admin-
istration in small high schools so superintendent
does not have to teach full-time.

M. None suggested.

N. None suggested.

0. Nonz suggested.
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IV. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE IV. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OF SCHOOL FACILITIES OF SCHOOL FACILITIES

A. Tosrsare unpredictable (e.g.. freight. fuel. water, B8 F A A Annual review of PSFP to adjust for such cost-
sewage. insurance, electricity ) not controlled by of living changes.
district and not reflected in foundation pro-
gram.

B. Operation maintenance, and repair costs for ma- B F A B. Operationand maintenance costs should be fully
chinery. equipment and faciiities consume up to State funded separate from educational budget.
one-third of educational program budget. Found: ion monies would then be: adequate for

educationa) program.
and
1 . Build new facility: would be cheaper in long run.

C. Extreme operational costs often result from in- B J F A C. Nefore BIA facilities are assumed_ some process
heriting sub-standard or poorly designed facili- sh .uld insure their being brought up to State
ties. stantards.

D). Some new systems and facilities ace too sophis- B A D.Return to simple structures to decrease main-
ticated. tenance c/sts.

E. Ability to keep facility operating has become a F E. None suggested.
criterion for hiring school principal; difficult to
obtain maintenance staff in REAAs. B

F. lnherited utility contrarts (eg.. Alnska Village B F A F. State agency (other than REAA) should assume
Electric Cooperative. Ful -~ ‘~alth Service) have responsibility for providing electricity on con-
resulted in REAA. subsi . .ng many non-chool tract at rates proportional to community s abil-
costs often at exorbi. ates, ity to pay.

and
F. State should assist with these “extra™ costs.

G. Clarification is necessary about: G. None suggested.

1. Responshility tar school mamtenance in aties A
And horoughs:

2. What s major or minor mathtenange? A

H. Insurance costs are uncontrollable at local level. J F A H. Provide State self-insurance relief for all Siate

agencies including school districts.

V. OTHER FINANCIAL ISSUES V. OTHER TINANCIAL ISSUES

A. Categorical Aid A. Categorical Aid

1. Such funding creates budgeting and management 1. School districts should receive all funds as lump
problems (specifically Vocational and Special sum to disperse s needed for programs and ser-
Educanon): vices.

4. Abundance of funds in some areas: shortage F and

ir others:

. . e 1. Maintenance and operation costs might be ap-

h. Available funds but no statf: F propriate categorical aid.
¢. Too many sides: F
d. Limits on flexibility in programming: J F A
e. Noallowance for indirect costs to be charged B J

against these funds.

2. Categorical 4id timets tocal control and decision- J F A > Diminish or eliminate cuteporical aid.
making.

I
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Categorcal wid programs have emerged because
of interpretation and udministration of enabling
laws.

. Categorical aid resulted because schools were noi

oftering what community wanted.

. Funding depends on grant-writing ability.

. Competition for categorical funding of required

programs (e.g.. bilingual) causes problems,

. Special Education “mainstreaming” increases

school district costs.

. There shouid probably be some categorical aid.

but type is difficult to determine.

. Federal Programs

. Federal programs cost more than they may be

worth: incredible amount of _. ne-consuming pa-
perwork and administrative costs which run al-
muost as high as funds awarded.

. Review process of applications fer Federal funds

may not be as fair as it could be.

. Need clarification of amounts and authority of

PL 874 (Federal impact tunds).

. Transportation, Travel and Support Programs

. Transportation concerns fall into two categories:
student transportation and transportation of

goods.

a. Student transportation is not inctuded in the
PSFP:

b. Student transportation over 1.5 miles is fully
State funded: hazardous routes only 50%
State funded.

¢. Transportation costs of goods are inequitable
and regional differentials do not approach
these costs.

. Travel expenses affect school costs in the fol-

lowing ways:

a. Travel exgenses for coinmunity school com-
mittee members. school board members and
superintendents are exorbitant, and yet a
shortage of such funds may create a com-
munications problem for and between these
persons.

b. Superintendents are required to travel exces-
sively, costing the school district too much in
terms of time and travel expenscs.

. Support programs have (or may have) an itnpact

on school district budgets as follows:

a. Hot lunch programs are not included in PSFP
and are being underwritten by instructional
funds.

b. Interscholastic competition financial costs
need to be addressed.

¢. Regiona! Resource Centers (RRC) are to be
established.

d. Boarding Hoine costs for housing and recrea-
tion programs may not be sufficient.

A
F A
F

A

A
F
F
F
F A

A
F
F
F
13

10

. Reinterpret laws to allow LEA, to make deci-

sions about and to administer these programs.

. Provide alternatives in school district programs.

. None © !
! i
wandled logally and
s adequately tunded.
. Maintenance and operation costs might be ap-

propriate categorical aid.

. Federal Programs

. State should take responsibility for school dis.

trict programs supported by Federal funds if
such programs address iinportant need(s) of dis-
trict. such as math and science (Title 1) or cul-
tural activities (JOM or Indian Education).

. None suggested.

. None suggested.

. Transportation, Travel and Support Programs

a & b. Better State funding is needed.

c. Regional differentials should provide ade-
quate and equitable coverage of these costs.

2. None suggestad.

a. State should fund at 100%.

b. Determine whether interscholastic competi

tion is part of basic education or is extracur-
ricular,

¢. RCC funding must provide adequate operat-

ing costs.

d. None suggested.
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V1. ORGANIZATIONAL AND V1. ORGANIZATIONAL AND
MANAGEMENT ISSUES MANAGEMENT 1%:UFS
A. Personnel A. Personnel
1. School districts want and need to be abletouse B J F 1. Certification proceatnes need t- +~anun
skilled local people to instruct students.
and
1. Retarn flexibility of foundation program to per-
mit local decision-making about using local tal-
ent 1o offer special instruction or to augment
dn-going programs.
2. Duificult 1o learn what constitutes an approved F 2. None suggested.
vovational or special education program with
regard to certitication of statf.
X Small secondary school programs must contend F 3. None suggested.
with inadeguate teaching staff.
4. School districts need short-term help (e.g., per- A 4 Shouldbe provided for through foundation pro-
sonnel, materials) from outside the district. gram.
5. With regard to teacher salary negotiations:
a. Pro'sand cons of statewide negotiated teach- Jd A 5.4 Statewide teacher negotiations not favored
e salaries with regional difterentials should nor recoinmended at this time.
be considered;
b. Lack oflocal control ot teacher salaries exists: F b. None suggested.
v. Need to cartail increase of salaries in nego- ¢. None suggested.
tiating process,
d. Teachers want salaries equivalent to State em- d. None suggested.
ployees® salaries;
¢. Current negotiations situations may result in J e. None suggested.
requests that the Legistature establish teacher
saries and school costs.
t. Good pay for and high expectations from J f. None suggested.
teachers do not insure the “education™ of
students.
6. Housing facilities for school staftf affects atrract- d F A o School districts should not be in housing busi-
ing und retaining personnel. ness. Long-term leases should be arranged.
and
6. Staff housing should be established by State.
B. New Schools and Programs B. New Schools and Programs
1. How does a school district ofter good education- J 1. Curriculum and teacher training for small secon-
al programs in small secondary schools? dary schools are necessary.
and
l. Individuality of needs in sinall communities
should not be lost in contrast to meeting needs
of more populated areas.
2. Current funding system provides for operation A 2. Need planning funds for new mandated schools
alb programs only. and programs.
2. Most communities want secondary programs but A d. Need a guarantee of funds to stast such programs.
tunds are facking. (See I, B, })
[

11
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4. Fimte State and local resowces cannot meet
Ingh eapectations of REAA communities fon
sevondary programs.

Sl new school areas, schools have unngue rols-
tonship to commumty, partly because school
distriet 1 sole emplover in the area.

C. BIA Sctivols

b BIA wlliges are sull uncertam and skeptical
about role and authonty of REAAS,

2. BIA villages are wounied about whether REAAs
will he abie to tuke over expensive E1A plants
and to maintain educativnal programs within
budgets provided by PSFP funds.

3. Some BIA villages do not want to join REAAs
because employees of BIA school will be af-
tected.

1. Industrial Impact
Industrial impact causes problems for school dis-
tricts.

E. "REAA™ Title
“REAA™ ntle separates these local education
apencies (LEA) from municipal school districts.

F. Small Cities
Cities of fewer than 400 people are not first-
class cities and, therefore, are prevented from
contributing local funds to schools.

V1. OTHER

A. Alaska School Finance Study (ASFS)

1.

ASFS is seen as positive step toward evaluating
hasic need and existing regional differentials.

. ASFS will hopefully define actual operational

costs for comparison with existing differentials,

. As many experts as pussible should be included

in the ASFS.

. Goal of legislative change in 1977-78 is seen as

too late.

. Will ASFS help or hinder the current financing

systemn?

. High School Requirements

. Since studentsare not required to stay in school

for 4 years to graduate, some school districts
lose revenues and must cul programs.

. Currently students are required 1o spend only a

few hours per day in school.

A
B
B
B
A
F
F
F
F
F
F
B J

4. More creativity in programs and delivery of pro-
grams is needed.

N

. None suggested.

C. BIA Schools

1. Workshops like this may help in transition.

[

. REAAs must have sufficient funds to take over
aperation of’ BIA schools at level to which local
cotmmunity has become accustomed.

*suggested.

ustrial Impact

Create a separate State fund to provide *“front
money” to set up schools in such areas.

E. "REAA™ Title
Eliminate "REAA™ title and refer to all school
districts with same title: "LEA” or “school dis-

trict,”

F. Small Cities
This situation needs review to allow a local com-
munity to contribute to the school budget con-
cerning programs and services for students.

VIL. OTHER

A. Alaska School Finance Study (ASFS)

1. None suggested.

tJ

. None suggested.

3. Include Alaska School Business Officers’ Associ-
ation and like groups.

4. Changes should occur Uei‘oré new legtslature.

5. None suggested.

B. High School Requirements

1-2. High school requirements may need revamp-
ing.

P2

THANK YOU!

"The Center for Northern Educational Research and the Alaska Department of Educa-
tion wish to thank all those who attended the regional workshops. The compilation of
local concerns and solutions and the results of small work group discussions have provided
additional data vital to the conduct of the Alaska School Finance Study. The cooperation
of participants in dealing with the school finance issues is appreciated.
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E. Dean Coon, CNER
Don MacKinnon, DOE




