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§ e s
Tln Alaska, the

xatest obsracle to egual edecational

.

opportunity may exisl hecaure of inter-system variations and )

Inter-region variations." (tchool-¥inance in Alaska Report No. 1

tlementary and Secondary Education, p. viii.)

tor Public

The need to reduce ov elimisizee rhe iﬁteﬁ—rq&}on variations

¢ -

ameng, school distvicts is recognized, in the Puolic School Foundation
Program (PSFP) since it contains a provision whereby school districts

in rural and isolated areas may qualify for additional funds to meet '

The PSFP

-

their higher operating

[
o]
"
—
v,

actor which makes the ad-

justment for diffevent stes in diffevent aress of 'the state is

]
<

1

cal’ed the instructional unit allotment. : ‘

How well the instruccionak’unit alletment achieves its purpose

of wveducing inter~-region variations has been & continuing concern
.

to ~ll perspns and agencies responsible for equitable funding of
. .

cducation programs in Alaska's public schools., ‘This cencern became

more intense duriag the past year due largely to the formation of

21 Repional Educafion Attendance Areas whose 1976-77 srate aid would
béwﬁffectcd b& the instructional uﬁit allotment. City and borough
digtriuts were equaliy concerded aboug the validity ot the instructional

uslt allotments.  (See Exaibit 1, pace xid, for a map which shows how

the Instructional unic allotments are applied across the state.)
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Beracae of theso concerns, ~he Deparcament of Education asked
the staff of the Alaska School Finance Study at the Lenter vor
Northern Educakional Research (CNER) to move its planned examination
of the instructional unit allotments ahead several months. In this

‘ s . : . . ' .
way, results of the examination would be available in time for ad-
ministration and legislative consideration of statutory changes in

the PSFP if changes were indicated. Because of the limited time

I - -

available, and because an analvsis of cost of living indices in

.

‘Alaska was required, CNER enlisted the aid of the Institute of Social

and Economic Research (ISER). The~cooperatively—developed_research

1 .
; design called for an examination of relationships among (1) the

cost of living, (2) instructional unit allotments, and (3) school

'oporation costs in Alaska. This report is a result of that examina-—

tion.

Ed
The primary author of this report wes Michael J. Scotr,
- s - ’ . ! - - .
, : assistant professor of cconomics at ISER. Lee Gorsuch, ISER director,

wrote’ the introduction. Many others assisted in this project (see

- S

Acknowledvements) by providing related information and data and by

.reviewing early drarts.

. ¢

Although the subject of this report is generally limited to the

instructiounal unit allotments, it also raises questions about other
features of the Public School Fogndatién Program, most notably the

definition of hasic neod, and the relationship of 4 needed cest of
-iii-
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cducation index to this devinition,  The manv additional lines ov

inquiry sugpested oy this report also tead credibility to
. . .
importance or the Alaska School Finance Study, and to the

ralsed in Report Mo. 1 of the study.

Alaska's public school students deserve on education
11

to nene in the nat sn. It 'is hoped that this report will

modest contribution toward that goal.

E. Dear Coon

the

issues

second

make a

Assistant Director

Center forJNorthern

Educational Research

ot
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INTRODUCTION

Tt is generally-accepted that it costs more to live in Alaska
»

than elsewhere in the United States. For those who live in Alaska,

it is no news that the costs of living in the state have increased

substantially over the past several years, and not necessarily in

any fixed proportion tc what it would cost one to live in other

areas o} the nation. Similarly, vhe cost for one to live a particular
lifestyle in different afeas of Alaskargiéo varies. 1Indeed, based

on the evidence available, the "cost oﬁ‘iiving" differences within‘

Alaska are greater than the differences between Alaska and the lower

forty-eight states.

Both the federal and state gr -rnments recognize this "costr
of living" disparity and, consequently,;propose various‘policies
and guidelines to adjust programs and'éalaries accordingly. Because
the effects of high inflation experienéed by both the state and
nation in recent years are unevénly distributed, it seems appropriate

for the government to periodically assess, if not continually monitor,

changes occurring in the cost of living.

The United States Government does monitor changes in the "cost
of living" throughoit the nation through the use of a Consumer Price
Index, (CPI), updated monthly by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau

of Labor Statistics. Changes in the CPI for major cities of the

-xiii-



United states are reported quarterly and intercity cost comparisons

are made annually. Unfortunately, for Alaska, oanly one city
; « ¥

Anchorage, is currently included as a CP1 reporting unit.

v

In the abreence of having other national measures to discern
cost of living differenceg among Alaska's cities and regions,

various state agencies have constructed and use various "cest of

living" indicators. One such agencysis the Alaska Department of
f‘

ducation, which inherited fron Taéritorial days a percentage

.

§ .
allocation formyla for dfstributiﬁg-state school funds that re-

copnizes regional cost of living differences. This feature has
‘been continued, altheugh modified, and exists teday as the In-

.

struct ional Unit Allotment in the Public School Foundation Program.

LR

Although the following report constructs a "Jost of living"
(or cousumption) index and compares it Lo other '"cost of living"
meast res or allowances presently used by the state, the primary .
rocus of the study is to examine the relaticenship of the "cost of
living". allowances used in the Alaska School Foundation Program to
the actual cost of providing educational services. Despite the
primarvg purpose of the study. many readers may inadvertently mis-
use the index and overlook the central thesis of the study, pri-

) marily because of the confusion which exists betwren "cost of living"

differences and cost difrerences,  Underlying the confusion is a

[N

pervasive misunderstanding of what 2 "cost of living” index is,

17

O
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and a lack of appreciation of how i. can ke appropriately used. Ve
hope a brief irntroduction to the cost of living cencept can clarify
any initial misconceptions and place the following report in its

proper context,
o

A "cost of living'" index measures the relative costs for an
- average family to live in various 1ocalities?‘ & detailed budget
| " is prepared for an average family. The budget reflects how the famiiy
spends its;income, i.&., what proportion of the iﬁéome is épent on
) o what items. Once thg“@udget is,prépared,‘specific‘localitiés_are

selected to determine how much it would cost to purchase the same

budget items in. each locality.

The budget, or the primary categories of goods on which the
hypothetical family spends its income, remains unchanged between
placeé. Thus, the index measures relative pr. s for the same
"bundle of goods.'" 1t does notlmeasure how much it actually costs
pcople who live in the different localities to live there because
cach family may spend their incomes differently. In such instances,
a family's "coét of living" depends on how they spend their income.

v N
AR . . .
Cost of living indices, as they are generally constructed,

) require a standard budget of a typical family reflecting a single

lifestvle. Tt is probably impossible to construct one index which

accounts for Alaska's cultural and lifestyle diversity. Indexing

\ ].8

~ T
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simply requires a standard unit and anvone who uses an index must
be fully aware that the index homogenigps any diversity, culturat

- or otherwise, into & standardized average.

) ‘£ \ ‘ . -
Given the above explanation, if there is any relationship be-

tween ‘a "cost of living'- index and the actual costs of providing

educational services in public schools, it will not be a relatiom='

ship based on logic, but rather one which'by definition exists.

Thus, a school "spends what it gets," and since "what it gets" is

determined in part by some arbitrary "cost of living" allowance, = =

- ‘
El

a rélation;hip bétweeﬂ the two exists.

LLogically, to construct a means to account for éost of education
differences in allocating school funds would require that a "eost
of education'" index, rather than a "cost of.livlng” index, be con-
structed and used. Just us a "cost of living'" index requires a
defined and, standardized unit of measurement (the average family
budget), 2 school index would also have to define a standard unit.
And, as with "cost of living'" indices, a "cost of education" indeg
would not reflect what it costs a locality to educate its children
(for each locality may choose, if it has the option, to spend its

: -

school revenues differently), but the index would reflect what it

would cost to purchase a "“standard education'" in each localiry.

19
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]
We hope the fndlowing report will not only serve as a
temporary expedient, but will alao contrinute to future dis-
b cussions 5n how tﬁg state can most upﬁfopriately allow fbr
regional.aifferences in the cosc of providingieducational
services:
)
b i

Lee Gorsuch »
Director

.JInstitute of Social
and Economic Research

o 210
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g , CHAPTER 1

A Short History of Instructicnal Unit
1 . '
Allotments in the Foundation Program

.

Introduction

It has long been recognized by Alaskan residents that the nosts
of living and doing bu§iness in thé state gary sﬁbstanti&ily, depend-
ing on location within the state. In the_urban southeast regiong
southcentral region, and Fairbanké, these costs are hiéH ¥éiative ;
to the Lower 48.% In thevpﬁral areas, much of th; interior, and in
fhe north and west, costs of purchasing the same goodé andr services
as Lower 48 and urban Alaskan resiéents buy can become astronomical.
In addition, the ccsts of cperating schodi éystems are compounded
by problems of small populations frequently.spread over great dis- ‘
tances; isolation of the whole school system from cheapér‘sprface
transportation, forcing‘more frequent reliance on air; isolation of
individual schools, precluding efficient sizes -of buildings and uti-

-~

lization of staff; and more severe climatic conditions in some cases,

which cause a myriad of heating ard maintenance problems.

In recognition of the differences in operating costs associated
with difrerent locations, the laws of the Territory of Alaska, and
later the State of Alaska, provided for differences in the level of
funding which each local school distr;ct received from the state to

reimburse an increasingly large part of its operating costs. This



I
chapter of this report addresses the methods by which the state has
S <0

adjusted the basic school allotment for the differences in operating
costs associated with geograéhy. ~The rea;ons for the changes in
these methods are nét always clz2ar, since 1t appears that legisla-
tures have been more interested in tﬁe prop?rtiéns of opergﬁing ex-
penditures finded fhan in worrying abtout why the operating expendi—
/
tures varied in the first place. However, sihce'equity in funding
and the adequagy of those locational differentials to Support opera-

tions have become an issue, it is worthwhile to examine the history

of the differentials -. see how thec current differentials arose.

" Pre-Fourdation Program2
The original idea for intrastate adjusxmenfs in school funding
for the cost of living or the cost of doing business in diffevent
2

regions of Alaska has not been found; however, it appears that in

' Territoriai days, prior to ?rohibition, the majcr source foér funds
of the organized school districts was provided by 25 perceﬁt {after
February 6, 19039, 30 percent) of the Alaska Furd, which congisted
of "all moneys derived from and collected for liquor licenses, oc-~
cupation, or trade licenses issued for areas outside incoppor ted
towns in the Districts of Alaska', plus 50 percent of these license
moneys collected within the incorporated limits.3 At that, time, the
Territorial Législature was prchibited by its "Organic Act" from

passing laws relating to the establishment and the maintenance of
-2

O
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: . ‘ \
g + schools and from appropriating territorial money for the support of‘v

schools. In March, 1917, the legislature was permitted to fund

schools for the first time, ant%cipating the onset of Prohibition

in 1918, which“was to remove the only source of funding for .szhoois.

The‘Third Session of the Territorial Legislature passed several

school-related acts, including oné which provided: for reimbursement

cf 75 percé:t of actual.expenditures'for maintenance of schools,

and one which allowed ghe incorporation of school districts cutside

incorporated tdwns to le?y and collect pr?perty taxes up to ten mills
" on real property; passed for the benefit 6f Anchorage and.Nenana,

/
both government towns at that time.

J In the Biennial Report of the Commissiloner of Education for the

biennium qued June 30, 1920, the first reference is made féldiffer—
entiails in reimbursement of schocl districts based on differences

) ‘ in cost of living.' The repcrt contalins a recomnended annual salar
schedule for the school year 1920-21 for the four Judicial Divisions

as follows:5

Elementary k High School
J Teachers Teachers

1st Division (Southeast) ’ $1,350 $1,500
2nd Division (Northwest) 1,550 1,700
) drd Division (Séuthcentral) 1,450 1,600

4th Division (Central) 1,650 1,800

[N

| S
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In recommending ninimum and maxinum teacher salary rances in the

Biennial Report for the bienrnium ended June 30, 1822, the repors

22,

noted in part:

There is justificatlon for a difference in :the
salaries c¢f teachers in the different sections

of Alaska. In recommerding salaries, the de-
nartment has taken into consideration the -
‘varying costs of transportation and livipp. S
{Emphasis supplied by present author.)

.

'

Ir. 1isht of later difterentials, these may seem exceptionally ™l

[®)
b
s

however, during those years about 40 percent ¢: the scheol distri

outside of incorporaced fowns: provided ~teacher living quarters, an.d
il 4
there ma, have been a lése obwious difference between urban and
§ - 7
rural areas in costs of livirg than exists today.
The recommended ninimim salary schedule changed from time to
. LR 'h Y . - 3 LR . N .
N titne, but the aresa Jdirterentials based on the tour judicial divi-

sione Jid not chanpe substantially.  Southeast Alaska (ist Division)
wias alwavs the base, Southwest and Uouthcentral Alaska (3rd or South-
central Division) rsot an intermedicte amount, abtout five to ten zer-
cent abkove the SCuIE?dST, and the lloerthwest (2nd o “on) and

Pairbanks and the Intericr (Lth

F920-25, For example, trancrortation ¢f pupile within distris
belame vooimhure 3}‘law.g Mulilnle sliancen of echacls wone oredad
Pera, which slliowed 90 Do NS X vonohioeln el Tes
L STOAanT ol ; Tk SR CO. eyon
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Also with respect to regional adjustments, the report recom-
mended in an alternate plan that the cost of financing the (then-
existent) state salary schedule could be computzd for each district
and for the state-operated schools by 1océtion, and tha: tlat cost
be added to other items to determine basic need. The : !.otment per
pupil, it was then recommended, should be regionally a:“usted, $140
per pupil in the Southeast, $150 in the South Central, and %160 in
the Central and Northwest Judicial Divisions, with a single amount

being allocated for each separate school, or "attendance center,"

with $£2,000 for elementary schools, $4,000 for high schools.

As actually adopted in Chapter 164, SLA 1962, the regional
adjustments‘and Foundation Program (the term was first used in the
advisory study) were a hybrid of existing programs, new idJas,land
the report's primary and alternate recommendations.” The Feaching
units were computed as recommended, but additional units were al-
lowed for administrative expenses in districts over 600 ADM;
secondly, for districts over 700 ADM, one additional teacher unit

was allowed for a principal in buildings with eight or more class-

-\

rcoms, and a vice-principal in any school with 24 or more classrooms.

Instead of the 20 percentage points regionsl adjustments which had
existed previously, the total cf teacher units was multiplied by the
average teacher salary in the district to get the teaching allorment.

The ~“lst $...00 per attendance center was adopted from :he primary

recommendations, and tne 1140, 156, and $150 per ADM on the s+tudent
b b

-9-
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a-l>tment from the alternate recommendations, with the exception
1adt the part of the Southcentril District to the west of 152° West

' Longitude (basically, Southwest. Alaska) was included in the $160

region. Local tax effort required was set at 3:Svmills, and the

ten percent local cost adjastment factor was not adopted.

Several adjustments’to the funding formulas were adopted be-

tween 1967, when the original Foundation Program was passed into
law, ard the next majcr revision in 1970.20 1n 1963, additional
teacher units were authorized for special education; and in 1966,
kiadergarten pupils were counted in Average Daily Nembership for
kthe first time, with two kindergarten ADM equivalent to one elemen-
tary pupil ADM. In 1968, the old ADM.allotment schedule was revised
upward, but not proportionately. Whereas the previoﬁs program had
authorized $140, $150, and $f§0 per pupil in the Southeést, South-~
central, and Central—Northwes£ Divisions, the new schedule shifted
upward by a flat $15, reducing the relativé-increments from 7.1 per-
" cent to 6.5 percent, and fgbm 14,3 percent to 12.9 percent. By, some
additional terms of this ng (Chapter 125, SLA 1968), prqvision was

!

made for some of the small districts, and districts lacking in local

/

tax ;éééhrces which héd;Been ignored when the recomﬁegded adjustment
”for tax effort increments over 3.5 mills was not adopted in the 1962
act. A complicated fo%mula distributed ar average equivalent addi-
tional $15 per pupil Qhere size or availability of local resources
o 30
-10-



led to d.-arities. TFor districts with ADM over 6500, the formula was

$15 per ADM
(District Equivalent Valuation per Pupil *
Statewide Average Equivalent Valuation

Supplemental Allocaticn =

) per Pupil)
For distri ‘s with below average valuation per pupil and below 600 ADM,
) s :
Supplementil _ $15 per ADM . . .
. = : < > : % (1.10) x (600-District ADM
Allocation (District Equivalent Valuation A ) )
per Pupil + Statewilde Average
Equivalent Valuation per Pupil)
b . In 1962, two changes were made to the Foundation Program. The
. . 21 .
first removed the requirement for local effort. This had the ef-
fect of increasing allocations to all districts without reference
4 to their abili+v to pay. However, this did not change the implicit
regional cost adjustments. In addition, special help was provided
for school dis*ricts impacted by state activities where pupils'
b parents or guardians lived or worked on state property not taxable
. . 22
by the district.
P . . The effect of the regional cost adjustments carnot be separatgd
from the effects of the rest of the funding formula and locel =zfferts.
It is worth noting that in a majority of cases, spending per pupil
b increased relative to Anchorage (Table 1.1) during the period 1362-69.
Since the Southeast Division was still considered the least expensive
in which to operate a scheol, and srate funding reflected this, it
Y is not wspecially surprizing that mest districts in this Divicion
R
~11-~
b
O
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Table 1.1
!
District Schools: Average Expenditures
(Less Capital Outlay-and Debt Service)
per ADM as a Percent of Anchorayge

1963-64 1966-67
District through tarough
1965-65 1968-69
Anchorage 10C.0 . . 100.0
Bristol Bay 130.6 154.8
Cordova 82.6 90.5
Craig 116.8 142.2
T Dillingham ‘ 125.0 128.2
"\ Fairbanks 114.4 121.7
\\\Galena —— -——
Haines 116.8 ©98.0
Hoonak, 97.0 : 100.2
Hydaburg ‘\\\\\ 113.4 103.1
Juneau 88.1 97.9
Kake . 111.8 100.0
Kenai —~—r’ 113.3 . 114.0
Ketchikan N 84.0 : 90.4
King Cove o 108.3 102.2
Klawock 117.9 109.6
Kodiak ) 90.4 97.5
Matanuska-Susitna 125.0 ‘ 131.3
Nenana 112.8 124.9
Nome ’ 91.6 87,7
North Slope AN -
Pelican 112.6 112.6
Petersburg 90.7 90.9
Selawik ~-—- -—-
Sitka 38.4 93.6
Skagway 108.3 107.0
St. Marys —— 652.6%
Unalaska 86.2 104.1
Valdez 117.6 122.8
Wrangell 90.4 9y, 7
Yakutat 105.3 1u43.8

*1966-69 only

Source: Department of Education, Annual Reports,

-12-~
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ﬁaﬁhowed expenditures per pupil less than that in Anchorage. Only a
few districts spent sipgnificantly more;per pupil than Anchorage did
over the period. It is not certain whether this occurred entirely
because of lack of local tax base (several districts increased ex-
penditures signi%icantly after the funding increase, and removal
of the required-effort clause in 1959), or because costs were not
as far above Anchorage for similar programs as commonly supposed.
See Table 1.2 as an example of the uneven increase in expenditures
when funding periodically increased, as it did with the increase in

-
allotments in 1968."3

In 1869, a second major study of the Foundation Program.was
conducted with the suprort of the U.5. Office of Education?L4 The
research was undertaken as a result of two events in 1989. The
first was that "the U.S. Congress and Alaska State Legislature had
eliminated two deduction factors that had provided elements of
quglization among, districts.”25 The second was the increasing level
of state:participation, which indicates that perceived inequities
still existed.:)6 The final reporf was published in Jenuary, 1970,
and included as one of its recommendations

That the state adopt an equalized percentage
method for determining the state's share of
operating revenue for the basic program for

each district. (Emphasis supplied by the
present author.)2

~13-
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‘Table 1.2 -

Total Expenditures (Less Capital Outlay and Debt Service)/ADM
1967-68 and 1968-65 School Years

School District 1967-68 - 1968-69
Anchorage 3757 $87u
Bristol Bay 1,405 1,277
Cordova 707 824
Craig 1,144 1,285
Dillingham 1,082 - 1,206
Fairbanks-North Star 928 992
Haines-Pt. Chilkoot 792 714
Hoonah 752 865
Hydaburg 899 712
Juneau . . 795 776
Kake 706 1,040
Kenai Peninsula " BBY 978
Ketchikan-Gateway o 701 818
King Cove 925 763
Klawock 875 1,059
Kodiak Island 761 928
Matanuska-Susitna 1,039 1,102
Nenana - a58% 1,059
Nome 767 824
Pelican ) 795 1,284
Petersburg 1709 785
Sitka 685 896
Skagway . 877 940
St. Marys - 547
Unalaska 691 1,052
Valdez 1,021 1,054
Wrangell - 669 784
Yakutat 1,246 1,025

%ljialf-day kindergarten

Source: Department of LEducation, Annual Reports.

~14-
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The study regom@ended a chdngc'in the basic plan for financing

public elementary and secondary education, which would contain two
elements: a "standard" or "basic' educational program, which would
be supported by an Equalized Percentage Plian, and -a séries §f sup-
plemental programs to compensate for unique needs of each'district.
The report was confined to basic education. Further, on page 6 of

the Final Report comes this recommendation:

One element necessary for the achievement of
accountability is the determination of unit

costs for each program. Alithough such costs,

would tend to vary from program to program

and district to district, such variations

should be subject to logical explanation. .

Had the report proceeded to recommend that cost of operations be
determined for program budget line items in different parts of

the state, true indicators of differences in the cost of education

might have been obtained.

In fact, however, the report recommended that "basic need' be
determined in dollars, not programs, and be derived from the number
of instructional units allowed for each district. The inétructional
unit was depencent on ADM, plus allowances for special education and
vocational education. The 5chedules were similar to the old teaching
units schedules. Basic need was determined by multiplying the num-
ber of instructional units times the 'base allatment." The report

then says:

The base allotment is increased by percentage
factors, depending on variations :n cos*ts of
providiné instruction in different parts of
Alaska.?

~15~



This seems clear enough, but>perhaps because of the lack of suffi-
cient economic data mentioned among other data deficiencies, the
report recommended in its proposed legislation dollar increments
based on the Judicial Division boundaries included in the old (pre-

1970) law which work out as follows in percentage terms:

1; Southcentral, Southeast 100 percent of Base Allotment

2. Central 105 perceﬁt of Bése Allotment

3. DNorthwest » 110 percent oleése Allotment

4. Lack of access to Anchorage, Additional 5 percent of‘ |
Fairbanks, or Ketchikan by Base Allotment

road, rail, or ferry

In the proposed law, these were called InstructionaltUnf&'AllOFments.
When the Advisory Council on State Financial Support29 met.to hear
the consultants' report, the Council changed the recommended language
to speak of the Instructional Unit Allotment as percentages of the
base instructional unit allotment, the lattef:ic be assigned in a
separate section of the law. This may be the scurce of bgﬁt Pf.the
confusion over the propef regional adjustments, since the Council
said, in explanation:

The Council feels that Section 14.17.051, as

proposed, should be changed to reflect a base

instructional unit allotment and additional

factors for cost of living rather than fixed

dollar amounts. (Emphasis supplied by present
author. y3U




There was no accompanying justification for either the consultants'
or Council's set of numbers, but the Council dié recommend a dif-

ferent set:

1. Southeast, Southcentral 100 percen{ of Base Allotment
2. Central 110 percent of Bese Allotment
3. Northwzzot 115 percent of Base Allotment

4. Lack of access to Anchorage, 105 percent of Instructional
Fairbanks, or Ketchikan by Unit Allotment {(as determined
rail, road, or ferry above)

The Council's percentages.were adopted into law in 1970 (Ch. 22§,

SLA 1970), but it is entirely unclear what relationship they bore to
either the relative costs of operatf;ns, or to the relative costs of
living. The average actual annual expencditures per student, and the
cost of service adjustment factor implicit in the Instructional Unit
Allotments are shown irn Table 1.3 for the years 1971-72, 1972-72,
and 1973-74. The chenge in the funding system, with Anchorage as
the new base, increased the relative level of expenditures per stu-
dent compared to Anchorage in every school in the state except
Fairbanks. On a per~studentxbasis, the new funding formula and
economic éonditions permitted or forced expenditures which were
higher than the regionai adjustment factors alore would have indi-
cated. It may have been partly as a result of corparing actual ex-
penditures with the unexplaired r gional adjustments in the 1970C

law which adjusted for '"cost of living“ or '"cost of operations' that

ultimately led the Department of flucation to adort as their new

ERIC
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Table 1.3

District Schools: Average Lxpenditures

A e N ™. - - . L SN -
per AIM as a Percent of Anchorare

Cost ool

Jistrict Cervice

Adiustment
Anchorage 100 100.¢
3ristol 17706 120.75
Cordova , 125.9 105,90
Craiz 181,73 100.0
miilingham . 1ea.7 11505

fairbanks
Galena
Halnes
Hoonah
Hydaburg

T O

woro 4

Juneau
Kake
Kenai
Ketchikan
King Cove
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Klawock 167.5 100.C
Kodiak 127.3 105.0
Matanuska-Susitra 138.0 100.0
Nenana 175,838 11000
Nome 1490.2 120.75
’—‘ North Slope 197.0% 120.7%
Pelican 193.1 105.0
Petersburg 115.8 100.C
Selawik -—- -
Sitka 105.7 100.0
: Skagway .
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5t. Marys
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24. This study was 1one :nder the auspices of the Advisory Council
on State Finuncial support, an ad hoc committee appointed by
Covernor Keith Miller. The final report of the Advisory Coun-

cil, Alaska Department of Fducation, Final Report and Reccommenda-
3 tions of the Advisory Counci’ on §t=te Financial Support to
5 Public S« Schools, Juneau, Alaska, Jaruary 1970, contains the
study recommendations, plus changes suggpated by the Advisory -
Council. :

§. 1Ibid.% "Background of the Study."
26. Ibid.

27. 1bid., 3.

28. 1Ibid., p. 8.

23. See Footnote 24,

3¢. Final Report, p. 19.

See Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs, "Summary
of Administrative Changes,' 1975,
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CHAPTER 2
. A\
Comparison of the Instructional Unit Allotments with

Available Alaskan Interregional Cost of Living Indices

Introduction

As discussed in the previous chapter,‘the feature of the
Public School Foundation Program desiéned to compensate school
districts for interregfonal cost differences is called the in-
structional unit allotment. Sometimes, it is referred to as a
regional differential. The percentage of this allotment depends
upon the geographic location of school districts and varies on a
scaleifrom 103.75 percent to 133.75 percent. The table of differ-
ent instructional allotment values will hereafter in this report

) . ) . . . ) 1
be referred to as the Tustructional Unit Allotment Index.

This chapter addresses the question of -whether the current”
[nstructional Unit Alictment index allows for actual differences
in the "cost of living" in various parts of Alaska. There are two

fundamental problems associated with accounting for differences

in the costs of purchasing and utilizing goods and services in the
various parts of the state. First of all, the requisite data are
simply not asailable.  Secondly, the group of pocds and cervicoes



-
\*.

which people actually consume (alsc called "market basket' op "2on~

sumption bundle") in the urban parts of Alaska differs-from that

which is consumed by the people of rural Alaska. This second prob-

lem is more subtle and fundamental.

-
Since the seconc problem is the mors basic of the two, it will
be discussed first. Tollowing this will be a discussion of the
limited Alaskan data sources and their use in creating a "cost of
living" index for Alaskan locations. Finally, the Instructional
’ Unit Allotments, which are apparently based on a 1972 Division of
Personnel survey and additional Qork Jdone in 1974 by the Department
of Community and Reglonal Affairs, will be compared to both inter-~
reglon:l price differences and indicaters provided by cost of livirg
Adjustments in neyotiated lalor contracts. < In this way, the stu
provider seme insight into the guestion of whether the Instructional

Pnlit Allotments an*ualily coaptunc interrepioral differences in the

costoos Living
rotinal o Probler, LRLIeR Ny Tor Costs of Living

VO CoaTnaln Wit lnowRis vnoinlste and statisviciars have

eaRTreser s the chasyes Lo Mooty o livingY at oa place over time,
i : GRS trereln o In Vcont of Living" at oa ¢ time

clween (lunon, : s teoor oot inden Hoosuch oo
X e ST ot U Il clifzvenzes in "Costs o

y! , : Pivirg chould aluavre b

Lo v
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The "c-st of living" index usually ;s constructed by systemati-
cally obtaining the totdl price of that group of goods and services -
actually knéﬁn to be éurchased or utiiized at a
time (also called a "market basket" or "consumpt ion bundle'). The
total cost of this consumption bundl€ is then ccmpared to the cost

of the (theoretically) identical bundle at the same location over

time, 43 in the case qof the U.S. Bureau of Labor Siat%é%ics' Con-

sumer Price Index (CPI) or the- bundle's total cost is compared to

v

the cost of a similar bundle of goods and services supporting an
eQuivaleht'standard of_living in another leccaticn, as in the peri-

odic BLS budéét comparisons for standardized households at several

U.S. urban locations.3 Either type of comparison depends for its
effectiveness on the presumption that the "costs of living" in a

lccaticn consist largely of goods purchased by households in the

market place, plus tax paymeﬁts; secondly, éhat the technician con-

structing the index has.chosen a bundle of goods and services thch

actually provide the same standard of living at all locations or

g,

times being compared. The fact that neither zssumption is ever

wholly zccurate is why there is never a perfect '"cost of living"

Trdeas
Inaei.,

For example, various Alaskan locations differ markedly in bene-
fits and costs which are not the result of market purchases or tax
payments.  Included are differences in the proximity and quality

of various kinds of {ree recreation oppertunities, the opportunity
-26-

46



]
Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

to pursue subsistence activities, the quality of interper~onal re-
lationships, and the levéis of noise, pollution, and inconvenience
associated with different locations in Alaska." None of these is
traded in’mge market place or has a market price, but all are cer-

tainly part cf the bundle of costs and benefits which people actually

associate with living in a place. Secondly, the bundle of‘traded

- goods also differs in quantity end type between places in ways that

are difficult to incorporate into a single common standard of living,
because people substitute some consumption for cost in sﬁbtle ways,
Eoth when goods are more zostly and when their incomes are lower.
One such substituticn is made in areas in Alaska without significant
road nets. In such places, a boat or a snow méchine may be substituted
for a car as the principal means of local transportation. If so, _
and if the costs of passenger miles differ between modes, there is
a question whether a "cost of living" index should account for only
the ditferences in costs of car trarnsportation between tlaces; or
g

whether the market basket be adjusted to count a snowmobile and/or a
boat as "equivalent" to a car for loch transportation, sc that the
index measures both price and consumption differences. More generally,
there iz a guestion whether regional cost comparisons should attempt
to translate the Ancheorage, Juneau, or Fairbanks consumption levels
e other lower income locaticns in the staté, or whether a serious

| v

atzempt should be made to adiust for @ll the differences in goods

actually consumed in differsnt locaticnyg, if there iIs neo assurance

~7-
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that by priciné these bundles, cne is measuring not only differences
in income. In practice, the Bureau of Labor Statistigs adjusts in

14
detzil for some of the relatively few Lower 48 place-to-place dif--

5

ferences” in their published standard budgets for U.S. urban lora-

tions; in Alaska, the paucity of data and the cost of collecting it

have prohibited all but the crudest adjustments.

The theoretical and philoescophical problems of proper index con-
struction have direct implications for school finance policy, if
the "cost of living" index is to be used as a method of alloceting
funds. The question comes down to choosing between a fixed bundle
of gooﬁs and services, or a variable one which allows for actual
differences in consumer choices between places at some point in
time. If the state implicitly chooses kby.its choice of a.fixed
bundle index) to proviée identical levels cf real funding in both
rural -and urban areas, the costs of doiﬂg‘so will be higher in mcst
cases than if the state uses an adjustable base "cost ¢f living"
index to adjust costs of school operation which depends upen Alaskan
rural residents' lower incomes and decisinns to substitute away £ron
the more expensive geods of ;he urban miarket baskets. On the other
hand, if a fixed bundle is not used, "equivalent'" consumption andg
zchool opportunities in rural Alaska will be more or less costly

relative to urban areas, depending critically on whose definiticn

wi "equivalence" is being used. Insofar as is possible, this study
—~ - - . . . N ~ -
uces fixed welphts and ldenticzl bundles to avold +he "equivalence"

probden, 4 8
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Feacticai_Problems of Indexing

Even if5;he philosophical problems of cost indexing did not
exist in Alaska, there Qould remain the practical problem that in-
sufficient data exists on most expenditure items to allow compari-
son of family expenditures between places. There is no recent survey
of expenditure pattefﬁs~op prices which conforms to Bureau;of Labor
Statistics practice upon whiéh to base standardized budgets for dif-
ferent locatioﬁs in Alas_ka.6 ‘Until 1970, the BLS c;mputed an inter-
city index forlznchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Ketchikan which
Peflected the differences in the cost of the average pattern of
expenditures of Alaskan wage- and clerical—workqaqérmilies of two
or more persons who were full-year residents in 1959 or 1965.
Beginning in 1970, however, this series was terminated,7 and the
only information on Alaskan intercity differences in costs of con-
sumption which remains is the fowd market basket data published
quarterly by the Cooperative Extension Service of the University
of Alaska,8 punctuated by occasional special-purpose surveys of
varying coverage and reliability. However, given some fairly plau-
sible assumptions concerning consumer behavior, it is possible to
construct a crude intercity index which, although it does not con-
Form to £LS standards, provides some indication of some of the dif-
ferences in costs of living between places within Alaska. The cis-
cus;ion which follows compareces the cata actually available with that

which the BLS specifies in BLS Eulletin 1570-3: Three Stendards of

-29-
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>

Living for an Urban Tamily of Four Parsons, Spring 1967,vwhich con-
tains the basic guidelines éor compiling bgdget cost comparisons

for the‘U;S. InterG;ity'Inciex.9 The budget proportions'spent on each
main category of expenditure for Anchorage in 1975 are shown ir .
Table 2.1. The budgets are for a family of four;;and are based on-
BLS consumer surveys and standards published by sé?eral agencies.lo
Each budget item will be discussed sepéfately. |

Food “

‘The Bureau of Labor Statistics' standard budget incl&des both
food consumed at home and food consumed away from the'ﬂome; Moderate
income levels begin by allowing for a2 total cf 4,368 mea;s served
at home to a family of four persons per year.11 It is intended
that the moderate income food-at-home component fulfill both the
United States Départment of Agriculture moderate-cost food plan of
11 food categories for the "average'" four-person family, and also
reflect regional consumptibn patterns for specific foods in each
cf the categories shown in the USDA 1965 Household Food Consumption
Curvey. Prices are calculated for each city from a representative

sample of chain and independent food stores, weighted by the tetal

o - - i 12
volume of sales of each type of food for all stores. Food away
from home in the BLS budgets reflects the average number of schocl
lunches and resteurant meals eaten by low, moderate, and upper in-

come families in a specific place. The number of meals eaten at

home io adiucted downward to allow for meals away from home and

5

. 12
snacks =aten by each budget level tamily,

-30-
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Table 2.1 ™

Major Expenditure Categories in the Annual Budgets
tov Feur Person Familiesz, Anchorace, Autumn 1975

)
Intermediate
Lower Budget Budget Higher Pudget
) _ amount percent amount percent amount  percen
Total Budget $13,226 100.0 . 521,229 100.2 530,385 100.1
Total Family Consumption 11,812 77.6 15,865 4.7 21,112 69.5
} Food 3,715 24 .4 4,581 21.0 5,624 18.5
Housing 3,943 25.9 5,838 27.5 8,408 27.7
Transportation 1,136 7.5 1,523 7.2 1,800 5.9
Clething 366 6.3 1,330 6.3 1,823 6.0
Personal Care - 309 2.0 463 2.2 710 2.3
Medical Care 1,285 8.4 1,286 6.1 1,331 4.y
> Other Family Consumption 458 3.0 8Ly 4.0 1,416 4.7
Other Items 556 3.7 8s4e L,0 1,431 4.7
Taxes and Deductions:
] Social Security and
Disability 868 =7 86¢& 4.1 5CE 2.9
Personal Income Taxes 1,990 13,1 3,850 17,02 £,87Y4 n3.C
|
!
Source: LT levises Dstimateo for Urban Tamily Budge:s and Cemparative Indexes
{ ected lrban Areas, Autwrnr 1975, Bureau of Labor Ctatistizg,
VODL Vo-759, May 5, 1u7i.
S A R,
O

[ERJ!:‘ ot

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Alagkan Zata 1is

family reeds, when used o compars
of the

state. Since 1951, the

Extension Service has compiled

e m L me e N
SO NEarLY 3G Jomploete

Prices for several Alaskan oF

ct

Although w7 o

by the Leutension

Service, a,

consumer

ey o
cae

be made to

food market basket to compare locationg |
ket quantities bear

an

in food hudsets For

irnored, possibly a

e ~r v - P S Yy = - e W ary -~y o ey
welrnting in the Quarterly Report ke
2 i
P Y N il tiay 4 g NI
L JERNR [ S S s [ S Pt L 1 N
NP N . Ve - vy v
bower ! SNCLATD T . oW
ol Tl (T L el LT Vo : e o
S . ~ - ~ v
Tosorvenun S ! :
" st ] ! . B .
. o - v, :
.
. . , .
N N 5 1 . : B
. , .

unknown reiaticenship t

[
el
a7
SR
“h .
Paa

e
iy <

Aarterly

-
PR
=%,

-y
IR

T ouseq
)
s
Caynr A
e
Ias-
roonc.c
ome e
.
e et
Ol
T
Towal e
v
- e
TR i




N Tahle 2.0 - !
) flagska Food Trico Todicen, June Juplyo Lot
Louperative
Extension !

= Whweighted Agricultural

L Apricultural Ixperirzent v

) District or RLAA Noooof Ivems Experiment station frices Civivion of

and Placel Available Station< TPL wWeights? Tersennel®
. -
Anchorage L& : . ; M i
Bristol Bay (Naknek) -- --

) Cordova : SRSRCIN
Craig - --
Dillingharn NI
Faivrbanky Gl RALEIN
Galena S »

b Haines Ll

' Hoonah - -
Hydabury - -
Juncau . RIS L R
Kake - -

) Kenai (Kenai, cn . ) . RS

Solidotna, wnd ) JEERTIN
Seward) = ' o v
netchilan i P
King Cove - =

b Slawock
Lodiax N
Mat-Gu (Tanond :

Haonais - o

Home

Valdez
srangell
Yakutat
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oty

the same o tor renters. Do ocorts for rentera included contract
ren and Insucancs on housenold contents and for injuries to ypercons
Do Ltho prorerty.  Rent was vo irciude (or was adjusted te include)

waitery, heat, Lizht, coolire fuel, garbage collection, and refricera-
£ 9 e b3 s & 9 %

For homeownors, costs included mortyare principal

intercst on a house purchasel seven years previous to the dat
ol the index, divided Into conventional, THA, and VA mortrapes,

with standard terms o each. In for shelter in-

o9
(a9
(a9
=
+
He
O
3
~

I
[¢]
p

ciuded costs of fuel and ilities, based on
Lo ~ house a*t 707 V. and modeorate aliowauces for use of speci-

§ourpliancen. ALl families were allowed budget amounts for

e
specitied gantities of househeld furnishings, and houschold opera-
tions costs ﬁp;.cledning supplies, paper supplies, repair and main-
Lenance costs, and postdre and elephone.  Upper hudget Tamilies

. N N -
wore aillowed o speciiled ameunt for hotel and motel costs.

The: moust recent Alaska housing cost information available on
middie-income housing i contained in the most recent Divisior of

3 is)

Personnal housing survey conducted in July of 1976. The data toch-
nicians attempted *to obtain a representative cross-section sample

of the housing availlable In each community surveyed, although &

high vroporcion of state amplovaes was selected, because they woere

most alfected by the zsurvey.” The data vere carefully reviewe
y 4 2
for =nir ! i T MmUY the oominin ity




It was important to do this, since the sample was very small in
somebcases and not random in any 8356.17 Comparing the state data
\ witn the BLS housiny cost, cne finds the Division of Personnsl data
show a less comprehensive list of items coulrzed in housing costs.,
Included in the Division of Personnel cost data were house payments,
) ele;tricity, fuel for cooking and heating, water and sewer utili-
ties, trailer space payments and insurance (rent foi renters).»
3 Those persons who had housing provided for them by employers were
I .
f S uded in the sample. Apparently excluded were household opera-

tions and maintenanca, and purchase of furnishines and supplies.
L) I &

Far mere impoczant is the fact that the housing expenditures
in the samples, however clesely thay reflect actual expernditures,
do not show operations costs for a standard quality home of the

Fh .

type used in the ELS budgets. In fact, the relatively low "costs"
< [ b

of housing in the survey's rural communities probably reflects

luwer incomes and lower quality, not lower costs. (Table 2.3)
Also, the fact that those who had subsidized housing were included

makes the survey show an artificially low cost of housing. The

. - . a ’ I3 ’ .
costs of maintaining family tousing in a given location should be
diout the same, excert for tax considerations, whether housing is
privately acquired or whether it is provided. The differcnce ic

that in ore case, the emplcyer absorss part or all of the costs

and this part shows ur as s lower "cost of living" to the concuner.

s

-39~
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Division of Personnel and Labor Relations
14976 Heusing Survey Results

Averape Average Housing Cest
Housing Hous ingy per Sq. Foot Average
Expenditures Cosc per as a Percent Hous ing
Place per Household Square Toot of Anchorage Condition
Anchorage $5,703 $4.62 100.0 1.5¢9
Barrow 3,188 4.50 97.4 1.90
Bethel 3,832 4.66 10C.9 2.20
Cold Bay-Sand Point 1,460 0.90 19.5 2.25
Cordova . i}, 988 2.73 ‘ 596.1 1.76
Dillingham 3,076 2.94 63.6 2.29
Emmonak h 1,920 3.53 76.4 2.71
Fairbanks 5,699 6.88 148.9 1.71
Fort Yukon 3,119 4,54 - 98.3 2.13
Galena 2,694 5.96 129.0 2.8C
Haines - 4,051 4,43 95.%3 1.67
« . Juneau 5,353 4.57 ©98.9 1.71
Kenai 4,706 3.92 ‘ €4.8 2.11
Ketchikan 5,075 4.35 4.2 1.72
Kodiak "4,922 4.67 . 101.1 1.56
Kotzebue 3,537 6.36 137.7 1.71
McGrath 3,683 4.62 , 100.0 1.77
Nenana 2,378 3.34 72.3 1.86
Nome 4,808 7.12 154.1 2.55
Palmer 6,364 5.68 122.¢9 2.00
Seward 3,840 3.25 70.3 1.79
Sitka ‘ 5,431 3.94 85.3 1.52
Skagway 3,908 4.47 96.8 2.00
Soldotna 5,645 4,44 96.1 1.80
St. Marys 3,828 5.84 126.4 - 2.71
Tanana 2,451 . 2.98 . 64.5 2.00
Valdez 5,459 5.56 120.3 1.46
Wrangell 4,931 3.02 65.u 1.56
Yakutat 3,237 3.57 77.3 1.50
Average of All
Locations Surveyed 4,123 4,39 95.1 1.494
—40-
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The excluded portion of cost is still nart of doing business in the
community, and cught to be ircluded, when funds are being allocated
to communities to provide salaries and housing. This warning con-

cerning housing :.plies to the towns of Barrow, Bethel, Cold Bay,

<

Emmonak, Galena, Kotzebue, Nome, St. Marys, and Vaidez in Table 2.3.

The housing qualitv szcale in Table 2.3 is dependent upon the
interviewer ra*ing a house on a 1 to 4 scale, with 1 associated
with a new or well-maintained dwelling, and 4 associated with poor
or condemned condition. Since the quality scale is intended to be
ordinal (3 is worse than 1, but not necessarily three times worse),
rather than cardinal (3 is three times worse than 1), it is not
ﬁossible to obtain a cost per constant qualit&.unit by multiplying
the cost pér square foot rating timés the ordinal quality rating.ls
Therefore, a cowprehensive cost index employing food pricec and cost
per square-foot of housing in comnparing food and housing crsts he-
tween places would be one which transl;tes Anchorage fo~¢ rusumpticon
to all parts of the state, but adjusts living standards in heusing
to local housing market conditions and incomes which have prevailed
historically rather than meet a single nnusing standard everfwhere
in che state. This is not consistent ;ith BLS procedures, which
require a constant standard of living. In fact, it will understate

the true cost of living in those areas where quality of heusing is

lowest; or alternatively, it assumes that housing meeting some mod-

“erate acdequacy standard will be provided at cost to the consumer

G

. . 1
equal to that of lower quality housing.

-41-
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A ¥
Heating Fuels and Electricity
Two major ongoing expenditures for running a house in Alaska

. Al
are heating fuels and electricity. A combination of units which

would be available for most modern housiag in Ala;ka is some form
of 0il space heat and electricity for light, refrigeration, hot
water apd cooking. Natural’ gas space heat, which is prevalent in
Kenai, Anchorage, and Barrow, is not currently available in most

of the tvowns in the state. All-electric homes are z:.sc fairly rare

in most of the state. Although heating and light are included in

g . ' . - 3 . . . .
the housing costs mentioned in the previous section, it is worth-

while *o demonstrate how these vary by locaticn. Tiéle 2.4 shows
the index -+ retail prices of No. 2 fuel oil in uOngallon amounts
cr lirger for i9?6 {(excluding city and borough taxes), and the
Decew . 1975, average monthly residential eleétricity bill at

5060 killowatt hours for repofting utilities iﬁ;each school distric:
and REAA in the state for which such information is availatle.

That ti! :<e diyerge far mcre from the Anchorage rates than overall
housing costs indicates either that housing renfs'in other parts

of the sta<e are lovw eiough to offset utilitiees and fuel costs
{which would be unlikely, given that sonstruction costs are also
higher outsideuaf Anchorsge), or that peonle outside of Anchorage
purchase less fuel and lights and 'hous=2” with their housing expen-

ditures, which is more likcly.



Table 2.4

Electricity Prices, 500 KWH/Mo. Usc, and Fuel Prices

Average Electricity Autumn 1976
Residential Bill Fercent No. 2 Fuel

District Bill for of Anchorage 0jl Price )
or REAA 500 KWH/Mo. Monthly Bill Retail $/Gal.’
Anchqrage $517.62 100.0 .509
Bristol Bay 57.66 327.2 .555
Cordova 27.50 156.1 .519
Craig 48.85 277.2 .508
Dillingham 57.85 328.3 .565
Fairbanks 33.54 1930.4 .575
Galena — --- 503
Haines 30.70 174.2 .508
Hocnah 50.00 283.8 .508
Hydaburg 50.90 288.9 -—
Jueneau 22.85 129.7 .508
Kake - -—- -—
Kenai 24,98 1u41.8 .50¢
Ketchikan 17.65 100.2 .50u
King Cove - -——- -
Klawock -—- -—- .508
Kodiék 31.53 178.9 .521
Matanuska-Susitna 29.25 166.0 .520
Nenana 34.99 198.6 .575
Nome 50.00 283.8 . 568
North Slope 6e.00 374.6 .926
Pelican 26.00 147.6 .508
Petersburg -—- -——- .508
Selawik 82.50 u68.2 -—
Sitka 19.00 107.8 .508
Skagway 34.60 15¢.4 .508
St. Marys 32.50 468.2 .600
Unalaska ~— -— -
Valdez 45.50 258.2 .509
Wrangell 24,75 140.5 .508
Yakutat ug.83 277.1 .530
Notes: See end of table 63



Table 2.4 {corntinued)

Average LClectricity Autumn 1976
Residential Bill Percent No. 2 Fuel
District Bill for of Anchorage 0il Price "
or REAA 500 KWH/Mo. Monthly Bill Retail $/Gal.”
N.W. Arctic $75.66 : 429.4 . 815
Bering Straits 87.70 497.7 . BL4y
Lower Yukon 82.50 468.2 .778
Lower Kuskokwim L9, 45 280.6 .616
Kuspuk 93.33 529.7 .848
S.W. Regicn £9.28 343.2 .662
Lake and VYeninsula 87.00 443.¢ LG73
Aleutian Chain 50.25 285.2 L B8
Pribilof Islands - - -—-
Adak -— - ———
Iditarod 74,047 L22.6 .Gu2
Yukon-Koyukuk 79.20 L49.5 L7082
Yukon Flats G43.8¢ 533.4 .833
Upper Railbelx - - .553
Delta/Creely 34,99 198.6 982
Alaska Gateway 63.67 361.4 563
Copper River 53.69 304.7 543
Chatli.m 82,50 4gB.2 —_—
S.E. :slands -—- -—— . 504

Annette Island --- C——— -—-
Chugach -—= --- ==

Table Notes: 1. Prices are the monthly average electric utility bill
for 500 KWH, including fuel surcharge, where applicable.
Source i Alaska Public Utilities Commission Annual
Report fcr 1875. The number is a population weighted
average for lccations listed by APUC.

2. Sourcsz: Alaska Energ; Office, 1976 Rural Energy Survey;
Alaska Znergy Office, fuel price data sheet for 19763
Standar-! Uil ‘ompany oi California, October 1, 1976,
posted prices.
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An alternative index to that c¢f the Division of Perscnnel for
the cost of shielter is provided for a limited number of places in
Table 2.5. This table was éelculated using U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development prototype housing cos s‘published
for various localirties and the 1972 HUD Region IX handkook on util-
ities usage for subsidized housing, together with utilities orice
informetion from the Alaska Fublic Utilities Commissicn and ret:
fuel prices from the Alaska State Energy Qffice. Generalizéd HITERCES
gage information was prcvided by the loan departmeat of First Federal
Savings and Loan Association of Anchorage. These .ources wer: com-
bined to give a partial budget on housing shelter. The table indi-
cates that for standavdized low budget housing, sllowing for certain
regional differences in the type of space heating which would ordi-
narily be used, the cost of shelter is consistently much higher in
rural areas of the state than Ir Anchorage. The fact that housing
in zome parts of the state may actually cest less can be attributed
to the fact that, ag menticned abtove, houses are typically smaller
and of lower quaiity than in aAnchorage, or housing is subsidized,
or both. Thus, the table based on standardized housing and utility
ussge 1s probably a better indicator of the differences in the costs
of fixed budgets in different locations, differences which are not

attributable tc differences in inccme.

To compile the table, Alaskan HUD prototype housing construc-
tion costs for a three-badroom, low-incomes unit wers selected “rom
—45-
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gimple annudl ;ntefest onn the declining t.:lance, «nd 1 to 1% per-

cent mortgage lcan fee. Tor such mortgages, a reasonable rule of

. . . '

thumb is that the monthly pa¥ment for wrincipal, interest, taxes,
- and finsurance will be about one percen* of the amoun® cf the loan.
To this was 4dded the estimaved costs of electric utilities, where
available, based on a tnree-becroom, low-income house of the t&pe
uses TO estinate construction cost, heated with cil (gas in anchor-
age, Kenai, and Barréw), and whrese hot water, refrigera+ticrn, cook-
ing, ard lights were zupplied by electricity. Hot water usage was

adjusted downward Ly 50

ko)

Sgcent {n those places not served by a
s

water utility, based on discussiens with Anchorage HUD personnel.
;

feat .oss formulas in the Reglorn IX HUD publication were adjusted

nead

for Alaskan housing and insulacion on the same basis. It sheculd
Leoenpnasized that these are ceosts for a standard low-income unit
wIodleur 0O sguare feer. Torel cests for larrer homes would he
)
Lot hlvher, and the Ir ., which are generall: rep-
resentativae, oould chanpe somewhat on moderits lncome housing, due
T aifien eoodn o alecoriciny anl Tued ard hijher mertgara,
' -
TN, D LLGUTAnCO pAVImOenT
J
TECTIREOR ; TGLL, iT v TOUn LDty « “he colt-
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operate an automoblle conforming tce BLS standards for local trans-
portation in those piaces with direct access to the major highway
system, at costs to the family the same as at Anchurage except for
gascline. An atrempt was made to see 1f other costs of operating
varied by location through Alaska Automobile Association but this
proved not-feasible.QO For moderate bhudget families, it is l}kely
that yearly expenditures will include the equivalent of one or two
air fares for each family mermber to Anchorage, Fairbaﬁks, Juneau,
or‘Ketchikan. for places neér Anchorage and Fairbanks along the
highway system in the Southcentral and Fairbanks-Alaska Highway
area, the assumed trips are made more frequenély; and by automobile.
During these trips, the family would dQ some major shopping and

take care of medical and dental weork. Adult air fares are shown

In areas where automobiles Jdo not provide significant local

transportation, annual transportatiin costs are assumed te include

and a hoat north and weust of the

sfracha Fanpe, but orly a boat in the Alectians and the Southeast.

farmily of four for one year

in

able 2.7 for 3t least

— )=
A%



Table 2.9

Alaskan Air Tares and Air Freight Rates, July 1976

=51~

]
Round Trip Air Freight
Alaska Air Fare Round Trip Rate for 100 1lb.
Destination to Alaska Air Fare Shipment from
Place in Region Destinaticn to Seattle Seattle
Anchorage -- $ - $246.15 $ 28.05
Bristol Bay ,

(King Salmon) Anchorage 99.73 345.88 37.45
Cordova Anchorage £5.00 245.39 29.20
Craig Ketchikan neL by 195.13 33.40
Dillingham Anchorage 117.72 363.87 39.40
Fairbanks -- -- 265.61 28.05
Galena Fairbanks 89.72 355.33 39.35
Haines Juneau 64,80 250.48 45,60
Hoonah Juneau 46.00 231.068 L3.60
Hydaburg Ketchikan 48.00 198.69 31.45

Tyneau -- - 185,68 23.60
-~ Kake Ketchikan 115.86 220.74 7.85
Kenai Anchorage 30.00 276.15 35.05
Ketchikan - - 151.69 19,45
King Cove Anchorage 325.73 571.88 £6.05
Klawock retchikan ug.oo 198.69 31.45
Kodiak Anchorage 90.88 284,43 2€.55 (summer)
Mat-Su (Palmer) - -- (Anc)246.15 (Anc)28.05
Nenana - - (FEk)265.61 (Fbk)22.0%
Nome Fairktanks LT 415.97 L7905
M. Slope (parroca Fairbarks 145,75y 410.5¢C 51,55
“ican Juneau B uL 271,12 53,60
rsburg Fetchikan 7568 180,74 25.25

LuWik Falrbanks ZN1.e3 Le7.,ou Gi, 00
witka Juneau DL 1747 Y
Skagway Juneau CRI RETNES ST
St. Mar, o Anchorase Tat Ly 2G1 .85 Ll
Unalasra Anchorage Hi.7u0 573.22 ETLD
Valdez snchorage BE 00 231,38 L=
Wrangall fetconilan £TLET 215,09 L
Yakutat JUrneau A DL g
source:  Alasra Cirllinoc, Wien oD cohea, Reeve Aleuatiarn "o Lar s

and Wegtoern Sirl
(-



Table 2.6 (continued:

Found Trip Air Treight
adaska Alr tare Round Trip Rate for 100.1b.
Destination to Alaska Air Fare Shipment from

Place in Region Destination to Seattle Seattle

N.W. Arctic [,

(Kotzebue) Fairbarks S147.,72 $4i5.97 S 47.95
Bering St.

(Nome) Fairtarks 147.72 415.97 L7.9%
Lower Yukon

(Mt. Vvillage) Anchorage 195.486 L1, 61 b7.00
Lower Kuskokwim

(Bethel) Enchorape 133,72 370 .17 Lz2.05
Kuspuk

(Aniak) . Anchorage 131.74 377.39 3o, 1
S.W. Region °

(Dillingham) fnchorage 117.72 363.37 be.io
Lake & Peninsula

{King Salmon) Anchorage 9e, 73 345.38 37.u45

Aleutian Chain
(Cold Bay) Anchorage
Pribilof Islands

o
[a
~
)
wn
=
i
.
)
pal
2
[0)2]
o
o
U

(St. Faul) Anchorage LO%.T3 £55.36 71.0¢%
Adak

(Adak) ' Anchorarge 437,70 626.12 73.0%
Iditarod :

(McGrath) Fairbanks 75,7 317.73 35,60
Yukon-Foyokub

(Nernana-Tanana) -- - (Abkrzes.al (FEk)28.0¢0
Yukon Flats

(Ft. Yukon) Pairbarta C0L00 325.¢1 L2.0f

Upper PRallbelt

(Clear) - -~ - (FEK)Z6%.61 (FbR )% .00
Delwz/Cresly
(Big Delta) Poirbarhs BRI T Le rr
Alasra Tateway
(Tox) Caiirhant s IR 143,61 L,
Copner Piver -
(Glennallz:n) A by A AR e, f
Chatham
{Angoon) CUTdl Tal RENIN S Lo
S.E. Islands
(Ketchikar.) -- - - TENLRT PUEIR
Annette rslornc
(Metlaratla) ceTon o PR TTA LT
Chugach '
(Wnivvlier - - (rmoeyrwe oo Cir
Tource:r Al fir : - SruTian i s N

3 oy DS L
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Table 2.7

Transportation Cost Index, 19761

,/”// Annual Local Annual Annual Total
f Transportation Gasoline Intercity Total Cost as a
District or REAA Cost, Less Cost Transportation Transportation Percent o
and Place Gasoline (auto only) Costh Cost Anchorage
Anchorage $1,196° $469 $ 0 $1,665 100.0
Bristol Bay
 (King Saimon) 1,196 - 430 698 2,324 139.6
Cordova 1,196 469 385 2,050 123.1
Craig 1,196 364 311 1,871 112.4
Dillingham 1,196 500 §2u 2,520 152.4
Fairbanks 1,196 508 0 - 1,704 . 102.3
“Galena 925 0 628 ya 1,553 3.3
 Haines 1,196 469 454 2,119 127.3
Hoonah 1,196 Leq 322 . 1,9€7 112.3
Hydaburg 1,196 469 3386 2,001 120¢.2
Juneau 1,196 469 0 1,665 100.0C
Kake ' 1,186 Leg 811 2,478 148.7
Kenai 1,196 2 210 1,898 114.C
Ketchikan 1,196 Le7 0 1,663 9.9
"King Cove 325 C 2,280 2,605 186.5
Klawock 1,196 360 33€ 1,896 113.9
Kodiak 1,190 470 €36 2,302 138.3
Matanuska-Susitna ‘ 5
(Palmer/Talkeetna) 1,196 LTS 2167 1,887 113.3
Nenana 1,196 515 288° 1,999 120.1
Nome 1,196 s 1,034 2,736 164.3
North Sloze (0 arrow) EMS ¢ 1,020 1,945 116.¢
Felican 325 G 59& Q23 5.4
Fetersbur- 1,168 NES 21 2,396 121.¢
Selawik acs 0 1,410 2,328 800z
Sitka 1,10¢ e 4ou RESAINS ohn
Skagway 1,196 W e ANENE 12G.1
St. Marvs 305 B 1,020 1,085 2166
Unalaska 1,196 L3O 2,672 L, 298 WS 1
Valdez 1y1ar WE 3it 1,%E0 nh,e
Wrangell 1,561 LEG uyra 0,18 CALL
Yakutat 205 i 5 na2w A
Notes: Sce end of table. 74




Table 2.7 (continued)

Annual Local Annual Annual Total
‘Transportation Gasoline Intercity Total - Cost as &

District or REAA Cost, Less ‘' Cost Transportation Transportation  Percent cf

and Place Gasoline (auto only) Cost Cost Anchorage
N.W. Arctic

(Kotzebue) $ 923 $ 0 $1,034 $1,959 117.7
Bering Straits

(Nome) g25 0 1,034 1,959 117,
Lower Yukon

(Mt. Village) 825 0 1,368 2,293 137.7
Lower Kuskokwim

(Bethel) azs 0 936 1,861 111.€
Kuspuk (Aniak) 928 0 922 1,867 11¢.¢@
S.W. Region

(Dillingham) §2¢ ¢ g2u 1,749 105.0
Lake and Peninsula

(King Salmon) Q24 0 696 1,67 a7.%
Aleutien Chain

(Cold Bay) 328 0 2,07¢C 2,395 14308
Pribilof Islancs

(st. Paul) TLh 0 2,668 3.7 03 227,38
Iditarcd (McGrath) 0 530 1,L58 87.4
Yukon-Koyukuk

(Menana/Tanara) G 2 288 1,741 1076
Yukon Plats

(Irt. Yukon) o L20 FENCHS £n.8
Upper Railbelt -

(Clear) , zot - usof 2,160 1Lt
Delta Greeliy

(Big Delta) - tLb SHE AT 13806
Alaska Catewey

(Tok/Northway) Lann el SuE CLIT iU
Copper Fiver

(Glennallen) ST 1 a1 CLOTT T
Chathan (Anfocon) 125 Lot 408 T L
S.E. Island:

(Ketchikarn® Tyt e ¢ KL T LA
Annetre Island

{¥Metlakatla) Lynne LET SSER . LIl
Chiagach ‘cheols ,

(Whittier) Py S a0’ DLEEs

Petes: Scee oend of table.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



)
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Notes *o

oy
renia L.

1. " Base. on roderate income family of four.

2. Aurwra 1970 Intermediate Inceme transportation cost, inflated by

the :atio of July 197€ to Netcber 1975 Anchorage CPI. For loca-
tic s with less than cne-fourth the statewide auto registrations
to ropulation average, an annual cost of $925 for a snowmobile
«n<i hoat, or $325 for only a boat was assumed. See Robert

Watu. in Associates mothodology listed in sources. \ '

3. Grioline cost i+ “lgured on basis of 15 mikéé.per gallon,

9,7'% miles per yuar, and local gasoline prices. Gasoline
us: is pased on BLS intercity index information.

4., lateoscity transportation-cost is in most ca: tased on inter-

city air a5 for the equivalent of 7 annuai adult fares split
“meLy bowe.rt.le, one of which qualifies for youth rates. Since
: ~he .- 1termediate budgets allow for some intercity air
travel. ig n0st cases the cost listed is the addiftional air
travel (v and above Anchorage costs.

. Bar:zd un monthly autcomobile trips to Anchorige, round trip of

20 o les, at 20 cents per mile.

1 utomobile trips to Fairhanks, 120 miles round
rip, at 20 cents per mile.

. Based on monthly antomobile trirs to Fairbanks, 200 miles round

‘curces:  Alrlines invclved; Bureanu of Labor Statistics, "BLS Fevicar

trip, at 20 cents per mile.

‘. Based on monthly automobile trips to Anchorage, 20 mile r1ouni

trip, 20 ceutc per mile, plus 530,80 charges for the autcmobile
ard driver neuled on the rallroad hetween Whittier and Portare,

Estimates for Urban Pamily Budg
Celected Urkan Areas, Autumn 1
Alaska Division of Enersgy and Fower Development; Fobert hathan
sssoclates, The Cost of Living in Alavka and Tedaral Poverty

GCuidelinec.

ets and Comparative Indexes for

£
975;" Alaska Department of Highwaye;

k
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Clothing and Furnishings

Clothing prices in Alaska may vary by location; however, there

is little

information on this phenomenon. If ordered in small quan-

tities through a mail-order catalog and delivered by parcel pos{;

clothing items ordered would have the same total price, including

shipping,

in the "bush" as in Anchofage. The hypothetical family

of four is assumed to take maximum ddvantage of this feature of

Alaskan mail service. Items too heavy to send parcel post, such

as household applianceé; would often go by air freight, and the

cost of very heavy, large order: would include the charge for this

service, which is very high-in the remote parts of the state. Many

of the standard household furnishings listed in the BLS housing

budget are light items, such as towels, sheets, and small appliances

which could go by mail, or be carried back as luggage on annual or

semi-annual shopping trins. The standord assumed life on large ap-

pliances in the BLS budget is quite long, and so the annual cost is

quite a small proportion of the total budget. In autumn of 1975 in

Anchorage, total houschold furnishings aud .perations amounted to

only £.8 percent of the total intermediate budget consumption, and

major appliances are a small portion of this tetz2l. FHousehold opera-

tions expenditures consist mostly of expendirtures for cleaning and

paper supplies which trade through the same $orts of retail outlets

as canned

Anchorage

&

foodstuffs, and which can expect similar markups over

2

fany
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To fet a clothing and household furnishings total, it is as-
sumed that clothing costs are the same és Anchorage, household
furnishings cosis bear the same relationship to Anchorage costs‘
as relative freight rates on a 100 pound, $200 order shipped to
each location, -and household operations costs bear the same re-

) 4

lationship to Anchorage costs as does the food price index. A

summary of this data appears in Table 2.8.

Personal and Medical Care

The largest single component of this category of expgnditure
consists of health insurance. 'n attempr was made through Blue
Cross of Washington-Alaska to see if incurance rates, doctors!' ard
Jdentists' office calls, and other related medical expenses vary
systematically according to iocality. Blue Cross was unable to

develop the information since variation in "%+ types of plens

available and the groups to which they are sold varies go widelw
that locality-to-localit, differences were not discernable. There-

fore, average family wedical costs are assumed conz~ ¢ for al.

areas of the state. Differc..cs in such cosis due to transpovtation--
e.g., the coct of taking & plane inte Ancheragpe, Juneau, Talirtanic,

or Ketchikan for major medical work--.ire subeumad u

der Transpertet oo

costs for annual trips. fersonal care costs in the Bureau of

tatisvics family hudiret sardes 2ve dominated bu othe couts oF
halrects apd tollen arzislen. i oy probal v doonot v




Al: Preight Costs and Heousehold Furnishings
and Operaticns Indices, 197¢

Sen -Alaska Housenlold
" und Cost of Incdex Operations Index
- Alr . zight $200 Item Fercent of Percent of
Place Cost ¢.” Shipping with Shipping Anchorage Anchorane

A

Anchorage $28.0% $228.0% 100,90 100,70
Bristol Bay

(King Salmon)
Cordova

1

45
20

104,
100.
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Cralis 3.40 3 102.3 -
Dill.ngham 39.40 a. 105.0 Tiele

Fairbanks
Galena
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wn
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Haines 45.6C 25,00 i0 L
Hoonah L3.60 263,00 10¢.38 ———
Hydabur 31 .45 231.45 ! -
Juneau s3.el 123,80 Gy, 0 i
Kake 37.8¢ c37.85 106 ~
Kenai 33.¢° 236,08 1068 1ipLe
Ketchikan 19,50 CLOLUS RIS '
King Cove PRV Toe.0E 1T - -

Klawocok L uh SarogE
‘Kodiak EIORER TDt. O
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Place

o)
[y
b
«

Seattle-Alaska
100 Pound
Alr Freight
Cost of Shipping

Index
Percenx
Anchorage

ot

N.¥W. Arctic
(Kotzebue)

Berinug Straits {Nome)

Lower Yukon
(Mt. Village)

Lower Kuskokwim

Kuspuk (Aniahk)

S.W. Region
(billingham)

Lake and Peninsulis
(King Salmon)

Aleutian Chain

(Cold Bay-vans foius

Ialand:

Fr ‘hilof
c. Paul)

.
. Ao,
Ao (hAdax)
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e Do Ve
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STATE SALARY 3CHEDULE DIFFERENTIALS,
GONERAL GOVERNMENT UNIT, STEP A
' MAY 16, 1976 :

Monthly Rates Fercent of anchorage
Gen'l Covt. : ; - -

Place Schedule Range 8 Range 15 Range 3C Range 8 Range 15 Range 30
Ketchikan ‘ $ 957 $1,513 $3,802 100.0 100.0 100.0
Petersburg-

Wrangell C 987 1,571 3,342 103.1 . 103.3 103.7
Sitka c 987 1,571 3,962 103.1 103.8  10%.7
Juneau . A 957 1,513 3,802 iC0.0 100.0G 100.0
Haines—Skagway D~ 1,018 1,630 4,091 106.4 ©107.7 107.¢
Cordova E 1,083 1,754 4,403 113.7 118.¢@ 115.8
Valdez I 1,120 1.821 4,569 117.0 122G, 120.2°
Falper’ C 987 1,571 3,942 103.1 ~ 103.8 105.7
Anchorage A 357 1,513 3,802 102.0 1C0.¢ 100.0
Seward D 1,018 1,630 L,091 106.4 127.7 107.0
Kenai I 1,018 1,630 4,091 106.4 107.7 107.5
Kodiak - D 1,018 1,63C 4,091 106.4 107.7 107.6
Aleutian Islands 3 1.180 1,860 4,917 124.3 123.5 129.3
Dillinghawm 1,190 1,960 4,917 124.3° 129.5 129.3
Betnel .G 1,221 2,034 5,103 128.6 134k 134,72
Galena-Tanana- . i

' McGrathn i 1,270 2,109 5,295 132.7 139.4 138.3
Nenana 0 1,231 2,034 5,103 . 128.5 i34.4 234,72
Fairbanks and S. of . '

Arctic Circle E 1,083 1,754 4,403 113.7 115.9 115.8
Ft. Yukon and N. of ‘

Arctic Circle H 1,270 25109, 5,295 132.7 " 139.4 139.3
Barrow-Kotzebue H 1,27¢ 2,109 5,295 132.7 15¢e.4 139.3
-Nome F 1,190 1,960 4,917 124.3 129.5 129.%
Hooper Bay G 1,231 2,034 5,103 128.6 134.4 - 13,2
Contiguous U.S. : .

_and Canada X 800 1.231 3,Qu8 ) 83.5 81.4 80.2

' p

Source: State of f1zska Salary Schedule, May 16, 137€.

Note: The salary for any given position is defined by schedule, which varies «eograg..i-
cally.by region; range, which varies with the job; and step, which varies with
experience. The figures in the table neflect low, medium, and high ranges for
each location. ' ’
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Summary

In Chapter 2, this.study deals with two major issues in develop-

v

i M
Ang "cost of living" indices for Alaska. The first problem is” that

-«

insurficient daca exists to permit the construction of a comprehen-

sive index for any location other than Anchorage. In spite of this

difticulty, the bulk of the chapter is devoted to the construction

of a total consumption cos® index which is believed to more accuritely

v

reflect the differences in the cests of maintaining a given standard
of 1living in various locations in the ‘state than any other index czur-
rently available. The discussion is kéyed to the budget components

of the U.S. Intercity Index, published annually by the Fureau of

Labor Statistics. Departures from BLS methodology and proxy var:-

°

ables which are used in the Alaskan index are specified.

- .
The seccend problem can be most simply expressed in its Alaskan

-

context as a question of whether a "cost of living" comparison of

two locations should be a comparison of the costs at the two loca-

tions of a fixed bundle of gotds and services characteristic of

.

only one of the locations, or whether fhe compariéon shonld be
between the ccsts of whatever goods and sarvices are actually
pufchaséd at each location, recognizing that actual purchases may
reflect differences in standérds of iiving. Since the intent of

the School Foundation Program seems to be to provide equal education

.

99

e
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rortunities in different places in Alaska, a ''cost of living"
OPF . > C 5

index reflecting this. intent should also hold standard of iiving

~ "

R constant to the maximum possible extent. Fcr this reason, we used
. R ’
. .a fixed weight mdrket basket based on.the Anchorage BLS Standa:d

‘Family Budgets. The index used in this study is compared to the
other indices used by the state, which dc not use fixed weightsy

. : and to state and private "cust of living" pay differentials.

-————

O
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Chapter 2

Footnotes

S
) v

1. Tor g mcre complete discussion, see Schooi Flnance in Alaska,
Report MNo. 1, "An Overview of Current Issues, Sources, and
Dlstrlbutlon of Funds for Public Elementary and Secondary
Fducation," Center for Northern Education Research, Unlver51ty
of Alaska, Fairbanks, 1976, Appendix B

(2]

However, “'cost of llv1ng" payments should not be confused with

hardship pay or‘other benefits paid to workers to persuade them

to Aaccept disagreeable or dangerous working conditions. These '
v benefits are often given by private industry and governments

‘{/ ) even where '"cost of:living" is relatively low. Private con-

' tracts in Alaska may contain elements of hardship pay in some’

locaticns, even.if the difference dn pay is called a "cost of

living" differential.

3. U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, '"Urban
Family Budgets." See Bureau of Labor Statistics, Three Stan-
. dards of Living for an Urban Family of Four Persons, Sgplng,

. 1967, V Bulletin No. 1570- 5, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau
of Labor-Statistics; Edna B. Bramrch, "Urban Family Budgets Up-
dated to Autumn 1974," Monthly Labor Review 98(6): u42-u48,

June 1975. The budgets continue to be a subject of contro-
versy to some extent. See: Mark K. Sherwood "Family Budgets '
and Geographic Differences in Price Levels," Monthly Labor
Review 98(u4): 8-15, April 1975.

4. Economists call these berefits and costs either public goods or
externalities. Public' goods are goods like fresh air or recrea-
tion oppor;unlfles in an uncrowded enz;ronment, where one person's
consumption of the good does not affect another® person's ability
tc consume. Other benp‘lts and costs are called externalities.
Even though one person's consumptlon may subject others to.
benefits and/or costs, the price of goods congumed does not
necessarily take that, fact into account. For example, flshlng

" benefits conferred on a person by virtue of 'his living néxt to
. a salmon stream may not necessarily be reflevted in the price
: of the house, nor would the costs associated with a loud and
cbnexious neighbor. These are benefits and costs assocdiated
with the, decision to purchase which are "external" to the mar-
\ ' ket decision and which will not be reflected in the 'cost of
' l%ving.” ' ‘ )

-
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« . .

. . In particular, regional food preferences, availability oflEBbllc
- ' transportation, and climate differences. <

(Sg3

6. After a Hlatuq of seeral years, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
will resume consumer surveys in Fairbanks in the spring of 1977,
Based on the survey, a Consumer Price Index will be computed °
for Fzirbanks, but it is uncertain whether there will be an
"intercity index" to.compare to other places. Anchorage' is
the only other Alaskan city for which such surveys have been

done since 1959-60: ——3

~

7. .The problem was at least partly .costs of data collection, since ~
reporting became quarterly for the CPI in 1969, and the BLS
felt their old series was-outdated.

© : L 3 - .

8. Quarterly Report’ on Alaska's Food Drlces Prepared- by the Eco-
nomics, Department, , Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station,
Issued by the Cooperative Extdnsion Servite, University of
Alaska, Fairbdnks, Alaska. Issued for March, June, September,
and December of each year. - 4

9. See footnote 3..

10. Included in the data required from other agencies ‘is the USDA
low-cost, moderate-cost, and Iiberal food plan, found Xn Family .
Food Plans, Revised 1964 (CA 62-19, November 1964), Agricultural
'Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and standards
for ' the shelter component of housing¥cost, established by the
Amgrican Public Healfh Association and U.S. Public Housing Ad- »
ministration. Specific items required to fulfill the geneval
standards were based &?on observed consumer behavior estdb-
lished regionally by -<consumer surveys. The most recent surveys
were completed by BLS between July, 1973 and June, 1374.

"11. Three meals per day per person, 7 days per, week, 52 weeks per
" year, for an urban family of four persons: employed husband,
age 38, wife not employed out31de th%,home, 8-year-old girl,
13-year- old boy. -
12. Focd price estimates are based on data optained during collection
of food prices for the Consumer Price Index. i

13. See BLS Bulletin 1570-5, p. 41, and food appemdis-.

14, The Tairbanks-North 3tar Borough Impaet\lnformation Centeﬁ$3~port
No. 30 (October 20, 197€) explains further, and derives a superiocr
1nter01ty food price index .for Fairbanks compared with Anchorage.

The problem in th2 current study 1s,that too many places were in-
volved to make the Impact Information Center solution pract*ea*%

. . . /7
- - 1
. '—-78—-.‘
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1s5.

16. °
- * of Personnel and Labor Relations (Draft), November, 1976.

18.

18.

20.

BLS Bulletin 1570-5, p.. 10 and pl 42, . See ailso BLS Bulletin

1570-3, -Cicy Worker s Family Budget: Pricing, Specification,
and Average Bpices, ég;umn'1966. -

State of Alaska, Surve ey of Housing .and Fooc Costs, DlVlSJon

Me1hodology was COﬂSLStent with the 1972 survey of the same
name. - :

Randomness essentially means that each household has an- equal
chance of being selected. Qverudmpllng state workers pre-
vented this. Samplé sizes were selected in proportion to

the number of state workers in a locality. This is almost
the reverse of sampiing techniques designed to maximize
confidence one can have that the sample accurately reaﬁgsents
the population. Sample size should be. large enough td in-
sure that,-given the sample variance in response to ques-
“tions cn, for example, the amount spent on housing, the'
sample mean is within a tolerable conﬁldence‘,ntenyal of

“the "true" mean for the population. If responses are equally
¢ _vartable in large citiss and small villages, the absolute

sample size should be a relatively larger proportion of thé
fotal population in the small village. ‘If housing .costs
were extremely varjable, it might be‘necessar to sample
virtually 100 perceat of small village hoUsSeholds and & very
small sample in urkan areas. While this may not be practi--
cally possible, the s~mple size does need to be larger in
small villages and could be smaller in Anchorage.

If the interviewers were carefully trained to give a ratiug
in cardinal terms——tnat is, a rating of 3.5 is 3.5 times as
bad as a rat3ng of 1--the cost per constant quality unit
would have meaning.

. - >
On the other hand, some adjustment probably ought tc be made
for the differences in method of meeting a given standard of
living, since there might be differences between areas where,
for example, gas is used for ‘space heating and areas where
0il is used. This adjustment is made in this study.
There was Ho information on whether this is actually true.
Insurance is expected not to vary, and maintenance repair
costs bear an unknown relationship to other c¢dsts of Yiving.
For moderate incomes, the basic'Anchoﬁage travél cost number
allows some normal intercity transportation. Thus for Fair-
banks, Juneau, and Kectchikan, the assumption of '"no" air
transportation really means the samé amount as is charactear-
istic of Anchorage residents. OQutlying area,re51d°nts are
specifically assumed to require instate air travel or its
equivalent in cost.

-79-
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21. It was necessary to use the overall food price, index in com-
piling cost of living, siuce a separate 1ndex was not cal-

clulated for uanned foodst uffs. _ . =
22. See footnote 21.

23. Teachers do not pay>the'roial Sé;unify tax, However, cla331-
fied workers are on the Social Qecumty system.

2u, In computlng the final "cost of living? ;nugx, it was decided

' that totdl consumption costs would be a cleseb proxy for
operating costs of schools than-would total budget“costs.
Taxes were therefore excluded yhen the index was calculated.

N

@
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CHAPTER 3 .
. rr

Comparison of the Instructional Unit Allotments and Cost

of Living + -h Actual Expenditures for Sducation

Introduction

Having compared the Instructional Unit Allotments with the

various measures of the differences in "cost of living" in several

school districts and ﬁegidnaf Education Attendance Areas (REAAs),

. ‘ . b4 B
we can now ask whethéj the Instructional Unit Allotments adjust for

»

differences in operating costs. Again, it is necessary to make

o

some ‘important but subtle theoretical distinctions in order to under~

stand the ‘cowparisons, which are limited by the data avqilable.. 

.~

Expenditures on Education vs. Cost of Education Units
[n an ideal world, the Instructiondl Unit Allotment would in- -

flate the allgcation for a basi- unit of education by just enough
13 .

to adjust for the different costs of providing that basic unit in

differcnt parts ot the state. 1In such a world, the computation of

. ’
/ .
the antructional Unit Allotment would be simple:r .each district and

e

1 ’ . ' ' . ) .
REAA™ could be required under Department of Education regulations
to submit its estimated and actual costs of the basic unit at the
buglaniayg and ‘end of the school year, together with Fhe number of

basiv unjts vaunght.  In fact, however, there is disagreement ahout
/ll)o

- ' g —81-
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, how to define the ideal basic unit, since several different sorts

.

of classes érq taught for students of varying abilities, backgrounds,

and ages. It seems ridiculous to ask how much high school shop is

.equlva ent in unlts of education to-a month%of fourth grade arlth-

metic or radgedizl readlng, partlcularly if taught to dlfferent

’

students of different backgrounds, and in differeat surpoundings.
Even the same class, taught in different circumstances is different:

the Supreme Court of the United States ruled in the .ase of Brown

. . :
v. the Foard of Education that ''separate-bu -equal facilities,

when defined-as simply as a school—and-teachers—and-sﬁudents are

.

, not necessarily equal. The quallty of the phy51cal ra0111ty and

teacher, thé backﬂround of the students, the size of class and the
: . J :
subject beiJg’taught all help~determiqe "how much'" and even "what"
i - .
gets transf#rred in a teaching day. The founders of Alaska's
/7 . .

School'Féundatioﬁ program recognized the problem; and acdjusted

for some of the ways in which the quality and cost of education
A . ‘ . o : X
can varv. : - . '

A major determinant of the quality of education is the type

!

cf instructicn offeped. A major premise of the Foundation sprogram,
fof example, is that special edication and vocatiomal education
are more expensive than the average academic class for the same
n&mbép of étudents. Therefcore, the funding formulas provide.extré

amounts of money for smaller numbers of students in vocational

and special education, and also al loxs them to Le flgured in regular

-82-
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instruction for di. ‘:ict totals. (Table 2.1) The number of ingtruc-
tional‘units thus computed in the Poundation program, however, does
; . )

not allow for the differences in the kind and size of.classes taught
ot - . .

in regular instruction, or the type < program pursued: nine students
constitute an instructional:unit. This leads to the fundamentai

difficulty that comparing expenditures per student will not tell ,

.

one how costs of an ideal bdsic unit of instructi : vary by lécation.
. : \ 7
It only tells hew the costs of providing nine students with "some-.

| . . .
thing" vary by location. The problem is basic to understanding

FOEY
-

differences in spending levels. While one district in a' low-cost

aur

, area may choose to provide an elaborate program and another in a
. ) - a

high-cost area<-may choose a "bare bones" program, the expenditures

per studert or per instructional unit may be identical. Unfor-

. L ' v
tunately for this study, there is no information about what an
"identical program would have cost in both‘iocations; theré is only

~ -

information  onp what the total of all programs actually pursued cost,

! Expenditures per ADM vs. Instructional Unit Allotment Index

b
1

tince it is not currerfly postible to compare it costs for

- . . . ‘ . . ’ 3
ar 1udentical program of instruction, this section will compare the

k]

tetel cost of the programs which were actually pursued in each lo--

4

. callity in the 1575-7¢ schocl year on a cost per student and-a cost
2

cer Inontructional unit basis. Lach ¢f these comparisons provides
-87--
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, S © Table 3.1

Schedule of Allowable Instructi-nal Lnits

(1) Elementary and Secondary Schools schedule
! Y .

.
In districts with ADM -
~under 1,000: -
Instructional
o ADM Units
Under 10 1 )
10-20 2
. 21-32 ' 3
' 33-46 i
i 47-62 5
N 63-80 8 &
81-999 6 plus-1.for
. each 18 or fraction-
\ of 18 in ADM ‘
o
<
(2) Vocatiocnal Edication schedule:
ADH® Instructiqnal Unitg
]
5-10 S
110 2
26-4C ) . 3
LI and over 3 plug 1 for
T 7 each 20 or
{ Traction of 20
\\ ' in ALM
\\
! study schedule
mits a 2
Iz in dicoricte
C e . - 1U3
- ' ]

O
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110-20

47-62

In districts with ADM
of 1,80C or cver:

» . lnstpuctiopal
ADM . Units

Under 10

21-32

33-46

63-80
81-99 ,
100-3005 . 7 vlus 1 for
each 19 pupils
or fraction of 19

3006 and over 180 plus 1 for
- each 23 pupils
or fraction of 23

(3) Special Education schedule:
ADM: Instructional Units
5-8 1
g-15% 2
16-24 3

28-35 4 ’
36 and over L plus | for each-il
or iraction of. 11 in ADM"™

\

It a district has 5 or more correspon-

in the same manner as for elementary

with ADM under 1,000.

ation and cpocial education is based on full-time

Y
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Districy

' or

Total 1275-76

7, (wontinued)

Total 1975-76
Expenditures/ADM
as a Percentage

Instructional
Unit Allotment
as a Percentage

REAA® Expenditures/ADM of Anchcrapge of Anchorage
N.W. Arctic 595,53 SL,789.3 22e. S L0, 642
Bering Straits 186.65 SRR S 368.u 139, J52
. Lower Yukon 231,35 5,075.1 238.2 - 136.507
b Lower Kushokwin 1,335.15 3,586, 168.9 136. 509
Kuspuk 264,372 5,863, ¢ 27602 140.uy"
S.W. Reeion L el 24 Coe A A 137.56°
SeVLoReSIOn L85G 83 - - - 4 488,02 - - - - 2114 - - - - - - 132,567
Lake and Penxnsula{ 132.:6‘
| Z
) L\l 20t e h, Chaln (__ _ounGa, Yy - - L,L11.5 - - - - 207.8 - - - _ lgy.‘ﬁbo
irilot Islands | 132.56°
[}
» N - PN e e -~ . o
Adak L8y S0P 72 11€.0 132,567
Ihitarad L2031 6lt1. 5 17c.1 1“0.34:
Yoekon-novehulo D SICTEMERY SUB1L- 220,58 140.447
) Yukon Vlats = . 330, 4 HLt220 1 264.8 140, 4u4°
Urner © LA ER WylivL T 19u.0 132,75
; :
Delta/ Srec l} o~ 1,188 4y - J,JB‘,—’.“ -~ ~ = 1454 - - - - - 1]1..)5 .
Alasky Sateway I 111.25
. .
b Copner River 727.720 1,302, 159.8 115,00,
T ARnette [slanc 413,36 2,543.05 122.2 10£.00°
. . .
. Lt VoL oL k2e 26 - = 2,300, 4 ~ - - - 179.0 - - - - - 107.50
e Do Islands | 105.00
J Chueac 1.3 SN 172.8 115,00
1

SoUree:

)
o Y
ERIC -
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¥ ‘
costs per pupil. Finally, many of the small districts are located
in areas ofﬁfhe state which are relativcly‘isolated from surface
tfansportation, and are characterized by severe climate. These .
- . factors contribupe_tu increased operation and maintenance cost’s; and
whore extensive distances are inbolved in administering the schools,
as in the North Slope distr#ct and many of the REAAs, administrative

expenditures also. tend to be high. The detail of operations ex-

-

penditures per ADM can be fourd in Appendir Table ATi=—

. . Expenditures per Instructional Unit znd Foundation Aid vs.
Instructional Unit Allotment Index ’

From the previous section, it appears that the Instructional

b
€

Unit Allotments do not make up the difference 1in expenditures per
student between Anchorage and other communities in the state, even

though they are correlated. S However, another aggregate comparison
) &
is possible which may be more significant. In Table 3.3, the In-
5 .
structional Unit Allotment Index is compared with an index of total
)

1975-76 school year expenditures per instructional unit. (Detaiil
. f'

is available in Appendix Tgble A.2.) This comparison adj;sts the
raw Average Daily Membership data in several significant ways. The
“ormulas which are used to determine the instructional.unit, "the
sprepate of all direet and indirect scervices néceSsary to provide
a standard level of dnstruction for a group of pupilg,”4applies in

such a way that for districts with less than l,OQb students, in-

! -t
v

structional units are geaerated at a higher rate than for

112
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Table 3.3 7

spenditures Per Tnotrvuctional dnit ve. .
Imstructional init Allotments, 19075-76

Total 1975-76

Experditures/
Total 1075..75 Instructional Instructional
1975-76 Expeudituras/ Unit as a Unit Allotment
Instructional Instructional Percentage of as a Percentage
) District Inits * Unit Anchorage of Anchor-pe
Anchorage | 2,268 $37,564 100.0 100.00
Bristol Bay 26 39,684 105.6 132,56
Cordovy- 48 31,027 , 82.6 115.00
® Craig - 15 47,976 127.7 107.50
Dillingham 59 42,150 112.2 132,56+
Fairbanks 4 740 ) 37,494 39.9 111.25
‘alena 16 36,787 97 .5+ 140, 44°
Haines ' 37 36,017 a5.9 107.50
) Hoonah 25 38,543 102.6 107.50
Hydaburg 11 30,910 82.3° 107,50
“Juneat 289 32,065 85.4 100.00
Kake A T 19 . 31,729 84.5 107.50
Kenai , 357 ., 36,557 ) 7.3 107.50
P Ketchikan 184 36,229, 96.4 100.00
King Cove 1u J2B,7645 76.6 122.56%
Klawock g 29,030 77.3 107.50
Kodiak ‘ 170 33,987 ap.5 107.50
Matanuska-Susitna - 217 28,007 : 95.9 103.75
b . Nenana , y 41,309 ' 110.0 133.75
- Nome 7 45,870 . 122.1 132.56¢
. North Slope 163 £5,758 175.1 » L 1u0.uu?
. Pelican 5 . 27,463 73.1 112.88°
o, Petersburs . 48 30,597 : 8i.5 103.75
> ' Selawik : 21 40,60% 108.1 150, LL<
Sitka 124 . 33,696 89.7 103.75
Shagway - 19 126,568 70.7 107,50
5t. Marys 1n 41,387 110.2 136,507
Unalashka Ty 12,815 114..0 132, 56°
> Valder 70 30,781 81.9 115.00
: Wranpell 46 27,011 71.8 103.75
. Yakutat 1€ Lu 68§ 119.0 212.88-
’ IREAA computed Instrucrional Units have Leen adjusted to reflect the revcior-
b crerating under i AUBSD schocls in 1075476, RLAS names are used.

=y

‘noludes an addivional 5 percent isolaticn factor because the district is not
connected To Anchorage, Fairbanks, or ketchikan by rail, highway, or the

" Marine Hightay System. '

) fource: Alaska Department of Fducatior ‘

Q . -89-
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Table 3.3 (continued)

. . : Total 1975-76

. Expenditures/ : .
N Total 1975-76 Instructional Instructional

i ’ 1975-76 Expenditures/ Unit as a Unit sllotment

Instructional Instructional Percentage of as a Percentage
— REAA . Units Unit Anchorage of AncHorage

N.W. Arctic 60 $47,626 126.8 : 1uc,uug
, Bering Strait ' 22 - 66,367 176.7 132,56
Lower Yukon 26 b5,194 - 120.3 136.502

Lower Kuskokwim 53 . Dl,0hL5 137.5 136.502
¥uspuk 30 51,661 137.5 o 140.44

S.W. Region _ 109

' 2
. 9 _ - . 35,190 - - _ _ _ 93.7 - - - ) /132.56,
Lake & Peninsula : \i32.56

: 2
-~ - W7 _ - _ 38,434 - . _ _ 102.3 - - _ { 132.56

132.56%

Aleu*ian Chain
Prihilof Islands
"L g

Adak _ 43 37,469 89.7 132,562
Iditarod 33 76,518 -70.6 i40.ul
Yukon-Koyukuk 7L 40,252 107.2 14C.44
Yukon Flats, 35 53,079 . _ 141.3 140.44°
Upper Railbelt 25 LG,800 108.6 | 133.7%
Delta.Greely . .~ 105 _ . . 23,876 L - - _ _ Q0.4 _ _ 111.2?
flaska Gateway | N - 111.25
Copper Fiver o 37,388 _ 9G9.. 5 115,00,
Annette Island Ao © 5,73 95,1 105.00°
Ohoe b F ' "
Chathoam s o A o DhoNas - - - - - £8.9 o J 107, 502
oL, Tolands i v | 105.00
Chusdehn b 27,381 99,5 , 115.00
-

. R ; . N o
Ceowvnpnred Inotruetional Tnltn have teen acjusted to reflect the repgicns .
rothae AU LD sonoilo Int1073-7C. REAA names are usad.

/m

.

[0 Uvos ar aiditicnal o cereenrt 1solation factor because the district is not

connestid te Anchoraye, Tairvbarks, or Fetchikarn by rail, hirhway, or the

| 114
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districts with more than 1,000 students. (Refer hack to Table 3:?2) X

Except in the wvery lergest districts, secondary students éenerate

instructional units at a hicher rate than primary students, because
13 1 s as . sy s B,
each high school is counted individually; likewise,.special education

and vocational edycation students generate instructional units at a.

‘ , higher rate thaﬂ regular instruction studenfs, and thev also get countad
' - in regular instvuctién, Finally, the Commiss;oner.may authorize a dis-
trict operating a schocl in a reméte area (a condition which applies to.
- nearly ail the REAAS) to compute insﬁrucpional uni%s.for that schoal
X ) _ as if it &ere a geparate éntity. Since ‘very small‘nPTBers of stu-
" dents result in proportionately greatér numberﬁ cf iAStructional
P _ 4
units, this feature can be important for a small distrfg? with

Ay

~

-~

scattered schools. Since the instructional unit exists to adjust
for many of the.non-geographic factors which are thought to increase

. ’ ‘ costs, it should be true that the only significant remaining differ-
) : - : y

-entials will be those associated with geography; but such is not

. . C, 5 . .
quite the case, as is revealed by Table 3.3.7 While- expenditures

) Aper instructioral unit do not divergé from;fhe Ahchetage base as
much as do costs .per ADM, éeveral districts and REAA's spend far
lessvper instructional unit than does Anchorage; while for a few,
thé index of exbenditures per instru;tional unit is higher than

': ‘ theiq'lnstr;ctioqal Unit Allotment Index. These~é§striéts were

either in high cost areas (North Slope, Berjng Strait, Lower Kus-

kokwim, and Yukon Flats) or weme isolated communities in regions
N ~

) : ,
Ootherwise cornsidered low zost (Craig, Yakutat), which may indicate
LY ‘ '
-91-
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. special local conditions leading to increased costs. Among the

. @

district schools, it is only when the five percent additicnal iso-
lation facter and the equalized percentage formula are taken into

accouat, that the total foundation Program aid at least compensates
for the geographic differences in expenditures per instructional
'mit and in expenditures per pupil. As can be found by comparing

the fivét and third or second and fourth columns of Table 3.u4, only
the North Slcpe distri;t remains "under—compensafedﬂ" Mo equivaient
table is available for the REAA schools since these get 100vpercent
state fﬁnd.ng, but reexamination of the second partef Table 3.3,
above, indicates that the five percent isolation factor is criticsl
te bringing the funding approximately into line with actual gxpendi—
tures pev‘instructional unipjfov_the Loyer'KUSRokwim, Kuspuk, aﬁa

.Yukon Flats REAA's for 1975-76. Apparently only Bering Straits RLAA

and North Slope district sschoolis are outliers.

Lo&él Spending
There is another fact about Alaskan school fiﬁaﬁce which the
figures in thé last two columns of Table 3.4 reveal, hawever. A
few districts generate local revenues Per student far in excess
of the statewide average. Examples are Anchorage, North Slope, -
Unalaska, and Haines, but th2 meaning of this phenoﬁenon is not
'

clear. These districts might be attempting to purchase "more edu-

cation" per instructicnal unit, or it may be that standard education

~-92-
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) . Tahle 3.4

Pistrict Schools: Indices of Ixpenditures, Toundation Aid,
and Local Revenues, 1975-706

; - Estimate
: ’ Estimated Local

) . Exyenditures 'oundation Local Revenue

Expenditures per Instr, Foundation Aid per " Revenues  per Inst
per ADM Unit Aid per ADM Ins. Unit per ADM Unit

5% of % of % of % of % of % of

District Anchorage Anchorage Archorage Anchorage Anichorage Anchorag
Anchorage 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ' 100.0
Bristol Bay 195.3 1056 242.6 131.2 72.0 38.9
Cordova 127,4 82.6 185.0 120.0 31.5 20,4
Craig - 224.9 127.7 183.0" 126.7 14,2 8.1
Dillingham 187,7 112.2 230.4 137.7 10.9 6.5
‘Fairbanks 107.6 99.9 159.7 114.6 49,2 45,6
“Galena 195.7 97.3 152.5 148.2 - 13,8 6.9
‘Haines 127.8 - 95.9 144, 8 108.6 " 9g. 74.9
- Hoonah 1744 102.6 % 200.6 118.,0 0.6 0.3
- Hydaburg . 141.7 82.3 1854 113.4 ’ 2.5 1.4
Juneau 97.9 © 85.4 115.2 100{u 35.2 30.7
Kake 109.1 . 84.5 184.7 113.6 8.0 4.9
Kenai+" 121.8 7.3 135.4 108.2 76.1 650.8
Ketchikan 117.4 6.4 125.1 102.8 89.6 73.7
King Cove 162.5 76.6 296.0 139.5 26.0 12.2
Klawock 176.7 77.3 256.0 113.3 6.6 2.9
Kodiak 126.2 905 152.0 109.Q 36.3 26.1
Mat-Su 1224 95.9 132.4 103.6 52.8 41.3
Nenana 207.4 110.0 264.0, 140.0 9.9 5.3
Nome 124.1 122.1 206.3 146.9 9.3 6.6

~

North Slope 297.1 175.1 ,  235.9 139.4 440.1 259.4
Pelican 171.2 73.1 268.3 114.5 8.0 S 3.k
Petersburg 108.0 81.5 | 140.0 105.6 31,2 23.6
Selawik 201.5 108.1 ' 277.5 148.9 5.2 2.8
Sitka 111.9 89.7 132.4 106.1 48.1 38.5
Skagway 109.5 70,7 182.0 117.6 38.1 2u4.6
St. Marys 2u41.5 110.2 317.4 144.8 0.8 0.4
- Unalaska 233.8 114.0 296.3 150.3 120.0 58.6
Valdez 113.4 81.9 157.6 113.8 88.3 63.8
Wrangell 99,2 . 71.9 151.0 109.4 20.86 iv.9
Yakutat 227 .14 119.0 242.3 126.7 3.3 1.8

.$ource: . Alaska Department o Lducation, Alaska Unorganized Borough School District, ~
Center for Northern Educational Research.
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units cost more in these places than might be supposed, so that the

Instructional Unit Allotments inpquestion do not fully account for

“the geographic cost differences. Likewise, referring to Téb;e~5.5,

one can-‘see that there are several school districts which spend far
» / - 3 . ) -
adbove . the state average in (local funds per dollar of property value;

S

. . il Lo . .
in spite of the fact that this does net result 1n especially high

4 1 1 .
local revenue per instructional unit. These places may be attempt-

-

- p
ing to tcmpensate for funding defigié@tieS'in the Foundation prc-

N

gram by heavy ”oﬁtionai" taxaticn. Included are Gélena; FKake, King

’ N
4

Co;e, Selawik,.Unalaskg. Thgre is no loca{ funding of schools in.
the REAA's, of course, so there is no measure of local effort to
adjust forﬂfunding prcblems.  No real conclusion is possible without
reference to a common program denominatar which reveals whetheé it

*;

. : . . L) . .
1s ccsts of program or choice of program which causes local expendi-

-

tures to be higher than average. - -
rurthermore, making Anchorage the base for a program which is
supposed to provide basic education may be misleading. Anchorage
attempts to provide many programs which simply are not avajlable
in smaller communities. Cor._ :ring the cg%t of an Anchorage educa-
e d

tion program with an identical program in the small, rural communi-e

ties would undoubtedly result in cost differentials fan larger than

b

those which actually =%ist, For examples of some of the differences,

one need only note that many of these localities provide no pupil

support services, no pupil transportation, and some, no lunch programs.

~94~ . . -
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- : - © O Table i.n
Localt Revenue Etffort, District Schools, 1975-76 ! N
- ’ ‘ - .
; _ .
. Local Revenue ' Local Rev./ Local Rev./
X . ' Local Local per $1,000 Tull Value Instr. Unit
_ , Revenue  Revenue per ©f Tull Value as % of as % of
District per ADM  Instr. Unit (Mlllsz Anchorage Anchorage,
Anchorage $ 724 312,802 12.6 100.0 “- 100.0
» Bristol Bav 521 - 4,986 6.7 53.2 # 38.9
Cordova 228 2,617 5.9 46.8 20.4
Craig | T 103 1,033 4.6 36.5 « 8.1
I+ Iingham 79 838 3.5 27.8 6.5
rfairbanks - : TA5R . 5,840 7.6 60.3 45.6
Galena . "100 883 11.8 93.7 6.9
Haines - - 722 # 8,585 ' 15.1 119.8 74.9
Hoonah N L0 0.5 .0 0.3
Hydaburg ) o 18 182 . 2.1 , 16.7 1.4
- Juneau TN e a9 4.8 38.1 30.7
e Kake 56 £32 g.6 68.3 4.9
Kenai 551 7,783 4,8 38.1 £0.8
Ketchikar 6L G 9,438 9.6 76.2 73.7
King Tove 188 1,571 17.5 138.9 12,3
Xlawock L8 IT7% 4.S 38.9 2.9
) Kodiak 263 3,338 5.6 46.8 26.1
Matanuska-Sugitna 36Z 5,288 4.7 37.3 51,3
Menana 72 675 L.y 34.9 %3
Nome g7 Bus 4.9 38.9 6.6
, North Slope 3,186 33,208 . 13.4 106.3 259,14
Felican : T 58 ‘ THI 1.3 10.3 3.4
Petersbury, 226 3,015 5.5 27 u3,7 23,6
Selawik 38 364 9.4 4.6 2.8
Sitka ) 348 4,931 €.0 47.6 3£.5
Skagway L 276 3,153 3.9 31.0 24,6
St. Marys & v Le 1.7 13.5 O.4
Unalaska "BEQ 7,500 20.4 161.9 58.,€
. Valdez £33 8,169 6.1 L8.u £3.8
Wrangell ’ 149 1,310 5.3 42,1 14.9
Yakutat s 225 3.5 27.8 1.8
5 .
Average N I L,37¢ ) 7,0_ 55.6 54,2

1Full_valu-.- is Jdetermined anqually ty the Department of Community and Feglional Affairs
as ''the estimated price which the froperty would bring in an cpen market .arnd urder
the.then revaeiling market conditicns Iin a sale between a willing sellier and

T a willing
byyer bath conversant with the prorercy

Dowith prevailing price levele."

(fection I, Chaprter 112, LA T 7.0 I iiifars Trom assessed value in ctar lecal

property exemptions are ipnored. (At rrey Seneral Opinion 18, 1967)

2P . . 3T Yy . F=l S S, L I . . - ol . PR .
Sources: n{?s%a Fepartnent of irducaticn: Aleska UDepartment of Community and opfional
Affairs Alaska Taxable 107%,
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See Aprendix Table A.2, Likewlise, if Anchorage provided only a

"Lare tones" education pregrar, this would also imply a larger
r . -
. iiture Giff -391 hetuw aAnchor ciyhn Y h
. expeniiture cifferential between Anchorage and rural areas than

“ . ) . .
currently exists. In order to see how the costs of education for

similar items can differ, the audited budgets for district schqﬁls
and the flaska Unorganized Borough School District (now, REAA's)
were snlit into their component furections; and twe of these,

1]

Regular Instruction &nd Operation -ang Maintenance, were examined

in even fiher detail. lowever, whdther total expenditures are

chocen, or whether these are disaggregated to-compare to the Founda-

-

. . . . . ¢
rion Pregram's Inszructionzl Unit Allotments, the fact of Anchorage

strict'e Jifferent mdn s such comparison difticult.

4

Tesulars Structror _
1l S FR A A : vonoo 7 the tltal relative -
ernditares g relard oo iy e lary Instruction, tne
-
Peiryon T connpene ot o Sutoeowp e n iy oo ocompar s wien the Incorun-
Cioanalt o 1 Tooh > PN HREERe 0 Lo ‘.‘ﬂ.‘;'_/-_f’.., et
total expenditoees oroinoteoucos Dol pondituros g woed an vh
e of comua , T T : St onend Jass v
Stratriondl unit o« Tein ol T v ; ot r
: LA . : o . ronts oWl
o T ' v

SR Pl Yoot i . R chnmooh :
Tatian oot EEFI ' . B} .

ERIC
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Table 3.6
' Total pruﬁditures Per Inmstructicnal (nit and Repular Expenditures Per
» instructioaal Unit, Compared to Inctructional Unit Allotments, 1975-76
N . : Regular
/ o Instructional B
I Tota'l Expenditures Expenditures per . Instructional
per Instructional. . Instructional Unit -~ Unit Allotment
. t Unit as a Percent as a Percent as a Percent
. Place of Anchorage of Anchorage %f Anchorage
Anchorage 120.0 100.0 100.001
_ Bristel Bav 103.¢6 79.¢ 132.56
. Cordova 82.¢6 B4.3 : 115.00
) Craig 127.7 56.6 i 107.50,
Dillingham - 112.2 0.3 137,58
Fairbanks . 95,8 86.1 1.2.75,
Calena 97.¢ 69.6 Lo o
Haines 95.9 G0.8 107.%0
\ Heonah 102.¢ 78.0 107.506
Heurg 82.3 88.2° 107.50
Juneau 8.y £9.5 100.00
hake Bu. s B1.6 107.50 °
renal ' a7.3 79.2 7 107.50
) . Ketchikan S d6.b 101.8 ~100.00:
hiny Cove RS L5, ¢ 132.55
rlaweck £7.8
Fodiak ~73.2
Matanusxa-Sueitra 73.1
)’ Nenana SLI

[
IRYEHHTS v

208,

(9e)

>
v

5
Y

o .
) AL LN
T 3
: o T
! ! e T Tl [0 e (
) - r N I ! . v MY -
. . - - . - i - .
SO Tt oL U LT et oo, Alaska Unorganized Boroonei:

School District, Conter for Northern Educdational Researcih.
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L3
Place

Table

Total Expenditures

per Instructional
Unit as a Percent
of Anchorage

d.6 (continued)

Regular
Instructional

Expenditures per
Instructional Unit

&S a Percent
of ‘Anchorage

Instructional
Unit Allotment
as a Percont
of Anchcrage

v ~

N.W. Arctic
Bering ‘Strait
Lowpr Yukon
Lowr & Kuskokwim
Kus;uk

5.W. Region

Aleut: an Chain
Pribiieof Islands
Adak

Tditard
Yukon-rooyuhal
Yabon larsg
Unper - 1iibeis

LOp T er Y
. - . H
SHIER S . !

-

.Lake and Feninsula |

126.
17€.
120.
137.
137.

93.

s
[}
ro

o

N Wo~d

(@3]

124
RN

g82.1
66.8
109.8
93.8
83,8

i n
- - - i3
18004
&y
RIS
TN
JEENN
TR L
=1,
. Took -
-

n
t
|
T
|
——

.

140 41l
132,567
136, 501
136.50%

140, 4l

132.56°
127,561

IOV e

132.56
132,386

152,567
10, LGt
Tug. l;i,—i‘
i

o
1IR3, 7¢

11,2
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. ; St wohed Lavies and honed iner
‘ vre LU ralloc Torhe ro cchool iz
cwer gDl thart Diitie ralationehin to either th
. velative coeeta b o Lt unit allotrents In
S T o eTe ol ning b
oTioally the crrellment an (and
cot Ddvnvical Irevicctional Uil Allotments), Ziffered vy nearl
roevoent in the amount spent rer instructieonal unit on certif
vlarive o and Ly w0 percent In the tetal spent per instruc-
. 1 N 1. ~ . Y . - 1. — ~ o - Py - S 7 -
) : Lounit (Table t} rodiak spent less per student in 1975-76
. R s ey 1 et < e PR A
“han o neTchisman, a similar-sized district, ¢ic In spite of the fact
S S Ve 3l N N S L S - PR el N 3 N
that Modiab o io 1l hirher cost' district This 1s true whether
) roepular Ingtructicon or tot:l expenditure is used to make the compari-
1. warway and Cralip oot the same Instructicnel Unit Alleotme
b ! I T
. - —~ b . - N - - - Oy vy ~ - - N 3
and are about the same size, yet Cralg spent far more in total

b
O
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voingt Scerme ¢of the differences can
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oo Jidderences fnoaveoraye selaries (Takle J07), tuv there must also
be differences in the program oifered. Note that neivher salaries

nor repular instructiconal expenses for 1375-76 bhear much relation-
ship to the Instructicnal Unit Allctments or to the relative ''cost

of living," as measured by this study's Total Consumption Cost Index

3t ~ ~

in Talle 3.8.° (Detzil cof regular~instruction expense appears in

Appendix Tables A.3 and A.u. Refer to footnote 2, this chapter.)

Flant Oreraticn and Maintenance

Filant operation and mainténance is the second largest single
function for which most school districts spent funds in the l975-76
school year. As was true.for regular instruc;ion, plant operation
and mair . .nance- expense bears no particular relationship to the
geograrhically-based Instructional Unit Allotments, even though
these costs are expected to be (and appear to be) strongly affectad

7

by severe c¢limate and isclation.’ An -index comparison of costs for

plant operations and maintenance and the Instructional Unit Allot-

- ments apprears in Table 3.9. In most cases in the southeast and

southcentra}Aparts of the state, the Instructional Unit Allotments
appear to be adequate {(and more than adequate in some) to make up
for the difference in expencitures per instructional unit on opera-
- _
ticn and maintenance, when compared to Anchorage. On the rural
scuthwestern, northwesTern, and Arctic coasts, and in the interior

of the state, it appear. that operations and maintenance expenditures

124
~100-



Table 3.7
Total Lxpenditures Per Instructional Unit,
Reprular Instructional Cxpense Per Instructionat Unit,
and Average Instructional Salaries, Distrizt Schools, 1975-76

E

¢ S
To*al Regular Average
instructional Instructioral
Expenditures -Salarv as a
as a.Percent Percﬁnf‘oﬁ\\\‘,

Ve Total Expenditures
Per Instywctional
Unit as a Percer:

Y

District “of Ancherage of Anchorage Anchorage
Anchorage 100.0 100.0 100.0
Bristol Bay 105.6 79.6 90.7
Cordova 82.6 64.3 91.3
Craig 127.7 56.6 65.7
Dillingham 112.2 60.3 102.3

kY
Fairbanks ~ 99.3 86.1 99.5
" Galefa 97.9 69.5 89.3
Heines 95,9 90.8 86.6
Hoonah 102.6° 74.0 81.8
Hydabuig 82.3 . 38.2 ¥69.9
Juneau 85.4 ' 69.5 80.9
Xake 84.5 81.6 88.1
Kenai 97.3. 79,2 98.8-
Xgﬁchikan 96.4 101.8 96° 2
King Cove 76.6 45.6 63.8
Klawock 77.3 . 67.8 . &1.0
Kodiak 90.5 ’ 73.2 101.3
Matanuska-Susitna 35.9 73.1 "88.0
Nenana 110.0 B4.5 88", 0
Nome 88.4 10825 103.0
North Slope 175.1 ’ 114.8 118.5
Pelican 73.1 83.9 88.1 -
Petersburg 81.5 75.2 . 936
Selawik 108.1 59.5 © 95,0
Sitka 89.7 gy,2 896.5
3
_Skagway L 70.7 . 66.9 79,7
~ St. Marys 110.2 . 36.4 90.0
: Unalaska 114.0 \ 73.0 90.4
Valdez 81.9 " 66.2 QL7
Wrangell £71,9 69.4 w%5.0
Yakutat 119.0 79.6 8.4

Source: Alaska Department of Ecducation, Alaska Unomganized Borough School '

District, Center for Northern Educational Research.
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oo ‘ . Table 3.8 2

Average Ins tructlonal Salaries and Certified Salaries Expense Compared
to "Cost of Living" indicators, District Schools, 197576

/

b
57

o A o
0w v 0 £ on +
~ © %4 D «~ © o
° L N5 A= ] & !
[20e] K ~ ) SN D O Domoo
A2 ./omoQ ™ L L [oT1] ~
—~ Q —~ O ~ o —~ 4~ O -~ V™
(1} <V I R o oo 1 = B 1 B & w T S
4 [ U B < [ S = w P e [+ o] =
[Le) ~ O 1 Q 1 O . O 4+ . (o1
B A > Q A Yy Mo R WL T U e Yy - 2 O -~ Q
m + S > ¥ 0 [V i O 24+ 0 + 0 = —~ £ T
L U m < U «~H @O O A QO QO Q0 € < o AR
0 D~ 3 ot Y Q.3 Y4 O O o® 3 & L E H
> & © &~ A X K - X K b VL (o =)
< Pt £ owm 2R P FENARNEIN] A0 = 0P
1)) 1] | n Y 1] w (o))
] (3] () o] 0. £,0 e o C
-Place - — ST O wfwm — OO
Anchorage $20,556 100.0- $14,355 100.0 100,002 ©100.0
Bristol Bay 18,642 90.7 12,768 -, 88.9 132,56 -
Cordova : 18,761 91.3 10,579 73.7 ©115.00 114.8
Craig 13,500 - C5.7 7,766 54,1 107.50 -—
Dillingham 21,029 102.3 9,839 . 68.5 . 1;2.562 16070
Fairbanks 20,465 99.6 14,741 102.7 111,252 113.4
Galena . 18,360 89.3 11,221 /78,2 140.44° . 155.0
Haines 17,793 86.6 14,45 100.7 ©107.50 108.2
Hoonah 16,820 81.8 10,996 ‘ 76.6 107.50 -
Hydaburg 14,378 69.9 11,275 . 78.5 107.50 = .--
Juneau 16,637 80.9 11,771 82.0 100. 00 100.2
‘Kake - 18,107 88.1 12,916 : 90.0 107.50 -
Kenai 20,311 98.8. . 12,874 89.7 107.50 °  109.6
Ketchikan 19,766 96,2 11,320 78.9 100.00, 101.0
King Cove 13,12% 63.8 6,894 48.0 132.56 -
Klawock 16,649 g1.0 10,112 70.4 107. 50 _—
Kodiak é9\§23 . 101.3 - 11,308 78.8 107.50 112.6
Mat-Su 8,189 83.0 12,044 - 83.9 103.75 104.0
Nenana 18,097 88.0 7,579 52.8 133,75, 113.5
Nome , 21,174 103.0 12,413 86.5 132.56 167.5
4
North Slope 24,355 118.5 - 12,739 88.7 1uo.uu§ " 166.3
Pelican 18,120 88.1 I * 112,88 --
Petersburg 19,236 93.6 12,519 87.2 103,752 -
Selawik 19,523 95.0 9,051, 63.1 140. g --
Sitka . 19,829 96.5 13,722 85.6 103.75 104,2
Skagway 16,383 79.7 11,618 80.9 107.50,, R
St. Maryd 18,508 50.0 5,723 39.9 - 136.505 - --
Unalaska 18,577 90.4 11,568 80.6 132.56 -
Valdez 19,473 ay, 7 % * "115.00 113.5
. Wrangell 17,481 85.0 11,747 8%.8 103.75,, 105.6
Yakutat 16,170 88.4 11,007 76.7 117.88 118.9
. - :

1"'Data not available

Includes an additjonal 5 percent is olat}on factor since the district is not connected

to Anchorage, Fairbanks, or Ketchikan by rail, highway, or Merine Highway System.
Sgsrces‘ Alaska Department of Education;Table 2.10, Alaska Unorganized aorOugh . -102-

Q - School District, Center for Northern Educational Research.
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Table

3.9

Plant Operation and Maintenence Expen: es and Operation
and Matntenance Enployce Salarien and.Benefits

Coupared to Instiuctional Unit Allotments
1

LN

1975-76 School Yeayr

¢'_‘§

“Data not availahle

T,

*tIncludes an additional &

percent, since the district is not connected to Anchorage

e —
1]
[ o] —
Lo (o]
- = E 0 L) 0
o AT} 4+ o 9 LSRR )
ord 3] ord =t n o O W
4 4 o + G L2 I SR Ye 3
[11} ord $e o Q [ (4] U 544
54 =4 ‘g [ = (1] Ex I [opn 20 ]
L o o] — o LV ] [ TRRT B of o v o
Q.q 'UI o mou) 'O Ol‘C u CQJ: g '_‘4‘-:'
© B i w3 ol TN O O “w O
L ST I Qo ol o m o [SF ¢ I o PR o) o3 33 '
cwg.'o mu-ﬂ. LLN7] s‘qr‘ga)o mgm‘rg '9‘46'
CRELD R 0§ .0 G m wo o P
Oy ol rte O LR~ >l ¢] v O™ O fed [T T T O Ay
[ RS ] U oW L VR L o i 0 ® U I
~N 0N Py R S o o R Y 1N o] —~ & 00 | TR = o 19 —
[\ Q 4 [ TR =} 4 o b [N el NR ] M Q@ & < R o
o B KB am e T G o b8 T RE ee
Flace B m L] O = @ » @ O [N wKo o =D
Ancherage $5,166 54,229 81.9 100.0 100.0 100.00
Bristol Bay 7,433 2,047 27.5 143.9 ug.y 132,564
Cordova 4,220 1,378 L4.5 81.7 ny.y 115.00
Craig 3,728 1,072 28.8 72.2 25.3 107.50
Dillingham 6,899 1,351 19.6 133.5 31.9 132.56%:
Fairbanks 7,103 4,367 61.5 137.5 _ 103.3 111.25
Galena 5,558 1,893 345.1 107.6 uy .8 140.4Y%
Haines 4,658 1,959 u2.1 90.2 46.3 107.50
Hoonah 5,295 2,232 42,2 102.5 52.8 107.50
Hydaburg 3,765 1,632 . 43.3 72.9 38.6 107.50
Juncau 4,800 2,678 55.8 92.9 63.3 100.900
Kake 2,594 903 34.8 50.2 21.4 107.50
Kenai 4,029 2,199 54.6 78.0 52.0 107.50
Ketchikan 5,032 2,379 47,3 97.4 56.3 100.00
King Cove 4,128 1,869 45.3 7¢.9 uh .2 132, 56
Klawock 4,588 1,210 26.4 ., 88.8 28.6 107.50
Kodiak . 4,840 2,146 uy.3 93.7 50.7 107.50
Matanuske-Susitna 4,537 2,541 56.0 87.8 . 60.1 103.75
Nenana 6,215 2.077 33.4 120.3 49.1 133.75
Nome 10,140 3,138 30.9 196.3 4.2 132.56%
North Slope 19,427 7,628 33.3 375.1 180.4 140yl
_ Pelican 3,834 7 * 4,2 o 112.88%%
Petersburg 3,693 1,552 42.0 71.5 36.7 103.75
Selawik 8,962 2,45¢C 27.3 173.5 57.9 140, 4y
Sitka 4,193 2,281 54,4 81.2 53.9 103.75
Skagway 3,045 7un 244 se.9 17.6 107.50
St. Marys 7,615 1,933 25.4 147.4 45,7 136.50%:"
Unalaska 7,061 2,519 35.7 136.7 59.6 132.56%:
Valdez 4,699 Sk % 91.G s 115.00
Wrangell 2,853 1,217 42,7 55,2 28.8 103,75
Yakutat 5,521 2,705 u9.0 106.9 6.0 112.88%%

3

Fairbanks, or Kotchikan by highway, railroad, or the Alaska State Ferry System.

Source: Alaska Pepartment of Education , Alaska Unorganized Borough School District,
Cernter for Northern Educational Rescarch.
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Table 3.9 (continued)
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o P g Uy @ e oo W3
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- ~HE & M @ £ [ ~PU o “ e g £
"m0 “oCo 4 ™ @ m g 3o EIRETR Fe e
Bege - S9vi  S..  Eabb - g8 EE
REAA Se48 &2 G4 R = 0o ARSI D
N.N. Arctic $15,783 $5,3u43 33.9 - 305.5 126.3 140, Yyt
Bering Strait 29,694 7,552 _25.4 574.8 178.6 . 132, 5p#
Lower Yukon 17,699 3,445 20.1 331.0 81.5 136. 50%
Lower Kuskokg}m i2{860 6,186 8.1 2u8.9 146.3 136. 50
Kuspuk 15,922 3,873 24.3 308.2 91.6 140, 4y
S.W. Region 132.56%"
7,961 - - 3,561 - - 44,7 - - R 2. .
Lake & Peninsula} ? » 561 7 154.1 B4.2. < 132. 568
Aleutian Chain P g 132, 565
o 11,558 - - - = 30.5 - - 223.7 - - ) N
Pribilof Islands} i 3,528 30.5 223.7 83.4 { 132, 56%%
Adak , 926 3,741 63.1 114.7 88.4 132.56%
Iditarod 9,072 3,000 33.1 175.6 70.9 140.4
Yukon-Koyukuk 11,011 2,937 26.6 213.1 69.u 140.4
Yukon: Flats B 16,539 6,350 . 38.4 320.2 150.2 140
Upper Railbelt 8,987 W34 B4 174.0 102.8 183
Delta/ 1 3 ' N
elta/Greely 3 " - ' - 111.25
- 7,332 - - 2,537 - - 3u,6 - - .9 - - .
Alaska Gateway ( i 2:337 3u.6 141.9 60.0 { 111.25
Copper River 6,861 2,650 38.6 132.8 62.7 115.00
Annette Island 6,112 2,839 u4g.1 118.3 69.5 | 105.00%
Chatham $ ' 107. 50
- - 5,074 - - - - TR 2 - - . :
S.E. Islands ! > 2,252 B g 98.2 53.3 105.00%:¢
»Chugach 7,983 2,425 30.4 46.9 57.3 115.00
\
{

ﬁ#Includes an additional 5 percent, since the district is not connected to Anchorage,

Fairbanks, or Ketchikan by highway, railroad, or the Alaska State Ferry System.

Center for Northern Educational Research.
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per instructional unit outstfip the Instructional Unit Allotment
= }

differentiSLh and this is pagmicularly true in the REAA's. For a

wide varigty of reasons, including (but not restricted to) isola-
o )

tiorr of facilities, climate,~type of buildings inherited or constructed
,.\ o .
N,

and their copditions, costs in 'the REAA's for plant operations and
maintenance in 1975-76 were much higher than in most of the district

schools. The detail of operational expenditures is not further ana-

—

-~ ~’
lyzed here because the 1975%- 5 audit reports revezled that there

may have been special arrangements for facilities use and utilities,
ST

—

. o7 . : . . . 8
in many cases which preclude successful comparison of districts.

The largest component of operation and maintenance expense is sal-

aries and benefits, which accounts for wel a- third of the total
in ' most cases-(even where utilities prices are quite
might be expected that rlant operation and maintenance expenses-
would follow ‘the Instruc{ional Unit Allqtments. That they do not R
isiéhown By the last three columns of Table 3.3. The salaries and
benefits component forms a smaller part of the total plant operation
ard maintenance ¢osts in the high utilitie$ costs areas, as might be
expected; however, the salaries and benefits paid per instructional
unit is seemingly unrelated to the index of the Instructional Unit

"Allotment. Part of this index problem is caused by the unusual be-

havior of the Anchorage district, with its high wages and salaries

payments, but the North Slope District and certain of tHe PEAA's also ~

exceed the differential. The reasons for the divergence of the salary
g8

. . . .
index are not certain, but appear to be unrelated to geographic  *

differentials.

129
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Plant Operations and Maintenance vs.  ~
Regular Instruction and Tax Effort

S -
;

There is some coincidence between those districts which make
an unusually large effort in the area of plant opératégﬂgkand main-
tenance, aﬁd a correspondinglx small effort in the area of regular

t : . .
instruction; for examp}e, Selawik and St. Mafys spehd far more on
opérations afid maintenance per instructional unit th;n the aveérage
scho@l district,.but they spend correspgndingly less (Appendix

-~

Table A.2) on regular ins 1 These districts may be staying
. : d I '

within their funds by sdérificing instruction.g Several of the

REAA's may be in similar straits, since their spending on instruc-

, , 1 . ,
tion, which could be expected to be”far above average because of

high costs of operations, does not exceed that in lower cost areas,

implying a below-average real expenditure for instruction. None of

the REAA's supply pupil support sérvices, and many spend little on
pupil tran;portation. TIn most of the REQ&}S, plant operations and
mainten;nge expenditures are extraordinarily high, as are those for.
food service when it"is provided. Certain of the district schools
have been able to maintain average to above-average expendityres on
both regular instruction and operations and maintenance, but this
is usually at the expense of a relativeiy large local tax effort,
as in Anchorage, the.North Slope, and Unalaska (Table 3.5).10 The
inference can be drawn from this more detailed analysis that all
components of cost do not behave %he same way with respect to-the.

geographic divisions of the state, and that tr:ating each functional

-106-
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component of cost identically in the Foundation Program may force
|
school distiicts and REAA's to reduce certain controllable.parts of

their programs in order to compensate for parts which may not be

1] s

un?er their contrdl, in order tc stay within the bounds set by the

Foundation Program and local funding.

o j .

¢ N HEEN

-~

f,

Summary ¢

- To summarize, the InspructiOnal'Unit Allotments at least covered
- . { BERESE SR ‘J ~ .
the differdnce in total operating exfenditures per instructional unit

in 42 out of 48 school districts and REAA groups in 1975~7Q. Howgver, one

’

interpretation of the low correlation ccefficient between the index
of total operating expenditures per instructional unit and the In-
structional Unit Allotment Index is 'that "costs of school operations' -

N

are not related to "costs of living," as defined by the current in-

- : . \\/
dex. Some districts spend local funds at rates far above the state-
wide average; however, it is not possible, given the-data, to tell

whether this occurs because of inadequacies in state funding, be-

o . . . . ’/
cause of differences in program offering, or some other ﬁggson.

On a more detailed level, this chapter examined whetﬁer regular

-

instruction and operaticn apd maintenance expenditures are related
to "cost of living," as defined by the Instructional Unit Allotment
Index. Again, the index of expenditures per instructional unit for

regtlar instruction was seemingly unrelated to the "'cost of living"

131
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even though salary differences do e¥plain much of the difference in

expenditures for,regular instruction,

out to be unrelated to the "cost of living." The operation and

maintenance expenditures differences for rural Alaska were even
larger than the '"cost-of-living" differences, as measured by the
current index. There is also some evidence that operation and

maintenance expenditures are negatively related to regular instruc-

in &t least some cases, suggesting tnhat in places with high costs
for plant operation and maintenance, schools tend to economize on

regular ipstruction or communities have to make an extraordinary

tax effort, or both.

-108-
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Regional Education Attendance Areas {(the Alaska Uncrganized
Borough School District or AUBSD in 1975-76). ‘

/
Funds for expenditures shown in this chapter and|the appendices

came from the School Operating Fund, plus all st#te-and federal
special funds grants and local sources. “Whil: it can be argued
that "once-only" grants might cause expenditures to be too high
for some districts for the year 1975-76 compared with "normal"
experience, we decided not to attempt to determine which grants
were part of "normal" financing and which ones were "exceptions."
A more definitive set of conclusions would come out of averaging
3 to § years' experience with the current program; however, we
have only 1975-76 available as a year using the current Iastruc-
tional Unit Allotments. Also, in 1975-76, the AUBSD (REAA) re-
gional schools were not necessarily funded using the allectments,
although the total amount for the AUBSD .schools was. Therefore,
expenditure figures shown in this chapter and findings based on
those figures should be viewed with caution.

The simple correlation coefficiznt between the index of total
expenditures per ADM and the Instructional Unit Allotment Index
is about 0.72, apparently indicating that "cost of living" and
"expenditures per student" are strongly related. The coeffi-
cient is also statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
However, the coeff;c1gnt of determination, which measures the
percentage variation in total expenditures per student "ex-
plained" by variation in the Instructional Unit Aldotment Index
is only about.0.50, 1nd1cat1ng S0 percentaof varla:\bﬂan ex-
penditures per student is explained by other factors uncerrelated
with the Instructional. Unit Allotments. Alsc, high cost of
living is correlated with small size. See-footnote 5 for results
after the adjustments for size of enrollment are made. '

v

Alaska Statutes 14.17.250(1i8).

Statistical regression procedures show that the correlation ~o-
efficient is only 0.47 between the two-indices, indicating they
move +together only about 50 percent of the time. The coefficient
or determination is only 0.19, indicating that "cost of living"
only accounts for about 19 percent of total variation in expen-
ditures per instructional unit. T}¥& correlation foefficient is
significantly different from zero at a significance level cf

five percent. . T

~109-
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The correlation ccefficient between the index of average instruc-
tional salaries and the Instructional Unit Allotmedt Index is
only 0.23, while the ‘percentage of variation in average salaries
explained by differences in the Instructional Unit Allotment
Index is only abocit 2 percent.
.

The correlation coeffjicient is 0.64, but the coefficient of
deterwinaE}on- till shows only around 40 percent of total
variance 1in plant operations and maintenance expenditures per
instructional unit is éxplaiﬁed by yariation in the Instruc-
tional Unit Allotments

//
It ;}n)y'tlﬁularly difficult tc make compariscns where the
schédl is also an evening social center, or where housing pro-
vided for the instructional staff is carried on the books as
part of cperations and maintenance rather than as instructional
expense. It was impossible to separate. these sources of dif-
ference in thes figures. Utilities costs were often important,
but they could not always be separated into heating fuel,
electricity, and "other." (See Table A.5) The price and -
terms under which electricity in particular is.sold tb schools

is also very susceptihle to local arrangement. !

{

It is cifficult to say that this happens in more than a few
casnz, howover,. There \c- a em;aﬂ and positive (0.38) statis-
tically significant corretation between spending on regular

instruction- and expenditures on operations and maintenance,
whereas one would expect it to be negative if a tradeoff were

-occurring everywhere. lHowever, the problem could still exist

for high maintenance cost districts, as long as they as a2 group
still spent more than the averape district for regular instruction.
R,

fpain, thiz may be just a few cases. While there is a slight\

.24) pOSLtive correlation hetween local revenue per unit of
full value and plant operations 2nd maintenance costs per in-
structional unit, as expected, the equation explains only two
percent of variance in local tax e-ﬂgrL, and the correlation
coefficient is not statistically significant at the five per-
cent level. .

Uy
G
——
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ALY a

this stufy, it is pcssible

O araw

4t

b

a ser of sinnle conclusnions regarding future courses of zotion re-

te the Public fehool Fouq@ation Program and‘the use of reglion-
indices to adjust fer regioral differences in .
cost of operations.  The study findings point *c three general .evels
of chanpes or sltermarive courses of_action which could improve tﬂe
foundazion Program's ébility to daal Qith districf—to-distridr dif-
Yerences In cost oif sperating schools. These are:

L. Dver if there ave ne other changes in rhe Fo'néét

frograw furding scheme, the bresent Instructional Uni+

illotments could be changed to wmore accurately reflect

\

4

wences in the "cost of living."

AT a more Lasic lewvel, thg.schedules used for comput-

Ing Instructiocnal units could be revised to Lbetter I

reflect the clace-to-place differences in components

vothe

e

crpute place-to-place

-til-
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been tied explicitly to location and have been treated separately
from cost differences arising cut of special cost characteristics

of some programs and economies of scale achieved by larger districts.

The evolution of the idea of paying regional differentials
has been in the direction of paying greater differentials, and of
- takingz inta account a wider diversity of local differences between
lecatvicus,  However, there has been confusion in the law and in
acministrative regulations between the cencepts of place-to-place

’

differences in unit costs of school operations and place-to-place
'

differences i1 .osts of living. The result has been that regional
. cifferentials in the law have been based on cost of living differ-

ences, which ray be only tenuously related to place-to-place dif-

terences in costs of operations.

-© Is apparent from statements of intent and language in

thz law thatv leglslatures have consisfently attempted to provide

Smost funds vooschool districts for "basic education,"” presumab%y

Jistinguishable frem lese basic or optional education. However, the

T Vieulty in merdng this distinetion work has resulted in strenu-

atempts To circuvent the prchlem, the latest of which is to

Zeiire a "basic need" in terms of facilities

ar:l sraft’ ov In termu of program. Instead, "baslic need" i: defined
the nunler o Lo uctional units allowed by formula, times the

instracticnel unit alictrent (in the senge ¢f the rocional Ai1ffes

erticl tim. Pace dollar allctaent).  Since the legislature

(03]

Uy
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the base allotment, "basic need" or hbasic education" is opera: ‘on-
ally defined as whateveg.the legislaturé decides to fund. The re-
sultiag program is a peculiar proxy for funding a basic program,
adjusted for scale economies and interregional differeuces in op-
erating costs. The inability to workably define basic need or basic
education is inextficably linked to the use of "cqst of living" in-

stead of a cost of education index as .the adjustment fo egional

v

variations in Operating costs. //J‘ o
Oj{ﬂ
)
i
4. In establishing the Foundation Program, and in revising it

from time to time, some ideas have been discarded which have apparent
potential for solving some of the current problems faced by school
districts. One example of such an idea was to provide state matching
funds for school districts which made a tax effort above that re-
quired by the state ia rhe Foundation Program. This would go some

distance toward veducing the differential effect of taxable wealth

on tne abilitv of school districts to supply educaticn funds from

«

tocal sources. By tying aid per ADM or aid per instructional unit

to revenue produced per doll.r of taxable property, for exampre,
rather than taxable wealtn per student, the supplemental formula
would produce more dollars, not in those districts which can rai.e
large emownts per srudent with little impact on the tux base, but in

those districrs with smiull tax bases which must make large efforts to

138
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generate the equivalent revenue per student. Another discarded-

. idea which appears to have some merit wa; the 1é62—196§?praétice'
of compensating districts on different schedules for sepafate
contributing factors to their costs. While the System ié COmplex;
and may have been discarded for that reascn, it haé;fhe advantage
that it could adjust more accurately for those portions of cost,
particularly plant operatica and maintenance and administration,
which may be a function more of the age, size, and relativé geo-

graphic dispersal of individual school buildings than of school

\ district enrolluent.

b
I

indings: Cost of Living

With respect to cost of living, Chapter 2 introduces four
major findings: 1) that virtualiy all recent cost of living studies
in Alaska appear to answer the wrong question and, therefore, re-

1 Sult in an irrelevant ‘or unclear index for use in comparing cost

.
S

of living between ch‘tions in Alaska; 2) that the mogt appropriate

i
means of compariscn i# a budget study which measures differences in

et

prices but not tastes or income; *) that since such studies co not

wxist for 4laska, indice

162}

must be compiled from fragmentar, data

cincarning the individual components of a well-researches budget

cormbired into-a plausible total Consump
.

, 139
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J *
: 1ndex, 4) and finally, that in comparison with such an index, the

¥

current regional dlfferentlals appear to 1nadequately reflect the

y
>

probable true differences in cost of living.

¢ ,
/

7 -

, For the purpose of measuring the difference in cost of pro-
viding an equivalent standard of living or level of educational

services in two iocations, which is the apparent purpose of u§ing
i
the Instructional Unit Allotments, the ideal index would hold ‘the
/ .
standard of liy&ng constant and measure the differencq in ccst of
' . . the cheapesp guﬁdle of goods and services in each location which
would ppoy&de thét standard of'living. As a second best solution,
A ‘ - L4 ’

. the cost of a given bundle of, goods and services‘which'provides a
given.standard of living at one location za&n be obtained for the
second locatlon, measuring the difference in prices between the
locations, if not the minimum difference iﬁ the cost of living.
However, existing iﬁdices do neither. The Cooperative Extension
Service food market basket index can be used to indicate whether
the cost of a given group of food items is different between two
locations, but when this‘kind of index is arbicrarily averaged
with relétive total food and housing éxpenditure information of

. the type produced by the sion of Personnel and Labour Relations'

.

‘rericdic surveys, as s apparently done for setting the Instruction-

L

-

a1 Unit Allotments, the result has an uéZ” ar relationship to the

.

"cost of living." The diract use of expendjture data of the most

recen® FPersonnel and Lator Relations study is not appropriate in

‘ . A -116-
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the present context either since that information on ; could be
. ¥ - ’ . . .
used to show the cost of maintaining different standards of living

in differepnt urban and rural locations.

»
* The most appropriate usable measure of the difference in
. cost of a fixed or equivalent standard of living is to take a given
‘ 4

b - bundle of goods and services which are known to produce a gisﬁh
standérd and price them at different locations. This is what is
aone by the Buregu of Labor Statistics for Anchorage and several '

> other U.S. cities, but equivalent information is rot available for

L other places in Alaska. As a proxy, this study develops price

. indices for several bwndles of commodities which are representa-

b ‘ tive of cogsumption\patterns in Alaska. These are assumed to pro-
vide equivalgnt dtandards of living wherever consumed, and they
cofrespond to the major categories of consumption in the BLS inter-

) mediate income budget. Once the cost indices are determined for
each individual component of the budget,'weights are assigned to

’ esch cost index which are equal to the proportion of total con-

] sumption eacn component represents in the BLS Anchorage intermediate
income budget. The resu%ti%g weighted cost index represents in\é
general way the relative cost of maintaining an Anchorage moderate

» . stapd;rd cf living or its equivalent at several locations in Alaska.
This index Is designed mainly to measure price differences, not,
differences of tastes an; income, which are appropriately held

[ ' cinstant.

-117-
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In cqmparison_with the costs of maintaining a constgat
standard of living in several locations, the "cost of living" ad-
“justment represented by the Instruétignal Unit Allotments shows
much lower costs in most rural areas of tge.stggg, This is prob-

‘ f”’
ably because the current adjustment does not reflect the fact of
lower rigl incomes iﬁ most rural areas, andvlower standards.of
1iviﬂz in housing. fof example. Since the current index does not
adjust for differences in standards of 1iving, it is pot appropriate
to use tﬁis index to fund programs which are supposed to have equiva- *
lent levels of funding in each community, when costs of living are
taken intc account. The index created for this report, while im-

perfect, comes much closer to meeting that standard.

Findingﬁ: Relative Expendifures and Ins:tructional Unit Allotfients
Thére are five findings in Chapter 3 with respect to actual

expenditures which are worth repeating in-this summary. Some of

these were observations concerning the expenditures themselves;

-,
others came 1rom comparing actual expenditures for the 1975-76

na,,
school year with the lnstructional Unit Allotments. The findings

are:: 1) that it was not po;sible, given the data, to show whether
place-to-place differences in costs of educational programs arise

from differences in unit costs of education or differences in pragrams;
2) that the schédule used to compute instructional uﬁitg for ADM has

more impact on equalizing school funding than the cost of living

adjustments; 3)  that, taking into account the "economies o{ scale"

(

. N -118-
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. factors and "difference in program" factors contained in the
schedule used to derive instructional units, there was no statistic~ )
ally 'significant correlation between actuval expenditures per in-

| ‘ structional gnit.and the current "cost of living"‘adjustment in the

Foundation Program; 4) that there is no statistically significant

S
rd

relationship betweén average salaries hnd cost of living,,as embodied a
in the current Ingtructional Unit Allotments; S5) finally, fh;t &if—‘ Q\\
ferences in.expenditures per instructiomal unit 0; plant operatiéqs
and maintenance are typically higher in the more rural aﬁd northern
parts of the state than are the corresponding differences in cssts
of living, These same places are usually characterized by lower
salaries and expenditures on instruction, by high local taxes, or by
both.

1. The problem of identifying the cause of differences in i
costs of programs makes direct comparison of historic unit cost of
operations by place impossible, since a "bare bonés" program in an
expensive location might cost the same as a more elaborate offering
at an inexpensiveqlocation. Thelsnly cost comparison availablg is
for those programs actdally offered, and there is no current opportunity
to compare the unit costs of a "bave bones" program between places

with the "costs of living" between places, to see to what extent the

' current "cost of living" inde;\8§<erges from a true ''cost of operations”

index,

© 143
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. Coméaring each school's actual expenditures per ADM on

an index scale for the 1975-76 schgol year with Anchorage equal to

e . . e
3 and doing the same for expenditures per instructional unit, we

N
1 ] .

\
ound that the influence of the schedule of instructicnal units (and

éhe power of tpe Commissioner of Education to determine the wmethod
of calculating instructional unité for isolated schools) had mofe
influence on relative amounts of funds received and spent than did
the instructional unit allotments. While beyond the.scopé of this
study, an investigation into the history and effect of this schedule
éppears at least as important as the current investigation of the

Instructional Unit Allotments.

3. " Whea both the economies of scale factors and_the difference
in program factors imPlicit in the instructional.unit formula are
taken into account in comparing unit total expenditufes for education,
the corvelation between the Ianstructidnal Unit Allotment Index and
expenditures per instructional unit is Jsmall” and only expiains 19
percent of variation in expenditures. The finding is difficult to
interpret because thesve are several possible reasons for differences
in expendipures per instructiona} unit (see par%éraph 1, above); -
however, at several locations with high costs of living (and probably
high costs of operations), expenditures per insiructional unit are
among the lowest in the state. In other cases, the 1975-~76 expendi-
tures per instructional unit far outétrippeq the cost of living ad- -
Jjustment. One possible interpretation of the finding of low cor-~

relation is that relative costs of operation are not related to
f
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relative costs Bf living by location, as defined by the current

Instructional Unit Allotment Index.
-

F
4. As a partial test of the proposition that costs of oper-
ation are not related to the cost of 11v1§§f the correlation was
computed between average instructional szlaries, which repreront
a very high proportion of total operating costs, and the cost of
living as indicated by the Instructional Unit Allotments.- Aéaln,
the correlation is very smal&, indicating that the actual s;laries’
being paid bear 1ittie or no relationship ko the suppose& cost of
living.,-Part of the explanatiegﬂd%y'lie in relatively high staff
turnover and consequentiai low tenure of teéachers in rural areas;
however, whatever the explanation, the fa;t 1s that salaries are nqt

explained by cost of 1ividg differences. As a matter of fact, they

are lower in many places in high-cost rural Alaska.

5. Plant operation and maintenance seems to be a major con-
tributing factor to the differences in expenditures per instructionzi
unit. In many of those cases with high Instructional Uni; Allotmenf%,
the plant operations and maintenance is higher, @130, in several of
the district schools, the cases with high plant operatiogg_aﬁd main-
tenance expenditures, either regular instruction expenditures are
low, or local revenue effort is high, or both. Plant operation and
nmaintenance coéts4appear to have different characteristics than %#gﬁ’
costs of living and other costs of opgration, and this is not pngvided

"for in the Foundation formulasg. Also, judging from rhe relationship

145



between regular instruction, plant operation and mainterancs, and
tax efforts, it mar be that some high maintenance cast districts

) ) . : ' Y

are having to make extraordinary tax efforts and reduce spending on.
instruction to stay within the budget. Certain REAA's also appear
to be compensating for operation and maintenance cobsts by reducing

spending on regular instruction.

Alternative Approaches to Problems Réised' \WW
\ o, &

Three major approaches to the probigms raised in this study

have been identified: 1. adjust the iﬁgt;uctional unit allotments;

) 2. compute instructional units differently; and 3. develop a "cost
of education" index. These correspond to successively fundamental
levels of possible chauge in the Public School Foundation Proéram.

. At the most superficial level, the studv finds that the Instructional
Unit Allotnents currently in use do not adequately reflect cost of
living differences between locations in Alaska. Even if no other
changes were mhde, making these cost of living adjustment.; more ac~
curately reflect true cost of living differences would improve the

‘\ Foundation Program bv pointing out other features of the program which

may need revision. Although subject to all the imperfections mentioned
»
in Chapter 2, the total consumption cupenditures index prepared for

this study represents such an improvement.

. ®
SUALD more improvemens in this index is poszibie, since the

current iades was prepared using a serics of proxv variables, in
! t & L J 4
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place of real budget studies fer *laskan locations which at the
veryv least coatain standards for dj:t ana cheltér, and which have
’ : a less arbitraby standard for trahsportation expenditures. Such
budget studies are not currently done.in Alaska, yet the Division
of Personnel and Labor Relations has twice‘made<an intensive effort
) to collect price and budget data in several locations. 3mall modi- =
fications of Personnel and Labor Relations' methodology éould gen-
erate much-improved budget information, using the same collection
> mechanism and expending approximately the same effort. Primary
needs in this area are: weighting the food prices properly; collect-
ing a sample of hoﬁsing expeuditure information keyed to some mini—
) mum housing standards, and with random sampling less heavily Qéighted
towdard Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau; and including in the ques-
ticnnaire costs of'transportation, household operaticrns, and medical
" and personal care.
At a more fundamental level, the problems with perceived in-
v
gauities in state school funding may not lie with the use of an in-
P correcf cost of living or cost of operations adjustiment te the bLase
allot: . In particular, the data on 1975-76 enpenditires on piant
operaticns and maintenance seem to indicate that these expenditures
D : de not follow The same raittern as expenditures on instruction, and
may b= influenced by different factors. The Foundation Program
took this Intc consideration from 19¢2 until 1¢69 with a sepurate
D allocatiaon for teaching univz and for attendance centers. withcur
> ::
-123~ §
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getting invelved in the issue of whether thoje earlier adjust-

aments ays the correct ones (there is ne reason to suppose they

are), it appears worthwhile to reconsider the concept of,computing
funding units on a double schedule which accumulates "reguiar in~
struction units" at a different rate than "operations and maintenance

units.”

»~

At the most fundamentai level, thege must be recognition of
the fact that the current formulﬁ.is only a proxy for the most ideal
solution, which is to do a real cost of educaticn study, including
1 definition of "besic need" in termé of programs rather than dollars.
The failure to define bisic programs being®*funded means that rhe
audited accounts of schoel districts show cost;.of a "basic program"
in enly the most general terms. To put it another way, the state

“nows what 1t is willing vo pay, but it does not know what it is huying.

The State Department of Education may not want to dictate o
progran offerings to the scheol districes and REAA's. It need
net <o so in order to {und the programs in a way which reflects
relative operating costs.  For example, there seems to be na reason
why the state conld not carcefuliv reevaluate and recalibrate the
tormulas which zonvere Ao into instructional units in liphs o
actual cost o experience shown fn the audited aceounts over § malti-
seay periods sccondlv, iU is poscible in principle to require
each districs, - 0 supplemental account ing raquivement, to

repari che cosioin Jocal prices of o carcrullv-defined "basic
143
—124-
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cducation market basket." Tl wole reason -for sach an exercise
would be to establish the differences in relative cost of education
¢ , in cach district for use in the Tnstructicnal Unit Allotments, with

" the progueam othiorwise unchianged.

Advautages and Disadvantages o: Alternatjves

There are several aAdvant .

and disadvantages to each al-er-

B -

. native appreach.  The most obvious advantage of cthe Yivat s that the
. ;

nitial revision of the Instructional Unit Allotments is not costcly

}
A can be redone periedically and mere securately at little additional
COsT te the state as long as periodic surveve of the cost of living
\\\ ire undertaken fo¥ ocher purnoge.s, e primary disadvantage is that
s
PUodoes DT et at i sindeviviag rossons for coests of education being
bigh ov Jow dn 4 given Topation and, therefore, iy in errer,
poomatter how great 08 persaasive value.
Che second alteraative requires an additionals study hut could
\. ane nosterieal data and would net, thereforc, require addirional reo-
,
\\/"/
} porting from o che school distrists.T 71 does net, however, get at the
prebber o thar s oY education and cost of living pre not tha aame
- P
- thing, o It cannot preduce {he &t ?)luLion. U also 1s mov: v
N v . . I3 ~
‘ Poenstve thoan the tirst alternative.
’ Fhe primary cdvantace or the thied <lternat ove s that o would
arenrare beovhow The ot o e en G e veneon Detween looat jons,
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e prizary Jdisadvantase is
additional work and

expense

district and REAA expenses.

oo Lus ion

This study contains no

tive sclutions. Whether any

careful weighing of the cost of additional studles, the probabll{ty

It
[ PR

I
U roqguires another study. and
in reporting and auditing of schoel
a8 :
i

’

recommcidal iocn for any of rhe alrerna-

L.

is adopted cbvicusly depends upen a

.

of’ success ¢ thoese studies, and the expected changes each would

make in the

solations ia stated in gener

SRR

ACie Lo providing specivic p

of antac on oo protloms oia

—

al ot

e

rod

rrms

<
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program if adopted,.

Eacnh of the alternative

this was considered preferv-

ft outlined the weneral Vionos
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Total

Instriction Total Total Plant
Tetal Total Fegular and Instr. Gereral Orerations & Total Pupil
Operaticne Ir.tructional = Seppert Sugport Yaintenanc Total Pupil Feod
Expenditures  Ex; .nditures Expenditures  Lxpenditures Support rvices Transport Services Total
District per ADM¥ . per ADY per ADH per AM per ALM per ADN per ADM per ALY oM
Anchorage 2 $2,123.2 $1,397.7 $217.7 §28.0 25,0 1i4.8 S78.6 §0,128,-0
Bristol Ray 4,146, 7 2,371.2 525.9 776.7 107.2 221.3 68,2 T8 k2
Cordova 2,705.1 1,201y 288.9 367.9 46.8 28.0 72,0 553,54
Cralg L,778.3 3,4C0,8 5C3.0 371.1 171 106.3 123.4 252,70
Diilinghan 3,985,4 2 L 807.0 £52.3 C. 13¢.7 0.0 Lie.Ly
Fairtanks il ! 17,103,035
Galexa .5 3 : £58.5 628.2 1760 73.7 283.0 iUt
Haines - .2 ] 363.8 350.0 51.6 93.0 0.3 DER
Hoona’ .5 . 3 §36.8 508.8 2.t 0.C 207.% 260,18
Hydai .- 5 0 0 0.0 366.5 0.4 0.0 14,0 113.00
S 5 274, € £8.7 91.0 785 4,587.35
L . 4 nIL e G.C ¢ 32.1 77.¢ 207078
b B S,C iz
o i 23 1113 1.4 2,274, 18
Lyliilh .2 C. ) 00,6 1.8.75

7 586.2 0.0 3.0
\ .£ 331.€ £9.u 53.b
Ul s I 54,0 105.¢C
o SES £2.4 <GS
4.8 el 136.0 Sk
Nor+th Slope 5,338.10 2,238t 2 1,128.8 L8834, 6 58.1 105.4 1,873.73
Pelican 30380 2,233.4 0 416.8 £07.8 0.0 G 37.7¢
Petershirg 2,080 1,188 3 274, 275.5 63,4 §0.6 g8,
Selawis $,078.2 1,2768 y ez ERU I 18,2 C.C 139,25
Sitxa 2,378, 1,930.2 7 . 285.¢ €3.5 61.0 1,7%¢.%2
Skagway Y 1,150.8 1,EL5.6 27.8 2E8.L €5.1 0.2 0.0 217.21 -
St. Merys .3 $17.% 3,022.% v L34 0.0 0.0 4262 3113.0C0°
Unalaska b 1,720k 3,097.0 530 € 81€.5 27.7 3587.2 72.3 120,77
Valdez .6 ; i : ¥ B * * £56.38
Wrangell g 1,103.2 1,L85.1 278,72 222.% £5.6 ¢ £8.3 0.0 . £8¢.72
Yakuzat .5 1,749.2 3,060.7 782 5%6.7 75,5 ™ 1£2.7 200.8 148.05
. . . 4
*Detai not classified 4

Scurce: Alaska Department cf Iducation, Alaska Unerganized Borough Schiool District, Center for Northera Educational Research.
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. Instruction Total Total Flant -~

: ~
Toral Total Regular and Instr. General Cperavions & Total Pupil
Operaticns Instrectional Support Support Mainterance Support Total Pupil Focd
Expenditures  Expenditures Expenditures  Expenditures Supsort Services . Transport Services | Tuel
REAA per AZM per ALY per ADM per AlM per ADM per ADM petr AlM cper i ALY
N, Arctic $4,723.3 $1,652.8 $2,03.86 $315.3 $1,590.1 $ 0.0 $0.0 SLER, 3 £3.53
Bering Strait 3,520.8 1,€800.0 2,638.8 53,2 3,500.0 0.0 0.0 516.5 155,63
Lower Yukon 3,073 2,303.3 2,778.1 112.3 1,921.7 0.0 0.0 266. 4 231.33
Lower Kuskokwin 3,58¢8.6 ,328.0 2,121,1 26,1 893, 0.0 27.4 263.9 1,338.15
Kuspuk 5,6863.5 +,333.0 3,031.6 fl3.2 1,807.1 0,0 0.0 381.7 265.32
e S S o 015.3 = = == 0.0 - - 0B - -~ EIE - o G453
Lake end Feninsulal ’ - ’
Aleutian Chain - .
=y - L,I16 - -~ 1,595.3 - - = 2,317.0 - - - 539.2 - . - Bom = e bo- - 0 = - - 1588 - - - 4034
Pribilof Teiands 0l ,59 17.¢0 3 1,326.6 c.0 0.0 58,8 09.47
adak : 2,506.2 1,366.3 1,548, 4 323.5 396.4 4.0 0.0
Idisarod 3,E10.5 1,565.¢ 1,565.6 58.7 1,235.4 0.0 0.0
Yukon-Koyukuk u,821.9 1,710.« 2,650.7 329,56 1,280.8 0.0 0.0
Yoken Flats 5,022 1,524.8 3,0%1,4 480.9 1,751.8 0.0 30.1
Uozer Railbel 4,118.7 1,575.% 2,129 - 557.1 907.4 0.0 231,1
Delta/Creely h 30075 L. 101101 - - . 1,786.2 - - - 2603 - - - B66.3 - - - 0.0 « == 209.2 - ~ = 185.6 ~ - - 1,155,44
Alaska Gateway ‘ <
Cozper River 3,3_93. 1,323 1,87 227.8 622.7 0.0 397.2 273.9 727,23
Ehnette Island 2,553.5 1,1€7.8 1,687.6 255.8 443 0.0 343.1 202.1 413,36
Chathan l)

- - - 3800y - W - 1,72503 - - 4 2,62301 - - - 367.% - - - 4.7 - - - 30 - -~ 1001 .- 47,3
S.E. Islands | ’ ’ 0 ‘

Chugach : 3,87,

%)
[

w
w
w
b
(]
~3
=
w
a

43,4 783.3" 0.0 0.0 86.4% 71,2587
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Detaii of Ixpenditures Per Instructional Unit for School Districts and REAA's, 1875-76

Total
Tozal 1G75-7¢ Repular Iastruarion 6 General Operations & Pupil Support Pupil Transport
Txpenditures/ Instruction Tnstrectional Suppert Maintenance Services Service Food Service
’ Instructional Euvenzzs Suzport Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures Experditure
District Cnit per Inst. Unit  per Inst. Unit  per Inst. Unit  per Inst. Unit - per Inst. Unit per Inst, Unit per Inst,

!
|
\
|
| -.

. Ancharage $26,335 324,729 $3,852 $5,166 Sl $2,032 $1,343
3ristel Bay 26,180 12,861 5,033 7,433 1,028 2,120 1,379
srdsva 13,077 21809 3,31 4,220 536 322 826

L crel: 1,319 34,154 §,110 3,778 1,7i3 1,007 1,240
DILI.hem 12,212 7,459 £,3u5 £,8¢9 0 1,446 0
Fairzarks &t # % * ®
Galena 22,641 5,827 5,558 1,540 652 2,548

55,4508 4,028 4,658 688 1,234 0

' 25,550 5,618 5,285 25 0 2,155.

28,147 0 3,765 4 0 1,983
Jutezu 12,050 4,135 18,001 5,738 5,800 1,368 1,434 1,227
ave 22,729 16,539 22,504 5,139 2,58 56 567 8ug
Keral 2€,557 2 # b g * X &
Yetchikan 26,229 20,708 24,447 2,875 5,032 1,214 1,618 1,037
ting Cove 28,765 8,268 18,522 5,455 4,128 0 ) s 506
Caune 23,530 12,7¢2 13,786 6,112 4,508 0 0 "2
Yeziek 33,457 14,079 23,022 3,5 5,840 1,134 643 S BT
YaTanuska-Susitna 28,007 k0707 21,546 4,150 L, 537 747 3,551 ° 1,468
Nenana 52,399 13,118 26,935 6,342 6,225 651 2,925 191
Nome 5,875 22,057 27,301 R 4,519 10,140 1,714 859 736
!
5,758 23,354 29,27 14,767 19,427 €06 1,099 3,565
27,t5 b N & & ¥ % b %
33,597 15,232 0,743 3,65 3,693 B45 1,075 & 582
49,897 12,097 21,541 6,759 8,962 135 0 3,164
33,836 18,147 22,544 4,238 4,183 901 865 . 956
23,208 ¢ 23,508 18,802 3,788 &, 065 973 0 0
SV © 7,46 24,393 T,k 7,515 0 0 3,824
£2,51% 14,842 26,716 5,08 7450 239 3,081 V.
29,781 & % % % . L4 % %
27,011 15,105 14,026 3,541 2.653 713 877 0
45,5688 16,185 28,135 €,960 5,58 708 ‘i.sos 1,858
S, 3

1

FugT&iL 0T dVal.alat

]
I lcurce: Alaska :ﬁpertme:: ¢f Léucation, Alaska Unorganized Borough School District, Ceater for Northern Educational Lesearch.
’
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- . Total v
Total 1575-76 Wegular Instruction § General Operations & Pupil Support Pupil Transport
Expenditures/ Instruction Instructional Suppont ‘Maintenance Services Service _  Tood Service
Ins*ructional Expenses Support nupendi tures Expenditures Expenditures "Expenditures Exprnditure
RIRA Unit per Inst. Unit per Inst. Unit per Inst. Unit per Inst, Unit per Inst. Unit per Inst. Unit  per Inst, Un
C LWL kretic 47,626 $16,703 $23,857 $3,100 £15,783 $ 0 S 0 $4,846
lering Strait 58,357 3,575 24,918 7,274 29,604 0 v 0 4,382
Lower Yuken 45,194 20,455 24,720 1,00% 17,099 0 0 2,3N
C lower Zuskoerwin 51,045 19,078 30,543 4,047 12,860 0 394 3,801
fuepux 51,6581 37,031 28,710 5,666 15,922 Q 0 3,363
s Reglon b acig 13,200 Lo- o 2,050 woooe 2,27 moa. 7,960 caoo 0 ... 92 - ... 3,868
Lake and Peninsulal : .
hleutian Chain T . “h ma - )
C Fminiist Telasds SRR - wo L ATTE Lo Ll 20,188 .- oo 5,220 .o .. 11,558 oo . . 0 - ... 0 - -.- 1,470v.
LT 23,449 4,257 £,826 0 1,504 1,754
15,160 505 §,072 0 0 1,761
UK Z5% 2,79? 2,834 11,011 0 0 3,817
Tlats 33,079 25,431 4,540 1€,539 { 284 3,266
Urper Ralllelt 40,805 21,433 5,518 8,387 " 9 : 2,289 2,578
Seltafivzely | \ - . , . y
e ; r Sm - 33,976 - - - - 15,528 - - - - 10,856 = - - - 2,644 -~ =- 7,332 & - - - 0 ---- 2,302 ---- 2,042
legper Piver 37,368 14,605 20,522 2,510 6,661 0 4,377 3,018
TTETESte Igland 33,735 16,092 22,880 3,525 6,112 0 473 2,785
11,72 = == - 17,878 = = == 2,502 - -~ 507% -~ - 0 =~ -= 123 - - - - 323
25,877 28,014 503 7,983 0 0 681

!
—t
w
N

|
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Table N3

Detail of Regular Instruction Expenditures
) Per ADM, 1G74-7¢ .
‘u
Certified &

. Classified , Supplies,
\\ Rlaries & Texts,
Certified Classified Employee Purchased Equipment,
) Flace Total Salaries Salaries Benefits Ser .ices Etc.
Anchorage $1,1u0 w u % o * E
Bristol Bay 1,692 81,333 * $1,u55 $27 $210
Cordova 1,140 922 Sus 1,058 8 73
) Craig 1,148 772 85 9u 5 50 150
Dillin, . 1,160 931 71 1,095 0.2 56
Fairbanks 1,007 898 = 991 8 &5
Galena 1,599 1,2¢8 ' 106 . 4,511 13 71
Haines 1,392 % % % % %
» Hoonah 1,524 1,057 213 L4085 20 a8
Hydaburg 1,746 ° % w * & %
\;v//%gnééu 917 763 85 , 8u8 8 60
' ake 1,525 1,187 25 1,285 3 237
Kenai 1,139 911 32 i,021 4 105
b Ketchikan 1,425 * * % w %
King Cove o 1,112 827 15 © 987 11 114
Klawock 1,762 1,292 . 234 1,603 8 151
Kodiak 1,L73 P B b P 5t
Matanuska-Susitna 1,074 870 37 989 5 80 -
A Nenana 1,398 * % # w *
Nome 1,751 3
North Slope 2,233 1,222 uy7 1,834 122 283
Pelican : 2,219 i % 2] W %
Fetersburg 1,146 938 45 1,078 4 64
] Selawik 1,275 954 38 1,08 - 19 171
Sitka © 1,350 3t < st e P
Skagway _ 1,190 1,016 = 11,102 - 88
St. Marys _ 518 709 19 79€ 3 119
Unalaska ) 1,72¢ 1,341 50 1,513 30 177
1 Valdez 1,053 % & i % %
Wrangell - 1,100 ] % St B o
, Yakutat 1,749 1,190 101 1,434 18 297
a . . , /)
) “Detail not available : o

Source: Alaska Department of Lducation, Alaska Unorganized Borough School District,
Center for Northern Educational Research.
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Meotatl

ook »
Lable AL

ef Regular Instructioral Expenditures
Per Instructional Unit, 1275-7g

Salax s
Cert Claczifled Fmpl

~—

A
Anchorape $.00,338 & : o %
Bristael Ba 16,1480 512,76y & $13,935 2L 52,010
cordova 13,077 10,579 5512 12,140 97 435
Craiy 11,519 7,766 Q80 3,506 4aR 1,870
Pillinghan 12,272 S, 839 ThE 11,972 : 597
Fairbanks el PN 3 16,268 128
Calena 14,153 11,225 aug 13,407 11Q
Haines 1,873 W 3 . 5 B
Hoonah 15,861 10,996 2,215 14,637 206
tiydabury 17,0230 ; g =
Juneau Th 1y 11,772 " 12,0873 13¢ an7
nake Iy 59 12,216 73 13,987 28 ~,38u
kenali 16,100 12,870 Ldps 14,570 51 1,580
Retchikan J0,700 4 & B " :
Ning, Cove SPRAINE S, 89y 10 8,23¢C 90 34
nlawoch 13,7492 1G,110 1,080 12,5u49 518 1,162
hodiak T, e bt ¢ s B o e
Matdq¥ska~hu5itna T, 870 10,04y 511 13,69¢ £9 1,108
Nenana 13,110 t (& - "' o 4
Nome D0, 007 g 8 ¥ B
North tlope AT 12,738 4,601 19,10y L 274 Tk
Covican 1,807 B b B R
rabare Lo, 000 17,519 aa 14,1388 53 351

SAWIk 17,00 v, 061 B 10,289 18y Sl
Sitha Tog i (8 ke & g2
wagway 15,608 12,000 i 1L008
ST\ Marys L0060 e,u27 21 GEB
Uralaska TuL LY 13,085 262 L, a0s
Valde:z 1G,LEQ : B & ks
wrangell ik,ich & & ﬂ
Yakutat 16,1382 7 R 2, 267 1o+ Ly 5
"Petail not availalle R
Seurce: Alasta teparurent of Slucaiion, Alaska Unorganized Borough School Disgriot,

Center
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R Alaska. Department of Edu. ation.  Annual Reports (Statistical)
: 1961-1965, 1963-1964,. 1962-1963. Juneau,. Alaska: Alaska
Department of Education, June 30, 1967.

Alaska. Department of Education. 1965-66 Annual Report. Juneau,
Alaska: Alaska Department of Education, December, 1966.

Alaska. Department of Education. 1966-1967 Annual Report‘. Junecau,
Alaska: Alaska Department of Education, January 22, 1968.

Alaska. Department of Education. Annual Report 1967-1968.
Preparec by the Research and Publications Office of the Department
of Education, November, 1968. 2nd printing. .Juneau, Alaska:
Alaska Department of Education, June, 1969.

Alasko. Department o fiducatio: . 1948-1969 Annual Report,
Statistical Section. Prepared by the Office of Public Information
and Publications, Department of Education. Juneau, Alaska:
Alaska Department of Education, December, 1969.

cw-xa. Department of Education. Annual Report 1969-1970.
Prepared by the Office of Public Information and Publications.

Juneau, Alaska: Al Department of Eaducation, Decemoer,
1070,

Alaska. Department of Education. Facts About the Alaska Department
of Education. Aunual Report 1970-71. Prepared by the Office of
Publications and Printing, Department of Education. Juneau,
Alaska: Alaska Depavtment of Education, December 23, 1971.

Alaska. Department of Education. Annual Report 19,/-72. Prepared
by Office of Public Information and Publications, Department of
Education. Junezu, Alaska: .Alaska Department of ‘Education,
December, 1972,
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Alaska. Department of Education. Annual Report 1972-73 . Frepared

by Office of Public Information and Publications. Juneau, Alaska:
Alaska Department of Fducation, January, 1974,

Alaska. Department of Education. Annual Statistical Report 1973-74.
Prepared by Officu of Public Information and Publications,
Department of Education. Juneau, Alaska: Alaska Department of
Education, Japuary, 1975.

Alaska. Department of Education. Annual Report--Statistics 1974-75,
Prepared by Office of Public Informatien and Publications. Junecau,
Alaska: Alaska Department of Education, January, 1976.

Alaska. Department of Education. Annual Statistical Report '75-'76.

Juneau, Alaska: Alaska Department of Education (Draft),
July, 197¢. '

Alaska. Department of Education. Final Report and Recommendatipns
of ©.« Advisory Council on State Financial Support to‘)lu_p}!é !
Schools. Juneau, Alaska: Alaska Department of Fducation,
Jaruary, 1970,

Alask . Department of Labor. Fmployment Security Division.
Rescarch and Analysis Scection. Alaska 1970 Census tlas.
Population by Enumeration Districts. Juneau, Alaska: Alaska
Department of Labor, n.d,

Aluska . Legislative Finance Division. A Briei Historical Review of

Alaska's School Foundation Program. Prepared by Richard A.

Guthrie. Juneau, Alask:: Iegislative Finance Division,
December 12, 1974 (mimeo) .

Alaskn. Office of the Commission. . rducation. Report of the
Commissioner of Education for the Years Ending June 30, 1918,
June 30, 1919, and June 30, 1920. Junecau, Alaska: Territory
of Alaska Commissioner of Education, October 1, 1920.

Alaska. Office of the Commissioner of Education. Report of the

Commissioner of Education i the Period June 30, 1920 to

March 1, 1921, Janeaua, Aluska: Territory of Alaska Office of

the Commissioner of Fducation, March 1, 1921,
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Alaska. Salary Sched e, [JunAvau, Alaskal: May 1., 276,

Alaska. Territorial Department of Fducation. Report of the

L Commissioner of Educaiion for the “chool Years Ended June 30,

1621, and June 30, 1922. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska

Department of Education, March 1, 1923. ‘ ;

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of FEducation, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1924. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Education, December 1, 1924.

Alaska. Territorial Department of Fducation. Report of the
) Commissiener of Education, School Biennium Ended June

30, .

1926. Junedr. Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Education, March 1, 1927. ‘

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1928. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department ci
Education, March 1, 1929, -

Alaska. Territorial Department of Fducation. Report of the

Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1930. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Fducation, February 1, 1931,

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the

Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended June

1932, Juneaw, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Faucationy, February 1, 1933,

Alaska. Tvrritorial Department of Lducstion. RcEm't of the

Commissioner o Fducation, School Biennium Ended June

1934, Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Fducation, December 15, 1934,

Alaska. lerritorial Department of Fducation. Report of the

Commissioner of Bducation, School Biennium Ended June

1936. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of

Fcucation, December 15, 1936,
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Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Education, School Bicnnium Ended June

30,

"1938. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Education, December 15, 1938.

Ataska. Térriforial Départment of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Educatioen, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1940. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Education, December 15, 1940,

Alaska. Territorial Deparfiment of Education. Rep'ortbf the
Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended June

1942 Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Fducation, December, 1942. _ ) ’

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report-of the
Commissioner of Fducation, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1944. Juneau, Alaska: Terrvitory of Alaska Department of
Education, December, 1944, /

Alacka. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1946. Juneau, Alaska: Tgrritory of Alaska Department of
Fducatien, December, 1946.

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the

Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended .June

30,

Fduration, December 28, 1948. u :

Ala-iia. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Education, School Biennium Ended June

30,

1950. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Fducation, December 15, 1950.

Alasko. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
CCommissioner of Educution. School Biennium Ended June

30.

1952. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Education, December 1, 1952,
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Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the ‘
C“,lmnmissinnm- of*Fducation, School Biennium Ended June 30,
1954, JTunecau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska D>»partment of
Education, December/1, 1954,

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Educition, School Biennium FEnded June -0,
1956. Juneau, Alaska: “Teérritory of Alaska Department of
Fducation, January 1, 1957,

Alaska. Territorial Department of Education. Report of the
Commissioner of Fducation, School Biennium Fnded June 30,
1958. Juneau, Alaska: Territory of Alaska Department of
Fducation, November 1, 1958,

"Anchorage Metropolitan Area Consumer Price Index--July, 1976."
News. U.S. Department of Labor. Cffice of Information. San
Francisco, California. BLS 6-72. August 20, 1976,

B Association of Alaska School Boards. Survey of School f‘:':'ﬁ.rict

Budgeted Revenucs, Expenditures, and. Employec Ty v
1975-76. Juncau, Alaska: Association of Alaska Schoi 0 ras,

1976,
: Chanbess, Jay G. Fducation Cest [Mifferentials: The 7. 1
[ *Framework and ar Empirical-Analysis For Schoco: <iooin

the State of Missouri. Prepared fer the Educatio i

Committec of the Governor's Conference oy T'ducat- - ~- 0 State
of Missouri. Contract No. 22-76-08684, Lducation -7+ =+ ssion of

the States. Rochestes, New York: n op.oonad.

Cocny, ins Dean, et al, School Finance in Aloska Report 20l 1o

An Cvervicw of Current Issues, Sources and Distrimution of

Funds {or Public 7o ventary and Secondary Fducaton.

i"airbanks, Alaska: University of Alacka, Center for Northern
Fdurational Reseaicl, Septemboer, 19706,

Flectric Power In Alo

1°76-1595 . A Report fer the House Tivar o

ersior ivinth Legisiature. Fairbanks, si.ska:
Unive oty o Alaska . Lastiterde of Secial and Economic Resear -
Aug ot 1970 & _ N
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Fischer, Richard W, "Comurarative Housing Cost Analvais.” Alaska
Review of Business and Fconomic Conditions 40, 1-16,
November. 1969, ’

G. ». Von Furnstenberg, et al. "Tax Effects in Mea<ures of Economic
Well-Being. " Monthly Labor Review 97:45-50, © .vember, 1974.

Lindman, Erick L., et al. A Foundation For Alast. - Public Schools:
A Survey Report. Prepared for Alaska State 3oz d of Fducation.
~ . .
Los Angeles, California: L’;’)i‘.'(gafséty of Califor:ia, September *761.
. |

Marsh, Charles F. Food Prices in Alaska with 3 ;. clemcntal Cost of
Living Data...1960 to 1970. FP-1. Fairbr:s, Alaska: t iversity
of Alaska, Cooperative Extension Service, “jarch, 1971.

M;n‘s]l,*f"hzu’]o&r‘_v Quarterly Reoert on Alaska':s oo £ -icos--

Junce 1976, Fairbanks, Alaska: Uriversity of nlask ., Toperative

Extension Service, June, (976,

Yalleo, Kent and Qliver Scott Goldsmith. Energy Couvxaaption in

Aleska. Esvmate and Fovecast., Prepared f o ) ;avtment of

Commes ev ed Feonomic Development, Divisine 51 Foepgy and Power

! y . i .
Development. Anchorage, Alaska: Unio-: iy of Alaska, Institute
of Social and Feonomic Research. Jar iere 1977 (mimeo).

Nome School District. Support for Raevisien of Area Differential as
Set Forth in State Law to More Nearly Reflect the Actual Cost
of Lducation. Compiled by Nome Public Sche Jistrict. Presented

to the Center for Northerrs rfducatiori Research. Fairbanks, Alaska,
November t1-12, 1976 (mimeo). !

Odden, Allan and Phillip E. Vincent. Analysis of the School Finance
and Tax Structure of Misscuri: Backys

:u_und Research cof the

. ducativr @ Finance Committee of the . «vernor's Conference on
Fducation. Denver, Cnlorado: Tducatic.s Commission of the States,

October 15, 1976.
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1. Nathan Associates, Inc. The Cost of Living in Alaska and
Federal Poverty Guidehines. A draft report preparcd for RurAL

: CAP and the State of Alaska. Division of Community Services.
Department of Community and Regional Affairs. Washington, D.C .
Robert . Nathan Associates, Inc., June 30, 1976,
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Robert R. Nathan Associates. 2(c) Peport: Federal. Programs and
Alaska Natives. Contract No. 10-218301-1947, U, S, Department
of the Interior. Portland, Or.yont U.S. Department of the

Interior, n.d.

Sherwood, M. K. "Family Budgets and Geographic Differences in Price
Levels." Monthly Labor Review 98: 8-15, April 1975.
7

Shiskin, J. "Updating the Consumer Price Index--An Overview."
Monthly Labor Review 97: 3-19, June 1974.

Thomas, !\Ipnica E. Alaska Food Price Patterns. Bulletin 47.

Fairbanks, Alaska: University of Alaska. School of Agriculture

and Land Resources Management Agricultural Experiment Station,
September 1976. '

Tussing, Arlon R. and Monica F. Thomas. "Consumer Prices, Personal
Income, and Farnings in Alaska."” Alaska Review of Business and
Economic Conditions. 11(3): 1-26, October 1974.

Tussing. Arlon R. and Monica Thomas. "Prices and Costs of Living in
Urban Alaska." Alaska Review of Business a..d Iconomic
Conditions, 8(3): 1-31, Dec.ember 1971.

U.S5. Department of Hlousing and Urban Development. San Francisco
Rggional Office. Selection of Utilities for Subsidized Housing in
Region IX. A Region IX Handbook. San Francisco: U.S.

Department of Housing and Urban Development. HPMC-FHA 4500.6
SF SUPP 1, December 1972,

.5, Department of Housing and Urban Development. Office of
Assistant Secretary foy Housing Production and Mortgage Credit.
"Low Rent Public Housing Prototype Cost Limits. " Federal
Register 41(112): Part 4, June 9, 1976,

U.5. Dopar'tmc-nt of the Interior. Alaska Power Administration.
Alaska Electric Power Statistics 1960-1975. 4th ed. [Juneau,
Alaska]: July, 1976. '

U.S. Department of Labor. Burcau of Labor Statistics. YBLS Revises
Estimates fer Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexes for
Selected Urban Areas. Autumn 1975," USDL: 76-759
(mimeograplied) n.p.: May 5, 1976.
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U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics. "Consumer -
.Prices." Chapter 10 in Handbook of Methods. BLS Bulletin 1711 /
revised 1972. Washington, D.C.: 1972.

U.S. Department of Labor. Bureéu of Labor Statistics. The Consumer
Price Index, a Short Description 1971. Washington, D.C.: 1971.

U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Three
Standards of Living for An Urban Family of Four Persons,
Spring 1967. Bulletin No' 1570-5. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d.

U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Relative
Importance of Components in *he Consumer Price Index,

December 1974. Report 440. n.p.: N_.S. Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d. A '

U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics. "The Consumer
Price Index vs. Place-to-Place Differ-aces." Washington, D.C.:
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-Juneau, Alaska

CORRECTED
2/16/77

UNIVERSI 13 OF AL ASHA

EATREIAN I NS I

February 9, 1977

, Dr. Nathanial Cole
\ Deputy Commisioner

Department of Education
Pouch F
59811}

Dear Nat:

I am enclosing with this.letter copies of a composite cost of livinyg
index for Alaska, prepared pursuant to the Center for Northern Educational
Research's (CNER) School Finance Study contract with the Department of.
Education. The index was developed by the Institute of Social and Economic
Research- under subcontract to CNER. It is an integral part of the Teport on
instructional unit allotments which is now nearing completion. As developed
for the report, the index dispiays the relationships of the various intcr-
regional costs and exarines the velationship between the index and the
instructional unit allotments now in use.

Although the composite index more accurately reflects the regional cost
ot living differences than the presently used index, it should not be x

as a substitute for substantive adjustments
unit allotments in the Public School
of ISER and CNER staff members who ave
allotinent report, cost of living diffe
to tha costs of delivering educational

of the curreny instructicral
cunddtion Program.  In the judgment
preparins the instrustional unit
services throushour the state.
As the draft copy of the report on Ipstontionad unis allotmerts
1
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severil alternative approaches are avadiable to the state to develop
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INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT ALLOTHENT TO A COMPOSITE TOTAL
CONSUMPTION 1iDEX 17 ELECTIGAN DISTRICT
(Anchoruge = 100)

durrent Instruct.onal
Unit Allaurnent

(Withcut isolation

factor or minimum

179

. 15j-

Election District (Districtz or REAA Affected) percentage)
1 (Craig, Hydaburg, Ketchikan, Klawock,
Chatham, Annettc Island) 100.00
2 (Kake, Petersburg, Wrangell) 103.75
3 (Sitka) o, 103.75
4  (Juneau, Southeast "'Islands)- 10G.00
5 (Haines, Hoonah, Pelican, Skagway) 107.50
5 (Yakutat)’ 107.50
& (Cordova, Valdez, Copper River, Chugach) 115.00
7 (Matanuska-Susitna) 103.75
2 (Anchorage) 100.00
9 (Seward) 107.50
10 {Kenai) i07.50
11 (Kodiak) 107.50
12 (King Cove, Unalaska, Alceutiay Chain, Iribilof
Islands, Adak)s 1206.25
13 (Bristel Bay, Dillingham, Southwest Region,
Lake and Peninsula) 126,27
14 (Lower Kuskokwim) 150,00
15 (Galena, Kuspuk, Iditared Area, Yukon-
Koyukuk)® 133,75
1S (Nenana, Upper Railbelt)? 133,75
16 (Fairbanks, Deita/Greoely, Alasla Gateway) 11.25
16  (Yukeon Flats: ) 133.75
17  (Nome, MNorthwest Arctic)® 133,775
17 (vorth Slopen© PR5.TT
13 Beriny Strgita @ [T
19 {Lowey Yukond S n

A Total Consumption
Index Adjusted
to Election Districts

100.
105.
105.

Q5.

107,

115.
112.
102.
100.

(112.5
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INSTRUCTIONAL UNTT ALLOTMENT TO A COMPOSITL TOTAL
CONSUMPTION INDEX BY ELECTLION DISTRICT
(Anchora.e = 100) ®

Notes to Table |

This 1adwex re
clothing, medio

‘e consumption of food, housing, transportation,

and nersonal carce. It was derived in 2.5 per-

cent incremenss fror the averays Lomposite Total Consumption indos

for schoois shown in tabie 2. f adopted, the numbers would be
used 1a the =« oy as the current Foundation Program regicoat
indices<: thut 13, for schocis vhose headquarters aoc nore thin
Somsles from reilvoad, hiphway, or ferry connection to Anchora, o,
Fairbanks, or Ket hisan, the index is nultiplied by 2

n additional
percent foctor to derers ne the final allotment.  The index
shouid not Lo regardsd usg wore aclturate thun + S percent.

; . . ) . . , R
Juneau shows prices approxtoate!y 5 percent Below those of Ketohlian,
to the south. This s coused by lower food vrices in July, 19740,

for Juncaan s

0y
which 1 beoa ostaritsticel aberration., The indea

probably closer te 1000,

N -, . . . S T . R TR - N - T oY vt . 1
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o Blectron i S.oovrobabie o due to s progter asuldtion.
toens therstore pepsrted sennrnte by,
. .. B Lo . - e T N L [ 0 . e U ] A ..
ot b ol s i Mo tUoln inlet HOrOL L Senoaoy s, bt o
SRR ARTE AR O ,ovomnrni e to Hodioa
- ' i ' [ ] B ETEER A A ACERAITN [T
Bleo tin it e ver . eaceptl for tran ot Lo, con
T RV th IERIERES , P o b beoe
Looth ! [BRY
Pl D N S ISR U R NS SRS G Mo Trathog
SR bao Tl . ! ! R R IEEE Phoo o
AR i N ¥ o ! S : L NE
‘
. //|
Tecnoin : ' o b Ao P A N S
.
Vo b G v lieheiy gl sl "
s .
.
' " M - v
L
, . N A . N
~ -~ 1 b :
M it ’ il
.
SN
SR Vo ) N Tl , [ Do
. : , o
.k
1o
-150- ;



