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So many topics to cover…
Achievement
• Educational Outcomes
• Testing and Attendance 

Who pays:
• Impact Aid
• Local Contribution

Facilities
• School Bond Debt Reimbursement
• School Construction and Major Maintenance
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Capital Planning Dashboards
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R&R Forecast: Bering Straits - Saint Michael
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R&R Forecast – Mt. Edgecumbe

https://education.alaska.gov/facilities/capitalplanning
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So what? – 2025 Report has answers
• Though grant funding at $1,027,445,599 from the three statutory funds has been 

substantial over the fifteen-year period, it has only provided funding for a small portion 
of the expressed school capital funding need. 

• A fair question would be, “What portion of the stated need for school capital projects 
was the state able to meet through fifteen years of grant funding?” The data 
presented in Table 4 does not provide a mechanism for calculating an exact response 
to this question; however, an analysis of the average grant funding as a percentage of 
the need each year indicates that a general answer would be approximately 15.88 
percent. 

• One observed outcome of SB64 is an increase in applications, particularly from the 
larger districts, vying for legislative funding on the school construction and major 
maintenance grant lists. 
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Trusting the Numbers
Prioritization on the school construction and major maintenance grant program lists 
are a reflection of the need as expressed by school districts and reviewed by the 
department during the CIP application process. The prioritization process recognizes 
criteria such as unhoused students, condition of facilities, and level of design work 
accomplished on behalf of the requested project. The more design work that is 
accomplished on behalf of a project, the more confidence the department has in the 
estimates provided in support of a project application. 
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Trusting the Numbers
• Industry standards indicate that two percent of the building value is needed, annually, 

to meet capital renewal needs of existing buildings. In addition, due to repeated 
funding shortfalls, industry standards suggest an additional one percent of 
replacement value should be programmed for deferred maintenance. 

• At $11.8 billion, the annual amount for Alaska would be $353 million. The average 
annual funding documented in the fifteen-years of this report is $74.5 million, state and 
local share, through the grant program. Through debt reimbursement, another $48.2 
million annually in project value is added for a total annual amount of $122.7 million. 

* This capital system is essential, but its very design means it cannot reliably fund the 
continuous, annual needs of utilities, custodial staffing, preventative maintenance, and 
the small renewals that prevent major failures.
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Structural Mismatch
• Facility O&M costs are driven by:

o Building inventory: total gross square footage, number of sites, and systems to 
maintain.

o Lifecycle and condition: aging HVAC, roofs, envelopes, and code compliance needs 
create non-linear cost pressures.

o Place-based cost drivers: freight, travel, labor logistics, and utilities—especially in 
rural/remote Alaska.

o Climate: heating-dominant energy loads and weather-driven deterioration.
• These drivers do not scale linearly with ADM; in Alaska, small and remote schools can 

have much higher per-student facility costs because the minimum viable building system 
footprint is “lumpy.” A facilities allocation should therefore be inventory-based and place-
adjusted rather than purely per-pupil.
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What next?
• Recognize – Alaska school districts entirely dependent on State

o The BSA can’t carry all the need by itself
o Unfair to achieving educational outcomes, student health and safety

• Base Facilities Allocation
o Establish a formula and separate funding stream for operations and maintenance
o Alaska’s Uniform Chart of Accounts defines Function 600 – Operations and 

Maintenance of Plant as “activities of keeping buildings open and ready for use,” 
including facilities management staff, custodial staff, utilities and energy, building 
rental expenses, property and vehicle insurance, and custodial/maintenance 
supplies

o 1% of total insured value, dedicated for deferred maintenance = $115,802,787.74
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Conclusion
• Persistent underfunding by the State
• Loss of purchasing power, increased shift in responsibility
• Local governments generally doing their part
• Again – so much else to talk about, including accountability, educational 

achievement, equity, and ultimately adequacy
• BSA increase last year helped but…
• Essential work of the Education Funding Task Force
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