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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to

FROM

The Honorable Michael Belrne DATE: May 10, 1982
Alaska State Representative
Alaska State Legislature FILE NO

TELEPHONE NO 465-2890
Steve HplI>"\ Administrator subject: Status of school
Divisl~of Management, Law and Finance district budgets

Department of Education

Presently, most school districts are waiting for final action by the
legislature and the governor on the operating budget bpfor* they
submit to us their final FY-83 budgets.



House bill alters”aid to education

The Associated Press ‘i The b|H gescnbe the

UNE U dState ina |C|J rent met for c anp ?ng more years existing inequities
00| stricts WOU State moneXQ to schoo in funding for school districts.

% |tr| ut on d Qer -StU- S as onger GQUI'[a
afSIS EOT \{\)/0
I il nve [P

it would continue for two

rects” the ‘state He said the amount of state
rtment oF Education to aid to St. Mary 3 City School

ﬁeargenate Thurs a@ necomes prehensive  District would be S16.361 per
Stu 0 '[he un(Jnn student, while Sand Point

The witch is intended to | $ 6 88 t[j . City Sch$090I934Districttwdoultd
receive , per student.

cur ?tuatlons 4 thg CUgQS Sald th esuty Both districts have similar

amount o state mon 0 i :
to Ir ﬁ ? g}lstrp % resﬁ]teé QIS uusreset mfgem u? populations and service areas
an DIOCEss 0 .

to edBca}{lon n therp a5 chogl districts, was egta © contion reotiving thore our
tlme d S U POSSI ) 1S ed be ore aSkaS rent level of funding from tb
terna];es to the cu rent meth- SC 0(15 were organised IBIO state for fiscal 1983.

gen Tslelegeor tﬁnggner W x lrjgr%s IrI]Educatl n Attendance

%ae sal Imson said the reorPanl-
e 15-3 vote sends the bill zatlop meﬁnt the adm stra-
fjon ors% state jde
q would bse per oubled, but t e g
a m nts to sc oo mua was not ¢ anged 0 re-

the amo fle tthe ifference.
W u elve thro L‘?otrn'?uel % rlrle arr. D Falr

G geSHé‘t?o%'O i %8355%49% A Becaus



o v Ue - in the Slate capital.
Aluy presentin community  The district, he said, has
to make sure that the people  common needs and goals. Con*

School aid-basetT
on student counts

gery e U Y THE ABSOCGEEd P 1w o FRHNK
, State financial aid to schoofdistricts would be distributed ona
ithe per-student basis for the next two yean, rather than by a more
aska complicated formula that is now uSed, under a bill approved by
nent the enate_Thurso_IaY. o
~ The switch Is infended to curb fluctuations in the amount of
have jute money paid to individual school districts while a study is con-
, ducted of possible aJtenates to the current method of support,
i>n>m said Sen. Terry Stimson. D-Anchorage.
The. 15%3 vote sends the bill to the House. .
The bill would set in law per-pupil payments to school districts
based on the amount they would receive through the existing foun-
sham dajon formula fundm? equation. _
N an- he bill describes the current method for channeling state
I'both  money to school districts as “no longer equitable.” and dirécts the
~ state Department of Education to conduct a comprehensive study
*blisn e funding program _ _ _
erian  The Senate’s propose ! operating budget indudei $560,000 for the

tMay *tugy- . .
y g)ﬁmson said the Inequities resulted because the formula used to
r? and  disbune money to school districts was established before Alaska's
ejoin-  hush schools were organised into 21 Rural Education Attendance
Areas in 1975, o L
Stimson said the reorganization meant the administration for
schools statewide was doubled, but the funding formula was not
changed to reflect the difference | ,
Sen Qiarbe Pan. D-Fairbanks. said be opposed the bill (CS-
d that _SB649_Ru|e52_ because tt would continue for two more yean ex-
 Was isung inequities in funding for school districts
He Pomted out that the amount of state aid to St .Mary's Oty
me.  School Distort would be 116.J61 per studrnt. while Sand Point Qty
token ~ School District would receive V.9M per student Both distorts
ial in- have similar population and service areas. . . _
Stimson agreed that the bill would allow disparities to continue
rove  But hr said bill has the advantage of a Justm? piymenu to
school distorts based on the numberof students attending school
Inks ~ The hill alls for schools to continue receiving their run'm | fevel
*to-  of funding from the state lot fiscal 190 and get a S percent hike
pitments in fiscal 19*4



rrcn i VOTT

ElLr.esz.zicz No. J-77-032-52
“lit A -.:t delating to Education
Governor

n. FISCAL DETAIL
Agrccv Affected Department of Education
Propam Category Affected Elementary and Secondary Education
BRU, Program, or Suborocriints) Affected Foundation Support. Financial Support Districts
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate Line-uem amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

. FY 82 FY 83.J FY8b FY 65 FYBB- FY =7
100 pPersonaL SERVICES
200 " travel
500 CONTP ACTTTAI
mo rOKCMODTTTFS
500 EQUTPMENT
600  LAND sc STRUCTURES
200 GPANTS CT AIMS ETC.
TOT.AL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dolrars) .

si PTIKTO -0- v -0- -0- -0- -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (scectv Fund Source)

positions

FULL TTME NA 1w 1
PART TIME 1£2_. . J
TEMPORARY | , J

I1l. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note PrtpantJon Instructions, Section IlI)

Tnis bill has no fiscal impact.

rv. DATE 12-9-81.

PREPARED by Molm 1z N
v Department oT Education
Qrtgtrll LepsUuvc Finance ﬁﬁBNE
Sudtt: &nd Mmaecaent

TCTIi
Pr.r* Sponsor (Fun Named

>3-CD* .Rev 1781>



$ 14.14.170 Education { 11.17.023
The 1980 amendment added subjection

(cl.

Secs. 14.14.170—14.14.200.
Repealed by § 6 ch 24 SLA 1979,

Croat references. — A advrao SLA 1971, w 1 2 ch 101, SLA 1971;
school  boards In re%g educ atron [l 23. 24.ch. 53. SLA 1973, | 1. ch 37.
attendance areas, aee AS 14 08 115. SLA 1974: 11" 3-5, ch™ 72, SLA 1974: It 4.

|torsnotea — The repealed aectiona 6, ch. 13. SLA 1976' I1 7-10, ch. 124, SLA
derrv%d romI lc 98 SLA 1968: 11 10.  1975.
A'1970. 11 12.767. 'ch 32,

Chapter 17. Public School Foundation Program

Article 1. State Aid to Local School District*.

Section Section

21. Basic stale aid 51 Instructional unit allofment
23. SupPIementaI equalisation aid ho Ba»e ms(tjructronal unit value
31 Instruc |0na|vnqru 1 |Repealed|

41 Table of allowable instructional unita

Sec. 14.17.021. Basic state aid. lal The imount of basic state aid for
which each district is elrgﬂble is calculated by multiplying the instruc-
tional unit allotment of the district as established under AS 14.17.051
by the number of allowable instructional units in the district as estab-
lished under AS 14.17.041,

<) If permitted under | 5<dn2) of P.L. 61-874, a* amended, (20
US.C. 2 O(d)%and the regulations adopted indcr it (45 C.F R. 115 60
— 11566), the amount of basic state ad to a district ma* be
reduced by up to 80 percent of the entitleme it of the district to fee. ral
financial asiistance under P L 81-874, as atvended. (20 U-S.C. 236 —
244), for the prior fiscal year <l 4 ch 238 SI A 1970:am 11 1,2 eh 81
SLA 1975 am |1 1.2 ch 173 SLA 1976, am 11 2.3 ch 90 SLA 1977;
am Il 3.4 ch 26 SLA 1980)

Effect of amendment*. — The 1976 i*|. aubaoiitad *IT for “Tp the maaimum
amendment fa *ub*ectron id. *uh*nrut#d nreot* Ptre grnnrngn tne temul aen-
ﬁer rent" hr *93 per rent* in para  tame Iubetlute may r**haII*foIIow
gra%* 2> and d "Hale ar |r]nserte *Lw
g 1977 am ndment added the wcond Pe centnClo owrn ereduce r* ne?r
sentente ef lubeecttan ‘«> *ub*tiluted o7 tl ﬁ the tecond MMencw. while
per cent* or 9?] per rent |n paragraph* 26. effective fater, rrenrte the

Sectron3 ch 24, SLA |960 in *ub*ertmn

Sec. 14.17.023. Supplemental equalisation aid. (ai In Addition to
basic state aid under AS 14 17 021. each district is entitled to supple
mental equalization aid. as determined in (bi.lci and |dr) of this section.

<b) The amount of supplemental equalization aid for a district is
calculated by mutiplying the ADM of the district as reported for the

21



8§ 14.17.031 Alaska Statutes Supplement § 14.17.031

Frior fiscal year under AS 14.17.180 by the amount per ADM calcu-
ated in (c) of this section. This amount shall be reduced by the amount
of the average local tax contributions per pupil in average daily mem-
ber_shlﬂ for school operating costs in that district in the prior fiscal year
or in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1979, whichever is higher.

(c) The amount per ADM of supplemental equalization aid is calcu-
lated as the amount equal to the average local tax contributions per
. pupil in average daily membership for school operating costs in the city
and borough school districts in the prior fiscal year.

(d) The amount of supplemental equalization aid for each district
determined in (bz of this section shall be adéusted by the district’s
éan}\rulcgtégglal unit allotment established in AS 14.17.051. (J 5 ch 26

~Sec. 14.17.031. Instructional units, (a) The total number of
instructional units within each school district is the sum of

(1L nu *rofunits for elementary schools and the number of
unlltds)tor secondary schools as determinedfrom AS 14 17 041(a),(b),(c)t
or Id);

(). the number of units for vocational education determined from AS
14.17.041(e) as approved by the department;

(3). the number of units from special education determined from AS
14°17.041(f) as approved by the depar.ment;

(4) if the district has five or more correspondence pu?ils enrolled in
an.ap{)roved district correspondence s_tu%y program, the number of
units for correspondence pupils determined by applying the number of

correspondence pupils to AS 14 17 041(a); and

(5% the number of units for bilingual education determined from AS
14°17041(g) as approved by the department

(b) A school district shell compute separately the number of
allowable instructional units for each of its elementary and secondary
schools rseepl as provided in *¢> of this section

(c> The commissioner shall authorise an;r school in a remote location
to establish an associated secondary school when the sum of the aver-
age daily membership in 9rades five through eight is greater than 20

otwithstanding AS 14 17 041, any school or school district operating
a remote element »ry school with 20 or fewer total average daily mem-
bership in grades five through eight may conduct a secondary program
subject to approval of th>commissioner and use the following table to
calculate the number of allowable instructional units for the combined
elementary and secondary progrsm of the remote school

ADM No Instructional Units
under 12 3



8§14.17.031 Education 5 14.17.031

(d) If the instructional units which a school district is entitled to
under (@) of this section decrease by 10 percent or more from one year
to the next, the school district may use the last year before the reduc—
tion as a base year and offset its reduction according to the following
schedule: (1) For the first year after the base year, the school district
is entitled to the instructional unit* determined under (aXl) of this
section plus 75 percent of the difference in instructional u~its between
the base year and the first year; (2) for the second year after the base
year, the school district is entitled to the instructional units deter—
mined under (aXl) of this section plus 60 percent of the difference in
instructional units between the base year and the second year, (3) for
the third year after the base year, the school district isentitled to the
instructional units determined under (@)(1) of this section plus 25
percent of the difference in instructional units between the base year
and the third year. The schedule established in this subsection isavail —
able to a school district for the three years following the base year only
so long as the entitlement to instructional units under (aXl) of this
"ection for each year is less than the entitlement in the base year. This
subsection does not apply to a decrease in instructional units resulting
from a lossofenrolIment which occurs as a result ofa boundary change
under AS 29 03 010 - 29 95.030

() The commissioner may authorize a school district operating a
school in a remote area to calculate the number of instructional units
to which the remote school would be entitled if that school were a
separate school district and to include that number of instructional
units in the total number of instructional units for the district. (| 4 ch
236 SLA 19" );am 1 3 ch 81 SLA 1975; am I 4ch 190 SLA 1975; am
Il 4- 6ch90SLA 1977. nm 1 1ch 115 SLA 1978, am Il € - 8 ch
26 SLA 1960)

_Eflrrt atamendmrnU. — The 1977
tiMndm*nt cubetituted *1 41 tsi, <b', »i.
M >4 * far *1 41UT ar | SlibI* 1n para
graph M, *1 4H«r for *411¥1" in para
(l;raph Mi. and *1 4bOS (at *4t'4i~ In
uragraph tJ\ all in lubwcliM 1st. added
etrdp! it provided intr'aflhiaacrtien’la
lhe *nd at Mbaaction <o rewrote cohcer
itan «fi, and aeded tubaertiwi «k

. The 1971 amendment added paragraph
ifti ad heartier lal ,

The 19*0 tortdIM M inoerted ele
menury . and* peecadmg ' cetsndary
crhuoSt™ in MibaertivA — «ut»tiiwied
«[*Wihu cattiea'farg>afQut * an*

_ . Aappeart in mbwdiM <di tub
tittried ihird" tear* for ‘aamnd eoar* at

the and af the ftrat senfrnre in aulmruen
«di. added the preoeni lact tenlinre in
sybeertian d' and added ua>«airtian «ei
The addition of Mit-wvtHW letin retr&artire
le J«I> i, 197S

hdllur'a note* — Scrim 23, (A 94,
SLA 1990 {)rvwdea The anridiarnu
made to AS 14 17 0il'd"bj I 7 nfUttc Act,
tulMtuutinf ~icfcronraa le AS
14°170J]ia*t> far irfarraraa le  AS
14 17 Utiat. da M [ appl) I* a wheal die
[fxt acrn% abaa warending on at [efw t
Jane JO, ISM (f- meirurttattnl unit ram
Pvltatrom under -« trheduSe of mrtruc
tonal anil raduciian* M| out in AS
14 703I'q* far a parted d three <
Salle*mg In* bate rear *



{ 14.17.001

(a) Elementary schools;

Alaska Statutes Supplement
Sec. 14.17.041. Table of allowable

§ 14.17.041

instructional units,

ADM No. Instructional Units
under 32 3
32 — 46 4
47 — 62 5
63 - 80 6 .
81 and over 6 plus 1 for each 18 pu?lls
in ADM or fraction of 18

:

Secondary schools;

b} Repealed by t 20 ch 26 SLA 1980.

ADM No. Instructional Units
under 30 4
30 — 61 6
60 -89 8 .
90 and over 10 Plus_l for each 18 pupils
or fraction of 18

<P Repe*4 " by | 20 ch 26 SLA 1960.
<g) Vocational education schedule:

ADM No. Instructional Units
Full-Time Equivalent
6- 10 |
11-25 2
26—40

3
3 plus 1 for each 20 pupils
or fraction of 20 pupils
in Full-Time Equivalent

ADM
<0 Special education schedule: _ _
<l in districts with ADM of less than 3.000, one instructional vrut
for each 15 specs) education pupils or fraction of 15 pupils in ADM,
< indistricts with ADM of 3.000 or more, one instructional unit for
each 11 special education pupils or fraction of 14 pupils in ADM.
<fi Bilingual education schedule

Weighted ADM

41 and over

No Instructional Units

1— 12 |
13-18 2
19-42 3
43 and over 3 plus 1 for each

24 weighted ADM or

fraction of 24
weighted ADM

24



} 14.17.051 Education 5 14.17.051

6 4ch 238 SLA 1970, am Slch 137 SLA 1972; am} 4ch8LSLA 1975;
am §7 ch 90 SLA 1977; am 8 2 ch 115 SLA 1978; am &9 - 11, 20
ch. 26 SLA 1980; am &1 ch 119 SLA 1981)

Revisor's not** — AS 14.17041( {2( SLA 1960 repealed lubtectioos (t>) and <d).
Waa rewrltten by Section 1, Cha \Bter 119, The 1981 amendment, effective’ August
e ara raph ia hawe 8, 193 rewrote subsection <.

dra H rr ere S No eg ence of Ed| notes 1Sﬁct|0n3 h. 119,

whethet the eglslature Intended the para- A frowde e amsendment to
1g aph to read one instructional un|t A 70 1 d)made by t| »Act may not
or aach f11 S ecl educatlon PUpIS or applied to' re uc the ?umber of
fraction 0 Psm one a Ie mstructl na units for special
mstructlonal nit for eech 14 sLPemaI edu- e ucatlon below the number of units
Aa[t)mn puplls or fraction of 14 pupils allowed luring the chool term ending in

Efiect of amendments. — The 1977 Sert|0n4 ch, 119, SLA 1?81 growdes
am ndment rewro&e this eection. Notwﬂhstandln Sec. % act, 1a
The 1978 amendment sided subsection  comr uting t es te a|d or specia’ edl

on . under 7 for ene (SCa
gEectmngch 26. SLA 1980 rewrote sub- [beglnnln ¥11 81. es'hoo(lad?str cet%rr
section <>, Sectjon 1. ch 26. SLA" 190 a nrel educetiona) attendance area has
rewrots %ubsectlon gctgon 11 ch 26. ﬁame nL}mber of allowable inatrug-
tLA 196 pstluted or tr210 Wherg Hoged unltethorfs e(|:|al edgcatmn that ||t
it appe. "« ottom of the second had during the fiscal year beginning Ju
column insu eecﬁon<C| Section 20, ?1 1, 1960 " g Y g gouly

[N
O
(}D

subst|tute

Sec. 14.17.051. Instructional unit allotment. The instructional
unit allotment for each school district or regional educational atten-
dance area is as fallows:

(1) for Gateway Borough School District, City and Borough at
Juneau ScV 10) District, and Anchorage School District, the district is
entitled to receive the base instructional unit allotment;

(2) for Annette Island School District, Petersburg CI'[P/ School Dis-
trict, Wrangell City School District, Sitka Borough School District, and
Matanuska- Susitna Borough School District, the district or area Ia
entitled to receive 104 per cent of tne base instructional unit allotment;

@ for Craig City School District, Hvdaburg City School District,
Klawoci City’ School District. Kake City School District. Chatham
School District, Skagway CItY School District, Southeast bland School
District, and Kenei Penmsul*Borough School District, the district or
alrlea is entitled to receive 108 {p cent ofThTBafi* Thisrractional-unit -
allotment;

(42 for Telican City School District. lioonah City School District, and
North Star Borough School District, the district or area is entitled to
receive 112 per cent of the base instructional unit allotment;

<5i for Copper River School District, Cordova City School Diatrict,
Valdez City School District, and Haines Borough School District, the
district or area is entitled to receive 115 per cert of the boac instruc-
tional uni: allotment.

<61 for Nenana C_|t¥ School District, Delta School District. Alaska
Gateway School District. Upper Railbelt Regions) School District.



f 14.17.056 Alaska Statutes Supplement 6 14.17.056

Yakuui C|ty School District, Chugach School District, anti ".opper
River School District, the district or area is entitled to recei e 120
percent of the base instructional unit allotment; _
g) for Adak Regional School District the area is entitled to r tceive
140 per cent of the base instructional unit allotment. _
(8) for Pribilof Islands School District, Aleutian Chain School Dis-
trict, King Cove City School District, Sand Point City School District,
and Unalaska City School District, the district or area is entitled to
receive 150 percent of the base instructional unit allotment;
(9) for Yukon Flats School District, Dillingham City School District,
Bristol Bay Borough School District, Southwest Regional School Dis-
trict, Lake Peninsula School District, Lower Kuskokwim School Dis-
trict, Galena City School District, Kuspuk = School ~District,
Yukon-Koyukuk School District, Northwest Arctic School District,
Selawik City School District, Nome City School District, Bering Straits
School District. Iditarod Area School District, North Slope Borough
School District. | ower Yukon School District, and St. Mary's City
School Disithe district or area is entitled to receive 155 per cent
of the base instructional unit allotment. S
(10) for Kodiak Island School District, the district is entitled to
receive 116 per cent of the hase instructional unit allotment. (7| 4 ch
238 SLA 1970; am * 1ch 40 SLA 1971; am | 5ch 81 SLA 1975 am
| 12 ch 124 SLA 1975; am 5 8 ch 90 SLA 1977, am H 3 - 6 ch 115
SLA 1P“8, am i 12 ch 26 SLA 1980; am | 6 ch 119 SLA 1981)

Revtaof'a note*. — Th# Codpper River _ Editor'* note*. S,eTpi.o- 10 It
T A, i 0 BB Blet g pr?xvu:ﬁﬁr o
a mUh o?'. ydr_aft&? orrar, tho Copper unggrtake a ttudy cf the Jif?erennaﬁl
Ft“rA‘céC?EO{y%'stfivc «U ant removed ln_stru_ctlorln g\r/nltmvearluAeé &pgl)y%qtileTﬁg
] arl | C’ 1
rOghoct of amengment* — TV 1947 tt_ug? ({ﬁie]l eiunlith the appropriate
tandnuM, rewrote the aertton ?lfferenpal. rlemen't and wei htmﬁ
.o 19TB ?mendment eleted ac}o&s or instructional umu and” iha
5 ulh#at}_ SCh%O Dumcl* folio* inf |ch e agreceva for perjodic revisions of
*Annotty liland School Omnct* in para.  the differential nwructton? Hnﬁ
Fuv inverted_"Southeast  Ivieny allgtme t valgaa he rommlta%lt a
. hool Purtrtrt* . paraﬁ;rgg «I» deleted  tubmtt the Stu*yaﬂ It rorwnmen avona
Kodigk DlaH Boro_u,? ool Dutnet' on th* stuay * the Wgttlatur no later
fallowing *P-licas Citjy Schoc! Dtttr.it* in then Jenuarg1 tfl. [*Bl P
paragraEh* 4; and ei&d paragregah e 1987 M |I tnaen Hle”t' e eetl\,/lcr/]\u ueﬁ
Tne 19*0 ar(%enqaten_t interred . Sand ISc i I%e_ee ana* precedin ugac

PMBL City School Dittrxt*  falio* ir* itr.rt’ and added 'and Capper
K.r.j Cm* City School Dmrtet" in pert ~ River School Dittrm " peered.n« the div-
graph Iner ea are* it entitled * in paragraph <41

~Sec. 14.17.056. Base instructional unit value. The base instruc-
tional unit value for fiscal stars be%mnmg on or after July * 1982. is
542.450 <! 4ch 238 SLA 1970.am T 1ch'ssSLA 1973.amt 1ch 140
SLA 1974. am | ech 61 SLA 1975.am | 3ch 173 SLA 1976;:am | 10
¢h 90 SLA 1977 am | 7ch 115 SLA 1978. am Il 13. 14 ch 26 SLA
1960. am | 5c¢h 119 SLA 1961)

26
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5 1417071 Education i 14.17.081

Revtaor'e noUt. — a* th* mull of « 329 000" for "Jul¥ , 1977 is 327.500" at
drafting error, the amen ment ma d¥ bY th e.eg of subsectjon th.
secgon 5. Cha te % [1* 1978 amendment, in this section as
Inadvertently repealed th* baa* |n|tmc it ousted rlor tot 980 amendment,
hjonal8%n|§é/8a2|uefor th* fiacal year ending agbstltutleS 3%“500 o “Jan endm June
un

Bitect of amendment*. — Th* 1976 en ln June O 1978 is gz% 0
amendm t, In thia aoction aa It existed gn o Sl sectlo (afa
sl

U |

22%00' for ‘Jur] 1,197 angengm June  Section 13 26. 5 1980 rew ethe
01976 15 323.5C. n <ube*ct|on at a d section Se tlon it e 26,9
ubf uted. “July_ 1. 1977 1s 327.500" stifuted ater uall 961, | s IL for
“Ju 976 23.000" in subsection (b) “after July 1,1960, 1a 334.936" at Ut* tnd
The 19 7amend ent, in thls secémn as o the section,
it ous_ted for to th* 1980 ée ment, _ The 1961 amendm e‘, feCth jgust
gldb%l?tgte o XO% 7“Jan en |n une ‘8J'uil39611’ %tii I§Ut e yu 4&3

. IS for
en mg June 30. 1977 |s 52% 000“ at tn for ‘336.690.*
end of subsection (a) and “July 1, 1976 is

Sec. 14.17.071. Required local effort.
Repealed by | 21 ch 26 SLA 1980

Editor s notes. — The repealed section
denved from | 4. ch 238. SLA 1970

Article 2 Preparation of Public School Foundation Budget

Section Section

81 Minimum rspenditure for instruction ~ 140. Determination Off![j” and tnao vahse

62 Fund balance manges in scheel by Department ar Convmusssty and
operating fund Regional Affair

Sec. 1417081, Minimum expenditure_ for instruction, (a) Each
district shall budget for and spend a minimum of 55 percent of ita
school operatmﬁ expenditures in each fiscal year on the instructional
com onent of the district budget.

The commissioner shall"reject a district budget which doe** not
comﬁ y with «a>of this section and. unless a waiver has been granted

the state Board of Education under id* of this section. shill withhold
Payment* of state aid from that district, beginning with the payment
or the second full month after rejection and contmumgi until the achool
boatrd of the district revises the district budget to comply with (a) of this
section

10 The commissioner shall review the annual audit of each district
for compliance with the expenditure requirement! of ia* of thia aection.
If h» detent.ne# that a district dues not meet those requirement!, the
commissioner shall advise the distrct of hts determination and calcu-
|ate the percentage of deficiency in required expenditure and deduc-
that percentage from state aid paid to the district for the current fiscal
year, beginning with the payment for the secood full month after his
determination, unless a waiver has been granted by the stale Board of
Education under <& of thia section

21
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<¢' Adistrict which has been determined by the commissioner to be
out ofcompliance with the regunements_ofthls section may, within 20
days of the commitsinner's determination, request a walver by the
state Board of Education of the imposition by the commissioner of any
reduction in state ald_{Jayments under (b) or (c) of this section. The
request must be submitted to the Legislative Budqet and Audit Com-
mittee and must be in writing and include an analysis of the reasons
and causes for the district's inability to comply with the requirements
of this section. The Legislative Budget and Audit Committee shall
rfview the district's request and forward it, along with the committee's
recommendations on it, to the state Board of Education which shall
either grant or deny the waiver.

1*) The commissioner shall submit on annual report on actions
taken by him or the state Board of Education under this section to the
Legilsla ive Budget and Audit Committee by April 15 of each vear.
(J 15ch 26 SLA"1980)

Sec. 14.17.082. Fund balance changes in school operating
fund, (la7) Each strict having at least 400 instructional units under
AS 14 17.031(a) may accumulate a fund balance in the school operating
fund ofseven percent of its expenditures Each district havmgi less than
400 instruction'! units may accumulate a fund balance of 10 percent
of its expenditures

(b)  The commissioner shall review the annual audit of each district

to ascertain changes in the year-end operating fund balance of the
districia, and notify diatricts and the slate Board of Education, through
awnr.en tcport, of any fund balance accumulation greater than that
permitted under (a) of this section.

<) The state Board of Education shall review the reports submitted
to it under »b) of this section and submit a report making recommenda-
tions with respect to the legislative treatment of the fund balances of
those districts to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee by Apnl
15 of each rear. (I IS ch 26 SLA 1980)

Sec. 14.17.140. Determination of full and true value  Depart-
ment of Community and Regional Affairs, (a) To 6 v ine the
equalised percentage to be applied to basic need under AS 14 17.021,
and the matching ratio for required local effort unJer AS 14.17 071, the
Department of Community and Regilonal Affairs, in consultation with
the aisessor for each district, shall determine the full value of the
taxable real and personal proEertﬁ in each district Exemptions
?ranted under ch 129. SLA 1957, known as the Alaska Industrial
ncentive Act iAS 43 25 010 — 43.25 17( 1. ahail be honored If there is
no local assessor or current local as«es»ment for a district, then the
Department of Community and Re%_lonal Aff*wrs shall make the deter-
mination offull value from information available (n making the deter-
miration, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall be
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guided by AS 29.53.060. The determination of full value shall be made
before October 1 and sent by certified mail, return receipt requested,
before that date to the president of the school board in each district.
Duplicate copies shall be sent to the commissioner. The governing body
of the borough or city which is the district may obtain judicial review
of the determination by filing a motion in the superior court of the
Jjudicial district in which the district is located within 30 days after
receipt of the determination. The superior court may modify the deter—
mination of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs only
upon a finding of abuse of discretion or upon a finding that there isno
substantial evidence to support the determination.

() Motor vehicles subject to the motor vehicle registration tax under
AS 28.10.431 shall be treated as taxable property for purposes of (a) of
this section.

(© To determine the debt-to-valuation ratio to be applied to the
determination of state aid for school construction under AS 43.18.105
— 43.18 135, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, in
consultation with the responsible financial officer of each municipality

ich is a school district, shall annually determine the debt of the
municipality and report the determination to the mayor of the mun je-
ipality and the commissioner of the Department of Education. The
determination shall be made by October 1 ofeach year and shall report
the outstanding debt as of July 1 each year. ($ 2.07 ch 164 SLA 1962;
en8§ 2ch 95 S ?.A 1969; am &6 ch 238 SLA 1970; am 1 9 ch 200 SLA
1972; am b 1ch 218 SLA 1976; an 52 ch 256 SLA 1976; i n f 14 ch
147 SLA 1978; am $ 12 ch 94 SLA 1980)

Effect of amendment* The fira Th* 1980 amendment substituted “AS
amendment ~ su stltuted “AS 26 10 431" for “28 10256 naar the middle
zr?s?oeo (Sor 'AS 29 0396*atteendof ofsu t,onrgb>
ourth entenceo present subsection é * %te* — AS 11 17.071,
referred to in th* first sentence of subsec’
SeCThc second 1976 amendment added sub- tlonola), as repealed y | 21,ch 26.SLA
telT e 1976 amendment added subsertion
article 3. Procedure for Payment of Public School
Foundation Funds to Districts.
Section

ISO Payment under final rumpuUtnm

ec. 14.17.180. Payment under final computation. Before June
16 each district shall transmit to the commissioner a finai computation
of the district3slate aid The commissioner shall process each district"s
computation in the mawner provided by AS 14 17.150(b). However, in
no event may the entitlement of s school district to stale aid under AS
14 17 021 be leu than that computed under this aeclion for the

29
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preceding year, except as otherwise provided in AS 14.17.031, or under
AS 14.17.170, whichever is greater. Additional state aid shall be obli-
gated by the commissioner before June 30. If the district received more
state aid money than it was entitled to under AS 14.17.010 —
14.17.250, it shall immediately, after notice from the commissioner of
the overpayment, remit the amount of overpayment to the commis-
sioner to be returned to the public school foundation Bccount. (5 3.03
ch 164 SLA 1962; am § 5¢h 95 SLA 1960; am 5 10 ch 238 SLA 1970;
am 52 ch 135 SLA 19*5; am § 16 ch 26 SLA 1980)

Effect of amendment*. — The 1980
amendment aﬁb%muled the preaent third
sentence for the former.

Article 4. General Provisions.

Section Section

205. Slate ai t% ?istrict* operating  225. Construction and implementation of
approved achool food service pro- chapter
250 Definitions

ms
215, [Igepealed]

Sec. 14.17.205. State aid to districts operating approved
school food service programs. A school district that qualifies for and
rovides free and reduced-price lunches to students who quallf?/ under
he Federal Nutrition Act shall receive state aid in an amount for each
free or reduced-price meal equal to the federal allowances multiplied
g Ath91937<:7h)00| district's area differential in AS 14 17 051. (§ 11 ch 90

Sec. 14.1/.215. State aid to districts affected by state activities.
Repealed by 5 20 ch 26 SLA [r8Q.

Editor * note*. — The ri-*alhd Motion
domed from | 7, ch. 95. SLA 969

Sec. 14.17.225. Construction und implementation of chapter,
It Funds necessary to carry out the provisions of as 14 17.205 may
be appropriated annually to the Department of Education |f amounts
apgproprlated are insufficient to meet the allocations authorized under
AS 1417 205. such funds as are availnhle shall be distributed pro rata
among eligible districts
lam € 12 ch 90 SLA 19771

Effect of a en?rB?nt*_. — The 197 ffected hv the sinrnumrnl. it is not wt
amendrﬂenta de %tectlon ifl out
A- the re*t of th* section <*» not

30
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DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE (CONT.)
APPROPRIATION APPROPRIATION FUND SOURCES
ALLOCATIONS ITEMS GENERAL FUND OTHER FUNDS
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT (70 POSITIONS) 3.099.200 1.047.100 2.043.100
OURING THE rIRST YEAR OF OPERATION IN FAIRBANKS AND JUNEAU, THE AGENCY IS TO PROVIDE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT FROM AUTHORIZED
POSITIONS IN ANCHORAGE.
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT # 2,698.900 2.69P900
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER (16 POSITIONS) 9 8.000
THE NEGATIVE LINE-ITEM INCLUDED UNDER MISCELLANEOUS IN THE COMMISSIONER*i OFFICE BUDGET MAY BE ALLOCATED AT THE DIRECTIOH OF
THE COMMISSIONER AMONG THE VARIOUS FUNCTIONS OR PROGRAMS OF THE DEPARTMENT.
ADMINSTRATIVE SERVICES (31 POSITIONS) 1.720.900
REFUNDABLE CREDITS 1.033.000 1,033,000

m m m n m DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

EDUCATKN
FINANCIAL SUPPORT 391.500.900 3B9.656.000 1.844.900
STUDENT AOM SUPPORT 279.461,600
THE REDUCTION OF_6259,400 FROM THE OOVERNOR-S BUDGET REQUEST IS TO BE MADE IN THE INTERAGENCY TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO THE
CORRESPONDENCE STUDY - DOE PROGRAM. THIS REDUCTION IS NOT TO BE USED TO REDUCE FOUNDATION SUPPORT TO DISTRICIS.

21,THE REDUCTION OE 97.172.300 REPRESENTS A 2 [/2X REDUCIION IN FOUNDATION SUPPORT TO DISTRICTS. THE REDUCTION SHALL BE

22

24.

25

PRORATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OE EDUCATION AMONG All SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

SPECIAL EDUCATION ADJUSTMENTS 46.991,600
THE REDUCTION OF 61.204.900 REPRESENTS A 2 1/2* REDUCTION IN FOUNDATION SUPPORT TO DISTRICTS. THE REDUCTION SHALL BE
PRORA'ED BY .HE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AMONG ALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

PAOE 1B CSHB 666



1" DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  (CONT.)

* APPROPRIATION APPROPRIATION FUND SOURCES
y - ALLOCATIONS ITEMS OENERAI FUND OTHER FUNDS
4 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ADJUSTMENTS 23,002.300

5 THE REDUCTION OF 1589.800 REPRESENTS A 2 1/2X REDUCTION IN FOUNDATION SUPPORT TO DISTRICTS. THE REDUCTION SHALL BE PRORATED

6 BY THE DEPARTMENT 0s EDUCATION AMONG ALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

. CORRESPONDENCE STUDY-DUE (29 POSITIONS) 1.BAA, 900
8 PROGRAM EXPENDITURES FOR CORRESPONDENCE STUDY - DOE ARE TO BE REVIEUED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. FUNDING. AS CONTAINED
9 IN THE APPROVED BUDGET LEVEL OF 91.BAA.900. IS TO INCLUDE CORRESPONDENCE STUDY COURSE DEVELOPMENT

0 CORRESPONDENCE STUDY-LOCAL A.T73.900

) THE REDUCTION IN CORRESPONDENCE STUDY - LOCAL FOUNDATION PROGRAM COMPONENT IS TO BE PRORATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

2 AGAINST ONLY THAT PORTION OF FOUNDATION SUPPORT GENERATED BY TIE LOCAL CORRESPONDENCE STUDY PROGRAMS.

3 BILINGUAL PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT 8.£00,000

A THE REDUCTION IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM ADJUSTMENT SUPPORT IS TO BE PRORATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION A'AINST ONLY THAT

5 PORTION OF THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM SUPPORT GENERATED BY THE BILINGUAL PROGRAMS.

b SUPPLEMENTAL EQUALIZATION AID * 26.924.600
1 FINANCIAL SUPPORT-DISTRICTS 80.744.500 40,588.300 40.136.200
t i UPIL TRANSPQRTATION-PUBLIC 20.300,000
9 STUDENT LUNCH PROGRAM 6,000.000
0 CIGARETTE TAX DISTRIBUTION 7.400,000
1 FEDERAL PROGRAMS 14.756.200
? TUITION 5TUDENTS 3.558.200
3 BOARDINO HOME GRANT3 651.000
4 3TATE CONTRACT PROGRAMS 27.079.100

5 THE APPROPRIATION FOR STATE CONTRACT PROGRAMS INCLUDES 9230.000 TOR GRANTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO CONDUCT VOCATIONAL
6 EDUCATION SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAMS. THE APPROPRIATION OF 9250.000 IS CONTINOCNT UPON ITS EXPENDIIURE FOR GRANTS FOR VOCATIONAL

7 I'DtICALIOH SUMMTR PROGRAMS.
PAGE 11 CSH8 666



SB 649

This 1is an attempt to address the inequities of the present
Foundation program. The bill started out as a revision of

the statutes (AS 14.17). Because of problems with the statutory
language and the lack of knowledge sufficient to equalize

the funding allotments, Senate Finance adopted a version which
1) suspends the current system set out 1in statute; 2) authorizes
a two-year study by freezing the allotments to a certain amount
per child per year (this comes from FY 82 figures); 3) after
setting the amounts, 1984 funding is set at a 5% increase overall.
Two amendments regarding the funding for special education and
vocational and bilingual education allotments were added in
the Senate on the floor. Revised versions have been changes
in figures. Average allotment is $9,116.42.

4/t

iff



Robert Wemstem

Southeast Island School District

640 Park Ave. « P 0 Box 8340 « Ketchikan Alaska 99901 ¢ *907) 225-96d8 or 225-9659

April 16, 1982

Governor Jay Hammond
Office of the Governor
Pouch A

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Governor Hammond:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter from the undersigned
to Marshall Lind regarding the interim financing system proposed
in SB 649. | have some serious reservations about the proposal
bee* se:

1. it could negatively impact a district with many small schools;

2. it probably will have a negative effect on special education
programs in Alaska;

3. it does not appear to be much of an improvement over the current
foundation program, upon which it is based.

Finally, | am somewhat surprised that a major change in what is
basically regarded as a good school fii.ance program may occur with
little opportunity for public discussion throughout the state.

Sincerely,

» e

T - S' e ro 1
. * 3

%, k

Robert Weinstein
Superintendent

RW: jb



superintendent
Robert Weinstein

Southeast Island School District
640 Park Awe. - P.0. Box 8340 « Ketch.kan, Alaska 99901 - (907| 225-" 658 or 225-9659

April 16, 1982

Conrvissioner Marshall Lind
Department of Education
Pouch F

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Commissioner Lind:

This is to express some concerns with the interim financing proposal
which was proposed by your office and is now part of SB 649.

. The proposed system does have some merit, including administra-
tive advantages at both the state and loial levels. However,
he proposed system seems far more suitable for districts vl/ith
large schools and stable populations rather than, as the case in
this district, those with very small schools ar.d relatively
eunstable populations. To quote from the proposal sent by your
office, "Given the small size of some schools and the lack of a
tax base in regional districts, there is a need for heavier
funding at the front end of any funding schedule in order to
compensate for high overhead at small sites. Perhaps some
combinations of units to cover front end costs and an ADM
schedule may warrant consideration.”

| definitely am in agreement with that, and would be more
supportive of an interim funding system based upon such a combi-
nation.

No other district, to my knowledge, has so many schools open,
close, or move as does this one. When vie start a new schocl, we
generally not only have 4 hire staff and purchase standard
supplies and equipment, but also make large, one-time experdi-
tures for such items as a housing trailer, temporary trailer-
type schools, and so on. The proposed interim funding system
would not be adequate for this purpose. For example, we started
a school in late October at Long Island, a logging camp which
exists as a result of native timber selections. At this time
last year, we had no idea that a new community and a srhool with
an inital enrollment of 12 students would be at that location.
So far this year, we have had over $75,000 of expenditures in
exce;s of those for regular salaries, supplies and equipment,
and maintenance/operations. While the current funding system
permits us to do this by establishing a minimum of instructional
units per school, the proposal would not permit us to provide a



safe, temporary school building and decent teacher housing.
could also prevent us from having the capability of moving a
school from one location to another when 1 logging operation
shifts to a new area, asdid Tyler Logging this month when it
moved from St. John's Harbor vn Cape Pole.

As a result, | can not see how the proposal in its current form

would be appropriate for Southeast Island School District. I

It

believe that the proposal should be amended by setting a minimum

per school allocation.
I would suggest that the following minimums be established:

A. for an established school with an ADM of less than 14
the minimum be set as the equivalent of one instruc-

tional unit plus the per ADM allocation provided by the

interim funding system;

B. fora new school (defined, for an REAA, as the establish

ment of a school in a community which has not had a

* school for at least the previous 2 school years) with:

a. an ADM of less than 14, the minimum be set as the

equivalent of two instructional units plus the per

ADM allocation; or

b. with an ADM of 14-17, the equivalent of one instruc-

tional wunit plus the per ADM allocation. The

minimums for a new school would apply for one year

only.

Si jh a combination of units and ADM schedule would:

A. Dbe in accordance with the statements in the Department's

interim proposal;

B. guarantee adequate revenues to meet high costs at small
sites, especially those costs involved when establishing

a school in a typical logging community in Southeast
Alaska.

Another area of concern involves the data and calculations used

to establish an ADM schedule in SB 649.

A. The per ADM schedule as containted in SB 649 shows a figure
of $10,300 for SISD. Due to a calculation error, the supple
mental equalization figure of ° '16.13 was not multiplied
by our regional differential of iu8%. The figure for this
district should have oeen S1,097.42. If the proper figure
had been used, the Southeast Island School District per ADM

figure in SB 649 would be $10,461. | have discussed this
error with Bob Davis and Steve Hole, who assured me that
would be rectified when the bill went to the House.

it



B. Your message of April 8 indicated that incorrect ADK data
and ADM data for new schools would be accepted through

Tuesday, April 13. | sported on both April 9 and April 13
via EMS that we will be starting a new combination
elementary/secondary school at View Cove next year. The
school will be in a new logging camp being established by
Sealaska Corporation on Dali Island, and will have an
initial enrollment of 16. This would, under the current
foundation program, generate 4 instructional units. If this

data was used, our per ADM figure would be $10,546.

By deleting the current categorical approach to school funding,
I feel that there is an excellent possibility that nece:sary

services to special education students will be neglected. As a
person whose original training and experience was in special
education, | have noted that a number of school administrators

have little, if any, commitment to meeting the needs of such
students. While the current statute provides both a legal
requirement and moral requirement (in the sense that funds are
generated by the provision of se ices and therefore should be
Tend on such services) for an intensive level of spe« al educa-
tion services, the interim proposal would make it relocively
easy for a school district to minimize its special education

programs. In other words, the interim proposal could encourage
a school district to meet the letter rath.v than the spirit of
the law. In addition to children not receiving services, the

change might mean that hundreds of professionals, parents, and
legislators in Alaska have wasted a great effort by working to
make Alaska a leader in this area.

I have some general comments regarding the poposal. There is no
guestion that the foundation program needs to be reviewed. As
you may remember, | had some serious reservations with the

recommendations of the 1980 Task Force on Foundation Supoort. |
believed then that the proposal would maintain and create
additional inequities in the foundation program. | continje to
feel that the foundation program needs a comprehensive review
and improvements to meet the many concerns which have been
expressed, including those in your office's interim proposal.

| feel that some abuses of the current program, such as the
"tinkering" of school configurations mentioned in the Depart-
ment's report, could be eliminated by administrative and regula-
tory action. However, | question whether the interim proposal,
based as 1t is upon the existing foundation program, would
other than administrative ease. Until the funding of public
schools can be reviewed in an orderly and comprehensive manner
and some funding method with advantages over the current system
can be developed, | am reluctant to accept an interim proposal
which in essence "throws the baby out with the bath water."”



Sincerely,

a1

Robert Weinstein
Superintendent

RW: jb

cc: Governor Jay Hammond
Senator Robert Ziegler
Senator Terry Stimson
Senator Richard Eliason
Representative Terry Gardiner
Representative Oral Freeman
Representative E. J. Haugen
Representative Bob Grussendorf



School District

Ancnoragc
Bristol Bay
Cordova
Craig -
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Galena
llaines
lloonah
llydaburg
Juneau
Kake

Kcnai
Ketchikan
King Cove
Klawock
Kodiak
Mat-Su
Ncnana
Nome

North Slope
Pelican
Petersburg
Sand Point
Si tl.a
Skagway
St. Marys
Unalaska
Valdez
Wtvngcl 1
Yakutal

101 AL.S

Central 1zed Corros

“Tievisod

1st Qtr. ACM

1901-02

33,279
203
415
100
364

8,024
132
375
220

09

4,000
194

6,262

2,354
136

95

2,057

4,800
214
729

1,061

47
561
141

1,603

189

96
191
040
490
154

70,407

721

Projected*
1902-03

adm

34,372
212
415
105
363

9,367
132
349
229

92

3,962
209

6,507

2,276
125
110

2,060

4,959
200
736

1,124

56
554
120

1,710
107
117
160
027
474

159

72,460

000

Instr.

Units

2,603
28

45

23

40
763

42
25
16
350
27
585
195
17
20
214
427
20
74
152
14
50
17
146

27
23
06
47
22

6,150

40

Instr.
Uni t
Allotment

42 450
65,797
48,017
45,046
65,797
*7.544
65,797
48,017
47,544
45,046
42,450
45,046
45,046
42,450
63,675
45,046
49,242
44,140
50,940
65,797
65,797
47,544
44,140
63,675
44,140
45,046
65,797
63,675
40,017
44,140
50,940

42,460

*

*

iXsfviif"s

Oasic
Need

110,502,250
1,042,316
2,196,765
1,054,450
2,631,000

36,276,072
1,30’ ,737
2,050 ,314
1,100,600

733,536

14,057,500
1,237,042

26,019,910
0,277,750
1,002,475

916,920

10,537,700

10,051 ,196
1,426,320
4,060,970

10,001,144

665,616
2,207,400
1,002,475
6,445,600
962,766
1,776,519

1,464,5 5

4,190,2i2
2,074,956
1,120,600
200,014,550

2,037,600

Supp.
Eq. Aid
1016.13

6,9.7,172
273,027
19,462
199,496
523,906
-0-
203,603
17,800
238,216
98,263
97,140
213,759
1,375,120
-0-
139,164
127,075
935,003
-0-
210,472
539,199
-0-
51,067
177,774
189,097
-0-
150,414
137,775
-0-

-0-
230,055
161,957

13,294,992

e0-

Al29 62

Prel imi niry
Computation
of entitlement

117,559,422
2,115,343
L,216,227
1,253,954
3,155,706

36,276,072
1,505,420
2,060,114
1,426,016

031,799

14,954,640
1,4F1,601

20,195,030
0,277,750
1,221,639
1,043,995

11,472,071 -

10,051,196
1,644,792
5,400,1 77

10,001,144

717.403
2,305,174
1,271,572
6,445,600
1,113,100
1,914,294
1,464,525
4,190,262
2,305,011
1,202,637

294,109,550

2,037,600

Per
ACM

3,420
9,970
5,340
6,770
0,694
3,073
12,011
5,926
6,231
9,041
3,714
6,945
4,200
3,637
9,773
0,047
5,540
3,001
7,900
7,340
0,090
12,012
4,305
9,9J4
3,769
5,953
16.361
9,153
5,0/6
4,063
0,007

4,059

2,647



RFfAA

Ailak

Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Hoyion
Annette Island
Herinn Strait
CI1.11 ham

Cliuljdcll

topper Kiver
Delta Grcely
Idjtarod

Kus|iuk

lake A Peninsula
lower Kuskokwim
lower Yukon

Hoi Iliwwest Arctic

Pri hilof

Ihi 1 1he 11
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Yukon Flats

Yukon Koyukuk

IDIAI S

Revised

1st Qtr. ADM

1981-82

611
476
111
340
582
196
68
*568
095
311
324
321
1,065
1,103
1,495
174
353
412
476
299
569

11,657

Projected
1902-83

ADM

630
400
119
330
028
221
92
569
970
315
313
317
2,510
1,453
1,452
105
351
377
470
333
508

12,927

Instr.

Units

56
77
33
47
166
42
18
68
03
67
04
82
379
103
197
30
56
77
100
73
116

2,034

Instr.
Unit
Allotment

59,430
50,940
63,675
44,140
65,797
45.046
50,940
50,940
50,940
65,797
65,797
55,797
65,797
65,797
65,797
63,675
50,940
45,046
65,797
65,797
65,797

Basic

Need

3,328,080
3,922,380
2,101 ,275
2,074,956
10,922,302
1,925,532

916,920
3,463,920
4,220,020
4,400,399
5,526,940
5,395,354
24,937,063
12,040,051
12,962,009
1,910,250
2,052,640
3,530,142
6,579,700
4,003,101
7,632,452

125,462,374

Supp.
Eq. Aid
1016.13

896,227
585,291
101,379
357,1 90
1,304,101
242,530
112,181
693,014
1,102,775
496,125
492,975
499,275
3,965,054
2,280,477
2,206,902
201,976
427,994
413,727
752,851
524,475
926,101

10,912,220

Less
PL 874

707,959
270,040
141,005
573,066
709,241
211,257
*31,192
217,205
430,122
362,795
430,957
522,382
2,093,659
1,700,022
1,639,962
262,090

(325)

422,209
692,900
364,046
757,100

12,646,900

*

sn /9

4/29/02

Preliminary ™
Computation
of Entitlement

3,516,340
4,220,023
2,140,849
1,059,000

11,517,162
1,956,005

997,909
3,940,529
4,900,673
4,541,729
5,500,966
5,372,247

26,009,250

12,540,506

13,600,9*9
1,929,320-
3,200,959
3,521,660
6,639,643
4,962,011
7,001,373

131,727,606

«.mic</ o

Per
AIM

5,601
0.010
17.990
5,500
13.910
0.054
10,047
6,925
5.135
14.410
17.031
16,94/
10,64/
0,631
9,3/2
10,479
9,347
9,341
13,090
14,903
13,260

10.190



Subject: Public School Foundation Support System

Date: February 5, 1982

During the past two years significant changes have been made -in the
structure of the Foundation System which either are now or are about
to have a profound impact on the level of financial support for
school programs in the state. First, SB 199, enacted during the
1930 Legislative Session, implemented some of the recommendations of
a Department of Education Task Force on Foundation Support. ; Second,
SB 23, passed during the 1981 Session, will provide *su. -antially
greater support for special education beginning with tne 1982-83
school year.

We have been witnessing increases in foundation support at a rate
far greater than increases for other components of government.
While no one seriously questions the need to. provide adequate
support for education, there is concern that it may be difficult to

sustain' the current rate ofincreases in funding for public
schools. In the event that the voters do approve a spending limit,
education will operate under that limit.

Staff members in the Department have been involved in reviewing th®
existing Foundation System and have concluded that there is a need

for an extensive review of the systen. In adoption, it has become
apparent that some action should be taken vregarding the <current
system while an extensive study is in progress. Accordingly, two

papers have been developed by staff members. They are:

f 1. J “A Proposal For Anlinterim System of Public School
Foundation Support,"” hereinafter referred to as the
Interim Plan.

2. "A Proposal For An Extensive Study Of Tne Current Public
School Foundation Support  System and Generation uf
Appropriate Models For A Support System," hereinafter

referred to as the Study.



The Interim Plan, if adopted, would obviate the need for extensive
statutory revision of the current system. It would also provide
time for the conducting of the Study which, if properly conducted,
could result in the replacement of the existing system with one
providing for more equity tha.i is currently possible.
*

Both papers'tthe Interim Plan and the Study) were provided to State
Board of Education members at the Board's eJanuary meeting. At that
*time it was decided to send copies of the papers to districts to see
what the response to the proposals would be.

We would hope that you will be abie to take the time needed for

caref.il consideration of the papers, and that you will be willing tQ
share your thoughts regarding them with us.

Enclosures



A PROPOSAL FOR AN
SUPPOR e

INTERIM

SVSTEM OF

P.UBLIC SCHOOL

FOUNDATION



Abstract

%0 rammatic  concerns 0 C&%SIOH? ISfory 0

ve
gramges and amendaments to the Alaska Pu%qlc Sc\nool Igoun atmg P

The a er ur%es a thorou h study éh% current system, and proposes
dpoul e

tate su tWh|C adopted untit a new or re- *
VIS fmn(?mg, SC emep| develope d o

The'pro osad system woul ?uspend for éhe |nter|m, the use of IN-
structional units, ar? ifferen |aIs an cateqorical program comou-
ta |ons Jfa%e % these mec a dlsjrwcts state a. en—
fitfe ase

on an ure IS figure Woud be

ca cu ated IVIdI t e reV|se computation entltlement by,

arter gure The subsequ ntAm r's entitlement*

woul uste(ii for increases Fecreasesl) V\)/ the district =
Aﬂ\ﬂ Agure [)atjon or ¢ost,of Jiving ncrease? ould be estab-

IS on a ADV basis as opposed to an instructional unit, basis.-

erpa#er lists various advantages and d|safivanta es of the propq
teri r}/ste{n rom hoth a] sta:}J and loca pers%ectwe and” Invi
?}%c\:/tljésm ro;fos other alternativ ﬁ which c]

The cttcch?a -paper briefl outllngs seme of }he admi. . [ara“ve an? .

%ed
ould
e sbcrt term relie from current program problems  wh

onger-range study is in progress.



n 1970 to rovrde for rncreased and rr.ore equita |str| ution
state support [ pu | education. With few exceptions/ ound
ation program () has been amended in each SU Se uent
lative sessron In the early years of the program, nts
8a|t ith chatnh ges in the basic rnstructrontaalbltégrt fvaa Iowable |n

or Wi ng ustmen 0
{1 Adhistments 185,815

structronal units

Tne urrent Alaska Public School foupdation' procr as establishe
r 1 e

state eid foundation mechanis the newly Ccreate
RSAAs. * The 19% amendments allowed REAAs IT 15%% baSIC need

a flat payment per pupil in lieu of local ‘tax, an g cer]taln ad-
vantages in the instructional unit tables to compenSate ftor very
small”student populations.

The frrst ma]or chan e to Chapter 17 was enacted in 1975 fo pr0V|d§

second major change occurred jn 1980 with the passage of FCCS S3
15% The majcgr sectrogns of SB 19é passas

1 Revised the emantaformulr  establish a minimum gen-
eration of three instructional units.

*

Allowed each elementary school to be counted as-a separate
attendance area.

3) Revrseét hn two . phases, . the seconde(rjry naula whicg iﬂ'
creased the mrnrrﬁ.rm unrt ge eratri ar? compressed the
numoer of ADM at the to? of the Torgula table

Ehstablrshe(pta sulpple ental equalrza lon aid program tied tp
rea differ rrate avr e a. form o "1 lieu o0
oca taxes* re |e or all sc ool districts.

5 Defined "jr. high school* on the basis of ADM as opposed to
_program.

6) Established a minimum expenditure for mstructron‘

7) Defined an "acceptable* fund balance fc: school districts.
)

)

8) Eliminated the required local effort.

9 {anlelrr])vrsred RIAAs to ‘recapture* up to 20% of the PL-174 pay-

The abole changes dealt primarily with instructional units ted
by reqular ADMg P y JEmETEE

ge foundation p‘o* ra[n qurslatron enacted in 157D co.'tained, ir
dition to rdelﬂ elemen ar% F dsecondarP/ c(pmputatron schedules,
separate schedules for vocationa special’ education



Ir. 157¢, 'the program was amended. to |nduce a separate scnedure fOr
I|nct&I/r|CLPI uqra \eA@ucatlon _ zpschan htde'speelal

ecucation schedule from IS or| B a ) an IS and.
estabhsh]ed two separate schedu %ased on dSIStrIC'[ total A%ﬁ/lS
In addition_to the above: the legislature has made periodic changes
ifetting 1J the are d/n‘ferentla? percent]age sche duq 9 the 09?
erentlas of p?m IC |str|cts g ercentae re uneét
*?f |naI entitle en (9 Jrst ua tero yea
vre) genue l0sses t uced inst uct|ona umten
tit Tam (nt 1) Istrict an centra |ze corresgondfnce pro ram und-
Irg, an oundation support for car.irinity schools programs

Flnallx successive e |sIatures have Iegealed several fund

ratio anisms, e. ‘mini” 874 (1380) and the % 1solatl on
?ac tor IWY% " (1390 |

The cymulativ suIt of eleven years of t|nker|n with varlous Its
d pieces of. original fo datlo ogram Struc has Dee
at the orl aI |nt ntion |0 simplif equit sstem o
state syppor or edu t|on ecome ne|t er sim e ,

many. W |e tto writer nay hav? overloo ed a*

ans 0 %mct
ew additiondl amendments to the program, the above listing begins
(tio reveal the nature ang sco1pe of 'such chances and to gJY<< SOnW™ In-

ication of the complexity of the current system.

The Problem .
Ithough a dISC sssion of the current four]datlon Qrdnram with dif-
ferent USers for po IC makerf W reSJJI In a variety of
etce|v ob& ot 1 etni (Y 0ppose dﬁnendm[g on the
Eoms of V|e ersos Involve at the most sfmplistic
eve two major prob em surrace..

First, the current grogram IS gssenti Iy an 'open system”; that is,
chan ges over the In u t’[ sche ues have allowed districts* a
wide “numper of opt ons |n CO | urln S of students to" generate
MaXimum amountg £ fund S, ODS focus administrative
attention on "body counts" an away prog am,

The "bod count* system ‘esults in the second major problem;, that

the curr nt ? dem IS, RO onger 1 driv f], even in .the case of

categorica iS whic were OI'I |n y estab ISh e to fund program

needs . of a}oema Wdents g hand' cag limited English

Pea Inﬁ ?catlona oriente n recen ars, changes in the

é |n|H|0n as well as th(f él 11 X tO count each elementary
IStrict

ChOO,g separately. have encourag S. 10 establish jr. high
programs 101 fun |n rather th programmatlc purposes; and {0 con—
SIder mu tl F ele entar%/ factlities for. one or more elementary
rad]es r tenceo %atedoncal [EVENUES, established
1th’ unf rtunae Slml arlt (s ederal categorical funding
schemes ave encourae adminisfrators t0 consider such

03r
revenue as expenditur capsgt FOJ cat goncah programs, without pax-
tic lar regard to the specialized needs of the target group students.



A-Frcmesed Short-ter™ Solution
Toe final squtron to problem of co olexity ang assumed inequity

hﬁrent in the cgrrent op %tron rogram sec anis not e er e
without ai [)eat urther a alVysis stu ever
steps could™pe takerh in the short term’to a ress the lems |st
ed "apove the stem an the

pen natyre of t F urrent S

incidental |f any), relationship between funding and p

ogram.
t |sS propr/)sed that the dep}artment seek reIreéufrom the requwements

or at 0 to (5 ree year errod [n whrcra time Stat e
undrng would be al ocate str |9 (per per |str|c%
ocation. ..The per ADM per d s trict rae(}/ ulo ha estalblr hed aseo-

Istricts would

res. lgures  for e compute
drvrdgrnﬂ the adjustedAWrs ?rter C cputatron for all stat g
oundatio conponen Ius supplemental equal |za lon ald) by the
otaI wséA&uartle fr ure, adjuste 80% PL 14" receipts
Irst ua ter evenue an ADM figures rather th
|naI lqures are sugﬁese so that FY 84 state SLd gort levels coufd
e estimated earLP{ ou%h for |str|et EY 84 bu trng ncrea %s
d ecre ses wou

t
M e

ad}use on the same Basrs 1 e a mini

supp 1 tor* percentage

gercentage of increase would b leq to the statewidle igure
S opposed to the instructiona unr value. -

It is also proposed that during the two-three year exemption Remd
an intensive study of total state fundm% for educatron e cohducted
which wouaJ culminate in a new distribution system which addresses
the perceived current inequities in hboth opérational and capital
state support programs.

ture wish to 1ncrease statle

~ - .
Advantages of the Proposal

There are certaip general and p pgram specific advantages which seem
to accrue from the above proposa ]

The general advantages ¢ categorized as 1) ease of administra-
trong and mcreasge of afocaﬁ optrgns Zfor program pﬁannmg

|The ease of administration would be felt both at the state and local
evels

or, the state, the greatest eneraI advant ewould b that [e}/ nére
estimates and’ disburSement ocedures wou reat src I:
Unlike the current program, Where a sli i mcreae | stu e ts or a
change In program or amzatron can rerult In sr ni |cant ctu
tion (pen rally upvvcp 1 In the amount of drstpc entitl emen

p 0se éem WO

W State managers to fairly accuratel
Irate needed revenue ear?y or. N herbgcget cycf1 Y



2.evenye verification would re Hrre srmp, hec L one, ¢r at t
nest two counts rather at the r\w trp che Hequhre
enth/ greatest help a{ e state level L e t g cf
the rieed for® student-speci f rnformatdon on program an Ta edﬁ
entrst(hre\r{nlgrettglvhlc are currently required to va rdate categorical fun

Ini raI revise and fr al . taéror}J fthedrfsltrrct entitlements'

would ot only rat S ctuatlons Jn re-
venue generated y ega?r e/por aﬁso sho e greaty mrnrmrzed

Joosed system would allow attention [)o ge focused on dr[
ere ce Ctwee Ag\);r ADM revehulelsargener ted hstrrcts aqd could

st B o e, 1 A

any long” range study of state funding.

om the mtate perspective one fr vantage sho be note
h séem unﬁerpd I[c)hssron fIts wrthrn the g eﬂnes Bto E
%o%ose spending |m|tat|on soud tne [imitation epassed y the

«

Under the proposed spending, Irmrt increases in State spending would
be allowed only for pooulation increases and to keep Pace witn in—
flation, The proposed syitem would allow increased state aio t0 be
tied directly to increases in population and could provide for a
cost of living or inflationary increase in either the statewide or
per district "aom figure. The current system, on the other hand,
does not provide for such simple cost Prorectrons FOr exanpre, the
number of instructional units for the two year period between Fv s81-
FY 8 increased 14t, while for tne same fime period, ADM increased
only 7% Therefore, even if increases in the -instructional unit
valle were tied to inflation instead of the traditionar 10% per
year, .increases in the number of instructional UnitS occasioned*by
organrzatronal shifts and establishment of separate attendance areas
will continue to exceed increases caused by additional ADM.

From the district perspective, the administrative advantages listed
above should also apply; that' S, paﬁer work would he greatly re—
duced, reports would be simplified, back-up information on indivi-
dual students would be lessened and revenue estimates should e more
stxblt.v .
Programmatically, he roposed scheme offeiS several advantages ove
hegcurren syste R ?n these advantages woula be falt a¢ both
the state an1d |oca| Ievels

Information on program effects was_gathered from ai?|r rrate rogram
gagﬁgers and rn%h\?rdluals, and s |%clu ed in the fJoI?d)wrng %rs%us
|

In general defartment program. managers agree that the proposed pro
gram_ would sirplify administration, “2) lessen the current o~
phasis on specral target student groups, 3) release staff time from



nyn «® »MWATUIWS «> J-.=<>_ albbhPIINYy C-Iw Le~— 1O0)
oistance, and « reduce  current pressures from special,

Sroups and advisory co- ITLEES.

A. Vocational Education
mﬁdprogosed épheme, (or any scheme which eliminates categorical
1

eg t ZO-
Interest

ing) woul

) Eliminate tqe need to distinguish between vocational and
prevocational programs.

2) Allow school districts more flexibility in deciding the
) SCL(%I [SJrogram. SRR \ A aing

U L g
3) Eliminate the "name gam’* that goes.on Pt Hresent a? sghogl
o districts attemPt d;o eierate v catlor(]a education tunds by
0 renaming general education programs and Courses.

o 4 Decrea?e the sgé)aration which goes on between vocational and
general or academic eduganon.

5) Free up one staff person currently . involved -with approvin
) Tocal gourses and pr%grams for vocz}/tlonaf) education fﬁﬁdmg.g

3. Special Education % -

The proposed program would:

1) Allow districts greater flexibility in the use of funds for
special stéJdent needs.

X) Allow districts to develop remedial readin aHd math ETO-
grams rather than attempting to identify [EME lal SHJd nts
as learning disabled simply to generate additional fun S.

3) gtregnrﬂ\sle the ceiling (perceived) on gifted and talented pro®

4)  Simplify nv ]jtoringf and audit functions of the special ed—
ucation” sta TOCUS Rb\AStu Identification and ie?s
rather than on verifying or count,

5) Remove the arti{icial spending ‘caps’ which the current sys-
tem appears to foster.

C. Correspondence Study
Tne proposed system would:

1) Treat all ADM equally. regardless of program derivery mMmech-
) anism: thus, CS 9epor¥|ng grequwementspwo%ld'%ed s'inpnyfied_
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Disadvantags.; cf the Proposal

r-E with the advantages mentioned above, disadvantages cf the pro—
posed program right be felt at both the state and local levels.

One rajor disadvantage 1is that inequities, where they exist in the
current program, would not be corrected. Districts which are cur—
rently underfunded would rerain so; overfunded districts, if there
are such, night continue to amass large fund balances, although the
removal of categorical funding and the concomitant (perceived) pro—
gram restraints ray spur local boards to be more creative in devel-

|C?ing and supporting programs which meet the special needs of all
students.

ther disadvantage, from the local point of view, 1is that relief
on budgeting, accourting and student record keeping constraints
sed by current categorical programs would not relieve the dis-
icts from the legal civil rights requirement to serve certain
otected” student classes. More important, the focus of special
erest pressure groups would turn from the state to the"" local

lid which could not excuse lack of action by citing limited cate-
mical state support.

iz ceneral cisadvantaaes are:

Tne need to revise o0: create alternative methods of col—
lecting data - particularly program expenditure ccta - for
reports to the legislature and the federal government.

The loss of identity for seme program managers, particularly
those closely associated with categorical p.ograms.

jram, the following disadvantages hr.ve been cited:

aticr.al Education

proposed program would rake it difficult to certify "main:
enance cf effort* required by fede*al regulations.

3. Soecial Edu>ation

Tne proposed program could:

1) Tend to decrease expenditures for special education programs
by giving local boards th? 1illusion that the state is no

longtfr interested in having the needs of special education
.students met.

2) Further confuse the issue of “low incidence* student fund-
ing, unless some mechanism were established which would al—
low the state to fund or participate in the funding of pro—
grams for such students.



- "y W Jrr
3) Arouse tc an ever create: pitch the efforf% cf ngO(:acy.

croups tc restrict anc dedicate expenditures cf special ed-—
ucation revenues to special education programs and services.-

C. Correspondence "Study
0 particular disadvantage cones to mind. .
* t *

D. Bilingual Education

She proposed program could:

1) Tend to decrease -Jocal board attention to meeting the needs

of students with limited English speaking ability.

Conclusion

.2) Increase special interest group pressure at. the local level
from n\inority groups which are not considered under the cur-
mren® .ilingual statute and regulations.

II - , -
The proposal outlined in this paoer 1is not presented as e final"-

solution to the policy and operational concerns being

expressed

about the current method of state support for public: education. It
is being offered as * potential, short-range action vhich"wbuld al—
low some breathing space in which to do a thorough analysis of both
the current situation and potential alternative approaches to an—
swering the perplexing questions of the state"s ‘'cancelling in—
terest* in educational outcomes, and equity of state support -to
students of differing backgrounds, needs, .and geographical locations."

Tne advantages ana disadavantages outlined above address administra—

tion and programs; they do not deal with the political via
the proposed program. As should have been evident fronm

bility of
the short

history of the current foundation program in the Introduction sec-—
tion of this paper, changes to the current system have always been
motivated, at least 1in part, by political considerations. The

writer 1is .not so naive as to expect that future proposed

chances,

especially one of the magnitude outlined ah e, will not ultimately
be hammered out and decided in the political and not simply the ed-—
ucational arena. However, while further analysis of the above pro-—
posal ray result in the decision that it cannot be pursued real—
istically at this time, at least discussiti of snch an alternative

coulc reveal other, more viable, courses of actior.



A PROPOSAL FOR AN EXTENSIVE STUDY OF THE CURREN
FOUNDATION SUPPORT SYSTEM AND GENERATION OF P
FOR A SUPPORT SYSTEM.



.The attached paper provides a brief analysis of some of the
issues related to school “‘inance. In addition, the conditions
necessary to an adequate study are addressed and a proposed model

ror possible use in conducting a study is providec.
-F



t Septe her, 1951.'* a kgrpund paoe e Public
scr\oc For/(n icr. fckoerBin wes devefoped by Stevt Hole! In thit gerper Hr
Hole traced the deve(! nhent of the “currént pro ram thro eries o
Emen menJ ISCUSSEe expansion jn the TNumber rstrrcts and
f ¥ |scus(f some probIe S regar Ing. the _cu rent system 11 Was

?]o ecommended th a com re ensive review of factors gertarnrno to

? Inance suc (Pmﬂram COStS, gover nce 1Ssues
acilities rocur n% proce ures an atéers he“c ucteg t Was
t that Ina

Hrther rec mmen the assrst nce of eaders' In sc 00l ce 1In
enation e soug t In esrgnrng andimplementing a study.

ISSUES AND  CONCERNS RELATED  TO SCHOOLFINANCE *

In revrewrn an exrstrng system  of sch ol finance, as well as in
considering “possible }groaches %undrn tr\ere are a numoer of

|ssus and co cern? bot pr trcal an 5) oohrca to address.  Some-
these e 0 more significance than others. — Some magl have more
than one label. Most are interrelated- — Arong t e issues dnd concerns

are.
A eaDifferential *

Districts in dif erent arts f the sta‘
makes sense to a rea rfferentrfa

avr drfferrn% COSts so it
X factor In cfo Iputrn state
ngj tere currently, exists a range ¢ erential sVffo
added to hase suppor

CW to .55

Ideally, an Ifferential structyre should be hase on cost of

ﬁguca sogrs fefset mcr]easerltJ COStS , over whrcﬁq aPI districts

ave n?j con Jol xamples of .such, costs may be related to transportatron
goods, an utilities Including fuel

Prior attem ts at determran% appropriate area |fferent|als have  not
Reen alto ether successful extFnt olitical. .consi eratrons
ave infliienced rates.  Because of Affrcu ty | etermr ing what oos
nd. servrcs are pece%sary fo ane nc tional ro ram (see sectro 8n

et
a

di

asic_ ne asket, cost of livin oach 'nas Dbeen use
%e faf: nat comparable goods and se vrcgg are not avatlable In

ISpsectrons of the state.

he attempts at reyision  of the Foun]datron Progr am n 1979 80
? ted n % recommendation tnat a comprehensive Stu t]
di ere lal Dbe conducted, and tat J futor?]/ change 1e soug t (Yv
»ould prgvrde ggdates 0 t ere tra ate a? an
r poriver he State Beard t revrse te ditrerentia )6 regu atron
B t eﬁns ature co mrssrone a study man McDo
t |ng|n%s oJ whrc ve not r} Imp emented The researc, ers
attem etermine . the .cost dornP business g examrnrng
expe |tures (the ashsumptron berr\}\%sthat what nt IS. what 1t costs:
other wo e. attempt not de 53 erentrace et ee(n
OWeVer, of

Ssentlal an drscretronary expend,tur Ven

3greement as to what 1S essential, 1t is not sur rrsrng that this
erentiation was not made.



Ir. try estudy cf school finence wundertaken, tne question of erea
differential—tests c¢f education . varying regions of the stfte--vill
mneed tc be addressed.

Basic Weed

Bas-ic need has been used as a tern to describe costs associated Kith
providing a basic educational nrugram. The amount of state aid has-been
pegged at various times to' 90S, 555, 575, or 1005 of basic need. In
practice, funding for basic need is determined by the setting of the
foundation support unit, end fas little or no relationship to actual cost
of providing basic education fjr a group of students.

There will always be-difficulties encountered in attempting to come
up with a universally accepted definition of basic need. However, it may
be possible, particularly if the present consideration of effective
.schooling practices resulted in cDpend'"ng those practices to a system of
accreditation, to come up with statements of basic proems for varying
sizes of districts and schools within districts.

Capital Projects \

m m
Tne procedures for acquisition of capital items, primarily
facilities, can takemany forms. Cities and b.roughs may levy taxes for
capital p iects, issue bonds or seek a direct grant 'vfa> legislative
appropriation. When paying cash or issuing brnds for facilities and
seeking reimbursement from the state, there are some restrictions as to
amounts to be reimbursed. With grants, however, the Department has less

influence with respect to what is built withsstate funds. . .

"o

Regional districts, of course, are dependent upon legislative action
for capital . funds for facilities. ¢ While the Departsent does submit a
capital budget developed from requests from regional districts,, more and
more districts are taking a direct route to legislators to ‘secure
construction funds. The effect of this practice is to place districts
whose personnel cooperate with the Department in submitting capital
requests at a disadvantage.

A further area of concern for regional districts is in the matter of
furding smaller capital projects. The districts may well have sufficient
furds to be able to effect a transfer from general fund to capital fund.
However, operatingfunds obtained from the state are designated for
operations. Districts have transferred funas to a capital reserve prior
to the <close . of one fiscal yea- for capital expenditures in the
succeeding year, but the practice has been open to question.

Categorical Funding * ‘

Currently there area number of categories of operating funds and

separate s.hedules for determ, ning funds for each category. These
include, elementary, secondary, combined elementa.y end” secondary,
vocational education, special education, and bilingual education. In
addition, there is a formula for determining funding for community
education.
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Currently there exists unGer AS H 17 061 authorlzatlon nTOt th

fundlngi cf supolemental programs, but funds have not been approprlateg
recent for this purpose.

There . is a Peed for a sfem oJS SppIernentaI fundrno in order to

support ilot ef rts or speﬁ1 as to provide assistance
oP emer§en%y situations. e ee would Br acute In r»gronal
Istricts ard in municipalities with marginal tax bases,

NECESSARY CONDITIONS FOR AN ADEQUATE STUDY

In-order to undertake a_worthwhile finance sud]y whic wru have
rraxrmurp HO entraI B %enerate recoronenda lons opted,

ever In eces a First, t re must Z in ness to.
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Piete i Surely G s T dhe lstriobtion “Perfinas eq”'ty&then
" PRINCIPLES OF A FINANCE SYSTEM +

ng/ states either have revrsed or are .in th aprocess o revrshgr
their Iystems of school |naln Xamination oﬁe pgroacpes by othe
states reveal common concerns but differing approaches to solutions.

onsidering” scnhool finance r orm, In the process It adopted |\re
ésrc. rr%crp that  sho pt erlie  revisjons. A reported
ucation Dally ?December il 9815J those principles are:
1, Aderiuacy of funding

o

rstratro
5. Financi exrB rlor school districts.

Tnose Ipies, as secrfred by isspuri  State Board of

\
\Ev%l]rcatron Bvoulrf appear to have a great dern rePevance for Alaska es

Recently Fhe State Board of %ducatron I Missouri | has heen



mentloned 'In "theba round %per prowdd to the Board " in
. SeBtember it * portant of schoo flre nee end resultant
ISI0N be ne an a atch o Fur he IS Important to *

|nvo Ve persns with recognise e\ﬁ%ernse in sc 00 fmance 0 are .
assoclated wit any Istrict and have no vested interest in possible
outcomes.. On} ther hang therF IS always the-danger that Securinc
te S rV|ces 0 ?ersons without Aaskabr] connections  regarding opg ratiqn
schools |ray esul% In an unsuitable .pro uc vv at. 157 needed 1S
ectlvw] Ide t| g ISsues, .acquiri ana}/]mgeq facts, end
re ommen g(msm oltions, Wwhich _in trn ma t(j] rewewed by
those havin* daily Invo vement in operation 0 scho Istricts in'Alaska.

A specific gbemgn conaucthng a finance ?Tuglgnwnl awe it agtproval

fo
TR 50 B o I S o et sl

L Identlfy concerns and issues with regard t0 existing

system. v
2. })/gslédate issues and develop design for acquiring data

3. Dfc.alop data base.
A, Define basic need.

5. Analyze and refine data base.

6. Develop models by setting up two groups, each working
with-same-data and each oeveloping a model."

7. Submit monlels to review panel.
£. Develop final model. .. *
9. Secure public review of proposed model.
10. Recommend adoption.
SUMMARY

It would probably be rather nsive tc expect that a proposed school

finance study will result in a product that will receive universal
acclaim. It does appear that there are substantial shortcomings with the
existing system and thet the timt has come to replace it. Hopefully, -

‘such a task can be approached ir. a spirit of cooperation in which
objectivity is a coal and that the principles enunicated by the Missouri
Scard are met by the final product.






Vo o
As mentioned in the Dbackground paper provided to the Board in
September, it is important that any study of school finance and resultan*
revision be more than a patchwork effort. Further, it is 1important 'to
involve persons with recognized expertise in school finance who are no*
associated with any district and who have no vested interest in possible

outcomes. On the other hand, there is always the danger thet securinc
the services of persons without Alaskan connections regardino operation
or schools msy result in an wunsuitable product. What is' needed s

objectivity in identifying issues, acquiring and analyzing fact* >nc
reco,,...ending possible solutions, which in* turn mavthen -be' reviewed byv
those having daily involvement in operation of schooldistricts in'Alaska’.

A specific design for conducting a finence study will await aooroval
to conduct such a study and the securing of consultant assistance
However, a possible design might be as follows.

1. Identify concerns and issues with regard to existing
system. *
{
2. Validate issues and develop design for acquiring data
base.
3. Develop data base. Vo * A -

A. Define basic need.
5. Analyte and refine data base.

6. Develop models by setting up two groups, each working
with same data and each developing a oodel.

7. Submit models to review panel.
£. Develop final model. .
9. Secure public revie* of proposed model.
10. r.eco.mend adoption.
SUMMARY

It would probably be rather naive to expect tr.at a proposed school

finance study will result in a product that hill receive universal
acclaim. It does appear that ther# are substantial shortcomings with the
existing system and that the time has come torc**ace it. Hopefully

such a task <can be approached in a spirit of cooperation in which
objectivity 1s a goal and that the principles enunlcateS bv the Missouri
Beard are met by the final product.



r?.0PO5ED FINANCE STUDY STATEMENT OF EVENTS: COST ESTIMATES

B .
*emb ¢ a Mb e«

STEP DESCRIPTION . COSTESTIMATE
le Develop Final Draft of Problem Definition
2. Specific Listing of Process and Product Objectives

for New Finance System

3. Prepare and Jvertise Repuest for Qualifications
<. Award Contract $25.000 for
+ Steps 1. 2, 3,
and 4
5. Final Issue Analysis aldeDefinition of Basic Heed
(.
51 Identify Data Elements end Cross-Reference
to Objectives
5.2 Prepare Report with Data Acquisition Scheme m *-F oy * e
end Budget for Balance of Study 880000 for
Steps 5.0, 5.1
and 5.2
b 1 i
6. Continuation Contract Issued *
1
1 Date Base Study Coapletec $125,000
1
E. Systea Specifications Established : S 30,*000
?2. - Computer Simulation *rograr Developed and
Bench-Tested Against Deta Base $150,000
10. Teams A anc B Devele: Coopering Models . S 50,000
11. Public Review and Consent S <0,000
12. Revision, Recommendation, Dissec*.nation S 50,000

TOTAL 5550,000
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IIEPAHTME.XT OF EUCCATIOX
Di VIS/ON OF MANAGEMENTAND FINANCE

To: Rep. Ben Grussendorf
From: Marilou Madden, Jlrector
Re: Pelican School District ADM Amount

Due to the failure of the Pelican City School District’s Electronic
Mall System, the school administrator was unaware of the necessity
to submit an Initial .reyjsed Foundation Report to the Department of
Educati%n by April 13, 1958 The Pelican report was submitted by
April and Included a new junior high school program whicg% tgg
district had been planning for some time to begin in the 2'
school year. This junior high school program has been approved by

512,810 netend ot SO8D7, 2% originally reported in Cs sb bAD.



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

T. REQUEST

Bill/Resolution Number: HCS CS SB-649 (Rules) am

Title: Interim Education Funding

Requested by: House HESS Date: May 13, 1982
Il. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected: Education

Program Category Affected: Elementary and Secondary

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected: Office of the Commissioner

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item

amounts and funding for eaci component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 Fy 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES - ° m
200 TRAVEL - - - - - m
300 CONTRACTUAL - 560.0 - - - .
400 COMMODITIES - - - - - *
500 EQUIPMENT - - - - m -
600 LAND & STRUCTURES - - m m m .
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC - - - - - .
800 MISCELLANEOUS -

TOTAL 560.0 - - - -

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

»

GENERAL FUND - 1 560.0 - - A m

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Source) -

POSITIONS
|
FULL TIME ! m
PART TIME ! m m
TEMPORARY . ¢ m " - "
I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 111)

Se
Ou

(AVR

Ori
cc:

ction 1 requires the department to conduct a study of the Foundation Program.
r estimate of the cost of such a study is $560.0

Yhe 560.0 for the foundation study 1s presently in the Senate version of the

FY-83 operating budget. 280.0 for the same purpose is in the House 2 version.
The component affected Is Planning, Research and Information In the Executive
Administration BRU within the Department of Education.

DATE: May 13. 1982 PREPARED BY: Steve
AGENCY: Education
ginal: Legislative Finance PHONE: 46S-7890
Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/81)
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Original sponsor: Rules/Cover ir Offered? 4/14/82

IN THE SENATE BY THE RULES COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 649 (Rules) am

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Art entitled: "An Act relating to state support for education! and
providing for an effective date."”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. FINDINGS. The legislature finds that the present system ol
providing basic state and supplemental financial support to school districts
is no longer equitable and directs the Department of Education to conduct a
comprehensive study of the funding provisions of AS 14.17. The legislature
further finds that during the period of study an alternative mechanism to the
existing foundation support program is desirable.

* Sec. 2. The operation of AS 14.17.021(a), 14.17.023, 14.17.031,
14.17.041, 14.17.031, 14.17.056, and 14.17.082 <s suspended from July 1, 1982,
through June 30, 1984. During the period of suspension funding for the basic
state aid and supplemental equalization aid that < horvlse would have been
provided wunder the provisions of AS14.17.021(a) rid 14.17.023 shall bepro—
vided toschool districts in accordance with the provisions of secs. 3and 4
of this Act.

* Sec. 3, For fiscal year 1983 the amount of atatc aid for each school
district for each fiscal year 1is the lolluwing amount for oarh pupil in

average dally membership:

Anchorage School District $ 3.420
Bristol Bay Borough School District 9,978
Cordova City School District 5,340
Craig City School District 6,7/8
Dillingham City School District * 8,899

-1- CSSB 649(RIs) am



Fairbanks North State Borough SchoolDistrict 3,862

Galena City School District 12,011
Haines Borough School District 5,926
Hoonnh City School District 6,231
Hydaburg City School District 9,041
City and Corough of Juneau School District 3,774
Kake fity School District 6,945
Kennl Peninsula Borough School District 4,280
Ketchikan Gateway Borough SchoolDistrict 3,637
KInp Cove City School Diatricl 9,264
Klavock City School District 8,847
Kodiak Island School District 5,548
Matanuska-Susitna Borough SchoolDistrict 3,801
Nenana City School District 7,986
Nome City School District 7,278
North Slope Borough School District 8,898
Pelican City School District / 9,897/
Pcterr-hurg City School District 4,305
Sand Point City School District 9,934
Sitku Borough School District 3,769
Skapway City School District 5,953
St. Mary"s City School District 16,361
Unalasks City School District 9,153
Valdes: City School District 5,076
Wrangell City School District 4,863
Yakutat City School District 8,067
Adak Regional School District 6,705 / X
Alaska Cateway School District 9,391
Aleutian Chain School Diatrlct 18,281 . XU***"4

>2- CSSB 649(RIs) am



Annette Island School District 6,925
Bering Strains School District - 14,964
Chatham School District

Chugach School District

Copper River School District

Delta School District

Iditarod Area School District

Kuspuk School District

I.ake and Peninsula School District

Lower Kunkokwim School District

Lower Yukon School District

Northwest Arctic School District

Pribllof Islands School District

Upper Rallbelt Regional School District

Southeast Island School District

Southwest Regional School District

Yukon Flats School District

Yukon-Koyukuk School District

* See. 4. The amount oi state aid lor each school district (or fiscal
year 19b4 is the amount listed for that district in sec. 3 of this Act for
each pupil in average daily membership plus five percenl.

* Sec. 5. During the period of suspension under See. 2 of this Act, a
school district may not reduce its special education budget below the amount
contained in the FY 83 budget the district submitted to the Department oi

I Education by May 2, 1982, except that if the department reduces the die*
trict"s tctal foundation entitlement due to Insufficient appropriation, then

i the district may reduce 1its special education budget in the proportion by
with the department reduced the district"s foundation entitlement.

* See. 6. During the period of sucpension under Sec. 2 of this Act, t

*3- CSSB 64<xRIs) an



schooj. district shall continue to provide services to students in programs

of bilingual and vocational education commensurate with the needs of the
3 students and in strict accordance with applicable state and federal laws
4]Jand regulations.

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect July 1, 1982.
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MSG 82-00025012 PRTY 1 05/05/82 12:57:51 ORIG: LFO1 IN- 0002 OQUT- 0043
FROM: MAXINE/FBX T0: JUNO INFO
TARGET: LJH2 SUBJr-POM - . PAGE 00017

THISIBILL IS BEING HEARD TODAY  THEY ARE WAITING FOR THIS s

T0: REP. BEIRNE, CHAIRMAN, HOUSE H.E.S.S.
« REP." CATO. REP. SMITH, REP. MARTIN, REP. MALONE

FR: JOHN NUTTAL, CH. GOVERNOR'S COUNCIL FOR /T\HE g,lAFl\_Il_DEIgAPPED
600 UNIVERSITY AVE., SUITE C, FAIRBANKS 99701 PH. 479-6507

RE: CS SB 649 <RLS> AM

MSG:  THE COUNCIL URGES YOUR OPPOSITION TO CS SB 649 (RL) AM, SCHEDULEL
FOR HEARING IN THE HOUSE H.E.S.S. AT 5 P.M.. APRIL 5, 1982. THE COUNCIL
URGES YOUR OPPOSITION BECAUSE THE BILL, EVEN AS AMENDED. DOES NOT PROVIDE
SUFFICIENT PROTECTIONS TO-ENSURE ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR QUALITY SPECIAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN LOCAL D ICTS. THIS BILL IS DIRECTLY CONTRARY
TO LEGISLATIVE SUPPORT FOR QUALITY SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES AS--mmm

MSG 82-00025012 PRTY 1 05/05/82 12:57:51 ORIG: LFCI IN- 0002 OUT® 0043
FROM  MAXINE/FBX T0 JUNO INFO
TARGET: LJH2 SUBJ POM PAGE 0002

CONT. HOUSE H.E.S.S

EVIDENCED BY PASSAGE OF SB 23 IN 1981. CS SB 649 DOES NOT DEMAND
SUFFICIENT FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY FROM DISTRICTS TO ENSURE THE
AVAILABILITY OF FISCAL RESOURCES TOR QUALITY SPECIAL EDUCATION

PROGRAMS.....in
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