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HOUSE COMMITTEE KEHOKT

FURTHER REFERRALS: FINANCEDate Referred: February 17, 1989

Data of Committee Action:

The HEALTH. EDUCATION, t SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered:

HOUSE BILL NO. 185 [STATE FOUNDATION FORMULA-SMALL DISTRICTS]
MAn Act relating to state aid for education; and providing for an effective 
date. '•

RECOMME.JDS:

replacing with
[ ] the same title
[ ] a new title

the attached amendment(s) 
do pass 
do not pass 
no recommendation 
individual recommendations 

] additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: letter of intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s) : 
[ X ] fiscal impact 
[ ] zero fiscal note 
[ ] zero with analysis

SIGNING DO PASS:

APPROVES PREVIOUS:
[ ] f.'scal note(s) published:

[ ] zero fiscal notes(s) published:

SIGNING OTHER THAN DO PASS:
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6-0789A

IN THE HOUSE BY WALLIS AND JACKO

HOUSE BILL NO. 185 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION 

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to state aid for education; and

providing for an effective date."

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

* Section 1. AS 14.17.041 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

(e) A district with an ADM of 3,000 or less that consists of one

funding community shall increase the elementary and secondary instruc­

tional units received under (a) or (b) of this section by multiplying 

the instructional units by a percentage determined under the following 

table:

District ADM Percentage

I - 250 1.12

251 - 525 1.08

526 - 1000 1.06

1001 - 2000 1.04

2001 - 3000 1.03

(f) A district with an ADM of 1,000 or less that consists of two

funding communities shall increase the elementary and secondary in-

structional units received under (a) or (b) of this section by multi-

plying the instructional units by a percentage determined under the

following table:

District ADM Percentage

1 - 250 1.08

251 - 525 1.04

526 - 1000 1.02
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Bill Explanation

The purpose of this bill is to provide a permanent solution to 
address a weakness in the Public School Foundation Program. The 
weakness is that for a school district of two or less funding communities, 
the instructional unit schedules which determine a district’s entitlement 
to basic need do not generate sufficient revenue to provide for fixed 
costs, e.g., district administration and operation/maintenance of plant. 
These districts must fund fixed costs by decreasing the instructional 
program or increasing local taxes, if possible. Those districts which have 
more than two funding communities gain enough from replicating the 
instructional schedules to provide for these fixed costs.

The bill adds a percentage to the number of K-12 units to cover 
these fixed costs. The percentages are stepped on a sliding scale. That is, 
the smaller districts receive a iarger percentage. These percentages were 
determined after analyzing expenditure patterns of these districts and 
identifying the fixed/variable costs of district operations according to 
district size.

The 1987 and 1988 Legislatures were cognizant of the problem with 
the formula and made special appropriations of $2,000,000 and 
$3,500,000 respectively. This bill will provide a permanent solution by 
which districts can plan their budgets and adequately meet expenses.



HIGHLIGHTS 
SINGLE-DUAL SITE FINANCIAL CONSORTIUM STUDY REPORT
BACKGROUND
In April of 1988 a number of Alaska School District Board of 
Education members and superintendents met to discuss their belief 
that the funding formula had a disparate impact on single and dual­
site school districts.

The group determined to form a consortium to investigate the effects 
of the application of House Bill 126 on small single and dual-site 
school districts. The membership included single and dual-site 
school districts with enrollments of less than 3,000 students.
The consortium contracted for a study to investigate how these 
school districts had been impacted by the new Foundation Program.

FINDINGS
The major findings of the study are as follows:

1. All districts in Alaska experienced a reduction in 
expenditures per ADM  (average daily membership) between 
fiscal years 1986 and 1989.
2. Single/dual site and small school districts experienced a 
greater reduction in dollars per ADM than did multiple site and 
larger school districts - that is, the changes in funding resulted 
in d isproportionate /d ispara te  program  curta ilm ents that 
negatively affected small single and dual-site school districts 
more than larger and multiple-site school districts.
3. Larger and multiple-site school districts have now 
approximated their FY 1986 dollar per /  DM expenditure levels.
4. Sm aller single and dual-site school districts have remained 
at a level relatively constant with the level to which they had 
fallen after the FY 1987 budget constrictions.
5. To bring the smaller school districts back to their relative 
position when compared to the larger districts, an increased 
expenditure of approximately $10 million would be necessary.
6. The researchers concluded and recognized that multiple-site 
school districts are more costly to operate than single/dual site 
school districts.



SO LU TIO N

The researchers generated and evaluated several methods of 
addressing the funding problem. The researchers identified and 
recommended a funding scheme which would result in a percentage 
increase added to the Foundation Formula allocation to each of the 
small single and dual-site school districts. They generated three 
alternative solutions which the Consortium could consider, all of 
which would cost between .89% and 1.23% of the State of Alaska 
Education Foundation Allocation for FY 1989.

CONCLUSION

The Consortium membership has no interest in competing with other 
school districts for existing dollars. It is the belief of the Single and 
Dual-Site Consortium mem bership that additional money in the 
amount of $4,672,724 should be added to the Foundation Formula 
Allocation and distributed among the school districts negatively 
affected by application of House Bill 126.

SOLUTION AMOUNT TO BE
DISTRIBUTED

A
B
C

$4,672,724
$4,072,837
$5,539,129
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STATE OF ALASKA 
1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL VERSION: HB 185
PUBLISH D A TE: ____________

REQUEST:
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Dale: __________________
Title: J tate Aid for Education

Sponsor: Eliason, Zahroff et. a]
Requestor: El iason_______________

• EducationAgency Affected: touca
BRU* K -I2 Support

C nm pnrw iK  » F o u n d a t i o n

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94

PERSONAL SERVICES 
TRAVEL 
CONTRACTUAL 
SUPPLIES 
• EQUIPMENT 
LAND A STRUCTURES 
GRANTS. CLAIMS 
MISCELLANEOUS

4./UJ.4 4./UJ.4 " 4./UT:4 4./UJ.4 4 70? a

TOTAL OPERATING 0 4,703.4 4,703.4 4,703.4 4,703.4 4,703.4

CAPITAL

REVENUE _L
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 
FEDERAL FUNDS 
OTHER 
TOTAL

0 i/oL-’- 4.703.4 4,703.4 -1,703,4 4J03.4

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if accessary)

See attached analysis of impact on the Foundation program.

Mary Haka 
Commi s s

Prepared by: 
Division:

Approved by Commissioner: r 
Agency:   Education

n  465-2800
— 2723789

2/23/89

Distribution (by preparer): 
Legislative Finance 
Legislative Sponsor 
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget 
Impacted Agency(ies) page. of
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OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

sn\[ C O W  PER, GOVERNOR

COLDBELT I‘I ACE
not ,\esr torn swfe r
P O  B O X  F
J'.inr 'I ALASKA ilfill u-jiio

March 23, 1939

The Honorable Richard EUason 
Alaska State Senator 
Post Office Box V 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Ellason:

You have asked why the Department of Education cannot, on its  own Motion, 
expend funds from the $3.5 m illion appropriated by sec. 264(b), ch 173, SLA 
1988. The appropriation Is limited to "...Implementing changes in the public 
school foundation program (AS 14.17)..." That languaqe expressly means that 
the legislature must enact legislation to authorize the Department to spend 
the money.

If  I can provide additional information do not hesitate to contact me at your 
convenience.

JjjUph'U-
Steve Hole 
Deputy Commissioner

cc: Senator Johne Binkley

n



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M E M O R A N D U M  March 29, 1989

SUBJECT:

TO:
FROM:

Appropriation for changes in the school 
foundation program (SCS HB 543(Fin))
Senator Dick Eliason
Tamara Brandt Cook s.L/
Director '|k
Division of Legal Services

You have supplied me with information relevant to an appro­
priation enacted by the legislature last year in SCS HB 543 
(Fin;, sec. 264. It provides:

The sum of $3,500,000 is appropriated from the general 
fund to the Department of Education for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1989, for the purpose of implementing 
changes in the public school foundation program 
(AS 14.17) as identified by the governor or by the 
McDowell area cost differential report prepared for the 
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee during fiscal 
year 1989.

Steve Hole, Deputy Commissioner of Education, has informed 
you by letter that the department cannot expend those funds 
without legislation authorizing the expenditure. In HB 154, 
sec. 13, introduced by the governor the appropriation is 
amended to provide that the money simply go a.nco the foun­
dation program. You nave asked whether I am in agreement 
with Mr. Hole regarding cne need for legislation to author­
ize expenditure of the funds. I do agree wich Mr. Hole.
The language of the appropriation itself is probably too 
imprecise to be implemented. On the one hand, it refers to 
changes in the foundation program, suggesting that the stat­
ute itself is to be modified, and on the other hand, it 
refers to changes identified by the governor or by the 
ucuowell report. Neitner :he governor ncr the McDowell re­
port have the power co cnange the statutory, jscuolished 
roundation orogrnm, so it is unclear what roi_■ tney are to

iW
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Senator Dick Eliason 
Page 2
March 29, 1989

play with respect to thi3 appropriation. The legislature 
cannot delegate its "power of the purse" to the governor or 
anyone else without establishing pretty clear guidelines for 
expenditures, nor may it accomplish a delegation in an 
appropriation act.
Aside from the uncertainty of the language used in the ap­
propriation, the section appears to violate the confinement 
requirement. When the legislature appropriates money to an 
agency to conduct a particular function, the agency must 
have the power to perform that function under other law, 
since an appropriation act itself cannot contain substantive 
law. (Article II, Section 13, Constitution of the State of 
Alaska) The Department of Education does not have general 
authority to pass out money to school districts, except un­
der the foundation formula. It cannot deviate from that 
statutorily established formula unless authorized to do so 
by law. (See Legislature v. Hammond, 1JU-80-1163 Civil 
(Alaska Superior Court, May 25, 1983); Kelly v. Hammond,
C.A. 77-4 (Alaska Superior Court, April 12, 1987 reporter's 
transcript of record)
The letters of intent adopted by the House and Senate do not 
have the force of law and cannot serve to grant to the 
Department of Education authority to spend an appropriation 
of the department otherwise lacks that authority. In this 
case, the House and Senate letters are not identical, so 
they do not provide the department with a clear indication 
of how the legislature as a whole expects this money to be
distributed. If the legislature wants to make extra money
available to small municipal school districts and REAA 
scnool districts to make up for perceived underfunding in 
the past, the legislature will need to make specific appro­
priations to each recipient or the legislature will need to 
establish in substantive law a special grant program and 
authorize the Department of Education to make grants based
upon criteria set out in the law.
TBC:kb
wkk3/049

>b
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REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S POSITION

Tho Dopartrnonl of Education's review of the consortium of single/dual sito school districts 

rocommondod chango to tho foundation program (Tom Ryan lo Steve Hole February 17, 1989) 

recommends that the State Board of Education oppose tho legislation.

The Department's opposition is that singlo/dual sito districts do not have a common problem, 

only a common complaint-not enough revenue. Furthermore, the DOE attributes these 

complaints as not being a foundation formula problem, but that these districts having difficulty 

maintaining a level of program offerings acceptable to their community.

Weaknesses in the Department's fiscal analysis is that they examined foundation revenues only 

and did not pay any attention to total revenues available to the district. They did not examino 

how much effort above 4 mil.s single/dual site districts had to mako to provide for district 

operations. This additional local effort is indicative that "basic need" for single/dual site 

districts in inadequate.

The Department did not examine patterns of expenditure for districts but dismissed expenditure 

patterns as "people tend to spend what they have;" moreover, that breadth of program could not 

bo achieved because small size means inefficiency. No analysis was made of how efficient 

singlo/dual silos are compared to multiple site districts (Consortium study shows single/dual 

sites are very efficient with the funds available).

The Department claims to have used a statistical measure called the "coefficient of variation" to 

examine the relative changes within three groups of districts. No evidence is presented between 

groups using this measure only variations within groups. However, the reasons for these 

variations is not explained. Tho DOE concedes that the single/dual site districts had the least 

variation in terms o» dollars por ADM betv.een 1983. 1986 and 1S88.



POSITION STATEMENTS FROM SCHOOL DISTRICTS
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(Heartlof the interior)

District has been \  
school districts 'inV 

ool foundation formula/xA 
interests of these 28 school 

m has conducted an exhaustiV^ 
V demonstrates that single 
D'een negatively impacted by 
. xGalena City School District

7o I GALENA
X / k  ^ .

G A L E N A  CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
GALENA, ALASKA 01)741 

PHONE (007) B5B-1205
SUPERINTENDENT'S

OFFICE

February 6, 1989

Repr elsntative F. Kay Wall' 
Alaska State Legislature 
P. 0 J Box V (MSV3100) 
Juneau, Alaska 9,981 1

Forlthe past year,\ the Galena City School 
cooperating vith a\number of other Alaska 
evaluating the effects of the current\scho 
financial consortium which represents nhe 
districts has been formed. This consortium 
analysis of funding \patterns which clear 
sitfe and dual site school districts have 
application of the ciArrent funding scheme, 
agrees with the findings of the analysis a 
Consortium's efforts t\o obtain additional fun

nd\is supportive of the

The problems associated with the current f undingsf ormul a have been 
recognized by the Legislature since the date of implementation. In 
1$87, the Legislature appropriated 2.0 rillion dollars to offset the 
adverse impacts of the formula; an appropriation of\3.5 million 
dollars was made in 1 988\for the same purpose. Thi3 j\ear, the Single 
and Dual Site District Consortium is attempting to introduce

Segislation which would result in an appropriation of *K.6 million to 
e distributed among 28 member school district. This amoHint was 
letermined through the analysis recently completed and submitted to 
'ou in the report Single Site/Dual Site Distriot Consortium Financial 
Study Report, December, 19w. \

Representatives of the Consortium will be working with all groups in 
the educational community to obtain the desired funding. Additionally, 
a number of districts have also secured the services of Mr. Nels 
Andersen, former member of the Legislature. He will assist the 
Consortium in their efforts and will be visiting your office in the 
near future to acquaint you with the goals of the Single/Dual Site 
Consortium. He will also be requesting your support on the 
consortium's behalf.



We urge you to give the Consortium request your aer loua consideration. 
If you need additional information regarding the specific impacts on 
Galena City School District, Please contact me.

irry /E. Pi)/rdy 
Super/intendent



's J (1AI.KN AV ,
G A L E N A  CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

GALENA. ALASKA 09741 
PHONE (007) 050-1205

SUI'EKINTKN DENT'S 
OFFICE

(fleuri o f  the \nierior} March 3.1, 1989

Representatiye Kay WalHs 
P.O. Box V
Jujneau, Alas^e 99811 

Dbar Senator Fischer:

\
X

X
le Department 6f Education at the request of the Senate Health, Education and Social 

Services Committee, provided and presented a finding program which would modify the 
W e n t  education'finance formula. T h \  proposal was prompted by SB-179 which effects 
Singlo/dual site funding.

X
The Department of Education proposal presents a number of concerns, not the least of which 

/is the fact that this Proposal was developed in Hie absence of a research or data gathering

V \  XThere are a number of questions that the Departmenhpf Education should be asked about this 
proposal and are as follows: \

1. What evidence exists \o limit the funding proposal to single funding sites and to eliminate 
dual site from any financial enhancement?

2. The Department of Education has been aware of certain inequities that exist in single and 
dual site districts. No effort nas been to address either the progra'nqmatic deficiencies or the 
funding deficiencies. Why did the Department elected to ignore thesW roblem?

3. The Department of Education formula proposal eliminates one-third oKthe assessed value 
of the State of Alaska in determining assessed value per pupil. What is the rationale for 
this determination?

4. What rationale supports the Department of Education’s determination to adopt the 
Kake/Dillingham temporary solution suggested more one than one year ago?

5. Why has the Department waited until this late date to develop a funding proposal when 
audited financial data and programmatic inequities in the Single/Dual school districts were 
known nearly one year ago.

6. Why has the Department of Education changed its position regarding the recognition of 
the deficiencies? Why does the Department of Education currently support a proposed 
Foundation Formula change when less than one month ago the Department claimed that no

JC •
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problems existed in the lunding single and dual sito school districts?

7. Why has the Department of Education declined to provide the Single/Dual Site 
Consortium information rolated to tho rationale for thoir financial proposal.

8. Mr. Huxol, instrumental In drafting tho Foundation Formula, Indicates that the existing 
formula includes front-end loading which is advantageous to multiple sito school districts. 
Tho disparity between multiple and single/dual site school districts is excessive and the 
Single/Dual Site Consortium Study supports and demonstrates this excess. Why hasn't the 
Department of Education addressed this issue.

As stated above, it is my opinion that the Department of Education should be required to 
respond to these important concerns. Legislators, If they are to reach a reasonable 
conclusions regarding the structure of the funding formula, need this information as well. 
Should the Department of Education be able to adequately defend their funding proposal with 
statistical and programmatic, the Single/Dual Site Consortium would probably accept their 
findings. However, in the absence of an empirical analysis, it Is quite difficult for the 
school districts which are disparately affected to accept the proposed formula change which 
is not based on analysis or study.

Your interest in this communication in genuinely appreciated.

Sincerely,

Harry Purdy, Superintendent 
Galena City Schools

^ I



F. Kay Wallis
House of Representatives
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Wallis:

When the new foundation funding formula for schools was adopted in 1986, it was recognized 
by the Legislature and the Department of Education that some inequities may exist.

Single site school districts have taken reductions in state revenues much higher than in 
other school districts. Dillingham City School District has lost 34% of its state 
revenues, has 20 fewer employees, receives City support and still faces the need to reduce 
our FY 90 proposed budget. An amount of approximately $350,000 must be reduced from a 
budget which is already at the minimum necessary to maintain an adequate educational 
program. To make this reduction will have a severe impact on the education of our 
children.

In 1988 single and dual site school districts met and organized a research effort which 
supports minor changes in the foundation formula for 28 school districts. While the 
foundation formula is an excellent method to distribute school funds, SB 179 and HB 185 
would correct inequities, strengthen the formula and allow single site districts to 
continue serving a student population which is largely rural and Native Alaskan. In 
addition, full funding of the education unit at $60,000 will also be needed by all Alaskan 
school districts if we are to maintain positive school programs for children.

Your positive support for SB 179 and HB 185 is needed.

Sincerely,

Henry Kilmer 
Superintendent

Sincerely,

H. Sally Smi 
School Board President

HSS:HK:dh r'**

r
M«nry ruimar, pupannttnoant High Ser.oot Principal 

1 42011. 142 923)
Man* Whaalai. Butinaaa Mantgai 

143 9224 FAX (42-96)4
Mark Mlratauta. Elamanlary S ,"o o l Principal 
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March 7, 1989

Honorable Kay WalI Is 
Alaska Houso of Representatives 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative WalI Is :

I appreciated the opportunity last week of meeting with Pat Williams 
of your sta ff re la t iv e  to several concerns of the St. Mary's School 
DI s t r ic t .

F ir s t  of a l l ,  we should again like to thank you for your sponsorship 
of HB185 regarding sing le and dual funding community school d is tr ic ts . I 
was able to meet with several other leg islators while In Juneau to 
s o l ic i t  support for the b i l l .  Most seem to recognize that the proposed 
leg is la tion  does address an Inequity In the foundation program. However, 
they expressed concern about the $4.7 m illion price tag, and they fe lt  
that there were several "well o ff"  d is tr ic ts  that would benefit which did 
not have a pressing need for the additional funds.

Nonetheless, the St. Mary's School D is tr ic t  views th is  as a serious 
equity question. The current foundation program was promoted and enacted 
upon the presumption that I t  provided an equitable d istribu tion  of state 
funds to school d is t r ic ts  by taking Into account the several c r it ic a l 
variab les that a ffec t the cost of operating a d is tr ic t .  I t  Is clear that 
there are d iffe ren t cost variables at play In the operation of small 
single or dual funding community d is tr ic ts  v is  a v is  larger d is tr ic ts  and 
those with more funding communities. Thus If  the leg is la tu re  Is to 
accomplish what I t  set out to do, some adjustment Is necessary along the 
11 nes of your b i l l .

The same equity Issue can be raised re la tive  to necessary 
adjustments to the area d iffe ren tia l factor. The area d iffe ren tia ls  were 
o r ig in a lly  based upon the results of a study that was conducted for a 
purpose other than determining the geographic cost variab les associated 
with the operation of school d is tr ic ts . Now that a more appropriate 
study has been completed, I t  Is clear that a number of changes In area 
d iffe re n tia ls  are necessary If  the leg islature Is to approach the level 
of funding equity to which I t  was striv ing  when the current foundation 
program was adopted. Thus we urge you to support HB119 dealing with area 
cost d iffe re n tia ls . Passage of th is b ill would have a s ign ifican t 
positive  Impact on the St. Mary's School D is tr ic t  which has suffered more 
than any other d is t r ic t  under the current foundation program.

Tied closely to the need for the aforementioned technical 
corrections In the foundation program Is the Importance of fu ll funding 
for the $60,000 foundation unit. We recognize that state revenues are 
down and that there Is great competition for the dollars that are 
ava ilab le . However, we believe that the future success of our state w ill 
largely be determined by the efficacy of our public school system.

me 9145 VANGUARD DRIVE • ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99507 
(907) 349-1415



Therefore, every e ffo rt should be made to ensure that state financial 
support Is not diminished.

The other school d is tr ic t  funding measure which we should lik e  to 
address at th is time Is HB37 dealing prim arily with school construction 
funding through debt rotlroment and Department of Education grants. 
Although th is  appears to be an attempt to achieve equity In the way 
school d is tr ic ts  acquire capital funds from the state, we are not 
convinced that the b il l  w ill accomplish that goal. We believe that th is 
proposed leg is la tion  deserves much more review, especia lly  as regards the 
allocation schedule In Section 19.

There are of course other Issues before the leg is la tu re  In which the 
St. Mary's School D is tr ic t  has a keen In terest, but we w ill address these 
In more detail la ter. For now, suffice  It  to say that we are against any 
leg is la tion  that would create mandatory boroughs or that would 
Involuntarily  consolidate school d is tr ic ts , as these are unwarranted 
Intrusions Int< the area of local self-determination.

We also vigorously oppose binding In terest a rb itra tion  In school 
d is t r ic t  co lle c tive  bargaining. Such leg is la tion  would seriously 
undermine public control of public education by Improperly delegating 
c r it ic a l economic and policy decisions to th ird  parties who are not 
accountable to the electorate for the resu lts of those decisions.

The St. Mary's School D is tr ic t Is very appreciative of the Interest, 
concern, and support you have shown us. If  there ts any way that we can 
be of assistance to you re la tive  to the above mentioned matters or other 
education Issues, please feel free to contact Jim Zuelow or myself.

(Educational. Management Associates, In c .;

BAW/gt
cc: Senator Johne Binkley

J Iin Zuelow



March 10, 1989

Tho Honorable F. Kay W a llis  
Houso Flnanco Commlttoo 
Houso of RoprosentatIvos 
P.O. Box V 
Junoau, AK 99811

Boar Representative W a llis :

The curront publIc school foundation program was designed, promctod, 
and adopted on the basis that I t  provided a much moro oqulteblo framework 
for tho d istribution of state funds for education than Its  prodocesscr. 
For the most part, th is  goal was accomplished, a fact lauded by most 
poople In tho education community. Tnls was a notable nccomplIsnmont for 
which the Govornor, tho Legislature, and tho Department of Education 
should be proud.

Nonetheless, I t  was rocognlzod at tho time of Its  passago that tho 
leg is la tion  s t i l l  had a few flaws that producod adverso consoquencos to 
certa in  d is tr ic ts . These wero related to the area cost d iffe ren tia ls , 
some of which were obviously Inappropriate, and tho "penalty" to dis­
t r ic t s  which do not have m ultiple funding communities.

These adverse consequences wore rocognlzed at the outset, and tho 
Legislature was far-sighted enough to make appropriations to addross 
these problems — $2 m illion In FY'88 and J3.5 m illion In FY'89. At the 
same time, a study was commissioned to better determine actual area cost 
d iffe re n tia ls  as they re la te  to the operation of school d is tr ic ts . That 
study shows that tho necessary adjustments to area d iffe re n tia ls  w ill 
have no cost Impact on the state.

Thus the remaining problem Is with smaller single and dual funding 
community d is tr ic ts . In order to compensate for the cost of operating 
schools In multiple funding communities, the formula Is "front-end load­
ed" to provide a funding base for each s ite . Whether the formula has 
overcompensated for n u lt 'p le  funding community d is tr ic ts  or undercompen­
sated for smaller single Jual funding community d is tr ic ts  Is  academic.
The fac t Is that en tire ly  too great a d isparity has been generated.

An actual ccmpa-lson of two u ls tr lc ts  graphically Illu s tra te s  the 
problem. I t  happens that the St. Mary's School D is t r ic t  has an FY'89 ADM 
of 110.9. The Aleutian Region School D is tr ic t  has an ADM of 111. St. 
Mary's has one funding community, and Aleutian Region has six . The dra­
matic d isparity resu lting  from single versus m ultiple funding communities 
Is out IIned below.

2 &l!
l0*l
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A|out I on Region 
St. Mary’s 
01f foronco

fcJZ.Unlll IfiiAi Yfll uo Yfll ua for AIM 
21.70 SI,302,000 111,730
13.24 $ 794,400 $7,163
8.46 $ 907,600 $ 4,369

Thus, without rojarO to tho other components of the foundation formula,
St. Mary's boslc funding for K-12 Is 36$ less than Aleutian Region simply 
as a function of thu front-ond load applied to uach funding community.
Such a disparity cannot bo Justified on the basis of the operational cost 
dlfforoncos between a ono-slto and a slx-slto district. This disparity 
has a lessor Impact upon largo single/dual-sito districts and a lessor 
Impact on dual-sltu districts than slnglo-slte districts.

Although tho odvorso consoquoncos to Individual districts Is substan­
tial rolatlve to Inapp.oprlato aroa cost differentials and tho sln- 
glo/dcol si to penalty, tho Impact upon tho stato Is nogllglble. As has 
boon Indicated, there Is no stato cost to fix the area differentials 
under MB119. Tho cost to oddross the single/dual si to problem under 
HB185 Is loss than $4.7 million, or approximately 1$ of the foundation 
program. To bo within 1$ of equity for such a masslvo program Is nota­
ble; thus It would bo all tho more a pity If those two problems are not 
oddrossod so that tho program may fulfill Its avowod purpose.

As you Know, those two Issuos have boon before the Legislature ever 
slnco tho current foundation program was adopted, bocauso tho advurso 
Impacts to tho affoctod districts are In the most casos too substantial 
to bo Ignorod. If tho problems ero not solvod this yoar, they will con­
tinue to be brought before tho loglsloturo until they aro solved. In tho 
moantlmo, tho quality of education Is bound to suffer In many of tho 
affected districts.

Critics of tho proposod slnqle/dual-slte solution sometimes say that 
school consolidation Is the answor. Ho do not deny that tho Issuo of 
consolidation Is ono that must be addressed. However, bocauso of Its 
Inherent complexity and the political and othor ramifications, consolida­
tion Is really a future Issue. The slngle/dual-slto problem Is an Immedi­
ate Issue that spoaks to a basic Inequity l.i the foundation program as It 
now exists.

Others say that certain "well-off" districts would bonoflt from tho 
adjustment and do not really nood tho additional funds. It Is true that 
because of extraordinary assossod valuations or FL874 revonues, somo 
districts are more fortunate than others. This was the caso In the pest 
and will likely continue Into the futuro. However, It Is Irrelevant In 
consideration of the fact that an Inheront Inequity exists In tho alloca­
tion of tho cornorstone of the foundat'on formula —  tho boslc K-12 
unit. This Inequity should bo resolvod. Thon, If there Is a way to 
addross windfalls, that should be done later. Hovovor, caro must bo 
token with regard to tho lattor to onsuro that tho disparity applocart Is 
not upset so as to Joopordlzo tho stoto's eligibility undor PL874.

6̂*



In conclusion, wo urge you to fupport >40119 and »0t8) to addrass 
those blemishes on an otherwise outstanding foundation program. If you 
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Jim Zuelov, Superin­
tendent of the St. Mary's School District, or myself.

B.A. tfolnborg, Consultant /
ST. MANY' SCHOOL DISTRICT/
(Educational MenagomqnKAssoclotes, Inc.)

BAH/gt



TANANA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
P O Bo« 89

Tsruoj. Alj*kj 99777 Qr. Vine* tarry
19071 166*720) SvpfnMpndfr^in^

Mr. lor R. Young
Wff'NUmrr Aipium

January 26. 1989

Sanator John* Q.nkJay and 
Raprasantativa Kay F. W as*
Alaska Stata lagisiatura 
P. O. Bo* V (MS 3100)
Junaau. AK 99611

Daar Sanator B<nkiay and Raprasantativa Walks:

For tha post yaar. tha Tanana Crfy Scnoot Ostnct nas baan cooparatmg with a numbar of othar 
Alaska school d-stncts m asaJuaimg tna offsets of tna currant sen oof foundation formula. A financial 
consortium which rapratants tna m taraits of tnass 28 school d«str<ts nas t>aan formad This 
consortium nas conductor! an aifwustrva analysis of funding panams which c'aa/fy damonstralas tnat 
smgfa s>ta and dua' s-ta school districts nava baan nagaovaiy impaciad by appicahon of tna currant 
funding scnarra Tanana C N School District agraas wttn tna findings of tna analysis and is supportrva 
of tna Consortiums affort* to obtain additional funding.

Tha proWams ossooatad with tna currant funding formula hava boon racognuad by tna 
lag«iatura sinca tna data of «mp*amantat>on. In 1967. tna lagisiatura appropnatad 2 0 m»iion 
dona/s to offsat tna advarsa impacts of tna formula; an approbation of 3 5 maiion doitars was mads 
In 1968 for tna samo purposs Th » yaar. tna S*ngia and Dual S ta District Consortium is attamptmg 
to introduca lagtsiabon which would rasuft in an appropriation of $4 6 rr.j.on  to ba d«s input ad 
among tna 28 mambar school districts. This amount was datarmnad through tha analysis racanfiy 
compiatad and submttad to you in tha rsport Sirota Sita'Dual S-.ta D stnct Consoffiiiin Financial 
Study Raoort. Dacambar. 1988

Raprasantatrvas of tna Consortium w il ba working with as groups m tha sducational 
community to obtain tna ds*rad funding. Additionally, a numoar of tna districts nava also sacursd tha 
sarvtcaa of Mr. Na*a Andvson. tormar mambar ef tna lag«iatura Ha will assist tna Consortium In 
tha* afforts and w it ba visiting your offica in tha naar futua to acquaint you with tha goals of tna 
Smgta/Ouai Sna Consortium. Ha m l also ba raQoastmg your support on tha consortium's bshatf.

Wa urpa you to givs tna Consortium raquast your sanous cons4orabon. If you naao odd tons) 
information r*g*rtSng tna spaofic impacts on Tanana Oty School Otetftcl piaasa contact ma.

Sincaraiy yours.

Vincant Barry 
Supanntandant

VB/tac

Thr Purpow ol tha Tjnjnj u hool rt 
To help jll childfm  xucceed in obtaining ihe necexun *no* ledge tiilh jnd ittitvdet lo li%e i  

hippy, peoductne h ie  J*  j  contributing m r m b r r  or tonrfv

* 0



SKAGWAY CITY SCKOOL
P.O. 8ox497 • Skugway, Alasko 99840 • (907)983-2960

m  I

March 31, 1909

To Whom It May Concern-

Tho Skagway City School Dist ri ct  is re co gn iz ed  as one of the 
most und erfund ed  districts in the state and unless the city 
government  approves a 581 INCREASE In local cont ributions,  
many existing programs will be lost.

The following EXISTING programs will be elimin a t e d  unless 
legislation supporting the small and dual site c o n s o r t i u m  is 
supported:

One full-time elementary teaching position which will 
result in combining multi-gra de s in one class

Elimination of all community education activities

Elimination of satellite education courses (The 
district added Advanced Senior English, Japanese, 
and Spanish through satellite television this year.)

Deferring substantial building and m a i n t e n a n c e  projects

Reduction of Instructional materials

Reduction of e x t r a - c u r r l c u 1ar activities

Filling existing vacancies with first y e a r  teachers 
only - no prior experience or advanced degrees

Reduction of classified staff

These reductions may seem insignificant but Skagway City 
School District only has 144 students, 12 certified staff,
6 classified staff and an operating budget of SI,081,000 - 
THESE REDUCTIONS WOULD HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE 
QUALITY AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNIT Y AV AILABLE TO OUR 
CHILDREN.

Your support would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Ralph Tronrud, President 
Board of Education
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POSITION PAPER

House Bill 185: An Act relating to the Public School Foundation program 

P U R P O S E

The purpose of this bill is to provide equity in the public school foundation 

program by adding a pe'centage factor to schedules (a) and (b) in AS 

14.17.041 to correct a funding problem ‘vhere a school district consists of 

two or less funding communities.

BACKGROUND.

A funding community is the determiant by which districts generate 

instructional units to determine basic need. The funding community 

schedules front end load instructional units. That L , it takes fewer 

students to make an instructional unit. This method is used to financially 

assist small schools. However, when a funding communiiy is also a 

district, the schedule is not adequate to cover the costs of district as 

well as school operations. These districts have two choices: (1) reduce 

educational p ro jram  expenditures to accomodate district operational 

costs, or (2) seek additional local funds from the municipal government. 

This is only possible if the local tax base can generate revenue in real 

dollar terms.

On the other hand, a district which has many funding communities can 

repeat the schedule many times. They receive a "bonus" which provides

3 1



adequately for the district and school costs.

A L T E B N A IL Y E S

Do Nothing: This is unacceptable. If this Legislature reduces the 

appropriation required to fully fund the foundation program by 5 percent, 

the impact on single/dual site districts is devastating.

Consolidate Smaller D istricts: Consolidation of Districts may be viable 

where they are connected by road. Program and administrative 

efficiencies may be realized. However, this approach is very questionable 

when communities are physically isolated from aach other. No program 

efficiances can be realized, for children cannot be brought together to 

increase class size and program offerings. Clearly, it costs more to 

operate a multiple site district than a single site district, so 

administrative efficiences are not realized.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

It was the intent of th6 Legislature in enacting this foundation program to 

assure an equitable level of educational opportunity for those in 

attendance in the public schools of the state (AS 14.17.220) The proposed 

change provided in this bill will help assure that intent is met.
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Department o f  Educ 11 1 on
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TO. ...Steve Hole  •• ■*•—
Deputy Commissioner

OATE: February  17, 1989

F ILE  NO: FAC 1742

TELEPHONE NO: 465-2865

FROM: Tom R y a n ^ 3 .
A c t i n g  (rl-retJtoT- „ 
EFSS

SUBJECT: S i n g l e / D u a l  S i t e  C on so r t ium  
Proposed Foundat ion  Program  
Amendment

A Co n so r t iu m  o f  S i n g l e / D u a l  S i t e  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  I s  p ro p o s in g  a change to  the 
f o u n d a t io n  program ( a t t a c h e d )  which p r o v id e s  an e x t r a  percentage  c a l c u l a t i o n  
f o r  twenty e i g h t  school  d i s t r i c t s .  The Conso r t ium  c l a im s  th a t  t h i s  e x t r a  
f u n d in g  i s  needed to c o u n te r a c t  n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  the c u r re n t  form u la .

He have rev iewed the a n a l y s i s  done f o r  the Co nso r t ium  by the South E a s t  
Reg ion a l  Resource Center  ( SE RR C ) .  While  t h a t  a n a l y s i s  does show a r e d u c t i o n  in 
average e x p e n o l t u r e s  f o r  Co n so r t iu m  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s ,  I t  does not  show a 
p a t te rn  o f  r e d u c t io n s  common to  the group as a whole.  The c u r r e n t  fo rm u la  was 
d es igned  p a r t l y  f o r  the purpose  o f  r e d u c in g  f u n d in g  f o r  d i s t r i c t s  w i th  ADM 
under 1000 which had been f a v o re d  by the p r e v io u s  form ula .

The C o n so r t iu m  a n a l y s i s  u se s  su rv ey s  o f  s u p e r in te n d e n t s  In s i n g l e / d u a l  s i t e  
d i s t r i c t s  to  conc lude th a t  there  were " d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e / d i s p a r a t e  program  
c u r t a i l m e n t s , "  y e t  there  I s  no s i m i l a r  su rvey  d a t a  shown f o r  m u l t i - s i t e  
d i s t r i c t  p rograms.  The s u rv e y  comments are  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s u b j e c t i v e  and are not  
co r r o b o r a te d  by t e s t  s co re s  o r  g r a s s  r o o t s  p re s su re  which would he lp  I d e n t i f y  
program In a d e q u a c ie s .  That s i n g l e / d u a l  s i t e  d i s t r i c t  s c h o o l s  may not o f f e r  a l l  
o f  the orogram o p t i o n s  a v a i l a b l e  In l a r g e r  d i s t r i c t s  I s  a m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  the 
e f f i c i e n c y  o f  s c a l e  a c h ie v a b le  In  l a r g e r  d i s t r i c t s ,  and does no t  by I t s e l f  
I n d i c a t e  a fo u n d a t io n  fo rm u la  problem.

There are  c e r t a i n l y  some d i s t r i c t s  In the Conso r t ium  who are h av in g  d i f f i c u l t y  
m a i n t a i n i n g  a l e ve l  o f  program o f f e r i n g s  a c c e p t a b le  to  t h e i r  community. Yet  we 
do no t  b e l i e v e  t h i s  I s  true  f o r  a l l  o r  even the m a j o r i t y  o f  Conso r t ium  schoo l  
d i s t r i c t s .  Our a n a l y s i s  o f  the SERRC d a ta  shows a g r e a t e r  v a r i a n c e  In  e f f e c t s  
o f  f u n d i n g  fo rm u la  changes  on C o n s o r t iu m  d i s t r i c t s  than upon m u l t i - s i t e  
d i s t r i c t s .  Ht can f i n d  no common denominator  which I d e n t i f i e s  the S i n g l e / D u a l  
S i t e  C o n s o r t iu m  school  d i s t r i c t s  as a g roup  with  a common problem r e q u i r i n g  a 
common s o l u t i o n .

We recommend t h a t  the S t a t e  Board  oppose the e x t r a  percentage  b i l l  I f  I t  I s  
subm i t ted  In the l e g i s l a t u r e ,  because I t  p r o v id e s  a s o l u t i o n  to  a common 
c o m p la in t  and no t  to  a c l e a r l y  I d e n t i f i e d  common problem. At the February  
Board  m eet ing  we w i l l  p r o v id e  department a n a l y s e s  o f  the da ta  I l l u s t r a t i n g  the  
v a r i a t i o n  In Con so r t ium  e x p e r ie n c e s  through v a r i o u s  fou n d a t io n  program changes .
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S IN G L E  / D U A L  S ITE  C O N S O R T IU M  F I N A N C I A L  S T U D Y  

R E V IE W  A N D  A N A L Y S I S  -  “

Study and Proposal.

The Consor t ium  s tu d y  examined the revenues  and e x p e n d i tu r e s  per  p u p i l  in AOM 
from FY1986 to FY1989 f o r  t h i r t y  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as s i n g l e / d u a l  
s i t e  d i s t r i c t s .  The f i n d i n g s  are th a t  revenues  per  ADM to these  schoo l  
d i s t r i c t s  have been d e c l i n i n g ,  as have e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  o v e r  the f i s c a l  year s  
s tu d ie d .  A d d i t i o n a l  s t a t e  f u n d in g  by fo rm u la  a d ju s tm e nts  to i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
u n i t s  f o r  these d i s t r i c t s  I s  recommended by the s tud y .

Review and Analysis.

Department a n a l y s i s  was d i r e c t e d  a t  ex am in a t ion  o f  the s t a t e  a i d  p a t t e r n  to  
three groups  o f  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s :  s i n g l e / d u a l  s i t e  d i s t r i c t s ,  l a r g e  
m e t ro p o l i t a n  school  d i s t r i c t s ,  and d i s p e r s e d  r u r a l  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s .  S t a t e  
a id  revenue p a t t e r n s  were the p r im ary  f o c u s  f o r  a n a l y s i s  because t h a t  i s  what 
the Conso r t ium  S tu d y  proposes  c h ang ing .  Area  d i f f e r e n t i a l s  were removed from 
the s t a t u  a i d  data  so the fund s  measured r e p r e se n t  the I n s t r u c t i o n a l  supp or t  
aspe c t  o f  the fo rm u la .  S t a t e  a i d  per ADM was then recomputed u s i n g  the 
ad ju s te d  a id  amounts.  A s t a t i s t i c a l  measure c a l l e d  the " c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  
v a r i a t i o n "  was a p p l i e d  to  examine the r e l a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h i n  the three  
I d e n t i f i e d  g roups .  I t  then became p o s s i b l e  to  examine the e f f e c t s  o f  changes  
in s t a t e  fund ing  a t  three  f i s c a l  p e r i o d s  and determine  the e x te n t  to  which the 
s t a t e  fu n d in g  fo rm u la  may have c o n t r i b u t e d  to v a r i a t i o n s  w i t h i n  a g roup ,  as  
well  as  between g r o u p s .

Aud i ted  s t a t e  a id  revenues were examined f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r s  1983, 1986 and 
1988. The f o u n d a t io n  program form u la  In  FY83 was based upon ADM counts  
converted  to I n s t r u c t i o n a l  u n i t s  w ith  the s t a t e  e q u a l i z i n g  l o c a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  
with  s t a t e  funds by a fo rm u la  element c a l l e d  " supp lem en ta l  e q u a l i z a t i o n  a i d " .  
From FY84 through FY86 a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  were made on a s t a t u t o r y  amount per AOM 
der ived  from the FY83 fo rm u la ,  w ith  v a r i a t i o n s  In  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  l e v e l s  each 
year .  FY87 was not  examined because changes  to ADM fund in g  were a s y s t e m a t i c  
and r e s u l t e d  In problems w i th  the f e d e r a l  P .L .  874 Impact A id  program  
r e q u i r i n g  a s p e c i a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  in FY88 to r e - e q u a l i z e  s t a t e  a i d .  FY88 was 
the f i r s t  ye ar  o f  the c u r re n t  f o u n d a t io n  program fo rm u la  which was adopted to  
b e t t e r  e q u a l i z e  f u n d in g  o f  d i s t r i c t s .

The f ou n d a t io n  fo rm u la  r e c o g n i z e s  d i s t r i c t  s i z e  and d i s p e r s i o n  o f  s c h o o l s  as  
s i g n i f i c a n t  c o s t  f a c t o r s  and a d j u s t s  f o r  them. G eog raph ic  c o s t  f a c t o r s  were 
r e c e n t l y  s tud ied  In d e t a i l  f o r  the L e g i s l a t u r e ,  and were not a n a ly z e d  In t h i s  
review. N e i the r  were exp e n d i tu re s  examined s ' n c e  they re p r e se n t  b ud ge ta ry  
a c t i o n s  and d e c i s i o n s  o f  schoo l  boards and t h e i r  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and 
expend i tu re  d i f f e r e n c e s  would n e c e s s a r i l y  p a r a l l e l  revenue f l u c t u a t i o n s .
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The h o r i z o n t a l  bar g raph  shows the three schoo l  d i s t r i c t  g r o u p i n g s  f o r  three  
f i s c a l  y e a r s .  The s i n g l e / d u a l  s i t e  g roup  o f  d i s t r i c t s  i s  the most d i s p a r a t e  
measured on an a id  per ADM b a s i s .  D i s t r i c t s  In t h i s  group v a r y  from 48 to  
ov e r -2 .5 0 0  p u p i l s  in s i z e .  C o n v e r s i o n  o f  ADM coun ts  to i n s t r u c t i o n a l  u n i t s  
causes  extreme v a r i a t i o n s  in s t a t e  a id  w i t h i n  t h i s  d i v e r s e  g roup .  When 
presented  as amounts per ADM o f  revenue, these w i t n l n - g r o u p  d i f f e r e n c e s  are  
a m p l i f i e d .  However, f o r  the three f i s c a l  ye ar s  examined,  t h i s  g roup had the 
l e a s t  v a r i a t i o n  in terms o f  d o l l a r s  per ADM p ro v id e d  from the s t a t e .

D i s t r i c t s  over  2.500 s tud en t s  in_ s i z e  are  l e s s  d i v e r s e  as a g roup  compared to 
the s i n g l e / d u a l  s i t e  group on the 5/ADM b a s i s  o f  com par i son .  Th i s  i s  due in 
p a r t  to l o ca l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  requ i rem ent s  in the c u r r e n t  fo rm u la ,  and changes  in 
th e -ad jus tm ent  o f  P .L .8 7 4  Impact  A id  fu n d s ,  both o f  which dec rea se  s t a t e  a i d .  
V a r ia n c e s  w i th in  t h i s  group f rom c o n v e r t i n g  ADM to i n s t r u c t i o n a l  u n i t s  and 
d o l l a r s  are  sm a l l ,  and r e s u l t  In a lower amount per ADM when a ve rage d .  Th i s  
g ro u p in g  shows the g r e a t e s t  d e c l i n e  in s t a t e  a i d  in FY88.

W1thin d l s p e r s e d  r u r a l  d i s t r i c t s  as a g roup ,  c o n v e r s i o n  o f  ADM to 
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  u n i t s  commonly c au se s  wider,  v a r i a t i o n s  in s t a t e  a i d .  Sma l l  
ch ange s ’ ln  ADM cause  major changes '  in u n i t s  and d o l l a r s  p a id .  Th i s  g roup  o f  
d i s t r i c t s  a l s o  d e r i v e s  s u b s t a n t i a l  revenues  from the P .L .8 74  Impact  A id  
program, and the d e c r e a s e d - s t a t e  a i d  per  ADM *n FY88 I s  l a r g e l y  due to  the 
e q u a l i z a t i o n  ad ju stm ents  o f  the l a t e s t  fo rm u la .

Conclusions.

The f o u n d a t io n  program form u la  Implemented in FY88 appears  to  have had the 
l e a s t  e f f e c t  on s t a t e  a i d  to the s i n g l e / d u a l  s i t e  . d l s t r i c t s  as a g roup .  Th i s  
i s  a w id e l y  v a r ie d  g roup ,  which l o g i c a l l y  p r e c lu d e s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  about  
problems o r  s o l u t i o n s  to  problems a f f e c t i n g  them.

The S i n g l e  S i t e  / Dual S i t e  D i s t r i c t  C on so r t ium  F i n a n c i a l  S tudy  Repor t  o f  
December, 1988 proposes  fou n d a t io n  fo rm u la  a d ju s tm e n ts  which would p ro v id e  
more s t a t e  a i d  to the school  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  the g roup .  A s sum ing  no 
r e d u c t io n s  in s t a te  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  schoo l  s u p p o r t  in FYSO, the s tu d y  i s  a 
r e a s o n a b le  p o l i t i c a l  p r o p o s a l .  I f  s t a t e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  schoo l  su p p or t  
decrea se ,  the proposed  changes would be accomodated a t  the expense o f  o th e r  
school  d i s t r i c t s .

The c u r r e n t  fo u n d a t io n  formula  d id  pa s s  the f e d e r a l  P .L .8 7 4  Im pact  A i d  e q u i t y  
check knows as the " d i s p a r i t y  t e s t "  on the b a s i s  o f  FY88 a u d i t e d  schoo l  
d i s t r i c t  revenues.  The proposed  changes  w i l l  p r o b a b l y  I n c r e a s e  the d i s p a r i t y  
between d i s t r i c t s ,  t u t  such changes  s ho u ld  not cause  the s t a t e  to  f l u n k  the 
t e s t  so f a r  as e x i s t i n g  data  i n d i c a t e s .

3k



SIN G LE/D U A L SITE DISTRICTS
V A R I A T I O N S  F Y 8 3 / F Y 8 6 / F Y 8 8

FY83

FY86

FY.88

.y/v:- 24.518

16.123

33.333

\ 1 
4

'ft
%

• • r v

V .

22.053
. •

19,
>j

.366!

33.672

34.28

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

SINGLE/DUAL, LARGE, DISPERSED RURAL

Hi Series  1 ES3 Series  2 Series  3

F o u n d a t i o n  P r o g r a m  A n a l y » t »

^ 7



nun imiutit or iiku iu
1(1001 0MII1IIC r i l l  11111111
(M/iiiioii ot dim: mi to nil. nil to mi i mi to mi 
li:(ftlM)ll (I1/IWIII

11 
11

t l t l l C I  s / l l l  I ) 11,111.01

S T I I O l t O  O t l l t t l O l  S / M l  I )  { 2 , 1 1 1 . 1 1

an ,i unri.i s us n non

K . I 4 S . I 2

12.211.(1

11.(1112

(I.III.II 

12.011.1)

11.21)11

1 ( 1 0 0 1
I I I 1 I K T

m i  h i  
i i i o i

m i  u r r .
r n i L  i n  

1 1 1 2 - 1 ,

r m  
i n n  i n  

r u  i n

r m  m u  i n  n u m .  
m u  r t n  r t  i i k  
m i  n r r .  h i

r m  m u  i n  
i m m i  
r u  h i

m i  m u  h i  r r  m i  r u t  m u  m  
m u  n i l  r o i m t i o i  i m m i  
o n  n r r .  r i m  m  r u  h i

S  U l  i d  
r i K i i m i  

r m  t o  r t n

S  r u  o i  
f i l C l B t l C I

r r n  t o  m i

S  M l  0 1  I I I
r u c o n c i  1 1  i

M i l  1 0  M i l  1 I  |

•  I I H I I I H M I M I I H I I I H t l l l l l I  1 1
•  i n u i / i i u  m i  i i i t i i c i i  • i 1 • 1 1 1•  I I I  t l l i t  I I H I t M t  • • • • • « • • • • • • 1 . :  i 1 1 I  ’
t i l l 1 2 . l l t . 1 l l $ 0 M . 1 I I l i . m . i i i ( I ) i i . n i 1 S I . I I 1 . I 2 I i n S l . K I  • ( 2 . 1 0 S i  S I ) 1 1  l l l l  1
m n i u  i t d o i 1 1 . 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 1 1 1 m . m 1 1 . I K . I l l 1 1 S I I . S K i  1 1 , 2 2 1 . 1 ) 1 i d ! 1 1 1 . i n  • K . 2 I I I t . s o I I I . 2 ) 1 1  1 j
m i n i  m u i t l . l l l . l l l 1 1 1 1 1 . 1 2 1 1 1 . 1 ) 2 , 0 1 O S 0 . ( 1 1 • S I . 1 ) 2 , 2 1 ) S l . l l l  • 1 1 . 1 0 S i . 5 1 ! 1 1 . 2 0 1  1
i n n o i  n r 1 1 . 1 ) 0 . 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 . 2 2 1 t l . l l l . l l l 1 1 1 M . l l l < ( I . I l l , S I ) 2 0 o . i l )  * 1 m u i 1 1 . 2 ) 1 n . D i i  i  ;
( O l t O I I 1 1 . 1 2 1 . 1 1 1 I I I 1 1 , l l ( 1 1 , 1 1 1 , 0 1 ) ) ( l l . S H 0 . 1 ( 1 , 1 1 1 0 ) S i , 1 1 1  * 1 1 2 . 1 0  j I I I . 1 0 ! i r . u i l  I  i
( U K i l . l l l . l l ) I I I D . 2 1 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 , 1 ) 1 I I I S l . l l l ‘  S I . 2 ) 1 . 1 2 1 I I I  | K i l l  • 1 1 . 1 2 1  1 1 1 . 1 1 ! l i . J i i l  i  i
i n n  ( i n n 1 1 , 1 ) 1 . 1 ( 1 1 1 1 u n i , 1 1 , > 1 1 , 0 1 0 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 1 • O . I S I . D I 1 1 1 ' 0 . 1 ) 1  • D . I K 1 1 . 1 1 1 1 4 . 1 1 1 1  )
l l l l l K l i l ! 2 . l ( ( . l l ) 1 1 ) i i . n i 1 2 . 0 4 . 1 1 ) 1 1 1 s s . i i ) j  S 2 . l l l . l i ) 0 . 1 0  ’ 1 0 1 . l i t 0 . 1 1 1 o . i n i  i  .
( K i l l m i . i n 1 ( 2 S l . l l l 0 1 ) , 1 0 I I I i  S I . 1 K • O 0 ( . I K I S I J ) . ) ) )  • l o o .  i n 1 0 . ) ) ! 1 1 ) . S H I  1 i
m u i t 2 . I K . l l l 1 1 1 S i . J d 1 2 , 1 2 1 , 1 1 1 1 1 1 I I , 2 ) 1 1 S l . l l l . l l l ) ( (  i 0 , 1 ) 1  * 1 1 2 . 1 ) 1 1 2 . 2 1 1 1 2 . 1 2 1 1  I  1
l o o m 1 1 . 1 * 1 . 1 1 2 2 ) 1 1 1 . I K 1 1 , 1 1 1 . 0 1 2 2 1 s s . i i ) ;  1 1 . 2 1 2 , 5 ) 1 2 i l  ' o . l l l  * 1 1 1 . ( 0 1 1 . 2 ( 4 1 1 . 1 0 1 1  I
I I I I I I K 1 1 ) 1 , 2 2 1 I ) 1 1 . 1 2 1 S I ) ) . ) ) ) 0 1 1 . 1 2 1 ! 0 1 1 , 1 ) 1 1 1 ) S l . K I  • 1 1 1 . 1 2 1 1 1 ) . 1 ) 1 1 2 . 1 ) 4 1  I
m i S I . 1 ( 1 . 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 . 0 ( 1 S I , I I I . t o 2 1 1 I S , I I S S I . I K . 1 1 4 I I I s s . k i i  • i i . m 1 2 . 2 ) 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 1  |
I I S I 0 I I I I 6 T s o S I . I K , I I I 1 ) 2 1 4 . 4 1 ) s i . i i i . i i ) 1 0 O K I  • 1 0 . ( 5 4 1  1
m c i i i u i i . i i i . i i ) 2 , 1 ( 1 S l . l l l o . o i . l l l 2 . 0 ) S M K S I . I 1 2 . I I 1 2 , i l l S l . l l l  • i i i . c n ! 1 0 1 . 2 0 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 1  1
U K  ( O t l 1 1 1 1 . 1 ) 1 1 1 ) S l . l l l o n . i n 1 2 1 S i . I l l S i l l .  I K O S J S . K I  • • 1 1 . 1 ) 4 1 1 . 1 0 1 0 . 2 ) 1 1  1
I L I I O C I S t . O l l . l l l 1 ) 1 1 1 . 1 0 1 0 . i n . ) i i 1 1 1 S l . l l l S K I , I I ) 1 1 1 o . l l l  • K . O I 1 1 . 1 0 1 1 . 0 1 1 1  I
m m I I . K O . I I ) 1 2 1 1 1 . 1 2 4 5 1 . 1 1 1 , 1 5 ) 1 1 1 0 . l i t S I , 1 1 l . i l ) 2 1 1 O . l l l  • i i t . m I ) . ) ) ! 1 1 . 1 1 1 1  1 ,
1 0 1 1 1 1 . 0 1 . 1 ) 2 1 1 1 1 1 , 1 2 1 S l . l l l . l l l I K S I , I I I 0 . 1 1 1 . 1 2 1 1 2 S / , ( . ) ( )  * 1 1 1 . 1 0 K . 2 1 1 1 1 . ( 2 1 1  1 !
U I K I I 1 ) 0 . 1 1 1 ( 1 i l l . I l l 0 ) 1 , 1 2 ) I I 0 2 . 1 ) 2 1 1 1 ) , l l i 1 ) S I I . I 2 I  ' 1 1 4 . ( 1 4 1 ) . ( I t 1 1 . 1 ) 1 1  1
M T I I I I O K 1 2 . 2 0 . 1 1 1 1 1 2 S l . l l l S 2 , 1 1 1 , 0 ) 1 0 2 S I . 2 1 S s i .  m . u i 0 1 0 . ( 1 2  ‘ 1 ( 1 . 1 0 1 1 1 . 5 0 1 1 1 . 0 1 1  I
m i n o r 1 1 . 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 , 1 1 1 0 2 1 , 1 1 ) 1 ( 1 S S . S 4 I O K . K I 1 ) 1 O . S I I  • 1 1 . ( 1 4 l ) . ) ) t 1 1 1 . 1 ) 1 1  1 ,
m i  f o u r 1 ( 0 . 1 1 1 1 1 1 D . d O 1 1 ) 1 . 4 ( 1 I I I 0 , 0 1 0 1 2 . 2 1 ) I I I O . K I  • I I ) . I l l I I M 1 1 1 0 ) . ( I l l  1
l l t l l 1 1 . 0 1 . 1 1 ) 1 , 1 1 ) 1 1 . 0 1 K . O l . l l ) 1 . 0 1 ( ) , ) ( ) S l . l l l , 1 1 ) M i l 0 , 1 1 )  • 1 1 1 . 2 ) 1 1 1 5 .  ( 0 n . i i t i  i  |
I I K I I t 0 1 1 , 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 . ( 2 0 S I K , 1 2 1 1 2 ) 0 , 1 0 S I 2 I . 2 0 I I I 0 . 1 ) 1  • 1 2 1 . 1 1 1  : 1 1 ) . I l l i i . K i i  i
I t .  I 1 1 T ‘ S 1 1 . l i t . I l l 1 1 1 S l . l l l S l . l l l . l l l 1 1 1 s o , h i { 1 , 1 ) 1 , 1 ) 1 I I ) o . l l l  » 1 0 0 . i l l K . l l t 1 1 . 5 1 1 1  |
t u r n 1 1 2 1 . 1 1 2 1 1 S l . l l l t i l ) , S I ) 1 1 0 . ( 2 1 0 ) 2 , 0 ) 1 ) 0 . ( 1 1  • 1 1 2 . 1 0  j 1 0 1 . 0 ) 1 n . s i t i  i
m u m S I K . ( 1 1 1 1 1 0 . 1 1 1 1 1 ( 2 . ( 1 1 1 ) 1 S ( . l l ) 0 0 . 1 1 1 1 5 ) 0 , 1 1 1  • 1 0 1 . ( 0 1 1 . 1 1 ! 1 1 . 0 1 1  )
U L I I t 1 1 . 1 ( 0 . 2 1 1 I I I S ( . ) O ) S l . l l l . l l l 1 1 1 S l . l l l 0 , 1 ( 1 , I I I 0 ) o . s i i  » I I I . ) ! !  . 1 1 . 1 2 1 I I . U K  I  j
m u m 1 2 . 1 1 2 . 1 1 1 I I I 5 1 . 5 2 1 S 2 . I S I . i l ) 1 1 1 0 . 1 2 1 S l . K I , I I ) 1 1 1 0 . ( 2 )  • 1 0 1 . ( 2 1  ; 1 1 2 . 1 ) 1 1 1 . 1 ) 1 1  1
m i n t 1 1 . 0 1 1 . 1 2 1 1 1 1 s i . i u S l . l l l . l l l 1 0 S i , I K ( 1 ) 1 . 0 1 1 ) 1 0 . ( 0  • 1 0 2 . 2 0 1 K i l l 1 1 . 1 2 1 1  I  •

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I



11 
11 
11 
11 
11
1 1......

• • 0 * *i .!

n mu

5111*11

• I .

u in ii

irtii'il

1 Mil'llIll'lliniirni'i!ill'll
1 Mil'll)tommuIll'llHItiriirtiitt'il
1 Mil IItuooiID'IIIIll'llIII•mil'lliicii
1 Mll'llltornmuIll'llIIIunit'dlien
1 Mll'llltuniii it(Oil!HIunionurn
I Minitinthi iiiIll'llIIIiiiiii'iimil
1 lUI'lllill'lliiciiIll'llnn(inii'isill'll
1 Mll'lll'tununiIll'llm'liiniritiuni
1 MIO (01tintuniuniintii'iii'itui'i!
1 Mil'lltintunimilin(It'IH'llllf'll
1 MUMmuttmmilinunit'dIll'll
1 Mll'lllmmmillurn10itctiidtil'll
1 Mll'lllmen111(01Ill'll!11!iii'tiri!(III!
I Minoturn10 etill'll311iirtirttIll'll
I Mil'lliiciimuIll'll111 1nriii'itIll'll
1 Mll'lll
( i......

muinnIll'll111iicimsIll'll

I 1 IIIJ 01 Itll till 01 III!(111 01 Itllmillinjjii iiiim in
1 1 131111)111 131111)111IJIUDIHniiirntomntoiiiii munmrn
11 in in) -/* iii in t -/i in m I -/inr mu iiiitin itHI 11111 III!in mu itiuiii mini
111tx::r::rrxrsrStSlStSKSXSISStt;;zttrrax::zx:xcett«:ix?r:::ixxxi;:xsxx:x:c:r:xxitsxitxxrstxststssaifssxix

m :ii i 111.i n. :n ii.!

(rum(i101/1 13IIU1

i•Inun

urninHi'iminiiioi mu

iiciiin(ti'iii'iiinn ioiii

urnIKitntritlODii iniinoi

innHIni'tiniunit uuiiioi

(III!IIIin'iii'iliiiinii

licitnn(inn’ll10111 11101

urnnniit'iiriitIIIIOHII 11101

iii'iiihiin urn11ISII011 I 1111

moilhiinnrii111101

(lidiniiiiniilOllltll

muIKIll'll! IImu lino)

mu11tlt’ltllDim)

milIIIIll'lll'llitiiii)

milIIIon iii'iimm sunt

urn(11unit'dimii) imii

in in(III 11‘jjii miniinn

in urnIII Dillllllt1001)1 ,

nu111 (111\

rxxtxtaxxtss;t:::xt::t:z:x:ttsxitcrsrixtittra'

11 
11 
11

" .11
11 
! I 
I I 
I I 
I I
I |

in tin t imm i him ti ii mi
• SDIIISII UlMUfilll I

III!11*111IIIIIIIIII IIIIIII

in it
mu
Will
miit
uni 
mu 
mill 
in it

urn 
mm 
unei 
m tit 
mill 
miti 
mm 
mu

llll'll 
Mil'll 
Mil (I 
Mini 
Mil'll 
Mil'll 
I Mil'll 
I Mll'Oi 
I I 
I I 
I I
I I............
I I III! II IIIJ 
: i Milium 
I I III IH I
I )tt':rttitisirTitr**ttiititr:TriiiitTTeiiis
I I

iiij 01 tin

131111)111

mi in s

(in oi mi 

131111)111
in in i

Kill'll

mm 1 

lim'd
i

I' .

1 i 

' 1

tllll'U

11*1(11

(llll'll•

tllll'U

ii'iirii

inii'd

<i i*i/t loiiitm jo -jjio)

|| III11 191111 111 IIIOIIll 

it 101/1 1)11111

mij <lll'l 1Ill'lll'llIll'llnnmill'll• uniIIII Ill'lll'll)ii}ii iinmoi

unitin •.lorui'i!Ill'llnnill'lll'll• iiitiItl l ill'lll'llnon utoi

iit'itiii i >iii'iiridIll'lllidiii'iirid• linttin oii'iii'iiloi in

mu •nn iiinii'iitIll'lltinIll'lll'll!• inntin iii'tii’iiIt 1101

uninnnoiirii!Ill'lltinist'tn'idi uninn urm'itiinn

tirtinnIll'lll'll!Id'll ■nnitiiii'iil• ((('(Itin iii'iii ininiir

(iniuniHt'KI'H!Ill'llurnIll'lll'll!• utilnn iininisimniu

uniunitil Oil III!Ill'llIll'OIIIO'IH'IIIS• miltom no'tii'ini Diionoi

••••IMMIIHIMMtllHtmMltlllMMl

> IIIMII! III ! 1110 11)11111* 1)111 .

101 111no uniJill IIII111 111101JJII 111!• iii inII (III JJIO IIIIDllllll

111(110!101113IQ0JIIIJ IOIIImiorot11(1 IJIIII IOIIIt 111 UliiIII 1IIIJ IOIII1001)1

iii inn mitill IIIII 1111! IIIJin mu iiij•mi ni iii inn iiij• (111III IIIJ

itimiifsititi.ttttflifllili'iutrttltttt* vi xiiitxMSxi militant it txxttitsxxtata ivttt;TTVMt*a»MV!Mtitmtviv:vMXfititrvytatt«aH3f*ttiia

iif/iwni niimnj 

mi oi iiij i iiij oi mi tin oi iiij mm) jo iioiiiuio) 

nomn iiij saiiimo loom
i' millin' ti#i'»



FOUNDATION PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 1988-19P0
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36.695

• Millions of Dollars

1988 1989

431.608 449.532

135.935 125.715

40.603 36.523



fietfat/Gniedn School Vi&btid
S k i/ G im *  u n m  Ownci 

* 0  9oi  1J/o*ni juK<i4A *u i< i nnr our 
■ M/U1VHM

M l Vt~m
»»«H I 

0*H| JuKCIM
mm mu
M/I <11 <IM

/I 0/**<* 4<tao 
*'J <01 *4/ 
>11mm 11/)/ x*/
M /I 111)101

February 17, 1989

FEB 21Tom Ryan, Acting Director 
Educational. Finance & Support Services 
Department of Education 
P.O. Box F 
Juneau, AK 99811 -

Dear Tom,

Pursuant to the request from you and Steve, I am writing to convey my 
thoughts regarding ’the proposal from the Single/Dual Site Consortium’. 
First, let me say that the Delta/Greely schools could certainly use the 
additional monies generated by this proposal, or from any other source 
for that matter! However, although the additional monies would be 
welcomed, I do not. agree with the manner in which the monies would be 
generated. I do not believe that the "small" districts have a unique 
set of problems different from other districts.

As you know, the proposal” from the Single/Dual Site Consortium was 
based upon a study sanctioned and paid for by selected individual 
districts. I believe' that a complete review of the school funding 
formula is in order for all 55 school districts. The foundation program 
review should be continuous with necessary changes proposed from'year 
to year.

It is my belief that the problem that is being addressed by the 
consortium is not a formula problem at all, but a comparison problem 
with the previous school foundation program. Specifically, I believe 
that the comparison problem is primarily a result of the table placed 
in the prior foundation bill which calculated instructional units for 
city and borough school districts of less than 1,000 average daily 
membership. This particular table was unique to that bill and 
calculated a relatively large number of instructional units. When the 
current foundation program instructional units are compared to the 
units calculated from that table, the figures show a significant 
difference. The real question is whether the current foundation 
formula should be amended to increase instructional units for those 
districts, or whether the prior formula was artificially high? I 
believe that the hold harmless provisions built into the current 
foundation formula were designed to address the comparison problem art 
that the current formula provisions for calculating instructional ur.r- 
are acceptable. Certainly, under the current foundation program, all 
school districts of given characteristics are treated alike, whether 
they are city or borough districts, or REAA's.

Of the thirty "small" districts designated in the small schools rur.d: 
study, twenty-five are city and borough school districts. Twenty--.hr 
of those districts are below 1,000 ADM and would have been impacted : 
the table in the previous foundation b.ll. Another significant char. • 
which impacts the data calculation ir the small scnool funding stud-/ 
that the average daily membership for pre-school children was added 
into the district ADM for the FY 87 student counts. The FY 37 buds**

V '  _________________________
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Tom Ryan, February 17, 1989.

year was also the-year'where there was a dramatic decrease in stat*» 
funding for public schools. With the decreased funding and the 
increase in ADM, the revenue per 3tudent figures show, in most cases, i 
dramatic decrease frcm the FY 86 revenue per student figure to the FY 
87 revenue per student fiquro. In fact, from the data in the small 
schools funding study, only three of the fifty-five school districts 
show an increase in the revenue per student from the FY 86 year to the 
FY 87 year.

In FY 98, the first year of implementation for the new school funding 
formula, thirty-six districts showed an increase in the revenue per 
student. Nineteen of these thirty-six districts which showed an 
increase are in the "small" districts designated by the consortium. 
Obviously, there is no significant difference between the "small" 
districts and the "other" districts in this statistic. The projected 
figures for FY 89 further indicate that thirty-four of the school 
districts show an increase in the revenue per student figure. Twenty 
of these thirty-four districts are again included in the "small" 
districts.

In a separate comparison that I made looking at the revenue per student 
comparisons from the FY 87 year to projected FY 39, thirty-five 
districts show an increase. Of those thirty-five districts, seventeen 
of those are included in the "small" districts. Utilizing tr.e data 
from the small school study, eleven districts show an increase in the 
revenue per student comparing FY 89 to FY 86. Five of those eleven 
districts are again within the "small" districts.

All of these comparisons indicate that there is no significant 
difference in the problems faced by the small" districts than those 
faced by the remainder of Alaska school districts. There are 
approximately as many gainers and losers within the "small” districts 
as there are in the "other" districts. Certainly, there are some real 
revenue problems within Alaska school districts. However, I do not 
believe that the proposal to modify the formula put forth by the 
Single/Dual Site Financial Consortium is a positive response to those 
problems.

A copy of my notes from my presentation to the State Board of Educaticr 
on November 8, 1988, are enclosed. As I stated there, I believe that 
the school foundation program needs continuous attention, study and 
modification to meet recognized needs. The experience of the last tv:r. 
years in conjunction with numerous PL 81-374 issues, necessitate a 
review of the premises upon which the formula was based. Based upon a 
study of the needs and concerns of all Alaska school districts, 
necessary proposals for change would be initiated.

Sincerely,

Lai _ . 'ndent

LH/tp
Enclosure

ID



.^iiSfO jtate 3card of Education 

Funding Issues - - November 8, 1988

* Single site districts have problems

Not all 3ingle site districts have 3imilar problems

* All district have problems compared to 85-86

* Formula certainly needs continuous attention, study and modification

* First year (87-38) data just being compiled

* Remember - primary driving force behind new formula was

PL874 di^oarity problems

* HB 604 failed in 86 legislature, bill which passed failed

PL 874 disparity (SB408)

* New formula judged to pass PL 874 disparity test

* Age-old school finance question - -

money problem or formula problem? 

how much vs distribution system

* Single site issue ----- money problem

toe little money compared to prior receipts

* Hold harmless based

* Were prior receipts too high or upon premise that

current receipts to low? some districts were

too high

* Formula question - - are similar school districts treated comparabl

- - are there reasons for varying dollax allocations?



* I believe you will find that the answers are "Yes" to both questions

• Formula is not the problem - thecomparison is the problem

• There are reasons that some single site school district compare

unfavorably - - specifically city and borough districts under 
1000 ADM

• SB 408 contained a :,ew table designed for these districts

I believe that this table is single largest problem in comparisons

• Junior high issue and special education factors of earlier years

probably also play a part in unfavorable comparisons

• One notable problem in current formula is front-loading of unito

for oach funding community - - single funding 

community districts receive "fr^nt-loading" only once 

multiple funding community districts receive bonus

• I isue was not noted during formula development is a major problem - -

issue was recognised as an incentive for new funding communities

• Front-loading more legitimate in small funding ccrmunities

(loss than 200 AD in K-6 or 7-12)
-- probably questionable in larger funding communities where 

economy of scalo in staffing is not a major issue

* Formula problems are minimal - - Revenue problems are significant



SJHPHFIE&.£XAHPLE, OF—ERQJ/T-KWl) LOADING OH SCHOOL FOUNDATION 
EPMVLA. - AS. 14.17, 041

EACH DISTRICT HAS 20 STUDENTS

Eormyl fl..* ^ . I nstructional Units fo r  f i r s t  10 students
2— Instructional Unit3 for ll - 20 students ner gito

Hultl-Slte District - 20 students 

0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  0 0
l£tal • 8 Inst.

0 0 0  0 0  0 0  0 0  Units

At $60,000 per Instructional unit, this nulti-sito district 
would receive $480,000.

Slncilo/dual sito - 20 students

0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0
Total ■ 4 Inst, 

o o o o o 0 0 0 0 0  Unit3

sinqlo SitoDlstrict - 20 studonts 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total ■ 4 Inst.
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

At $60,000 por instructional unit, this dual-sito district 
would rocoivo $240,000.



School District 
abbreviations

CITY/BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS
FY90 LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS

A /K lo fap * -  AN 
Ortrto* Bay -  t>8 
Cotduvi •  CO  
C « i*q .C O
imnjitm • 01 
F*tMriu-FB 

il/l Kf
Haoc«h -  HO 
H y t t t u g . H Y  
JunM tj -  JU 
K*»-» -  KA 
K«mJ - K£
K»0 * j n  .  KT 
K tatM X A .K L  
t o d t A . K O  
WUI S u - k f t  
Utfuna m NE 
Horn* -  NO  
Norfi Stop* m N S  
! * < » * « (  Arete .  MW 
P * t e * n . P t  
PM xte& vp •  P I  
S M u k .S J  
6 A J V » r f  - 5 K  

Si U*y.. Zu
M E M
Un*te4u.UN 
V a A t e J  .  V A  

M v p r f .  W P  
Y t f t U I . Y A

U * »  I 0 U V A U K 1

75

AN CO Dl GA HO JU KE KL MS NO NW PT SK TA VA YA 
:& CG FB HA HY KA KT KO NE NS PL SI SM UN WR

L£U MINIMUM Y/AI MAXIMUM
4 m»Uj 

f®quir»ro»n|
21% of 
bas»c rv»ed

LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS
FY89 BUDGETED 
LOCAL REVENUE
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March 30/ 1989

Dear Representative Goll,

Tn the very recent past the Alaska Department of Education
prepared and presented a funding proposal which would modify the education 
financing scheme. This proposal was produced in re. ponse to the
Single/Dual Site funding formula findings and was presented to certain 
legislative bodies for consideration.

The Department of Education formula produces a number of
concerns/ not the least of which is the fact that this firmuia was
developed in the absence of any organized r*—  arch or data gat--ring
effort.

The Department of Education should be required to respond to the
following questions regarding their funding form-la proposal:

1. What evidence exists to limit the funding proposal to single funding 
sites and to eliminate dual site from any financial enhancement.

2. The Department of Education has been aware of certain inequities trhac 
exist in single and dual sice districts. No effort has been to 
address either the programmatic deficiencies or the funding 
deficiencies. Why has the Department elected to ignore these 
problems.

3. The Department of Education formula proposal eliminates one-third of
the assessed value of the State of Alaska in determining assessed
value per pupil. What is the rationale for this determination.

4. What rationale supports the Department of Education’s determir.at Lon to 
adopt the Kake/Dillingham temporary solution suggested more one year 
ago.

5. Why has the Department of Education waited until this late date to
develop a funding proposal whan audited financial data and
programmatic inequities in the single/dual school districts were <r.owr 
nearly one year ago.



6. why ha a the Department: of Education changed its position regarding the
cecognltlon of the deficiencies? Why does the Department ofc Education 
currently support a proposed Foundation Formula change whan less than 
one month ago the Department claimed that no problems existed In 
funding single and dual site school districts?

7. Why has the Department of Education declined to provide tne
Single/Dual Site Consortium Information related to tne rationale for
their financial proposal.

8. Mr. Huxel/ instrumental In drafting the Foundation Formula, ind.rates
that the existing formula includes tront-end loading which .t
advantageous to multiple site school districts. The disparity between 
multiple and single/dual site • school districts is excessive and the 
Single/Dual Site Consortium Study supports .»nd demonstrates this 
excess. Why hasn't the Department of Education addressed this issue.

As stated above, It is my opinion that the* Department of 
Education should be required to respond to these important concerns. 
Legislators, if they are to reach a reasonable conclusion regarding the 
structure of the funding formula, need this information as well. Should 
the Department of Education be aDle to adequately defend their funding 
proposal with statistical and programmatic data, the Single/Dual Site 
Consortium would probably accept their findings. However, in the absence 
of an empirical analysis, it Is quite difficult for the school districts 
which are dispacately affected to accept a prop ed formula change which is 
not based on analysis or study.

Your interest In this cnmmunicatlan ir genuinely appreciated.

Walter E. Bromenschcnkel, Ed.D. 
Superintendent of Schools

\smschc
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April 4, 1989
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The Honorable Johnny Ellis 
Chairman
House HESS Committee 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Ellis*

RE: HB-185 AND SB-179

I would like to thank Representative Kay Wallis, Representative George 
Jacko, and Senator Dick Eliason for recognizing the tremendous inequity 
that our present State funding formula imposes on single site school 
districts. HB-185 and SB-179 will not eliminate the obvious inequities 
but they certainly will reduce the inequities to something more 
manageable.

There are many examples throughout the State that typify one district's 
wealth compared to another district's poverty. On the same day that I was 
working with a group of students and parents about cutting our student 
athletic program due to the lack of funds, I was asked how another 
district could send all of their graduating seniors to Hawaii at the 
district's expense. I couldn't answer that question and I doubt if the 
Alaska Department Of Education can answer that question either. Please 
look around, do some checking, and ycu will find example after example of 
the inec iities that I am bringing to your attention.

Presently, half of the other forty-nine states are in some form of 
litigation over the inequity of their educational funding. I think it 
'would be a darn shame if that's where Alaska ends up.

As I said earlier, HB-185 and SB-179 won't eliminate the problem but they 
will indicate that the Legislature recognizes the problem and is trying to 
do the right thing by all districts. That message is needed in a"lot of 
districts and is needed soon.

Sincerely,

Art Woodhouse
Superintendent
SITKA SCHOOL DISTRICT

3. c f 2



R A N G E L L  

P U B L I C  S C H O O L S
DISTRICT OFFICE

P.O. BOX 2319 

WRANQEI.l, ALASKA 90 92 9  

CATtWAT TO THE STlKiNf Talsphone (907) 874-2347

MARV A. FRANCIS. Ph.D., Superintendent

4/4/89 8:30 -  10:00 A.M.

House .HESS hearing on HB 185

Mary Francis, SuperintendentM]^--"
Wrangell c i t y  School District

Thank you for this opportunity to speak in favor o f  HB 185.

I am the superintendent o f  one o f  the affected school districts. You’ve  

already heard the many technical arguments in support o f  our claims and so. I 

won't repeat them.

But. what I afflaW M e  share with you is what Wrangell's adopted 

budget looks like for next year.

We have adopted and sent to the City Council a budget that Is a

reduction over this year's budget o f  5187,000, or 5.1%. What that reduction

represents is:

1. one teacher attrition not fi l led ;

2. 6 instructional aides eliminated;

3. maintenance or reduction In all line items;

4. 25% reduction in travel, Including student activ it ies .

What It does not Include is an underfunded instructional unit!

This budget forces us to request an additional appropriation from the City 

Council of $142,000 —  and with the recant closure o f  Wrangell's mill, the 

picture Is not pretty.

ACCMDITEO &Y SOIIHWIIT A tiO C iA iio * Of STCONOAIV and  HIOHTI SCmqois



PPR 04 '09 li:3 9 P. 3/4

Now, these reductions are reductions to a budget that never did Include: 

elementary counseling or nursing; 

elementary PE c.r art specialists; 

secondary AP courses;

physics and chemistry offered in the same year; 

upper leve l foreign language courses,

or even more than one language; 

computer languages; 

a va r ie ty  o f  English electives; 

on -s ite  therapy services.

When one of my board members attended a recent State Board o f Education 

meeting on the small d istrict funding topic, It was suggested to him that 

consolidation o f  districts like ours may be the answer. I'd like to note that 

before the State Board puts pressure on small municipalities with a long history 

o f municipal government, i t  ought to pressure for reducing the duplication of 

services that presently exist. For example, only a couple o f years ago, there 

was a new REa a  created right in the middle o f  an existing one and there are 

currently both municipal school districts and REAA’s operating In the towns o f 

Nenana, Ketchikan and Dillingham. These last three possibilities for 

consolidation would be far less controversial than combining long-standing 

municipalities.
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It 9nould bo obvious that with a 5% reduction In the foundation progrnm 

also being discussed, my only next recourse Is to lay o f f  non-tonured teachers 

(many o f whom re flect our most recent rograrn priorities).

I also fear that the ab ility  to remain accredited will be at risk. My 

entire program (which is already pretty basic) is in grave jeopardy o f  further 

erosion.

I urge your support o f  HB 185 to address the program inequities we here 

in Wrangell face.

Thank yon.

MF:lh
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S I T K A  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T

TO : House HESS Committee Member?;
FROM : Joe Beck fo rd , Ass't. Sup't. 

Sitka School District

DATE : April 4, 1989

RE : House Bills 119 & 185

HQ.yse_Bl.U_l19.
My questioning of Mr. McDowell was meant to bring out that 
the area differentials are invalid as applied. In a market 
bosket approach to determining a cost of living index, a wide 
range of expenses impacting a total budget are compiled. In 
the school district cost survey? a relatively few expenses 
ore extrapolated out os if they impacted the whole school 
district's budget. While the cost of utilities, 
transportation, and freight comprise a relatively small 
portion of school district budgets, the area differentials 
they represent are applied to 100% of a district's 
entitlement. The area differentials should be adjusted 
according to how much of a school district's budget goes into 
expense categories truly impacted by differential costs.
This is not being done. This and the dispersion calculations 
have a compounding effect which has significantly led to the 
creation of "have's" and "have not's" in state foundation 
funding, it has also led to a small number of communities 
which want a good basic educational program having to pay an 
extremely high amount of lacol funding in order to do so.

House f l t l l .135

Sitka School district could add to the scenarios that other 
single site school districts have provided iri their testimony 
to show the wholesale cutbacks in people and programs which 
have occurred over the last several years; cutbacks which 
were the direct result of inadequate funding through an 
inequitable funding formula.

A good example of the problem can be shown by looking at next 
year’s (FY*90) Bosic Need calculations for Sitka Schools, 
Basic Need is whnt it should cost Sitka to carry out its 
educational program with the number of students end groupings 
of students (foundation units) for which it is eligible.

The inadequacy of Basic Need, as a realistic cost

Q
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decermlnont, cart be shown by the following

- Basic Need <132.66 units x $60,000-) = $ 7,959,600.
- Sitka's salary and benefit costs « 7.855.1??.

$ 104,122.

After payroll expenses, Basic Need leaves the district with 
$104,122. to pay the utilities < electricity, fuel oil, 
water, sewer, and garbage), insurance, mandated costs <i.e. 
audit, curriculum review, etc.), contracted services, and 
other expenses. Basic need, at full funding is not covering 
the bills let alone talk of prorating the basic need by 95%.

It is my understanding that the Department has put together 
an alternate proposal which would exclude Sitka and some of 
the other higher category districts from the relief sought 
under HB 185. They claim that the larger districts proposed 
far this relief have efficiency of size. If you look at the 
computation of Basic Need, efficiency of size has not been 
taken into consideration anyplace else in funding 
formulations. If you take Anchorage's Basic Need and divide 
it by their enrollment <38,685.23), you 9et $ $4,830.17 per 
pupil; Sitka's Basic Need <at 1657-90 enrollment) is 
$4,943-24; a $ 113-07 difference. However, Northwest Arctic 
School District, which is comparable to Sitka in size has a 
Basic Need per pupil of $10,004.46.; a $6,188-68 difference. 
Where has efficiency of size been taken into consideration in 
the foundation formulations ? The answer is nowhere, and that 
is a part of the problem that the small school district's 
face.

The Department's input on this issue is vacuous; it bos no 
data or valid rationale to support its position because the 
facts are very clear; small single site school districts, of 
which Sitka is and should be a part, have taken o 
disproportionate higher reduction in state funding than other 
categories of school districts.

£
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