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"An Act increasing elementary and secondary instructional units for certain school districts with 800 or fewer
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No. 1

Bill Version:  SSHB 267
STATE OF ALASKA FISCAL NOTE (H) Publish Date: 3/2/94
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: February 1.1994 Department Affected: Education

Title:An Act increasing elementary and secondary instructional BRU: K-12 .

units for certain school districts with 8Q or fewer students in ADM ... Component: EQ.nd,6tion
Sponsor: _EfiStEE
Requestor™ Foster COMPONENT SERTAL NO. 141

OPERATING FY 95 FY 9% FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYOO
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

ERUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
MRANTS, CLAIMS 3.372.1 3.439.5 35083 = 35785  3.650.1 3.723.1
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 3.372.1 3.439.5 3.508.3 35785 36501 3.723.1

CAPITAL
REVENUE FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: _ (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF _ 3.372.1 3.439.5 3,508.3 35785  3.650.1 3.723.1
1005 GF/Program Receipts

(1)(%86GF/M LA

er

TOTAL 3.372.1 3.439.5 3.508.3 35785  3.650.1 37231

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY .

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: $ 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)This legislation would amend AS 14.17.041 by addmﬂ a new table for
smq_le,sne school districts serving less than 800 Students in average daily membership. The increase will result from a
declining Rercenta e increase in K-12 instructional units as the districts, grouped by size, increase in average daily
membership. The Department pPgguCation has assumed an ADM increase of 2% a year.

Prepared by: Eddv Jeans Phone: 465-8685
Division: ,SC.i0QL.Enanc.e. Date:  February TI994
Approved by Commissioner: v/, Jerry Cay£V-
ASBncy; Elication Date:  February 1.1994

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor*s Legislative Office
Rev 11/93 Page l1of 3t-

COYyiMITTEE COPY



/1194  HLE SING95.XLS

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FY95 FOUNDATION PROGRAM

HB 267 The Department of Education has not verified the unit
computaions submitted by the local school d stricts.
PROJ. K-12  Single site AREA Single site
FY95 ADM Units Units DIFF. Alloctation
>

ADAK 150.00 16.00 1.92 1.27 $148,840
ALEUTIAN REGION 16.00 3.20 0.38 131 30,500
ANNETTE ISLANDS 407.00 33.13 2.65 1.03 166,530
CORDOVA 511.15 40.08 3.21 111 217,160
CRAIG 363.00 30.20 2.42 1.03 151,890
DILLINGHAM 523.00 40.38 3.23 1.27 250,100
GALENA 149.00 16.42 1.97 1.30 156,160
HOONAH 270.00 24.00 1.92 1.08 126,270
HYDABURG 115.00 13.58 1.63 1.03 102,480
KAKE 181.00 18.07 2.17 1.03 136,640
KASHUNAMIUT 228.00 21.20 2.54 1.33 206,180
KLAWOCK 225.00 21.00 2.52 *1.03 158,600
NENANA 190.00 18.67 2.24 1.20 164,090
NOME 727.95 53.98 3.24 1.34 264,740
PELICAN 45.00 7.13 0.86 1.08 56,730
PETERSBURG 733.00 54.50 3.27 1.00 199,470
SKAGWAY 135.00 15.00 1.80 1.05 115,290
SI. MARY'S 103.00 12.58 151 1.30 119,560
TANANA 106.00 12.83 154 1.30 122,000
UNALASKA 396.00 32.40 2.59 1.27 200,690
WRANGELL 533.00 41.53 2.49 1.00 151,890
YAKUTAT 150.00 16.00 1.92 1.08 126,270

TOTALS 6,257.10 541.88 48.02 $3,372,080
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3/7194
AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE GRUSSENDORF
TO: SSHB267

Page 1, line 1, after "Act".
Insert "relating to the calculation of instructional units used in determining state aid
for education and"

Page 1, after line 4:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Section 1. AS 14.17.031(b) is amended to read:

(b) If the total elementary and secondary instructional units that a school
district is eligible to receive under (2) of this section decrease by five [10] percent or
more from one fiscal year to the next, the school district may use the last fiscal year
before the reduction as a hase fiscal year and offset its reduction according to the
following schedule: (2) for the first fiscal year after the base fiscal year, the school
district is eligible to receive the total elementary and secondary instructional units
determined under (@)(1) of this section plus 75 percent of the difference in total
elementary and secondary instructional units between the base fiscal year and the first
fiscal year after the base fiscal year, ) for the second fiscal year after the base fiscal
year, the school district is eligible to receive the total elementary and secondary
instructional units determined under (a)(1) of this section plus 50 percent of the
difference in total elementary and secondary instructional units between the base fiscal
year and the second fiscal year after the base fiscal year, (3) for the third fiscal year
after the base fiscal year, the school district is eligible to receive the total elementary
and secondary instructional units determined under ()() of this section plus 25
.percent of the difference in total elementary and secondary instructional units between
the base fiscal year and the third fiscal year after the base fiscal year. The schedule
established in this subsection is available to a school district for the three fiscal years

-1-



SLO7/BN\E.I

following the base fiscal year only if the total elementary and secondary instructional
units received by the school district under (a)(z) of this section for each fiscal year
are less than the total elementary and secondary instructional units received by the
school district in the hase fiscal year. This subsection does not apply to a decrease in
total' elementary and secondary instructional units resulting from a loss of enrollment
that occurs as a result of a boundary change under AS 29."

Page 1, line 5:
Delete "Section 1."

Insert "Sec. 2."

Renumber the following bill section accordingly.



NOVE LEG INFO 4432162 P .02

Alaska State Legiskature

MAR-07-1994 15:36

Please enter into the record my testimony to the i
committee name
committee on  HB 267 Educatioti , dated March -
bill/subject

In 1987 the current foundation formulla funding was into place. At that time an Inequity
the formulawas identified, resulting in a large rease i1n money for single site dis-
tricts. Although the Ieglslature recognized the Inequity they chose to implement
the foundation formula as i1t was with a pronise to fix the formula the followi

still exists and has not been fi

year In 1983. Seven years later the inequi
It could be fixed in HB 267. Please pass HB 267. It |smebestsolut|ontoavery

long standing probllem.

oo JQB

Sianed: .
Testifier

Natre Public Schools

Representing (Optional)

Nffivio, AlagWfl

Box 1923 99765

Address
M3-3083 (ha) 4435236 w0

Phone No,
TOTAL P .02



SPONSOR'S STATEMENT

HB 267 would add a subsection to the school foundation formula that
would increase funding for school districts which are comRnsed of
one funding community (single site school districts) and which have
an average daily membership (ADM) of 800 or less students. A
background and analg,ss_of the issue has heen prepared for the
Single Site School District Consortium and is included in the packet
of Information pertaining to the bill. There are also two
illustrations of what happens in comparable sized school districts
when one district has more than one funding site. Please see the
FY93 Foundation Program Calculations for Aleutians East, Annette,
Haines and Southeast Is. which shows the amount of funding
generated for each district. Note that Annette and Haines are single
gﬁe districts. The second set of comparisons are for Chugack an
agway.

This change in the foundation formula should not be considered tc be
an increase in school funding. Fundm? that was provided as a grant
during the last fiscal Year would be transferred to the foundation
formula and be subjected to the same proration as other funding.

The State Board of Education Voted to support HB 267 at its
01/12/94 meeting. Their support was“contingent upon appropriation
of sufficient additional funds to implement t" f(Please see the
enclosed "Single Site" portion of the minutes from 01/12/94.)

The packet also contains letters of support from the Alaska
Association of School Administrators and NEA-Alaska and others.



POSITION PAPER: DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Division  School Finance Bill Number HB267

Bill Title An.Act increasing-elementary and secondary instructional.units for certain
SfihoflLdistricts with BQQ or.fewer students in ADM: and providing an effective date.

Sponsor_EQSI2l

This Iggglatmn proposes to give more state aid to public school districts that serve less
than 800, K-12 students in a dense commuth, connected by road. The increase wil
result from a declining percentage increase in the number of K-12 instructional units as
the district grows in ‘average daily membership, %rouped, by size.. Unlike the current
foundation formula, this approach”provides a significant différence in funding based on
one student for a district at the break points between groups. This stair step approach
to funding K-12 units was eliminated in 1987, with the current foundation program.

Given the Governor's budget, the Department does not support HB267. Currently, the
Foundation program is short funded in both fiscal year 1994 and 1995. Twenty or.c of
the twenty two Single site school districts that would benefit from this legislation have
alreadk/, received a discretionary grant for fiscal ¥ear 1993-94. The effective date of this
legislation would require a Second. payment.  Both payments are intended  to
compensate for the same perceived inequity in the current Public School Foundation
Formula. Yet no one has objectjvely quantified what the perceived inequity is. One
thmg common to the group of single site school districts is that each has only one
funding community. Due to the small size and lack of dispersion, each single site
district does have the option to house all of its students, as well as its adminiStrative
functions on one site, eliminate travel frum site to site, eliminate itinerant staff and avoid
multiple lourchases of like items. This should be the least expensive type of school
district alternative, having the most potential for savings. However, the' Department
recognizes that this may be more of an economic issue, based on past practice, than
an educational programmatic issue.

At present, the only conclusive statement that can be clearly documented and
undisputed is that single site districts of the same average daily mémbership (ADM) as
multiple site school districts ,?enerate less instructional units and, as a result, 1ess basic
need than do the multiple site school districts. This difference can be resolved one of
two ways, if in fact a resolution is necessary: 19 amend the formula to reduce the
effects of the front loading and basic need for'multiple site school districts or 2) amend
the formula to increase basic need for single site school districts.

Based on the districts that would benefit from this statutory change, it apﬁears that
when a district generates enough K-12 units it is not disadvantaged by the current
formula. At some point econgmies of scale must fit the current formula, indicating that
a greater need may exist in districts which earn the least instructional units. Although,




this proposed formula is based on a declining percentage increase in the number of K-
12 units, it in fact, awards a greater number of units and absolute dollars as district size
increases.

The Board of Education does not support any increase to single site school districts, if
that increase will result in a loss to any other'school district. The arguments and
evidence have not been so compelling, as to generate support at the cost of others.
Although the Board acknowledged no'inequity in the current formula, the Board did
agree that if all K-12supplemental and the unit value are funded in full, then it could
support HB267.

APPROVED:
Director. Division. "\QTke>L-



Small Single Site School District Fundling

Jssue e

Background

Analysis

To revise Title 14, Chapter 17 Public School Foundation Program t0 include an
increase for schools with one funding community (site) and 800 or fewer average daily
membership (ADM).

The present public funding act was passed in the 1987 Legislative Session. During the
Legislative hearings there was much discussion conc_ernm? the ade%c of the funding
formula for small single site school districts i.e. districts of up to 1, {750, 525,100—
525) in enrollment that were a single funding community. No onew sure of the
impact of the new formula on these districts and an appropriation of two million dollars
was made to the State Department of Education to address unique and emergency
circumstances substantiated by school district” to the Department. Subsequent fiscal
year a_pproPnatJons were made to the DeFa_rtm_ent for specific school districts, the
majority of which were single site school districts.

A review of testimony on CSHB 126 (Fin.) (Chapter 91 SLA 1987), and the discus-
sions in subsequent years on supplemental appropriations for single site school dis-
tricts, shows that the Legislature believes there is a need for some adjustment in the
foundation pro?ram for single site school districts. Certainly the pasrage of
supplementals for FYss ﬁZ), 90, 91, 92 and 93 shows there Is a continuing need for
additional support to smg e site districts. The major questions concerning the issue are:
what size districts should receive additional support, how much support, and how to
incorporate the adjustments into the foundation program?

There has heen general agreement that single site districts as large as the Nome School
District need some adjustment. For purposes of analysis single site school districts of
1000 or fewer in ADM will be divided into three groups, i.e. districts of 1-250 ADM,
251-525 ADM and 526-1,000 ADM. These groups are selected for analysis because
they generally follow breakpoints in the present formula for K-12 instructional units.
These districts were analyzed on a per ADM hasis for changes that have occurred in
state funding, local effort, P.L. 81-874 funds, fund balances, property values, supple-
mental support and pupil teacher ratios (PTR) since FYse. FYse Was selected as the
base year because it had the highest state support for public education in the history of
the State. The Aleutian Reg||on REAA and the sonools in the Aleutian East Borough
were excluded from the ana (,Y'SIS because of a lack of comparable data, and the North
Slope Borough and Valdez

ity districts were excluded because of extremely high
local property values.



Analysis (continued)
The procedure that was used for analysis purposes was to:

* accumulate the changes in each area, listed above incorporating the
changes required by the FY ss Foundation Act, and

e (ividing the cumulative changes per ADM by the K-12 instructional unit
basic ueed for FY91.

This determined the percentage of gain or loss by group as if there had been no
supplemental suplport, allowing a comparison between what has been appropriated
for supplemental and what the analysis shows as needed.

naings Single site school districts of 1-250had a loss of 19.96%.

Single site districts of 251-525 had a loss of 10.00%.
Single site districts of 526-1000 had a loss of 5.06%.
The rest of the school districts as a group had a loss of 1.87%.

The data would _sug%est that single site school districts of 1-250 should
receive an additional 18.09% (19.96% -1.87%) of K-12 units, single site
districts of 251-525 an addition of 8.13%, and single site districts of 526-
1,000 an addition r.f 3.19%.

6. However, the 1-250 group of single site school districts received about a
4.50% more in supplemental support and exceeded the required 4 mill
local effort by about + mill more than the other two groups, weldmg
about another 1.5% advantage, leaving that group at about a 12% ad-
justed loss. The 526-1,000 group of single site school districts started
with a significantly higher pupil teacher ratio and increased it by almost
one-fifth, which means that the group cut their programs beyond what the
other groups did, reflecting about a 3% lower loss than they should have,
had they received a higher level of supplemental support.

OB~ WM

Recommendation

The above analysis anJ findings support the following recommendation for in-
creased support to single site school districts of 800 or fewer in ADM.

ADM Percent of K-12 Units

1-250 12
251-525 8
526-800 6

Analysis and Fundings preparedfor the Single Site School District Consortium by
Dr. Nat Cole, January 28,1992. Background updated and recommendation modified by
Single Site School District Consortium February 1993.



ScfiDIsL
Size in ADM

Total ADM 17250
Total ADM251%525
Total ADM 526-1000
Total Other Districts

SchDtsL
Size In ADM

Total ADM 1-250
Total ADM 251-525
Total ADM526-1000
Total Other Districts

. SchDIsL
Size In ADM

Total ADM 1-250
Total ADM 251525
Total ADM526-1000
Total Other Districts

Small Single Site School Districts

Funding Analysis

TABLE 1
A B 0 D E
ACTUAL  AV.SUPP. FY®OLOCAL  ADJLOC F90-F86
FY3LADM  PERADM EFF4MILLS  EFF ING FNDBAL
P6RADM  PEP DM PER ADM
2046.1 50 517 420 -986
2095.45 142 430 23 325
2171.15 116 3l 47 512
9932125 046 -22 -102
TABLE I
J K L M N
cuM oM FLK12 CUMCNGAS  AVSUPP
CNGS/ADM  CNGSADM  BASICND ~ %OFF31 BN AS%OF
PERYEAR PERADM  INCSUPP FoL BN
-2613 523 1226 w2 -6.9%
-4 51 h284 5 -2.6%
-h31 107 h3A3 -101% -2.17%
-3l -10 4913 -1.43% 0.00%
TABLE Il
R S T U
aranoTotAL oneMid  Locamia
%CNG/ADM  PERADM  EFFORT PTRF88 PTRF90
i 4MLLS
-19.96% 151 343 113 8.9
-1000% 187 230 9.59 10.92
-5.06% 138 2.39 11.62 1382
-1.87% 219 294 1305 13.73

F G H
F88-91 STFND/ADM PLS74/ADM
LOEF/ADM F86-Fo1 F83-Fa1
CNG@4MIL
-35 -1766 -209
3 928 53

33 -1014 1022
618 123 202

0 P
CUM%CMC  CNGLOCEFF
WTTHOUT CIBs4 MILLS
SUPP INFO0
1415%  -581%
%% 445%
4.18% -0.88%
143%  044%
Vv
%INCPTR
FO0VS86
25.66%
13.83%
18.90%
5.25%

Small Single Site School Districts Funding Analysis

C1BPL874
ADJUST/ADM

802
20
4
5



Column Explanation Tables 1-EI
School District Size InADM:
Total ADM 1-250: Is single site school districts with average daily memberships (ADM) of 1-250,
Total ADM 251-525: Is single site school districts of 251-525 ADM.
Total ADM 526-1000: Is single site school districts of 526-1000 ADM.

Total Other Districts: Is all other school drstrr s.exce tVaIfde] North Slope , Aleutian East and
Aleutian Region as noted in the ana ysrs Sec ron ofthe report.

Column A: Actual FY 91 ADM: Foundation ADM for fiscal year 1991

Column B: Average Supplementals Per ADM: Total su'ﬁ)glemental support FY 86-91 divided by the
number of supplementals received divided the FY 91 A

Column C: F 90 L ocal Effort Greater Than 4 Mjlls Per ADM: Shows the per ADM locgl effort o f
schoolfd?stchts greater t?rant e4mrJHs required by the foundgt?on acltvlrne ect |nF

Column D: AdHusted Local Effort Change Per ADM: Shows thedrfferencern Iocgl effort erADM
Y 8s minus F This Tepresents the ocal effort ch ange mae 1,vsc 00| districts
al effort an
ess local &

Pverthe5 1eéarrtperro FY se-FY90. Negative represents more loc positive
Column E: F 20~ F s6 Fund Balance Per ADM: Shows the loss(-) or gain (+) in fund balance per
ADM petween FY ss and FY 90.

Column F: FY 88 F 31 Local Eff tPer M cha e at4M|I|1 Pows the | ncrease gor
ecrease (+) in re urre oca e ort resu ng from the change in local property

valuations per ADM between FY ss aB That Ii the chanage in state foundaion
un mgz‘ olumn G ') whould have been greater or lesser had' the property values
remaingd the same.

Column G: State Foundation Per ADM FY £ less FY 91: Shows the Ioss garn |_f+2|n state
foundation payments r%% etwee Y n? Y 1Co | are
adjustmentst this number rrequrred ocal cffoit (F) and B. L. 8

Column H: P. L. 874 per ADM FY ss less FY 91 Shows the g 20 $ nP.L 874
r;(r)onrn) lr::hYar?gseto FY 91. A gain reduced state aid and a |0ss Incfease id compared

Column I: Cit and Bor ugh P. L, 874 pa ments that were frrst taken |nto consrd%ratron INFY gs
an w |c a usts osrtrvl the foundatrone ang Colymn G). That Is the loss In
state funds rcrt h school districts due to the 8 R gments Was an
Intentional adjustment and shou d show as a reduction in the change in Column

Column J: t tronaal]atlrve Changes Per ADM: Shows the net result of the changes in Columns D



Column K: Cumulatlve Changes Per ADM Per Yean Column J divided bzy the fiyve years FY 86
through FY 90to get the average change to applyt Y 91 K-12'Basic Negd.

Column L: FY 91 K-12 Basic Need Per ADM:.Shows the FY 91 do Iars erADM that re resents
the amount ofK—12 Ba3|c Need. This is t (enumbert tthec anﬂes from F
91 are compared to determine the needed perecent change In t eK—12Instruct|0naI
Units fort smgle site school districts.

Column M: Cumul t|ve Change AS A Percent OfFY 91 Basjc Need Includln% SU plementals

owst ave ted hanaes per year brougnt about by chandes In_local effort
u[p to4 e|Is C dcbalaﬂce pc a¥t einP, E 8{4anotl)¥t e fo ndatlon c‘tan e
t a mc udes I[T)]p ementa supgorts own in ou(rp |chgv en re atmg
oun(% lon p amtents ust be a ust out to show how districts foundation payments
are arfected without the supplementa

Column N: Avera J) lemental AS A Percent OfFY 91 Basic Need: Shows the effects of not
havmg es tP lementals in Column B.

Column O: aCn dttoulatwe Percent Change Without The Supp[emental: Shows the sum of Columns M

Column P: E\t}agglzln Local Effort With City And Borg gh s Local Effort Greater Than 4 Mills In

Y86 Less FY 90: Shows the local ef ortincrease (-)above 4 mills in FY 90.

Column Q: Grand Tatal Percent Change Per ADM: Shows the total changes as a percent of FY 91
? I?—f %asm eedc J J P

Column R: One Mill Per ADM: Shows the dollars per ADM generated by one mill.
Column S: Local Mill Effort Greater Than 4 Mills.

ColumnT: PTR FY 86: Shows the pupil teacher ratio for FY 86.

Column U: PTRFY 90: Shows the pupil teacher ratiop for FY 0.

Column V: Percent Increase In PTR FY 90 Verses FY &.



Midijku Department oi taucation
Division of School Finance

ADM
K-12 Units

Area Differential
Adjusted Units

Basic Need

Req. Local / PL81-874
State Foundation Aid

Following Per An M

Basic Need

Req. Local / PL81 -874

State Aid

The units and basic need presented on this spreadsheet only represent the K-12 student population.

Aleutians East

391.00

48.08

1.31

6298
$3,841,780

(627,031)
$3,214,749

0

$9,826
1,604
$8,222

FY93 Foundation Program
Annette ]

404.00

32.93

1.03

33.92
$2,069,120

(1,285,286)
$783,834

$5,122
3,181
$1,940

Calculations’
Haines |

432.30

37.34

1.05

39.21
$2,391,810

(490,386)
$1,901,422

$5,533
1,134
$4,398

Southeast Is.

418.00

76.27

1.04

79.32
$4,838,520

(593,718)
$4,244,802

$11,575
1.420
$10,155

These numbers do not reflect the additional Bilingual/Bicultural, Special Eduction or Vocational Education units.



Funding
Community

Akutan

Cold Bay
False Pass
King Cove
Nelson Lagoon
Sand Point

Totals

ADM

30.00
24.00
17.00
165.00
12.00
14a00

391.00

FY93 Required Local divided

by FY93 Budgeted Local
PL81-874 Percentage

Total PL81-874 12
Loss Indian Land Add-on
Less Special £d. Acid-on

Pt81-874 Eligible For Deduction

PL81-874 Percentage

K-I2
Units

5.25
4.50
3.40
17.00
2.40
15.53

48.08

0il/8ic
Units /1

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

1901 Full value

Amount Eligible For Statutory Deduction

Statutory deduction

$336,796

767.291

43j89%

/1  minimum ot 1lunit for the district i! providing services.

2 PL83-874 are Federal payments direct to school districts.

Special Ed.
Units

0.25
0.25
0.25
1.87

0.00
1.06

3.68

84.199.100

$973,363
(175,664)
(62,946)
734,753
43.89%
322,483
90%
$290,235

Voc. Ed.
Units /I

1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1.00

X.004 =

» D » »

Total
Units

52.76
1.31 Area Cost Differential
69.12 Adjusted Units
$61,000 Unit Value
$4,216,320 BASIC NEED
336,796 Less Required Local Effort

290,235 Less Dsductible PL81-874
$3,589,289 State Foundation Aid



* Annette Island School District FY93 Stale Foundation CaJculauons

Funding . K-12 Bil/Bic Special Ed. Voc. Ed. Total
Community ADM Units Units /1 Units Units /1 Units
Annette 404.00 32.93 1.00 5.21 1.00 40.14

1 1.03 Area Cost Differential
Total PL81-874 $1,952,942 41.34 Adjusted Units
Less Indian Land Add-on (357,023) $61,000 Unit Value
Less Special Ed. Add-on (167,823) 2.521,740 BASIC NEED
PL81-874 Eligible tor Deductions 1,428,096
Statutory deduction 90%

1.285,286 » » » » 1.285,266 Less Deductible PL81-874

$1,236,454 State Foundation Aid

J] minimum ol 1 unit for the district if providing services.

f2 PL81-874 are Federal payments direct to school districts.



Hatnes borough School District FY93 Stale Foundation Calculations

Funding - K-12 Bit/Bic Special Ed.  Voc. Ed. Total
Community ADM Units Units /1 Units Units /1 Units
Haines 413.40 33.56 0.00 3.54 1.00
Mosquito Lake 18.90 3.78 0.00 0.33 0.00
Totals 432.30 37.34 0.00 3.87 1.00 42.21
1.05 Area Cost Differential
44.32 Adjusted Unitis
$61,000 Unit Value
$2,703,520 BASIC NEED
1991 Full Value 119,427,700 X .004 = 477,711 Less Required Local Effort
FY93 Required bocal divided $477,711
by FY93 Budgeted Local 893,432
PL81-874 Percentage 53.47%
Total PLG1-874 12 $27,141
Less Indian Land Add-on (797)
P181-874 Eligible For Deduction 26,344
PL81-874 Percentage 53.47%
Amount Eligible For Statutory Deduction 14,086
Statutory deduction 90%

$12,677 » » » » 12,677 Less Deductible PL81-874
$2,213.132 Slate Foundation Aid

/1 minimum of 1 unit lor the district if providing services.

/2 PL81-874 are Federal payments direct to school districts.



Funding
Community

Bruce Hill

Crark

Edna Bay

HoJirs

Howard Valentine
J. ft. Gildersleeve
Kasaan
LaBouchere Bay
Meyers Chuck
Naukali

Polk Inlet

Pori Alexander
Pod Protection
Rowan Bay
Smith Cove
Thorne Bay
Whale Pass

Hold Harmless 73

Total

Total PL81-874 12
Less Indian Land Add-on
Less Special Ed Add-on

ADM

6.00
14.00
18.00

22.00
40.75
19.00

6.45
22.00

5.00
32140
10.00
22.80
12.00

8.30

7.65

153.65
18.00

418.00

PL81-874 Eligible foe Deductions

Statutory deduction

K-12'
Jniis

2.00
2.80
3.60

4.25'

6.59
3.80
2.00
4.25
2.00
5.55
2.00
4.35
2.40
2.00
2.00
16.24
3.60
6.84

76.27

Bil/Bic
Units /I

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1.00

/! minimum of 1 unit for the district if providing services.

12 pL81-874 are Federal payments direct to school districts.

Special Ed.

Units

$687,
(22.

(4

593,

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.33
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.34
0.25
0.43
0.25
0.25
0.00
1.45
0.34

5.64

273
921)

.865)
6509.

687
90%
718

Voc Ed.
Units /I

0.00
0.00
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.00
0.11
o.to \

121

» N » »

Total
Units

84.1.
1.04 Area Cost Differential
87.48 Adjusted Units
$61,000 Unit Value
5.336,280 BASIC NEED

593,718 Less Deductible PL81-874
54 742.562 State Foundation Aid

/3 Hold Harmless provision; when K-12 units decrease 10% or more in one year. First yeai is 75% ot the dilterence. second year is 50'
thud year is 25%. The base year in this case is the 1991 school year.



SINGLE SITE SCHOOL DISTRICT CONSORTIUM
985 KSD WAY
CHEVAK, ALASKA 99563
858-7713 FAX 858-7328

January 24, 1994

Honorable Richard Foster
Alaska House of Representatives
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re: HB 267
Dear Representative Foster:

On behalf of the Single Site School District Consortium, |1 wish
to thank you again for introducing HB 267. For the last several
years, single site school districts have received supplemental
appropriations 1in recognition of the 1inherent 1inequity iIn the
foundation formula as regards single sites. In fact, the formula
used for computing these supplemental appropriations the last two
years 1Is the precise formula containeﬁ in your bill.

As you know, the i1nequity affecting single sites is the result of
the '"front-end load"” iIn the formula. Asingle site district gets
the advantage of the front-end load once, but multiple site
districts benefit again and again for each funding community. A
concrete example of this can seen by comparing two districts
with almost identical average daily membership (ADM)-- Chugach, a
multiple site district, and Skagway, a single site district.

The tables below compare FY °95 projected revenues for these two
districts at the $61,000 unit value and at the proposed $59,855
unit value, and the tables compare state revenues with and
without the single site supplemental funds. Comparisons exclude
the area differential, a component of the formula iIntended to

equalize dollars across the state.

The TFirst table compares revenuesgenerated soley from K-12
units. As can be noted, the single site district accrues
substantially less revenues from K-12 wunits than does the
multiple site district with comparable ADM.

FY "95 PROJECTIONS— $61,000 UNIT VALUE

District ADM K-12 Revenue
Chugach 133 $1,381,040
Skagway 135 915,000
Difference (G 466,040)

(33.8%)
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The next table shows the impact of the single site supplement
based on the formula used for the last two years and contained in
HB 267. Note that the single site district accrues substantially
less K-12 revenues, even including the single site supplement.

FY "95 PROJECTIONS-- $61,000 UNIT VALUE & SINGLE SITE SUPPLEMENT

District K-12 Revenue Single Site Supplem™t Total
Chugach $1,381,040 -0- $1,381,040
Skagway $ 915,000 $ 109,800 1,024,800
Difference @& 356,240
(25.8%

silhe last table shows the Impact of the proposed proration of the
FY 795 unit value to $59 ,855. This represents a reduction of
1.9% 1n the unit value. (For some city and borough districts,
the reduction might sli?htly exceed 1.9% because of decreases
that might occur In the local contribution and/or increases that
might occur in the PL 874 deductible as a result of the decrease

in the unit value,)

FY 95 PROJECTIONS-- $59,855 UNIT VALUE va $£1,000

K-12 Revenue K-12 Revenue

8§ $61,000 w/ § $59,855 w/0
District S S Supplem™t S S Supplem™t Difference
Chugach $1,381,040 $.1,355, 117 gs 25, 9233 E 1. 9%3
Skagway $1,024,800 $ 897,025 $126,975 12.4%

The obvious facts to be discerned from the tables above are:
1 By virtue of the front-end lead in the formula, single site
districts accrue substantially less K-12 revenues than do

multiple site districts of comparable ADM;

2, In the event of a downward proration of the instructional
unit value accompanied by a loss of single site supplemental
funds, single site districts will suffer substantially greater
decreases 1In state funding than will multiple site districts of

comparable ADM.

Thus, HB 267 1is essential to ensure the parity among districts
that has been created In the past several years with supplemental

appropriations to single site districts.

A. weinberg, Chairperson
SINGLE SITE SCHOOL DISTRICT CONSORTIUM



SINGLE SITE

This transcriﬁtion,is verbatim from the State Board of Education tape*, received from the
Library for the Blind and Handicapped. During the middlg of the discussion, where June
Nelson is Speakl?}%’r one tape ended and they started recording on a new taPe.

Subsequently, a pardon of the discussion was lost during thechanging of tapes.

| also reviewed the tape which I did here in the office, via teleconference, On this tape, |
have the motion made by Stowed and only portions of the discussion. During tfds Fornon
of the teleconference, the e U|pment Wh|C was bemg USEd at the L|brary for he B md

and Handicapped required Beard members » hold down their microphone button la order
for me to hear the conversation. Because Board members did not do this, | was unable to
hear much of the discussion. | only have the portions which are in italics.

Pattl The Board will be taking a position on ike single site school districtfunding issue.
*

StOWE” / move (ha: the State Board ofEducation supportH3267, contingent upon
appropriation ofsufficient additionalfunds to implement it.

June And | will second the motion.
John Could Stowell explain what you just said.

StOW@” This would establish a position where if it is passed with that contingency, no
district would loose funds on account of the single sice supplementalformula. That Is the

purpose of the MOrion, | can go into it in greater depth, but I don't think you want me to.
Joitre | guess ray qu-.stion to Stowcll U, are we doing anything by making this motion. 1+

(t O not going to take money awayfrom other districts and there Is no other money out
there, then basically we are not really supporting I,

$towell Well I think that we are lending a great deal o fsupport by the State Board
taking a position that we are inferior ofthatparticular scenario that is outlined In

HB267, but we also, | think, don'twant to be In a position o fappearing not to support
those ether districts that are out there that would loose money if infact that comes out of
the Initialfoundation formula.

June [ think it doe*

ro~t i*hnnH K**irartsmrttsl memO 7671 3
(end of tape) . oy rr-
] . ol Co.
(beginning of next tape) . feion*f 0 7SV Z 8

Fx* Viv.f AvStP
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June ... politicians take care of it, this way we are saying that if the Ie,?jslature allocates
money we support It, and if they dont allocate money we are oot crucified and not

hurting any district,

Patti They allocate a special amount of money, and not “ske It out of.
June And it Is worded like that.

Paiti Stowell would you read the modon again.

Slerwtil Let me paw it to you.

June_ Itis worded -sufficient additional funds to implement It, apprO{Jriation of sufficient
additional fund* to implement .

June Did Jeanette jet this?
Stowt)! Yes, )
Patti The key word here is additional funds.

JUdy Yes, 1 have been very torn on what to do about this. 1 like, I am going to support
StoweU's motion because | do think it is important that the State Board ofEducation,
even though | do not think, in this state, we are going to have all the money that we htrve .
had in the past, and most certainly will not cure all the educational ills, | do wantfair
and equitable funding for every district in the state. And | think iftat it depends on
whether you art from a small or large district ofwhose perception Isfair, and to me this
Is saying thatyes m know that the single site districts do cost more to run and need the

money, butl will say thatif you are going to appropriate moneyfor single sites, be sure
you give money, you do not take iffrom the other districts. And so | am going to support

Stowed': motion because ofthat.

Patti Any other comments from Board members. Axe you ready for the question?
Patti | would like aroll call vote on the motion, please Jeanette.

Patti pid you go home Jeanette?

Jeanette No / did not go home.

Patti /would like aroll call vote on the single site issue please.
Jeanette ox.

Roger-yes
Don -yes

Page 2 of 3



John -yes
Sto'fvel] - yes
June -yes

Judy ®yes
Paitl =yes

(Bob Waip ind Beverly fl&nney ‘vtzt not preseal)

Jeanette morion pusses.

Prgc30f3



ALASKA ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
326 Fourth Street « Suite 404 « Juneau, Alaska 99801-1101 « (907)586-9702 « FAX (907) 586-5879

LEADERSHIP

FOR LEARNING

November 19, 1993
Representative Richard Roster
Note, Alaska 99762 Vm
Dear Representati T,

| hope you have had a restful summer and fall and are looking forward to your return to
Juneau for the next session of the Alaska Legislature.

As you the issue of school fund(l)re)% has been a topic of discussion by the Department of
Education as a part of Alaska 2000. They had a(lfpomte_d a commitfee to take a critical
|look at the funding mechanism. They attempted to design an Alaska School Price Index
to replace the Area Cost Differential as well as addressing the single site issue.

Unfortunately, the DOE's committee on school funding was not able to come toa
conclusion and the design for their fix to the single sit€ issue leaves several of the schools
identified as single site, without to proper funde they have been receiving within the
supplemental appropriations over the past several years.

Our organization, the Alaska Association of School Administrators, at their annual
conferénce in October took action which supports your legislation which provides the
necessary fix for the long term to the single site issue.

Your House Bill # 267 "An Act increasing elementary and seconda,rY instructional units

for certain school districts with 800 or fewer students in average daily membershlp; and

Phr_ov_ldmg for an effective date" provides for a permanent, fair,"and equitable solution to
IS ISSUE.

We offer any assistance we can provide o see that this piece of legislation is successful
during the early days of the coming session.

We hope you will consider this legislation a priority _br requestinﬁ hearin%s early in the
coming séssion.  Working together, we believe it will successfully pass both houses.

Your House Bill #267 will finally put this issue to rest.
Sincerely,

Stephen T. McPhetres
Executive Director



NEA-Alaska

Affiliated with the National Education Association

February 16, 1994

TO: Representative Con Bunde, Chair
Members: HouseuHESS Committee

FROM: Claudia Douglc President
NEA-Alaska

RE: SS HB. 267; "An Act iIncreasing elementary and
secondary iInstructional units for certain school districts
with 800 or fewer students in average daily membership; and
providing for an effective date."

NEA-Alaska strongly supports and encourages your Tavorable
consideration of SSHB 267, which will permanently "fix" the
concern for single site funding. We urge you to support the
formula presently iIn SS House Bill 267 "An Act increasing
elementary and secondary instructional units for certain
school districts with 800 or fewer students iIn average daily
membership..."

A disparity has existed iIn the public school foundation
formula relative to singe site districts since Alaska
instituted the Instructional Unit technique of funding iIn
1987-88. The result has been an i1nordinate financial burden
on these communities and the reduction or elimination of
critical programs and services. These districts have not
ggen ?ble to attain prior funding levels under the current
ormulla.

These i1nequities In the formula with regard to small single-
site school districts have been before the legislature each
year since enactment of the present foundation formula. It
Is not fair that they have had to withstand additional
legislative scrutiny relative to their basic needs under a
funding formula that iIs supposed to treat all districts
equitably.

For most years, under the present law, supplemental
appropriations to small school districts have been passed.
The formula In SSHB 267 1s the same as that which has been
appropriated for these 21 districts over the past two years.

We urge your early support for this legislation. It would
be not only unfair, but irresponsible to place these single-
site districts in another political gane, as they

ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE *1411 W. 33rd Avenue *Anchorage, Alaska 99503  (907) 274-0536 « FAX: (907) 274-0551
JUNEAU OFFICE e 114 Second Street  Juneau, Alaska 99801  (907)586-3090  FAX: (907) 586-2744
FAIRBANKS REGIONAL OFFICE *2118 Cushman Street e Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 e (907)456-4435 « FAX: (907) 456-2159



experienced last year. All children and communities of
Alaska need to be treated fairly and with dignity; none need
to be placed in a position of coming to Juneau to beg for
equal funding.

All 21 districts are iIn accord with this proposal. Although
the Department of Education has proposed other possible
solutions, the State Board has indicated that they support
single site funding If jt i1s not prorated from other
districts and based on full funding at the $61,000
Instructional Unit.

The formulla In SSHB 267 is supported by the Single Site
School District Consortium, the Alaska Association of School
Administrators and NEA-Alaska. We urge you to take a
position In support of SSHB 267, a formula seen as resolving
the single site schools™ 1issue.

Thank you for consideration of our recommendation.



NEA-Alaska

Affiliated with the Jfatioiuil Education Associntim

Post-It"* brand fax transmittal memo 7671 "of pages »

January 11,1994 t'WADA CaofcSeV b~mAIJDEokj9_rC

T0: State Board of Education reax f
¢/o Commissioner Jerry Cove

FROM:  Claudia Douglas, President
NEA-Alaska

RE: Single-Site School Districts
NEA-Alaska opposes any reduction in the funding of REAA's,

We understand the State Board of Education will consider a position on single site supplemental
formula at its January 12 meetmq in Anchorage. We s%pport and urge you to support the formula
pres ntly before the Alaska Legislature in House Bill 267 "An Act increasing elementary and
secondary instructional units for certain school districts with 800 or fewer students in average

daily membership..."

Inequities in the formula with re?ard to small single-site school districts have been before the
legislature each year since enactment of the preSent foundation formula. Fo' most years, under
the present law, supplemental app" priations to small school districts have been passed. The
formula in HB 267 is the same as that which has been appropriated for these 21 districts over the

past two years.

All 21 districts are in accord with this proposal. Although the Department of Education has
Proposed other possible solutions, the Commissioner has indicated he is not opposed to either the
ormula proposed at the rate of approximately $3.4 million.

The formula in HB 267 is supported by the Single cite School District Consortium, the Alaska
Association of School Administrators and NEA-Alaska. We urge you to take a position in support
of HB 267, a formula seen as resolving the single site schools Issue.

ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE * U I W. SSnl Avenue * Anchorage Alwkft 99503 » (90") i'-I-Ojio * FAV: {907/271-055!
JUNEAU OFFICE « IH Second Street * Jtm«u. Alalci 99301 « (907; 5S0-?090  FAX: (907. 536-2744

FAIRBANKS REGIONAL OFFICE ®213s cuthnun $rr>xi ®Rurlunks. -nr- .



CITY OF DILLINGHAM
Dillingham , Alaska

RESOLUTION NO. 93-46

Support Single Site School Funding

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DILLINGHAM, ALASKA,
SUPPORTING ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR SINGLE SITE SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

WHEREAS, Article VII, Section I of the Constitution of the State of
Alaska requires the state to establish and maintain a system of
public schools open to all children of the state and the City of
Dillingham believes that state funding should be appropriated to
provide an equal education to all children of the state, and

WHEREAS, the nresent public school funding act was passed in the
1987 Legislative Session, and

WHEREAS, there was much discussion in Legislative hearings concern-
ing the adequacy of the funding formula for small single site
school districts of up to 1,000 (750, 525, 100-525) 1in enrollment,
and

WHEREAS, no one was sure of the impact of the new formula on these
districts and an appropriation of two million dollars was made to
the State Department of Education to address unique and emergency
circumstances substantiated by school districts to the Department,
and

WHEREAS, subsequent fiscal year appropriations were made to the
Department for specific school districts, the majority of which
were single site school districts, and

WHEREAS, a review of testimony of HB126 (Chapter 91, SLA 1987),
shows that the Legislature believes there 1is need for son.2
adjustment in the foundation program for single site school
districts and the passage of supplementals for FY88(2) 90, 91, 92
and 93 shows there 1is continuing need for additional support to
single site districts, and

WHEREAS, there hasbeen general agreement that single site
districts as large as the Dillingham City School District need
substantial adjustment, and

WHEREAS, the 4 mills property tax paid as required by State Law
does not add revenue money to the single site schooldistricts but
offsets State moneys, and

WHEREAS, 4 mills of local contribution in fact subsidizes those
districts larger than 1,000 student population and those districts
where no contribution is required, and



Resolution No. 93-46
Page two

WH" <EAS, the Dillingham School District has cut school programs,
la: off personnel, increased the student/teacher ratio in the
classrooms, and initiated fund raising programs to provide for the
education of the children of Dillingham, and

WHEREAS, in FY94 the City of Dillingham has contributed additional
mills above the mandatory 4 mill contribution iIn an effort to
provide only the most basic academic and social education for our
children, now

THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the Dillingham City Council requests
the Department of Education and the Alaska Legislature permanently
revise the school foundation formula funding program to make sure
the single site school districts of less than 1,000 students are
adequately funded each year, and

FURTHER, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council encourages the other
municipalities 1iIn the state that are also single site school
districts to join 1iIn our effort to secure adequate permanent
funding for our schools.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this (2 day of __ , 1993.

SEAL:

L
Thomas Tilden, Mayor

ATTEST:

Vivian M. Braswell, City Clerk



1 IX WYDABURG CITY SCHOOL

S' HYDABUKG. ALASKA, PRINCE OF WALES ISLAND 99922

Single She Funding

HYDABURG

Whereas: The Hydaburg City School District recoginizes the deficiencies
within'the State of Alaska funding formula, and

Whereas: Tho? funding deficiencies have been confirmed by several studies,
an

Whereas: Supplemental funds have been obtained for four out of the last five

years, but no change has been made to the formula to fix the
deficiencies, and

Whereas: The lack of assurances of funds, places a financial planning burden
on ine districts which has a negative impact upon children.

Therefore

Be It Resolved:  That the Hvdaburg City School District continues to s_u[)port
legislation which will resolve the inequities which exist in the
current foundation formula.

Respectfully Submitted by the Hvdaburg City School District

Adopted 2/17/%4



We recognize the difficulties which arc facing the legislature as a result of the declining oil
revenues, but we hoPe that legislators will carefully consider the ramifications involved in the
reduction of school undm% lldren re(lore_sent the future of our state. Less money means that
schools will have to absorb the loss by reducing teachers, cutting services, curtailing improvement
plans, and _decreasing maintenance.” Class sizes will grow, new improvements will slow, and
children will have to get by on less.

Alaska 200U represents a statewide effort to improve education. Schools have been criticized for
years at hoth a state axd national level, and they have responded in a massive effort to improve
education. New standards are being set, restructurmgi Is taking glace in manY districts, and we
have seen a tremendous growth in the use of tecimology. ~ Schools are OOKIHH at student
outcomes, and redefmmgi graduanon requirements. We are gening away from the old 1950
educational model, and establishing systems that are preparing students for the future. Colossai
changes are taking place in the districts across the state, and we are confident that the tilings which
we are doing now will have a R_osnwe and lasting impact on the lives of children. If funding is cut.
many of the improvements which wo are working on will have to be placed in limbo, and mam{
districts will have to ?o into a holding pattern until money becomes available. Successfu
businesses invest a great deal of their money in research, and development. They recognize that in
order to survive, and prosper: they must continually improve their product. We must have the
sametphnoso hy in education. Ifyou want a Cadillac you can not expect to get it for the price of
a motor scooter.

We have a great many plans for improvements in our district. If we lose funding on the

instructional unit, and smPIe site, we will not be able to provide the educational services that our

children need. The inabi |ta/ to settle the funding issues early in the legislative session further

complicates the problem. Careful educational planning is the key to providing innovative, and

progressive programs. Many times we are forced to pink slip non-tenured teachers, and withhold

Important decisions until l_\/IaY or even June when the Governor finally signs a bill. We have lost
ood teachers that are difficult to replace, and spent additional money to train new staff members.
e have squandered money tojust get back to where we were in February.

We have the ability and the commitment to provide the quality educational system that is needed
and demanded, but we need the money, and stability necessary to make it a reality. Its time to
make children a priority, and take them'out of the political arena



POSITION PAPER: JEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

L . Revised 2/01/94
Division  School Finance Bill Number HB267(sponsorsub)

Bill Title Ad Act increasing elementary and secondary instructional units for certain school
districts.with 8QQ or fewer students in/ADM: and providing an effective date.

Sponsor_.Representatives Foster. Mackie. Menard

This legislation proposes to give more state aid to public school districts that serve less than
800, K-12 students'in a dense community, connected by road. The increase will result from a
decllnlnag percentage increase in the number of K-12 instructional units as the districts,
8_roupe by size, increase inaverage daily memb_ershlp. This approach provides a significant
ifference In funding hased on one Student for a district at the break points between groups.

Without supplemental funding, the- Governor's current budget proposal will short fund the
foundation program |n_f|sca|_ﬁ/ears 1994 and 1995, Based onprojected enrollment, twenty two
single site school districts will benefit from this legislation, prior to being pro-rated.

By design, single site districts %enerate less instructional units and less basic need than do the
multiple site school districts of the same average dallx membership (ADM). This is due to the
minimum K-12 units, or front loading, earned by each additional undln? community, within a
multiple site district. This difference, or perceived inequity, can be resglved one of two ways:
1) amend the formula to reduce the effects of the front loading for multiple site school_districts
or 2) amend the formula to increase basic need for single site school districts. This bill
proposes the latter.

Based on the districts that would benefit from this statutory change, it appears that when a
district generates enou?h K-12 units it is not disadvantaged by the current formula, At some
point economies of scale must fit the current formula, in |cat|n%that a greater need may exist
In districts which earn the least instructional unis. Although, nis proposed formula is based
on a declining percentage increase in the number of K-12 units, It in fact, awards a greater
number of units and absolute dollars as district size increases.

The Board of Education does not support any increase to single site schobl districts, if that

increase will result in a loss to any other school district. Although the Board acknowled%,ed no

inequity in the current formula, the Board did _a?ree that contingent upon an appropriation of

sufficient additional funds to implement the legisfation, then it could support HB267.
APPROVED:
Director

Signature.



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT
|
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ﬁgte Referred: January 31, 1994 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance
Date of Committee Action:  \13ft.

The HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: SSHB 267

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 267

_ _ ~ REVISE FOUNDATION FORMULA, SMALL SCHOOLS
"An Act increasing elementary and secondary i. _.ructional units for certain school districts with 800 or fewer
students in average daily membership; and providing for an effective date."

RECOMMENDATIONS: f 1the same title
be replaced with [ i new title
[ J have attached amendments(s)

[ ] do pass

| ] do not pass
0<] no recommendations
[ ] individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(S): (o) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Depi/Delc)
[m] fiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s)

[ J zero fiscal note [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
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As concerned parents, we are strong supporters of HB267. Small districts have
very little leeway in adjusting their budget. Supplemental funding has been
unpredictable and arrives after planni.g and hiring decisions already had to
take place. Quality education costs money. Dedicated teachers, staffs, and
parents cannot deliver without it. We see this bill as part of the solution
in reaching our goals for the education of Alaska's children.

Marlene Cushing, Chair
be |srk;1t|vep%ﬁwmlttee
etershurg

0X. 28
Petersburg, AK 99833



PETERSBURG CITYSCHOOL DISTRICT
Fact Sheet

Petersburg, a community of approximately 3,500, is located on Mitkof Island in S.E. Alaska
and is accessible only by air, ferry and hoat. The community has a long tradition of pride

H] {t$ teducatmnal syStem. The following facts provide a glimpse of the Petershurg school
Istrict.

Enrollment 711 districtwide
2 elementarx, qrades K-5 372
<+ middle school, grades 6-8 165
<+ high school, grades 9-12 174
Feailitaes

Rae C. Stedmar Elementary School (with community swimming pool,
2 Peter_sburF Middle School/High Schoal (with gym and audltorlumg
<+ Vocational Education building

4 community gym is also on the campus

School Board
& five member board
¢ adopted geals in areas of
1) high expectations
2)  communications
staff development
4)  at-risk students

Staff ) o
¢ superintendent, two principals
¢ 5lteachers
& 34 other support personnel
Finances

~ i annual operating budget of $4,639,647 _
< additional federal and state grants of approximately $292,000
& 34% of total revenues are from local support

»

Other Success Indicators ) .

high school fully accredited since 1934

K-12 attendance rate of 93%

drop out rate 2.4%

vandalism is nil _ o _

65% of graduating seniors gursue contmum? education,

1987 recipient of National . e.c_ondarg/ Schools Recognition Program award
participation in student activities 86%

two National Merit Scholars

LA 2 2 SR & 2

11-168





