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STATE OF ALASKA

FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:2/19/98 Department Affected: Education

Title: An act relating to the public school funding program: BRU: K-12 Support
repealing the public school foundation program; relating Component:

Sponsor: House HESS
Requester: House HESS COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollars)
FY 01 FY 02 FY 03

OPERATING FY 99 FY 00
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS *62.1 *62.1
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING *62.1 *62.1

-62.1 *62.1 -62.1

*62.1 *62.1 *62.1

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE INREVENUES
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF *62.1
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006GF/MUTIA

Other
TOTAL *62.1 *62.1 *62.1 *62.1

*62.1 *62.1 *62.1 *62.1

*62.1

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY98) impaci:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate pago ifnecossary)

Schools for the Handicapped

151

BILL NO. CS SS HB 148IHES)

FY 04

*62.1

*62.1

-62.1

*62.1

Section 17 amends AS 14.30.650 which determines tho state aid allocation to tho Special Education Service Agency

(SESA).

Preparedby: Eddy Joans. School France Manager Phonj*: 465-8679

Division: Education Support Sorvicos Dati

Approved by Commissioner: Shirjgy.j. HQiipway. Ph.D...Commiss'ongr / n c+tsi/C >

Agency: Education Ifaie: N

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR™S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For tunt#osmeubon imtomiDoncal ir-Govermors Lo~ tutv* Offc™
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STATE OF ALASKA
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: 2-19-98

FISCAL NOTE

BILL NO. CS SS HB 14p(HES)

Department Affected: Education

Title: An act relatino to the public school fundino program: 8RU: K-12 Support
repeal ing the public school foundation program: relating

Sponsor: Representative Bunde

Component: FQUPtiaiiQtLgrQflram

Requester: HOUSeHESS

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues:

(Thousands of Dollars)

141

OPERATING FY 99 FYOO FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS -139.7 -139.7 -139.7
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -139.7 +139.7 -139.7

-139.7 -139.7 *139.7

*139.7 -139.7 -139.7

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE INREVENUES 1
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Prograra Receipts
1006 GF/MHTLA

Other
TOTAL -139.7 -139.7 *139.7 *1397

-139.7 -139.7 *139.7 *139.7 -139.7 -139.7

-139.7 *139.7

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY98) impart: .Jk

ANALYSIS: (Attacn a separato page ifnecessaiy.)

See attached schedule for fiscal noto and sectional analysis.

Prepared by: Eddv Jeans. School Finance Manager Phono: 465-8679 / n
Division: EducationSupport Services Ofrtt: jj f
Approved by Commissioner: Shi.iov Holloway. Ph D .Commiss»on»»f ,— m'

Agoncy: Education Date: /8. ?2dW
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
fo* Kmr*f ottrouMn mftxmuon u i tnc Governors i*pii»iA« Oft)c«
p*9*_ 1o J




CS SS HB 148(HES) -Public School Funding Program - 2-19-98

Fiscal Note Analysis

GRANTS: The following table lists the assumptions used to prepare the fiscal note.

Bill Reference Sec. 29 Sec. 14.17410(2) Sec. 27 Transition
Fiscal Year Student Allocation Required Local Hold Harmless
FY99 S$3.840 3.00 mills 100%
FY0O $4,010 3.25 mills 80%
FYO01 $4,060 3.50 mills 60%
FYO2 $4,105 3.75 mills 40%
FY03 $4,150 4._00 mills 20%
FY04 $4,150 4.00 mills 0%

Sectional Analysis
Section 1- Defines the purpose of the proposed public school funding program.

Section 2 -Amends Alaska statute 14.17. Listed under Section 2 are sections 14.17.300 through 14.17.990 that
outline the proposed Public School Funding Program. Following isa listof the proposed sections and their titles.

Sec. 14.17.300. Public school account.
Sec. 14.17 400. State funding for districts.

Sec. 14.17.410. Equalization funding.

Sec. 14.17.420. Special needs and intensive services funding.

Sec. 14.17.430. State funding for correspondence programs.

Sec. 14.17.435. State funding for state boarding school.

Sec. 14.17.440. Local contnbution.

Sec. 14.17.450. Funding communities.

Sec. 14.17.460. Funding community size factor.

Sec. 14.17.470. Area cost and transportation factors.

Sec. 14.17.475. Base student allocation.

Sec. 14.17.500. Student count estimate.

Sec. 14.17.505. Fund balance in school operating fund.

Sec. 14.17.510. Determination of full and true value by Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Sec. 14.17.600. Student counting periods.

Sec. 14.17.610. Distnbution of public school funding.

Sec. 14.17.900. Construction and implementation of chapter.

Sec. 14.17.910. Restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district money.
Sec. 14.17.920. Regulations.

Sec. 14.17.990. Definitions.

PHFJot 4



CS SS HB 148(HES) -F jbllc School Funding Program - 2-19-98

Section 3 -amends AS 14.03.120(g), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS. 14.17.990.
Section 4 -amends AS 14.03.125(e), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS. 14.17.990.
Section 5 -amends AS 14.03.150(c), new reference of public school funding from State Foundation Aid.
Section 6 -amends AS 14.03.160(F)(2), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS.14.17_yyu.

Section 7 -amends AS 14.03.260(c). new reference of restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district
money from AS 14.17.190 to AS.14.17.910.

Section 8 -repeals and reenacts AS 14.09.010, Transportation of students. Elimina*f.* state reimbursement
program for pupil transportation. Allow districts to receive an adjustment in the public school funding program for

transportation cost.

Section 9 -amends AS 14.11.008(b), new referenced full and true prr~nv value fromAS 14.17.025(a)(1) to
AS 14.19.310 and district average daily membership from AS.14.17.25J to AS 14.19.990.

Section 10 -amends AS 14.14.115(c)(2), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS.14.17.990.

Section 11 -amends AS 14.16.050(a)(2), new reference of public school funding from state financial assistance
for education. Corrects reference of student count estimates from AS 14.17.080 to AS 14.17.500. school
operating fund balance from AS 14.17.082 to AS 14.17.505 and public school funding from AS 14.17.160 -

14.17.220 toAS 14.15.300 - 14.17.910.

Section 12 eamends AS 14.16.080(a), new reference of public school funding from AS 14.17.024 to
AS 14.17.235.

Section 13 -amends AS 14.20.177(a), changes reference of basic need to level Ineed from
AS 14.17.021(b) to AS 14.17.410(b)(1). Adds a new sub-section 3 addressing tenure layoff ifthe districts

equalization funding decreased by 3% or more due to proration.
Section 14 eamends AS 14.30.305. new reference of funding from Foundation.
Section 15 eamends AS 14.30.315(a), now reference of funding from Foundation.

Section 16 eamends AS 14.30.347. clarifies tho districts responsibility to provide transportation services for
exceptional children. The distnct is responsible for cost associated with the transportation of exceptional children.

Section 17 *repeals and reenacts AS 14.30.650, changes tho funding mechanism for the Special Education
Servico Agency (SwSA). The allocation will bo based on 18% of Iho statowido ADM multiplied by $85. Currently
the allocation isbased on 2% of tho total foundation special education allocation or $85 per special education

child whichever is greater.

Section 18 -amends AS 14.36.030(a), now rolorenco of funding from Foundation support.

Section 19 eamends AS 29.45.020(a), for tho purposo of taxpayer notice, now roferenco of public school funding
from public school foundation

Jor j



CS SS HB 148(HES) -Public School Funding Program - 2-19*98

Section 20 -amends AS 29.60.030(d), new reference of stale aid from AS 14.17.140 to AS 14.17.510.
Section 21 -amends AS 36.10.090(b), new reference of funding from foundation money.

Section 22 eamends AS 36.10.125(c), new reference of funding from foundation money.

Section 23 -amends AS 44.47.305(c), for the purpose of day care assistance program, change reference of
instructional unit allotments to funding communities from AS 14.17.051 to AS 14.17.470. (area cost differentials)

Section 24 -repeals AS 09.020; AS 14.17 010, AS 14.17 021, AS 14.17 022, AS 14.17.024, AS 14.17.025,
AS 14.17.026, AS 14.17.031, AS 14.17.041, AS 14.17.043. AS 14.17.045, AS 14.17.047, AS 14.17.051,
AS 14.17.056, AS 14.17.080, AS 14.17.082, AS 14.17.140, AS 14.17.160, AS 14.17.170, AS 14.17.190,
AS 14.17.200, AS 14.17.210. AS 14.17.220. AS 14.17.225, AS 14.17.250; and AS 14.30.010(b)(7).

Section 25 e Transition: Area Cost Factors, establishes the area cost factors by funding community for a two year
period. By the end of the two year period tho department shall establish in regulation the area cost factors based

on the results of the cost factor study.

Section 26 e Transition: Student Transportation, establishes the transportation factors by district for a two year
period. By the end of the two year period the department shall establish in regulation the transportation factors

based on the results of the cost factor study.

Section 27 -Transition: Hold Harmless, establishes the programs and entitlements to be included in the hold
harmless base. Establishes the hold harmless percentage year and iseliminated inyear 5.

Sectior. 28 - Transition: Regulations, allows the department to utilize existing regulation that conform with the
language and purpose of this act.

Section 29 eTransition: Base student allocations. Establishes the student allocation amounts each year for 5
years.

Section 30 = Establishes July 1.1998 as the effective date.



, BILL NO. CSSSfHB 143
Department Alfected: Education

BRU: K-12 Support
Component: Foundation Program

STATE OF ALASKA
1997 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:
Title:_AnacLre!ating to thepublic.school funding program:

repealing the public school foundation program: relating
Sponsor: Begifisentatiye-Bunde
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 141

Requester: House HESS
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dallars)
OPERATING FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 498.6
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS -36.5 585.3 470.4

MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 462.1 585.3 470.4 461.0 0223.7 *298.7

FY 02 FY 03

461.0 -223.7 *298.7

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE INREVENUES

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Reccipis
1008 GF Match

1004 GF 462.1 585.3 470.4 461.0 -223.7 +298.7
1006 GF/Proi’nun Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other
TOTAL 462.1 585.3 470.4 461.0 -223.7 -298.7

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate ol current year (FY97) impact: J h

ANALYSIS. (Attach a separata page ifnecessary.)

Seo attached schedule for fiscal note and sectional analysis.

Prepared by. jd&Jeans. ScbflolJii/iancg Manager Phonk * n
Division: Education Support Services Da,eA4L /A V
Approved by Commissioner: Shirlov Holloway. Ph.D .Commissioner _j*

Agency: _ Education DSFft/.
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR™S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

Fof futtfwr disl/ibuuon Information call tho Oovamor» Legtsla&vo Offico
Pago_Jol 4




HB148 -Public School FundlngJ”~omm -4-7-97

Fiscal Note Analysis

CONTRACTUAL : Tho department isrequesting a one time appropriation of $498,600 in FY98 to commission

an educational cost study. The department believes itwill tako approximately 18 months tocomplete the study.
Place holder area cost and transportation factors have been placed in transition sections 25 and 26 of this hill. It
is the intent of the department to commission the study and adopt tho results in regulation. Elements to
consider inan educational cost study may included but are rict limited to, certified and classified salaries,

benefits, geographic location, transportation, fuel, utilities and supplies.

GRANTS : The following table lists the assumptions used to prepare the fiscal note.

Bill Reference Sec. 29 Sec. 14.17.410(2) Sec. 27 Transition

Fiscal Year Student Allocation Required Local Hold Harmless EnrolIment Growth
FYO98 $3,400 3.00 mills 100% FY98 Projections
FY99 $3,925 3.25 mills 80% 1.5%
FYOO $3,970 3.50 mills 60% 1.5%
FYO01 $4,010 3.75 mills 40% 1.5%
FY02 $4,045 4.00 mills 20% 1.5%
FYO3 $4,045 4.00 mills 0% 1.5%

Sectional Analysis
Section 1-Defines the purpose of the proposed public school funding program.

Section 2 -Amends Alaska statute 14.17. Listed under Section 2 are sections 14.17.300 through 14.17.990
that outline the proposed Public School Funding Program. Following isa listof the proposed sections and their

titles.

Soc. 14.17.300. Public school account.
Sec. 14.17.400. State funding for districts.

Sec. 14.17.410. Equalization funding.

Sec. 14.17.420. Special needs and intensive services funding.

Sec. 14.17.430. Stato funding for centralized correspondence study.

Sec. 14.17.435. Stato funding for state boarding school.

Soc. 14.17.440. Local contribution.

Soc. 14.17.450. Funding communities.

Sec. 14.17.460. Funding community size factor.

Sec. 14.17.470. Area cost and transportation factors.

Sec. 14.17.475. Baso student allocation.

Soc. 14.17.500. Student count estimate.

Sec. 14.17.505. Fund balance inschoo loperating fund.

Soc. 14.17.510. Determination of full and true value by Department of Community and Regional Affairs.
Soc. 14.17.520. Minimum expenditure for instruction.

Soc. 14.17.600. Student counting periods.

Sec. 14.17.610. Distribution of public school funding.

Sec. 14.17.900. Construction and implementation of chapter.

Soc. 14.17.910. Restrictions governing recoipt and expenditure of district money.

Soc. 14.17.920. Regulations
Soc. 14.17.990. Definitions.
Pagtt ] . of J



HB148 -Public School.Funding Program -4-7-97

Section 3 -amends AS 14.03.ir0(g), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS.14.17.990.
Soctlon 4 -amends AS 14.03.125(e), now reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS.14.17.390.
Section 5 -amends AS 14.03.150(c), new reference of public school funding from State Foundation Aid.
Section 6 -amends AS 14.03.160(F)(2), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS.14.17.990.

Section 7 -amends AS 14.03.260(c), now reference of restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district
money from AS 14.17.190 to AS.14.17.910.

Section 8 -repeals and reenacts AS 14.09.010, Transportation of students. Eliminates state reimbursement
program for pupil transportation. Allow districts to receive an adjustment in the public school funding program for

transportation cost.

Section 9 -amends AS 14.11.008(b), now reference of full and true property value from AS 14.17.025(a)(1) to
AS 14.19.310 and districtaverage daily membership from AS.14.17.250 to AS 14.19.990.

Section 10 -amends AS 14.14.115(c)(2), new reference of district from AS 14.17.250 to AS.14.17.990.

Section 11 -amends AS 14.16.050(a)(2), new reference of public school funding from state financial assistance
for education. Corrects reference of student count estimates from AS 14.17.080 to AS 14.17.500, schoo!
operating fund balance from AS 14.17.082 to AS 14.17.505 and public school funding from AS 14.17.160 -

14.17.220 toAS 14.15.300 = 14.17.910.
Section 12 -amends AS 14.16.080(a), new reference of public school funding from AS 14.17.024 to
AS 14.17.235.

Section 13 -amends AS 14.20.177(a), changes reference of basic need to level Ineed from
AS 14.17.021(b) to AS 14.17.410(b)(1). Adds a new sub-section 3 addressing tenure layoff ifthe districts

equalization funding decreased by 3% or more due to proration.

Section 14 -amends AS 14.30.305, new reference of funding from Foundation.
Section 15 -amends AS 14.30.315(a), new reference of funding from Foundation.

Section 16 -amends AS 14.30.347, clarifies the districts responsibility to provide transportation services for
exceptional children. The district is responsible for cost associated with the transportation of exceptional
children.

Section 17 -repeals and reenacts AS 14.30.650, changes the funding mechanism for the Special Education
Service Agency (SESA). The allocation will be based on 18% of tho statewide ADM multiplied by $85. Currently
tho allocation isbased on 2% of the total foundation special education allocation or $85 per special education

childwhichever isgreater.

Section 18 -amends AS 14.36.030(a), now roforenco of funding from Foundation support.

Section 19 -amends AS 29.45.020(a), for tho purpose of taxpayer notice, now reference of public school
funding from public school foundation.

_Jof j



H.B1,48"ub!!g.SgMQI£und!ng.Prpgram 4-7-97

Section 20 -amends AS 29.60.030(d), new roferenco of state aid from AS 14.17.140 toAS 14.17.510.
Section 21 -amends AS 36.10.090(b), new reference of funding from foundation money.
Section 22 -amends AS 36.10.125(c), new reference of funding from foundation money.

Section 23 -amends AS 44.47.305(c), for the purpose of day care assistance program, chango reference of
instructional unit allotments to funding communities from AS 14.17.051 to AS 14.17.470. (area cost differentials)

Section 24 -repeals AS 09.020; AS 14.17 010, AS 14.17021, AS 14.17022, AS 14.17.024, AS 14.17.025,
AS 14.17.026, AS 14.17.031, AS 14.17.041. AS 14.17.043, AS 14.17.045, AS 14.17.047, AS 14.17.051,
AS 14.17.056, AS 14.17.080, AS 14.17.082, AS 14.17.140, AS 14.17.160, AS 14.17.170, AS 14.17.190,
AS 14.17.200, AS 14.17.210, AS 14.17.220, AS 14.17.225. AS 14.17.250; and AS 14.30.010(b) (7).

Seciion 25 -Transition: Area Cost Factors, establishes the area cost factors by funding community for a two
year period. By the end of the two year period the department shall establish in regulation the area cost factors

based on the results of the cost factor study.

Section 26 -Transition: Student Transportation, establishes the transportation factors by district for a two year
period. By the end of the two year period the department shall establish in regulation the transportation factors

based on the results of the cost factor study.

Section 27 -Transition: Hold Harmless, establishes the programs and entitlements to be included in the hold
harmless base. Establishes the hold harmless percentage year and iseliminated in year 5.

Section 28 -Transition: Regulations, allows the department to utilize existing regulation that conform with the
language and purpose of this act.

Section 29 -Transition: Base student allocations, Establishes the student allocation amounts each year for 5

years.

Section 30 -Establishes July 1.1997 as ti  effective date.
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Introduction to Study Methodology

Introduction

The School Operating Cost Study is the result of a professional services
contract arising from Request for Proposals No. LBA972 by the
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee. A number of parameters were
specified in the contract that would guide the design, methodology and
conduct of the study. The key provisions are listed here so readers can
understand the specific nature of the task and the approach and
methodology chosen by the study team.

The initial charge isstated in the purpose. "The study is to determine the
differences in costs of school operation that arise from differences in
school size (student population in a funding community) and geographic
location, for the purpose of providing information necessary to make
changes to the public school funding formula.” In other words, the study
will provide the means to restructure the existing funding mechanism but
the actual formula restructuring is to be done by the legislature, not the

consultants.

The central issues of the study are the impacts on school operating costs
of school size and geographic location. Further, the study is confined to
operational costs and is not a study of a number of other school costs -
such as pupil transportation, special education and capital projects -
that have special apj ropriations outside of the current public school
funding formula for oajic educational need.

The contract further states, "For the purposes of this study, the
consultant may not consider the cum-it administrative structure nor any
of the current contractual arrangements held by a school district." This
requirement means that recommended foimula revisions must be broad
enough to factor out the impacts of conscious choices made by individual
districts that impact theirown costs when compared to other district:.

The contract also requires that consideration be given to costs that are
unique to large urban districts and small rural districts. lbis guideline
rccogni/cs that a single, simple formula may not be appropriate for all
Alaska®s school districts The study design must respond to these unique

differences.

The time frame for the study - from contract award NmCL*l er 13 1U>7
to lanuary 31, 1998, with a progress draft due January 15, 1998 -
another key factor in study design To some extent the lime frame
dictated that most of the study would rely on existing data available
from school districts, the Alaska Department of Fducatton and other
sources such as the Alaska Department of Labor.
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Selection of M ethodology

The study team recommended a major concept change at the beginning of
the study. We recommended that the basic units of analysis be schools
rather than existing funding communities. Schools are the basic and
objective units of actual cost occurrence while funding communities were
subjectively determined. Using funding communities to determine staffing
requirements would negatively impact our ability to perform objective

research.

The study team first assembled a team of four respected school
operations experts. These experts represented both urban and rural
viewpoints as well as a wide range of school expertise in business
management, financial  analysis, instruction, operations and
administration. This group guided and advised the professional study
team. Their first task was to determine lewels of instructional staffing
appropriate to all sizes of schools represented by Alaska®s nearly 500
individual schools - regardless of existing levels of funding or geographic
location. This model for instructional staffing became the basis for further

research and analysis.

The study team amassed enormous databases on school operations.
These data included instructional staffing for all schools, instructional
salaries, instructional pay scales, district financial reports and statewide
databases on non-school wages throughout Alaska. Other data including
recent cost-of-living research was also collected.

The study team then developed the "statistical approach™ that is the
framework for presenting school cost analyses in this study. The
statistical approach isnew to school cost research and was designed to
meet the terms of the contract and to overcome some difficulties with the
current public school funding formula. It also allows for objective
quantification of costs by school and by student as well as by district.

Problems inherent in the existing formula include:

e basing most of the area cost differential on the cost of operating
residential households - not school districts;

e basing school (or r “her, funding community) size factors only on
professional opinion and not empirical evidence; and

e failing to consider factors other than commodity price differences that
influence costs of operating schools.

The statistical approach has the advantage of establishing an empirical
basis lor the largest portion of school costs - instruction. Using various
statistical techniques, staffing for all schools was segregated into groups
*.nd an efficiency curve was developed to determine typical staffing by
school size, regardless of levels of funding by district. This was then
correlated with the school size model developed by the school experts to
produce an empirically bared formula for instructional staffing that
allows each school an appropriate level of instructional staffing

regardless of location or district size.
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Next, school operating costs in all districts were analyzed and grouped
into three separate components - instruction, nonpersonnal services and
administration. Statewide, these expenditures are, respectively, 79%, 16%
and 5% of school operating costs. Analysis of these components showed
that expenditures per student varied greatly among districts, even among
districts of similar size and location. Because of these wide variations,
non-personnel and administrative costs were forced into a narrower range
than occurs in the raw data. The study team computed multipliers based
on relationships of these adjusted expenditures. Three different analyses
of non-personnel data were conducted. These involved all non-personnel
costs, a selected market basket of non-personnel costs and operations
and maintenance costs.

The statistical approach addresses per-student cost levels for both
nonpersonal services and administrative costs ina way that combines the
effects of both geographic location and school size. The study results
provide detail for assigning separate cost factors for non-personnel and
administration costs, as well as for instructional staffing levels.

Finally, substantial research effort was also given to the important issue
of instructional compensation levels and the underlying personnel area
cost differential that plays a large role in the cxistmg funding formula. A
number of methods were employed toaddress this issue.

The use of the statistical approach results in several impiovcments in the
measurement and expression of school operating costs. These
improvements are discussed in the Executive Summary.

Study Organization

Preceding isa brief discussion entitled Introduction lo Sludu Methodology.
This section describes the purpose of the study and defines the
requirements that determined study methodology. Study methodology is
briefly discussed.

An Introduction lo Study Issues defines the critical range of issues that
must be addressed when considering revisions to the public school
funding formula. Awareness of these issues sets the context for

understanding study results.

A brief Study Team section identifies the members of the school expert
panel so important to the study effort. To them we give special thanks for
their expertise, judgment and willingness to be part of a new approach to

school funding.

An Execulitr Summary nuts forth the six major findings and
recommendations resulting from the statistical approach to public school
operating cost funding allocation.

The Sun.mary of Results presents quantitative impacts on each district of
the recommended statistical approach.
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Chapter I,A Statistical Approach, presents a summary discussion of the
results and methodology of the method chosen for the study. The
methodology described in this chapter is the heart of study effort.
Included arc the multipliers for each district for each of the three
components of the funding formula. The following three chapters include
detailed results of the three major school operating cost categories.

Chapter I, Instructional Allocations, addiesses the size factor analysis in
detail and is the basis for the size multipliers so critical to equitable

funding allocation.

Chapter I, Nonporsonal Services Allocations describes the three special
analyses performed to arrive at district-level multipliers for the
nonpersonal services component of the funding formula.

Chapter IV, Administrative Allocations, discusses the method and findings
of providing administrative adjustment factors for all districts.

Chapter V, Additional Considerations, describes alternate methods of
applying results. Although Chapter V does not quantify the effects of
alternate adjustment factors, it provides a discussion of area cost
differential and cost-of-living issues that historically supported a
personnel compensation differential. The chapter also includes a
discussion of the impact of varying the amount allocated to each of the

three components of the funding formula.

A Statistical Appendix is provided under separate cover. Its contents will
be detailed tables and graphs supporting the many forms of analysis
employed during the study period.
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Introduction to Study Issues

Statement of the Situation

Traditionally, Alaskans have been supportive of education and willing to
pay for it. The State of Alaska"s single greatest investment is the nearly
S700 million it allocates annually to its 53 school districts for public
education. Alaska, as a state with a relatively young population,
continues to support education when the political trends elsewhere have
been to reduce spending on education. In states with relatively older
populations where fewer households have school age children, public
education is of lower priority and has been cut substantially. For
example, Arizona, an otherwise fairly well-to-do state, ranks near the
bottom in their investment in public education. Even today, in the face of
declining revenue, Alaska ranks near the top in terms of state dollars per
student, exceeded only by those states with exceptional economic ability.

Yet in recent years, even Alaska has had to face the prospect of declining
real resources devoted toeducation. Districts have had to reduce staffing,
re-ncgotiate contracts and cut costs of all kinds while municipalities,
students and parents try to compensate by raising their own money for
everything from school supplies to travel, computers and building
maintenance. While school enrollment has increased, the real value of
appropriations to pay for it has not kept pace as Alaska®s primary
source of revenue - oil - continues a long-range production decline.

In tl.is environment, the method to allocate funding among schools and
districts is under intense scrutiny, and a variety of proposals aimed at
revising the method of allocation are before the legislature.

The Need for Equity

As publ :resources decline, fairness and equity in the allocation of these
much needed funds become increasingly important. As always, Alaska
differs from other states when itcomes to alloc<*:ion of public resources.
The extent of geographic dispersion (more than ?2.!",000 students spread
over 586,000 square miles) and dramatic differences in community sizes
(and the resulting differences in scale and efficiency of school operations)
create immense differences in school operating costs.

No simple formula can ensure equity for Anchorage, with nearly 17,000
students. Pelican with 31 students and 51 other districts at all points in
between. No research study can measure the full effects of multiple
influences - such as climate, building quality, transportation costs, local
economic conditions, labor supply, isolation, local school board policies,
collective bargaining, and community demands - on the cost of education
Further, no polit *ian, school expert, researcher or consultant is going to
tell 53 districts ai.d 484 schools how to am their business while local
control remains an underlying principle of Alaskl*s public school system.
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Nevertheless, there are good reasons for scrutiny of the method to
allocate school aid and the current call for improvements in equity. The
current method of allocating education aid results ina range of S3,400 to
$21,000 per student. Although absolute equity may be impossible to
achieve, significant improvements appear possible. This study makes
major advances in the objective measurement of school costs and offers

solutions that result in progress toward equity.

Historically, Alaska distributes public school funding using two means of
compensating for differences in school operating costs. These criteria for
compensation are size - adjusted for by an instructional unit computation
that compensates for small school size - and location - adjusted for by
the Area Cost Differential (ACD). The means of calculating these
compensation measures have always been subject to debate and have
been changed on a number of occasions since statehood for both empirical

and political reasons.

Compensation for Size

Most observers ivould agree that the per student cost of providing basic
education services to 30 students ina remote community isgreater than in
an urban community with 1,500 students under one roof. Although the
principle of size compensation has been widely accepted in Alaska, the
means of calculating the size factors has been under scrutiny since the
origin of the Alaska Foundation Formula.

This weakness in the existing size adjustments is the first major issue
addressed by the Request for Proposals that formed the conceptual basis
for this study. In essence, the RFP requested an objective, quantifiable
and defensible basis for school size adjustment. The McDowell Group
study design .accomplishes this. For the first time, size factors have an

empirical, statistically defensible basis.

Compensation for Location

Size compensation isonly part of the equity picture. The second factor is
the Area Cost Differential, or ACD. The ACD compensates for cost
differences due to geographic location. Compensation for these inherent
geographic cost differences isalso a widely accepted principle. However,
as with the size adjustment, the principle of the adjustments for location
iswidely accepted but the means of calculating ACDs has been subject to
continued revision and reexamination.

Currently, the location differential for each district is a single number
based on price differences among locations. Prices of household market
basket items (food, housing transportation, etc.) were a proxy for school
personnel costs, and prices of a non-personnel school market basket
(insurance, books, fuel, etc) represented all non-personnel costs.
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There are three major weaknesses of the current ACD.

e First, all district aid is subject to a single ACD. Personnel and
nonpersonal services should not rely on the same differential.

e Second, ACDs are based on the household cost of living, not the
actual cost of staffing a school with instructional, administrative
and operations and maintenance personnel. The RFP requested
alternatives to this method of allocation, moving away from what
may or not be a relevant proxy for personnel costs.

e Third, the current ACD does not incorporate adjustments for the
complex range of factors that affect non-personnel school costs -
such as building quality and efficiency, climate, community use
and local availability of goods and services.

A Solution to Instructional Staffing Needs

The McDowell Group study team - consisting of economists, business
analysts, public policy analysts, wage and salary analysts, school
management experts and school business experts - developed an
objective statistical approach for providing equal basic instructional
staffing to schools of all sizes.

Noninstructional Costs

Current ACDs apply to nonpersonal services costs as well as to salaries.
The methodology used for the existing ACD was to price a fixed market
basket of thirty-four school cost items - such as insurance, books and
travel - ineach of the districts and calculate a simple differential. Non —
personnel costs account for about 10% to 40% of a district’s total costs,
depending on the district. Price differences for the full market basket
varied from 1.00 in major urban areas to as high at 1.46 in the most

remote regions.

The primary weakness of the existing approach is its failure to consider
the many factors - other than shelf price - that affect non-personnel
costs. The method developed by the study team places the true cost
differential of smaller, remote districts where it belongs - in the
nonpersonal services and administrative components of the education

funding formula.
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Summary

"Basic Educational Need"™ can be defined as an amount of money
required to fund the operating costs of a school district. Adjustment for
school district size and location are two of the three elements that
determine 'basic need" in Alaska®s current formula for allocating
education aid (AS 14.17.021(c)). The third factor is "unit value," which
reflects total funding level and isnot addressed in this study.

The objective of the research described in this study is to make the
foundation formula more equitable by determining adjustment factors
that compensate for differences in school - and school district -
operating costs that arise from the number of students served and from
geographic location.1This study is not intended to be a comprehensive
review of all the philosophical and equity issues the legislature might
address in considering revisions to the foundation formula.

In short, the purpose of this study was to develop new adjustment
factors for size and location, not to develop a model to allocate
education aid to school districts. Although this study develops allocation
amounts and compares them to current law, the allocations described in
this study do not consider all aspects of education funding. Comparisons
with actual allocations should, therefore, be avoided until more
comprehensive calculations are performed by, or in cooperation with, the
Department of Education.
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Study Team

The McDowell Group study team includes a panel of Alaska education
experts with a mix of urban r.nd rural school district operations
experience. These experts were a critical part of the study team and took
an active role in developing the approach as well as reviewing the
research and analysis. The panel includes the following individuals:

Tom Freeman has nearly 30 years of financial management experience
in Alaska, Washington and Oregon schools, including 18 years with
the Anchorage School District. He was Assistant Superintendent of
Business Management for the Anchorage School District until 1988
and remains involved inschool and community activities.

Jim Paul served 12 years as Superintendent of what isnow the Denali
Borough School District. He is also a former teacher, principal and
superintendent of the Craig School District and participated in three
prior efforts to revise the foundation funding formula.

Andy Warwick served four years in the Alaska State Legislature
(1971-1974), all four years as a member of the House Finance
Committee. He served two years as Commissioner of the Department
of Administration (1975-1976). Mr. Warwick was elected to three
terms on the Fairbanks School Board (1988-1996) serving as President
of that body and as its Finance Chair. He was appointed to the
Alaska State Board of Education in 1991, serving as Vice Chair until
1992. Mr. Warwick has been in private practice in Fairbanks as a
Certified Public Accountant since 1978.

Bob Weinstein spent 20 years as a teacher and administrator with
the Southeast Island School District, retiring as superintendent in
1994. He has considerable experience with small school operations.
He 1is also very familiar with the existing foundation program and
served as amember of the Foundation Formula Task Force in 1995.
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Executive Summary

The basic question addressed in this report is "Do current adjustment
factors provide accurate compensation for differences in school - and
school district - operating costs that are due to size and location?" The
short answer is that statistical analysis indicates current size and
location adjustments relatively undercompensate some districts for
differences in school operating costs.

The following executive summary introduces the six major findings and
recommendations of this study. Results of tho analysis are trovided in
the Summary ofResults located prior to Chapter I in this study.

1. Definition of Recommended Funding Formula

The study team recommends that the education funding formula be
divided into three components - instruction, nonpersonal services and
administration. One component, instruction, is specifically related to
schools. The other two components are district-level allocations. The
components are separated because each has unique adjustment factors
for size and location. The separation of components applies only to the
allocation of aid and is not intended to imply expenditure limits in any
component.

e Instructional Allocations. The instructional component includes all
school-specific personnel required to operate schools, including
teachers, building administrators, aides and administrative and
building support staff.

e Nonpersonal Services Allocations. This component includes all non-
personnel costs in school districts, including non-personnel costs
associated with instruction and district adninistration.

e Administration Allocations. This component includes the personnel
costs of certificated and classified administrative personnel engaged
in district-wide functions that are not specifically related to
educational services delivered inschools.
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2 Definition of Funding Units

The study team recommends that schools, rather than funding
communities, be the basic unit for education funding. The school is the
fundamental cost center for delivering ins Tuctional services. The basic
units of funding under current law are "funuing communities" - which are
defined inconsistently and which would not provide equitable treatment
for all schools even ifthey were defined consistently. Adopting schools as
the basis for funding would vresult in more equitable allocation of
instructional resources by providing comparable levels of instructional
staffing in all schools regardless of district size and location.

3. Adjustments for School Size

The study team recommends that statistically derived adjustment
factors be used to compensate for the higher per-student cost of
operating smaller schools. This study provides an objective, defensible
and empirical basis for instructional staffing in all sizes of schools. The
recommended size factors were developed by a study team of school
management and business experts, blended with analysis of the
instructional staffing patterns of Alaska"s schools.

Study results indicate that school size has enormous influence on
operating cost per student, with the efficiency curve rising rapidly from
the smallest schools to a school size of 500 to 600 students. Beyond that,
size instructional efficiencies increased slowly, with less perceptible gains

beyond 1,500 students.

4. Adjustments for Location

A Instructional Component

The study team recommends that area cost differentials (ACDs) in the
instructional component of the formula be eliminated, allowing market
forces and individual district needs and choices to determine
compensation lewels. ACDs based on average instructional salaries
would result in several rural districts (with high current ACDs) having
loiver ACDs than Anchorage.* *This means that adoption of area cost
differentials (based on average teacher salaries) for the instructional
component would reduce aid to several rural school districts, a result

counter to the equity criteria required for this study.

Analysis of instructional salaries shows little relationship between current
ACDs and actual salaries paid. Categorizing districts by size, location
and accessibility showed that the average instructional salary in
Anchorage is only one percent lower than the average in the other 52
districts. Most districts (35 of 53). including many with significant ACDs,
paid within five percent of the statewide instructional salary average,
with several rural districts having salary schedules - and average salaries
- lower than in Anchorage.1
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Reasons for this salary uniformity are many, but analysis shows that
teacher longevity is the primary reason. Salary schedules in rural districts
are somewhat higher than in Anchorage cn . "erage (although several
districts with high ACDs have lower salary schedules than Anchorage).
Even in those districts with higher salary schedules than Anchorage, few
have teachers with average years of experience near the average for
Anchorage. The result is that costs associated with higher salary
schedules in rural areas are offset by costs associated with greater
longevity in urban districts. Average salaries in all districts fall in a

surprisingly narrow range.

Research on private sector salary practices confirms that salaries tend to
be higher in Anchorage than in districts with high ACDs. Location
differentials are rarely paid by private industry, and are nominal ifpaid.
Among private and public sector policies researched for this study, the
sole exception is the State of Alaska, which pays a location differential
based on the estimated cost of a "market basket" intended to reflect

household spending.

B. Nonpersonal Services and Adminislrafive Components

The study team recommends that area cost differential "multipliers"
be used to adjust for higher noninstructional costs due to district size
and location. The key technical emphasis of the recommended separation
of the formula into three components is that size and location have
different impacts on each component. This has many implications, but
the most important is that the cumulative effects of all factors affecting
noninstructional costs - geography, climate, local economic conditions,
cultural needs, design and condition of buildings, proximity of schools
and similar factors, as well as the number of students and prices of goods
and services purchased by districts - are incorporated in the

noninstructional multipliers.

One critical finding of this study is that differences in per-student
noninstructional costs far exceed differences in existing ACDs. While the
current ACDs may over-compensate some districts for personnel costs,
they under-compensate some districts for dramatically higher per-student
noninstructional costs.

Of the three components of the funding formula, administrative costs
have the widest variability from district to district. Though extremely
wide variations of administrative cost per student can be demonstrated,
statistical analysis cannot identify the reasons for the variance. What is
known is that administrative cost efficiency improves rapidly as district
size increases, but the largest districts are not necessarily the most cost
efficient. It is clear that no uniform administrative staffing standards
exist from district to district, even among districts of similar size.
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5. Data Requirements

The study team recommends that existing reporting systems be
strengthened and that databases to support school cost analyses be
further developed. Databases needing attention include those containing
instructional salary and staff records, district financial reports and
records of student attendance and participation in special programs. The
quality of the databases must be improved in order to allow continued
progress toward equitable allocation of education funds.

Data improvements could come tlu-ough management audits. The
purposes of these management audits would be:

e To generate better information for future computation of multipliers
for the nonpersonal services and administrative components of the

funding formula.

e To explore options for reducing costs through cooperation,
consolidation, centralized business functions and other management

methods.

Once database improvements are made, statistical analysis similar to
that which produced clear results for the instructional component could
produce improved results for the two noninstructional components of

education funding.

6. Transitional Implementation

The study team recommends that negative impacts of the revised size
and location adjustments be mitigated. The proposed adjustment
factors narrow the range of per-student education aid among districts.
Nevertheless, any reallocation of a fixed amount of funds that produces
"gainers" also produces "losers."” A provision to prevent any district
from receiving less than its current level of aid as a result of revised
adjustment factors would allow "gainers™ to benefit without the gains
coming at the expense of other districts.

The recommended revisions to the funding formula generate a relatively
small reallocation of funds (about 2.7 percent of the current level of Basic
Need). While a transitional provision would provide less equity than full
implementation of the recommended adjustment factors, it would offer
improvement over the disparity in funding that now exists. This option
would, of course, require appropriation of additional funds. The first-
year cost of transitional implementation is estimated to be between $16

million and $20 million.
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Summary of Results

Approach

The study team used statistical analysis to determine adjustment factors
for differences in student population and location. We divided the
education formula in three components - instruction, nonpersonal
services and district administration - when it became apparent that
each component required different adjus"ments for size and location.

The basic research methodology - referred to as 'the statistical
approach”™ in this study - is described in Chapter L Each of the
components is further described in a separate chapter. Alternate
allocation issues are discussed in Chapter V. An overview of the results
of the statistical approach is presented below.

The statistical approach uses data on staffing levels in schools, audited
expenditure reports and student enrolIment figures to determine size and
location adjustment factors. The statistical approach is based on three
premises. The premises and brief discussions of their impact follow:

bchools of similar size should have similar staffing levels for
regular K-12 programs regardless of location of schools or size of
district in which the schools are located.

The statistical approach separates school instructional costs from
district administrative costs and from utilities, travel and other non—
personnel costs, then uses existing instructional staffing patterns to
derive factors to compensate for higher per-student instructional costs
insmaller schools. In general, compensation factors for small schools
under the statistical approach are similar to those under current law,
but bringing "staff equity" at the school lewel results in significant
adjustment of aid to schools that are not currently compensated for
small size because they are part of a larger community or district.

Promise 2

School staffing levels should be determined independently of
instructional costs; adjustments for differences 1in average
instructional salaries should be made after school staffing levels
are determined, and any adjustments should be based on
statistical information showing clear differences in personnel costs.
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Adjustments for personnel costs under the statistical approach are
not based on differences in household cost-of-living in various areas,
but on research covering a broad range of salaries that more directly
relate to the cost of operating schools. Research on salaries outside
the educational system found no statistical justification for higher
salaries in rural areas. In fact, the data indicate compensation is
generally higher in Anchorage than in rural areas, although teacher
salary data showed a slight trend in the opposite direction. Based on
this conflicting information, the statistical approach applies no area
cost differential to instructional costs.

Promise 3

School district expenditures for nonpersonal services and
administrative purposes are generally no higher than necessary
(given current district structure); existing variation in per-student
expenditures reflects differences in costs that are attributable to
size and location.

Statistical analysis identified large variations in noninstructional
expenditures per student. The range of differences caused the study
team to question the premise and to limit per-student expenditures
(for purposes of calculating multipliers) rather than develop
multipliers that reflect current spending. The statistical approach
compensates for differences in noninstructional costs by producing
multipliers that are substantially higher than those in current law.
However, the multipliers apply only to noninstructional expenditures,
which average 20 percent (and range from 14 percent to 60 percent) of
total district expenditures.

Interpreting Study Results
Several concepts are critical to interpreting the results of the study.

1. Before reviewing results of the analysis, it is important for readers to
understand that the analysis addresses only the relative allocation of
school operating aid; itdoes not address the following issues:

e capital requirements of schools

« school debt reimbursement

e pupil transportation costs

= special appropriations to school districts

e the total amount of aid allocated by the formula

< sources of funds, including local contributions and federalimpact
aid

« district or school consolidation issues

e vocational education, bilingual and other funding that 1is not
classified as "regular education"

< labor issues, organization of local government or other issues that
arc related to school funding but that are not directly accounted
for by the size and location factors of the foundation formula.
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2. Because the study addresses allocation of aid rather than the amount
of aid to be allocated, it may appear that the statistical approach
concludes that some districts are currently receiving too much
education aid. Readers should understand that the results do not
imply that a particular school district is over-funded (or under—
funded) in and of itself, but rather that a district may be relatively
over- (or under-) funded when compared to other districts. All
comparisons in this study are based on relative adjustments; i.e., they
are simply shares of an amount of aid that is determined by political
forces.

3. Readers should also understand that dollar values in the tables
and charts cannot be compared with actual aid received by
districts because the total amount allocated in the tables ($800
million) is an arbitrary amount that is not equal to the actual
amount of stale aid allocated in any year. While additional
calculations would be required to determine actual changes to aid
received by each district under the revised adjustment factors, it
should be noted that proportions of Basic Need allocated to each
district wou ld not be affected by the total amount of money available.

In addition,

e Slate education aid is reduced by local tax contributions and by a
portion of federal impact aid, and increased by special
appropriations to Regional Education Attendance Areas (REAAs)
and to "single site" districts. These reductions and increases are
not reflected in the analysis of aid under current law or under the
statistical approach because the focus of this analysis is on
developing adjustment factors for size and location.

e The statistical approach does not specifically address funding for
vocational education, bilingual and other special programs that
are addressed by the current formula. This treatment is not a
recommendation to eliminate funding for these special programs;
it simply refl” cts a lack of detailed data required to include
special programs in our analysis. ”In order to make meaningful
comparisons between allocations under current law and the
statistical approach, special program funding must be treated the
same under both approaches. In this analysis, that means
excluding them from both allocation systems.
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e The information in the student-school database does not sum to
district totals reported by the Department of Education.*
Although this has a negligible effect on comparisons of current law
and the statistical approach - because allocations under both
systems are determined from the same data - it does mean that
comparisons with actual aid are not valid.

4. For comparative purposes, the study team applied the current
formula to the same student database used to determine funding
levels under the statistical approach. Although this methodology
means that data in the charts and tables is not comparable to aid
currently received by districts, it isolates the effect of changes to the
size and location adjustment factors. Assuming no changes are
made to parts of the funding system other t*"m the size and
location adjustments, comparisons of information labeled "current
law” and ‘statistical approach™ are reasonably accurate
indications of what would happen under a revised formula, since
local contribution requirements and special funding would affect both
allocation formulas inasimilar manner/

In short, the purpose of this study was to develop new adjustment
factors for size and location, not to develop a model to allocate
education aid to school districts. Although this study develops allocation
amounts and compares them tocurrent law, the allocations described in
this study do not consider all aspects of education funding.
Comparisons with actual allocations should, therefore, be avoided
until more comprehensive calculations are performed by, or in
cooperation with, the Department of Education.

Further, results obtained by applying the statistical approach and ament
adjustment factors to a database are approximations of allocations.
When comparing the proposed formula tvith current law, the reader
should focus on relative changes shown in the tables rather than on
dollar comparisons with actual aid allocations. The actual amount of
aid allocated to each district will change as both the number of students
and the total amount of aid allocated change, and as special program
funding, local contributions and other aspects of the full funding formula

are considered.

Summary of Results

Figure 1shows that implementing the adjustment factors generated by the
statistical approach would allocate additional aid to more than 20 school
districts. The implication of this result is that, relative to other districts,
some districts appear to be underfunded under current law. Table 1
shows that the level of underfunding in all districts isabout 2.7 percent of
the amount of funding allocated (S21 million of $800 million allocated).

ItLgﬂh t/tent »d xf%%aalt a btrnd cofcanod (gam > t>p*5tcr |]8f ElraJon F] DOEa%rottdod tin an
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tomy dlstrlcts or (Mtrtcts «** rfactad by a “36 psrtsnt of buc rw t 0 rrwvmum qjtw i loca
corlntuvn »s»t b tioM <io<ts vaM bo ruducad by 35 psre od Jrsot mg |? vn J_ rettsbibl n of art
Ostvt |st t«- Iau%d th#é ercanlrﬁtsvxtc‘)on?n meats local cep*< *0 *al d bd atfa Jo co nfcuto ana ecna <
canto KMSorul aid racarva »rr«Urty r local certroutou waAl >0 rtt tnctad @ bo a rrxri ¢l ttass aid w*is

ndund
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Figuro 1-Porcontage Increase In Funding for Education (Rolatlvo to Curront
Adjustment Factors) Undor a Transitional Scenario
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Table 1

Summary of Allocations of Aid for Education
Undor a Transitional Sconarlo

Gain

School District Dollars Percent
Total 21,388,254 2.7%
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region -
Aleutians East . -
Anchorage 8.373.504 35
Annette Island 171.178 6.0
Benng Strait *
Bristol Bay 92.769 33
Chatham -
Chugach -
Copper River -
Cordova 193.273 55
Craig City 192.419 70
Delta/Greoly 1.001.155 16 1
Denali - *
Dillingham 240.922 59
Fairbanks 3,194.584 36
Galena - g
Haines 391.195 13.2
Hoonah 125.597 6 1
Hydaourg - -
iditarod -
Juneau 486.999 16
ewta 30.731 20
Kashunamiut < '
Kcnai 1.750.238 28
Ketchikan 1.563.01- 102
Klawock 64.824 39
Kodiak 348.631 18
Kuspuk -
Lake & Peninsula -
Lower Kuskck*.m -
Lower Yukon
M atanusva <
Nenana <
Nome 315.423 55
Ncnn Slope
Northwest Arctc <
Pesain e
Petersburg 439581 99
Pnbdof -
Sitka 1.318 960 131
Skagw x -
Southeast island -
Southwest -
St Ma/ys <
Tanana 0
Unaiaska 175,129 60
Vaidtz 418 945 73
Wrangell 033 12 1
Yakutst 111.154 71
Yukon Fiats e <
Yukon Kceyukuk - -
Yujxt < <

AUskj School Opo'atmg Cost Study < January 199: McOowot Group. Inc. = Pago 19



A practical interpretation of this result is that the addition of about
2.7 percent to the total amount allocated by the foundation formula
could allow relatively underfunded districts to be funded at a more
equitable level while no district would lose funding.” Figures 1 and 2
show two of many possible scenarios. The first - referred to as the
"transitional” scenario - shows the impact on school districts if
educational aid were increased to allow relatively underfunded districts
to receive their full adjusted allocations while no district receives less
than itscurrent allocation. Note that if the total funding level were simply
increased by 2.7 percent, all districtswould share the idditional funding,
thus preventing districts that receive reduced aid under the statistical
approach from being "held harmless."

The second scenario - referred to as the "no additional funding" scenario
in Table 2 and Figure 2 - assumes that no additional educational aid is
appropriated. In this scenario, the adjustment factors under the
statistical approach would reallocate available funds. By e», nature,
reallocation of a fixed amount means that aid gained by so.*re districts
must be offset by losses in other districts.

Figure 2 and Table 2 show the results of applying the statistical approach
ina "no additional funding" scenario. As noted in the preceding text, the
reader should focus on the direction of change rather than the precise
amount of change. The figures in the table are approximations only and
should not be compared to current aid allocations.

The statistical approach indicates that districts with many schools in
few funding communities tend to be relatively underfunded by the
present allocation system.* Districts inwhich each school isconsidered a
funding community tend to receive relatively less aid under the statistical

approach.

Table 3 shows that the total adjusted student count under the current law
(133,673, incolumn 4) is less than the total adjusted student count under
the statistical approach (148,561, 1in column 9).0 Under the "no
additional funding" scenario, higher adjusted student counts have the
same effect as slicing a pic intomore pieces inorder to serve more people.
When the adjusted student count increases (due to size and location
multipliers) the per-student allocation declines (each piece of the pie is
smaller). Kexisting educational aid is simply reallocated, districts with
less-than-average gains in student count would receive less money than
under the existing system. As noted earlier, only adding money (making
the pie bigger) will prevent some districts from getting less than they
receive under current law. This fact applies to every reallocation
mechanism in which some participants gain and the total amount

allocated isunchanged.

* A morc p>kim msmila d ffts omari w?dC moMocensoraS n(a locat cortrMen. thtim mpacl ag and tp+oal
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Figure 2 - Percontago Change In Funding for Education (Relative to Curront
Adjustment Factors) Undor a ""No Additional Funding' Scenario
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School District
Total

Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Boring Str.rt
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig City
Delta/Greely
Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
HydaOurg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak

Kuspuk

Lake &Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon

M atanuska
Nenana

Nome

North Siopo
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pnbitof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest

St Mary's
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangell
Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon Koyukuk
Yupiit

Tablo 2

Undora "No Additional Funding" Sconario

Sum mary of Allocations of Aid for Education

(Estim ates based on allocation of $800 million in Basic Need)

Change from Curront Adjustment Factors

Gain
$21,388,254

*

8.373,504
171,178

92,769

103,273
192,419
1,001,155

240,922
3,194,584

391,195
125.597

466.999
30.731
1.750,238
1,563,014
64,824
348.631

175,129
418,945
408.033

T1 1,154

Alaska School Operating Coat Stwfy January 1998

Loss
($21,388,254)

(608,589)
(45.,821)
(828,211)

(2.422.787)

(437.346)
(253,524)
(220,282)

*

(340,275)

(230,192)

(41.745)
(722,813)

(79,059)

(685,582)
(1,956,337)
(2,169.129)
(1,358,534)

(173,963)

(101,765)
(1.773.381)
(1.797,799)

(93.278)

(309.721)
(148.332)
(451.470)
(951,945)

(69.073)
(254,505)

(1,515 544)

(1.190.969)
(149307)

Percent
2.7%

(10 2)
(10.8)
(182)
35
6.0
(115)
3.3
(118)
(137)
(3.6)
5.5
7.0
16.1
(88)
59
3.6
(14.2)
12.2
6.1
13_8)
(112)

131
(12 3)
(101)
(126)

<I2i1 f)-
60
73
12.1
™1

(21 2)

(137)
(31

KlicDowel Group. Inc. = Page 22



School District

Total

Alaska Gateway
Adoutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchora?e
Annette Island
Berln? Strait
Bnstol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
gordO\égy
rag
Dotta/Grecty

Of[*nghﬂ'(m

Fairbanks

(Galena
Names
Hogrgh
ydaburp

H tarcd

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenat

Ketcrman
Klawock

Kod-ak

Kuspuk

take 5 Penmsuta
Lower ‘uskekwvn
lower Yukon
Matenuske
Nenana

Nome

North SIO{)e
Northwest Arctc

Petersburg
PtUM

S-tka

Ska?way _
Scuft-eest island
Southwest

St Mary's
Tanana
Uraias*a
VIiDU
Wrangea
Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon Koru»u*

Alaska School Operating Cost Stu<ty « January 1993

Tablo 3

Adjusted Student Counts and Allocation of Aid for Education

Undora "No Additional Funding" Scenario

Students

1
122,857

532

pAl

359
40.175
444
1.679
301
337
131
639

Current Law

Students
Adjustod
for Sue

2

841
o4
598
dn 44T
465
2.539
368
600
271
898
530
448
695
524
539
14.107
209
41
316
176
808
4.893
244
291
10 39
2 564
270
2.984
615
10711
4 349
2275
11 530
219
121
2.145
2429
82
739
326
1676
192
117
9%7
191
155
386
863
562
241
617

1.093
564

Area
~ Cost
Differential

3

1.19
131
121
100
103
139
27
103
114
114
11
103
116
123
121
104
130
105
108
103
133
too
103
133
100
100
103
109
133
131
142
13
100
120
134
145
145
108
100
130
100
105
104

Adjusted Aid
per Student

5.985
Students
Adiusted

for Sire
and ACD

4
133 673

1.001
1

760
40.447
479

1,193
79

Max
Min
Av
StaDev
Spread

Bask: Aid

5
800 000 000

5.991.700
122362
4547436
242.063.295
7,860,126
21118.680
2799405
3700.026
1851191
6124714
3522531
2,758,785
0213383
3,855,349
1063371
88,179,979
1'625.902
2965549
2,042,942
1.086.889
6:429.524
29.284.273
1,502,896
2314'867
62227242
15347 669
1663908
10464.144
6.468 005
8.398.266
36956 642
18 383 660
69 001.303
1569 614
5 761 403
16611212
21079 336
577,586
4423905
2,836,097
10030 645
1.209.274
4460 799
7576 701
1183 649
1202453
| 931756
5 731'849
3360917
1558 970
7137537
8763 139
4 757 590

20,112
5,242
6,912
3,448
384

Basic Aid
per
Studont

b
6,512
10,65
20.112
12,610
5.242
6455
12,576
9.300
10970
14131
9.569
8,187
6.507
6.831
10,109
1,195
9.576
10.839
6897
1483
9534
15247
5,300
71910
9487
6052
5,354
1.963
6.778
13874
16,859
11.284

McDowell Group. Inc. » Pago 23



Table 3 (continued)
AdjuStod Studont Counts and Allocation of Aid for Education
Under a "No Additional Funding" Sconarlo
(Estimatea based on allocation of $800 millllon In Basic Need)

Max
. ~ Min
o . Adjusted Aid A
Statistical Approach, "No Additional f.unding" Scenario per Studont  StdDev
S 5,385 Spread
Students Combined Students
Adjusted Si*e& Adjustod
for Sue Area Cost for Sue _

School Duinct Sludonts Onl¥ leferentla8l and AC% Basic Atid
0

Tout 122,857 144,819 148,561 800,000,000
-y 552 835 1811 1,000 5,383.112
Aleutian Regton 2 41 3330 70 376,541
Aleutians East 355 574 1946 691 3.719,226
Anchora?e 46,175 49,382 1007 46.498 250,436.799
Annette [sland 444 592 1270 564 3,037,304
Benn% Strait 1679 2.502 2067 3471 18.696.093
Bnstol Bay 301 450 1784 537 2,692,174
Chatham 337 582 179 606 3,262,680
Chugach . 131 256 2 265 297 1,597,668
Copper River 639 996 1717 1,097 5.904.432
Cordcva 519 667 1330 690 3.715,803
Cra>y City 424 570 1293 548 2,951.204
Detta/Gréety 010 1,267 1473 1,340 1.214.537
Denali 378 535 172 653 3,515,074
OiHmgham 524 673 1525 799 4.304,293
Fairbanks 15.616 17,297 1073 16.970 91.374.563
Galena *50 234 1726 259 1,395,710
Hamas 43C 649 1450 624 3,356.744
Moonah 273 402 1475 403 2 165,539
Mydaburg 114 192 1703 194 1,045,144
|C<ta0d 422 785 2513 1,060 5.706.711
Juroau 5,525 5.844 1000 5,525 29,151.212
. 190 295 1499 265 1,533.628
Kashuramiut 244 320 1702 415 2.235.608
Kenai 10262 12431 1156 11.886 63977.480
Ketch*»n 2850 3,358 1102 3141 16,910,882
Kiewock 220 335 1459 kil 1,728,132
2872 3571 1261 3679 19812.775

Kutpuk 468 805 2304 1077 5802424
Lake APenmsutt 498 929 2402 197 6441.951
lower Kuskt ¢ 32715 4631 1973 6.462 34 787713
lower Yukon 1,695 2 3% 1805 3.162 17025 345
MaUnuska 12024 13493 1003 12.762 68 827,340
161 230 1693 273 1,467 849

Nome 133 905 1545 1132 6 090 820
North S>0po 1600 2.316 = 3.123 10838851
Northwest A/ct« 1.892 2.550 1892 3,580 19.281,537
38 68 2122 81 434308

Petershurg 154 909 1198 903 4 603 487
Pribitof 213 320 1942 414 2221276
gtka 1,802 2.264 1170 21C8 11349005
ka([}way 131 194 1504 197 1,000,942
Southeast Island 350 713 218 144 4 005329
Southwest 016 968 1997 1.230 0020.756
St Mar/s 129 211 2030 203 1.414.576
[ anana 9% 147 1673 176 947948
Unaiavks 353 469 16%4 577 3.1C0 867
vakier 89 1.098 1215 1142 6,150 794
YAangel HW 157 1273 700 3708 950
Vakutat 187 313 1059 310 1070 12

Yukon Flats 410 142 2548 1044 5621 99
Yukon KOyukuk 025 1034 2247 1405 7504 17
)6! 622 2240 854 4608 292

17,931
5.385
6.512
2,471
333

Bssc Aid
per
Student
il

6.512

9,752
17.931
10,477

5424

6 841
11133

9.C09

9,673
12.196

9.244

7.180

6,960

1931

9299

8.214



For example, the Denali district - a district in which each school is a
funding community - gains by the size adjustments under the statistical
approach. The district's 378 students (column 1) are adjusted to 524 by
current size factors (column 2) and to 535 by the statistical approach size
factors (column 7). However, the district receives a lower allocation under
the statistical approach because other districts gain even more under the

revised size adjustments.

Equity Under the Statistical Approach

Figures 3 and 4 compare allocation of educational aid under the
"transitional” and "no additional funding" scenarios, respectively, with
allocation of aid under current law. Results are presented on a per-
student basis so that comparison of information for districts of various
sizes ismeaningful . Figure 4 corresponds to the information presented in
columns 6 and 11 of Table 3. Note that the plots of the statistical
approach are both flatter and smoother than the plot of current aid. Both
trends indicate reduced funding disparity.

Table 4 shows proportionate shares of both students and aid in each
district under both current law and the statistical approach (columns 1, 2
and 4). The two "proportion” columns that apply to current law
(columns 1 and 2) are used to compute a "size and location multiplier”
th tdemon.cf- Ns existing funding disparity between districts. Dividing
the proportion of aid the current formula allocates to each district
(column 2) by the proportion of students in each district (column 1)

produces ratios as shown incolumn 3.

A ratio less than one indicates that a district receives a
disproportionately small share of total funding, while higher ratios
indicate disproportionately larger shares of total funding. For example.
Anchorage serves nearly 38 percent of students in the state (column 1),
and receives just over 30 percent of regular education aid (column 2).
Dividing column 2 by column 1 gives Anchorage a '"size and location
multiplier” of .81 (column 5). This number means that Anchorage receives
S81 per student for each $100 per-student that is allocated by the
formula. Similarly, the Aleutian Region receives over $300 per student for
each $100 per-student that is allocated by the formula.

Disparity in per-student allocations 1is intended to compensate for
differences in the cost of operating schools - and school districts - of
various size and locations in Alaska, thus making the formula more
equitable than one which allocates money in precise proportion to the
number of students. Itis important to understand that variation in the
amount of aid received per student does not necessarily imply.dnequity.
Size and location adjustments dl'€ included in the formula SBeC|ﬁC%(]Ty to
create disparity inorder to compensate for relative differences in school

operating costs.
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School District

Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig City
Delta/Greely
Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak

Kuspuk

Lake 5 Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska
Nonana

Nome

North Stopo
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pnbdot

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest

St Mary's
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangoll
Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon Koyukuk
Yupiit

Table 4

Size and Location Multipliers for Allocation of Education Aid

Proportion
of Students

1
0.45%
0.02%
0.29%
37.58%
0.38%
1.37%
0.25%
0.27%
0.11%
0 52%
0.42%
0.35%
0.74%
0.31%
043%
1287%
0.12%
0.35%
022%
009%
0 34%
4 50%
0 15%
0 20%
8 37%
2 32%
0.18%
2 34%
0 38%
041%
2.67%
138%
9 79%
0 13%
060%
147%
1.54%
0 03%
061%
017%
147%
011%
0 28%
050%
0 11%
0 08%
0 29%
0 73%
0 45%
0 15%
0 33%
051%
0 31%

Current Law

Proportion
of Aid
2
0.75%
0 05%
0.57%
30.26%
C36%
2.14%
0.35%
046%
0.23%
0.77%
0.44%
0.34%
0.78%
0.48%
0.51%
11.02%
020%
0.37%
0.26%
0.14%
0.80%
366%
0.19%
0 29%
7.78%
1.92%
0.21%
2.43%
081%
1.05%
462%
2 30%
863 %
020%
072%
2 33%
263%
007%
0 55%
032%
125%
0 15%
056%
0 95%
019%
0 15%
037%
0 72%
0 42%
0 19%
0 89%
1.10%
359%

Alaska School Operating Cost Study «Janjar/ 19kd

Size and
Location
Multiplier
3
1.67
3.09
1.97
0.81
099
193
1.43
1.68
2.17
1
1.04
1.00
1.05
1.57
1.19
0.86
1.66
1.06
1.15
1.48
234
081
1.21
1.46
093
0.83
1.16
1.04
2.13
2.59
1.73
1.67
088
150
1.21
158
1.71
213
090
183
0 85
1.42
196
189
177
156
178
0 98
0 94
128
268
215
192

Statistical Approach

Proportion
of Aid
4
0.67%
0.05%
0.46%
31.30%
0.38%
2.34%
0.36%
0.41%
020%
0.74%
046%
0.37%
0.90%
0 44%
0 54%
11 42%
0.17%
042%
0.27%
0.13%
071%
372%
0.19%
0 28%
8 00%
2.11%
022%
2 48%
073%
081%
435%
2.13%
8 60%
018%
0.76%
2.10%
241%
0 05%
061%
028%
142%
0.13%
0 50%
0 83%
018%
012%
0 39%
077%
047%
021%
0 70%
095%
0 58%

McDowell Croup. Inc

Size and
Location
Multiplier

= Pago 27

5
1.50
2.75
1.61
0.83
1.05
1.71
1.48
1.49
1.87
1.42
1.10
1.07
1.22
1.43
1.26
089
143
1.20
1.22
141
2.08
0.83
1.24
1.41
096
091
121
1.06
191
1.99
1.63
1.54
0 88
1.40
128
143
1.57
176
099
161
097
124
176
165
168
155
135
105
i 05
137
211
186
186



Table 4 shows "size and location multipliers" under the statistical
approach (column 5) as well as under current law (column 3). In general,
disparity decreases under the statistical approach. That is, districts with
small existing "size and location multipliers" typically gain funding
(relative to other districts with high current multipliers) under the
statistical approach.

Under the "transitional" scenario, disparity would be reduced as
districts with low multipliers gain aid relative to other districts. Under
the "no additional funding" scenario, a portion of the aid currently
received by districts with high existing multipliers tends to be reallocated
to districts with low existing multipliers.

Note, however, that while disparity is further reduced under the "no
additional funding" scenario, the "gainers" continue to have low funding
per student relative to those who do not gain. Similarly, districts that lose
a relatively high amount of funding continue to have high per-student
funding lewels. Table 5 sorts the information in Table 4 inorder of aid per
student to more clearly demonstrate this reduction in disparity.
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Sizo and Location Multipliers for Allocation of Education Aid
(Sorted In order of Aid pur Studont)

Current Law Statistical Approach
Aid Per
Size and Si2e and Student under
Proportion Proportion Location Proportion Location the Statistical
School District of Students of Aid  Multiplier of Aid  Multiplier Approach
1 2 3 4 5 6
Alaska Gateway 0.45% 0.75% 1.67 067% 1.50 9,752
Aleutian Region 0.02% 005% 309 0.05% 2.75 17,931
Aleutians East 0.29% 057% 1.97 0.46% 1.61 10,477
Anchorage 37.58% 30 26% 0.81 31.30% 003 5,424
Annette Island 0.36% 0.36% 0.99 0 38% 1.05 6,841
Bering Strait 1.37% 2.64% 1.93 2.34% 1.71 11,133
Bristol Bay 0.25% 0.35% 1.43 0.36% 1.48 9,609
Chatham 0.27% 0.46% 1.68 0.41% 1.49 9,673
Chugach 0.11% 0.23% 2.17 020% 1.87 12,196
Copper River 0.52% 0.77% 1.47 0.74% 1.42 9,244
Cordova 0.42% 0 44% 1.04 046% 1.10 7,160
Craig City 0.35% 0.34% 1.00 037% 1.07 6,960
Delta/Greely 0.74% 0 78% 1.05 0 90% 1.22 7,931
Denali 0.31% 0 48% 1.57 0 44% 1.43 9,299
Dillingham 0.43% 0.51% 1.19 0 54% 1.26 8,214
Fairbanks 12.87% 11.02% 0.86 11 42% 0.89 5,778
Galena 0 12% 020% 1.66 0.17% 143 9,305
Haines 035% 0.37% 1.06 042% 1.20 ".806
Hoonah 022% 0 26% 1.15 027% 1.22 7,943
Hydaburg 0.09% 0 14% 1.46 0.13% 141 9,168
Iditarod 0.34% 0 80% 234 0.71% 2.08 13,533
Juneau 4 50% 366% 0.81 3.72% 083 5,385
Kake 0.15% 019% 121 0.19% 1.24 8,072
Kashunamiut 0 20% 029% 146 0 28% 1.41 9,163
Kenai 8 37% 7 78% 093 8.00% 096 6,222
Ketchikan 2.32% 1.92% 083 2.11% 091 5,933
Klawock 0 18% 021% 1.16 022% 121 7.850
Kodiak 2 34% 2.43% 1.04 2.48% 106 6,900
Kuspuk 0 38% 081% 213 0 73% 191 12,408
Lake & Peninsula 041% 1.05% 2 59 081% 199 12.932
Lower Kuskokwim 267% 462% 1.73 4 35% 163 10,622
Lower Yukon 138% 2 30% 167 2 13% 154 10.043
M atanuska 9 79% 8 63% 083 860% 089 5,724
Nenana 0 13% 020% 150 0.10% 140 9,117
Nome 0 60% 072% 1.21 0 76% 128 8.318
Ncith Slope 147% 2 33% 158 2.10% 143 9.323
Northwest Arctic 154% 263% 1.71 241% 157 10,191
Pelican 0 03% 0 07% 2 13 0 05% 1.76 11.429
Petersburg 061% 0 55% 090 061% 099 6.450
Pnbilof 017% 0 32% 183 0 28% 161 10,457
Sitka 147% 125% 0 85 142% 097 6.298
Skagway 011% 015% 1.42 013% 124 8.059
Southeast Island 0 28% 0 56% 196 0 50% 176 11.460
Southwost 0 50% 0 95% 189 0 83% 165 10,756
St MorYs 011% 019% 1.77 018% 168 10,966
Tanana 0 05% 0 15% 196 012% 155 10085
Unalaska 0 29% 037% 1.28 0 39% 135 8801
Valdez 0 73% 072% 090 0 77% 105 6665
W rangell 0 45% 0 42% 094 0 47% 105 6 853
Yarutat 0 15% 0 19% 128 021% 137 8.931
Yjkon Flats 0 33% 0 89% 268 0 70% 211 11.722
Yukon Koyukt/k 0 51% 1.10% 2 15 0 95% 186 12.101
Yugri_ 0 31% 0 59% 192 0 58% 18« 12.095
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Chapter I. Basic Approach

The Statistical Approach

The statistical approach separates education funding into the following
three components:

e Instructional Allocation
 Nonpersonal Services Allocation
e Administrative Allocation.

This chapter provides a brief introduction to each component; detailed
discussion of the components appears in separate chapters. The
components were separated because they are subject to substantially
different size and location adjustment factors.

The separation into components 1is not intended to suggest
expenditure limitations; separation applies only to the method by
which aid is allocated, not to how the aid may be spent. Although it
would be possible for the legislature to limit expenditures in the categories
described, the research performed for this study is insufficient to
determine what those limits should be.

Under the statistical approach, each of the three components has size
and location adjustment factors unique to the component. Nonpersonal
services and administrative multipliers could be consolidated into a single
multiplier for each district if desired; they are presented separately in
order toprovide maximum Fflexibility to the legislature.”

The concept of adjustments in the foundation formula is not new; current
law adjusts for differences in both student population (generally referred
to as "size" adjustments in this report) and location.

Although the current size adjustment formula (AS 14.17.041) may appear
complex, ittranslates loosely to class size of:

e 5 students for funding communities with 11 to 20 students,

e 8 students for funding communities with 21 to 60 students,

e 12 students for funding communities with 61 to 120 students, and

e 15students for funding communities with more than 120 students.””

11 Trio *I/0 multiplier tot too instructional componont it dotorrmod at too schod lovol and carrot bo combtood with other
multipliers Othor mutbptioni, including any potonrtuV area cost differential tor too instructional oomponont. nro computed at toi
district lovoi and can bo consoWatod

! This report is ntended |0r a broad audonco and doos not nocotsanty foOow tir'd tochrscjf deftotons. Tho law rofors t>
‘instructional unts.' not to 'class 1’ Both terms rotor to a rough approiamahon ol all school staff - nofJust classroom toochers
- por student Tho law also refers to '‘ADM* ratoor ton 10 students '‘ADM* meons avemgo daly membership and refers to
average arvoAmontduring a *peo6c ponod Wo use too term ‘studonts* bocause itis benor sutod to too reandod auOonco Tho
term Thntkng cummurvt/ a entail to this analysis and «s discussed n Chapter I
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Clearly, the current formula compensates for diseconomies of scale - that
S, hjgher per-student costs due to small size - in small schools by
providing additional funding for small schools.

Current law contains a single number for each district to compensate for
costs associated with location (AS, 14.17.051). This number is often
referred to as the area cost differential, or ACD. The ACD ranges from
1.00 t0 1,46. An ACD of 1.00 means that no additional aid i g_ranted
because of location. An ACD of 1.46 means the amount of aid a district
receives (after adjusting for school size) is increased by 46 percent, The
ACD multiplier appliés to all operating costs, _including instructional
costs as well as_administrative costs and utilities, travel and other
nonpersonal services costs.

In this studly, we take a shghtlkl different perspective on adjustment
factors for focation. We helieve the analysis is simplified by applyin

ACDs to the student count rather than fo the amount of aid received.
That is, an. ACD of 1.46 would increase a district's student count by a6
percent. Aid is then allocated based. on the adausted student count, with
each "adjusted student" generating .an identical amount of aid.
Mathematically, both methods producidentical results.

Instructional Allocation

At defined in this study, the instructional component of the funding
formula includes all teachers, specialists, building administrators, aids
and . other_district staff except those whose” function is district
administration. The statistical approach treats the instructional
component_of the formula in the same way current law treats overall
allocation, There. is a size adjustment that comgensates small schools for
their relatively high operating costs and an ACD that may compensate
districts for Salary differentials due to_location.I There arc, however,
two noteworthy differences in the statistical approach:

 Funding ishased directly on student counts rather than on convers on
of students to "instructional units" a-d

 The basis for student counts is the school rather than the fund ng
community.”

The latter change has a significant impact on the allocation of aid.

Nonporsonal Sorvicos Allocation

Utilities, travel and most other non?crsonal SErvices exPenses_ are
tyPlc_aIIy_pa|d at the district level rather than the school level. In addition,
relative” instructional costs between districts (primarily salaries) may
differ from relative costs of purcha_smP nnonpe.sonal sefvices. For these
reasons, the multipliers that may adjust instructional costs do not apply
to nonpersonal service# costs.

" No Aco it tEXto0 to mnrcScnat cccti into r» IuNMtcal at**** twcua n*r* mu no daar Ua&tfteui tMvt tor
m+Mrmt OwpttrV(#KxdMtrwnc«cto<ap(“mavtnoutACO»ioni*uc#crWcoia

w0 ofi mtttucaorW \ r€ and UndriQ aomnvrrf/’ art Ovuttad n Oapta* u
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Under ghe_ statistical _ approach, adjustment factors consider the
combined impacts of size and location on nonpersonal services costs.
The blended multipliers arc substantially higher than, under current
law, but they apply only to. the nonpersdnal services portion, of
expenditures. Under the statistical approach, nonpersonal services
allocations are limited in districts with extraordinarily high or low per-
student expenditures. The study team concluded that some limitation
was necessary to prevent the multipliers from being a pure refection of
what is" rather than "what should be.

Di.trict Administration Allocation

Similar to nonpersonal services costs, the statistical a_pPro_ach develops
multipliers that apply specifically to district administrative personnel
costs. The allocations apply only fo district office administration; school
administrative costs are included in the instructional allocation. Similarly,
the nonpersonal services Por_tlon of district administration is part of the
nonpersonal services analysis and has been excluded from the district

administration component.

Some administrative multlﬁl_lers are even higher than for nonpersonal
services costs, indicating high disparity. in"administrative costs (per
student) between districtS, Under the statistical approach, allocations for
adminiStration are limited_in districts with extraordinarily high or low
per-student expenditures. The study team concluded that some limitation
was necessary' to prevent the multipliers from being a pure reflection of
"what is" rather than "what should be."

Applying Rosults

Chapters 2.3 and 4 provide detailed discussion of the methodology used
to develop the size and location adjustment factors under the stafistical
aPproach. Allocations oi edycational aid are based on the adjusted
student counts for each district and the amount the legiSlature

appropriates to each component.

Table 1.1 shows the foimula for adjusting for school size; it converts
actual student counts_ineach school to adjusted student counts, which
are then summed within each_district - "This count may be further
adjusted by an instructional ACD. Under the statistical approach, the
Instructional ACD is 1,000 for all districts, which means there is no
further adjustment. Dividing the amount of money available for
instructional purposes by the Statewide adjusted student count gives the
average allocation per” “adjusted” student. This amount times the
adjusted student count in each district gives the district allocation.
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The process is similar for the noninstructional components. Student
counts are adjusted by applying muIt|PI|ers for_the nonpersonal services
and administrative. components of the formula. The amounts available in
each component divided by the statewide. adjusted student count for
each component gives an average per-adjusted-student allocation for
each component.” Multiplying “the stateéwide . average per-student
allocation by the adjusted studént count in a district gives the amount of

aid allocated to the district.

Columns 1 and 2 of Table 1.2 show the effect of size and location
multipliers for the instructional component of the fundmg formula. The
factors shown are ratios of adjusted Students to actual students, they are
not the multipliers comPuted under the stafistical a %roach. The ratios
simply show the impact of the multipliers in 1996, The numbers would
change annually as student counts change in each district.

Multipliers for nor personal services and administrative components. are
shown in column.; 3 and 4, respectively. Multipliers for the combined
noninstructional components are shown' in column 5. No_consolidated
multiplier for all com_Ponents IS d_|si)_layed; the school size multiplier
cannot be combined with other multipliers because they arc determined at
the school level rather than the district level.

Under the statistical approach adopted by the study team, the Ieglslature
must determine the amount of aid to heallocated” by each of the three
components of the formula. For each component of the funding
formula, separate funding mechanisms arc for allocation purposes
only and do not limit district expenditures by category of aid.

Because the multipliers differ for each component of the eduycation
formula, the money appropriated to each component will be allocated
in different ways. A relatively narrow range of multipliers, such as for
the instructional component, means that funds will be distributed more
evenly than would occur when the range of multipliers is wide.
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Tablol.1
Convorsion of Actual Studont Count to Adjustod Student Count

A B C 0 E

If tho Studont Count In a
T ho Ac Justed Stu<font Count is:

School is:
The number of
Students in
at least: but loss than: Baso plus Multiplier times Exce-.s of:
: 20 39.6 plus 0 X 0
20 30 39.6 plus 1.62 X 20
30 75 558 plus 1.49 X 30
75 150 122.85 plus 1.27 X 75
150 250 218.1 plus 1.08 X 150
250 400 320.11 plus 0.97 X 250
400 750 471.81 plus 0.92 * 400
750 5.000 793.6 plus 084 | = 750

AUtkji School Opfé&tnq Coot Sfudy = Januvy 1996 McOamt Qrovp. k = PagoS*



School District

Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Regicn
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig City
Delta/Groely
Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunomiut
Kenai
Ketchikan
KJawock
Kodiak

Kuspuk

Lake & Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Matanuska
Ncnana

nuntu

North Slope
Northwest Arcbc
Pelican
Petersburg
Pnbilof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest

St Mary's
Tanana
Unaiaska
Valdez
Wranoell
Yakutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon Koyukuk
YupM

Size and Location Multipliers

School
Size

1.513
1.963
1.617
1.069
1.333
1.490
1.495
1.724
1.956
1.559
1.285
1.345
1.393
1.414
1.284
1.094
1.560
1.509
1.472
1.685

861
1058
1.555
1.310
1209
1.178
1521
1244
1724
1664
1414
1389
1.122
1428
1235
1315
1351
1782
1285
1503
1255
1481
2 036
1568
1637
1564
1384
1225
1376
1676
1612
1654
1632

Table 1.2

Instructional
Area Cost
Differential

2
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1000
1.000
1.000
1000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1000
1000
1.000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1.000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
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District Lovol Multipliers

Nonpersonal
Senlices
Multiplier

3
4.397
11.610
4.910
1.000
1.417
8.924
4.228
2.939
4.751
3483
1.889
1.589
2444
4.329
4.019
1.432
3.674
1.796
2.239
2.709
7.75C
1.000
1.659
4.488
1.332
1064
1.676
2 141
6027
6 978
6 707
6 023
1068
3466
4273
4 447
5234
4921
1157
4 692
1108
1807
3 364
5800
fl 174
4 876
4020
2023
1163
2 185
8 930
7 147
6 779

Adninistration Non-Instructional

Wiktiplier Multiplier
4 5
3.301 4,122
14.027 12.217
3.166 4.472
1.000 1.000
1.162 1.353
3.437 6049
3.455 4.034
2.470 2.821
4914 4.792
2.347 3.198
1.000 1.441
2.400 2.433
3.376 4.090
1.614 3.415
1.000 1.324
2.066 3.270
1.052 1.609
1278 1.998
1.428 2.387
5032 7.068
1.062 1.016
1.811 1.697
4.555 4 505
1.000 1249
1.000 1048
1.415 1610
1.318 1.934
7 450 6 384
4 152 6269
3 147 5813
2 747 5201
1.166 1093
4 690 3773
2513 3831
5 385 4 682
6732 5610
4 355 4 779
1 000 1118
5722 5093
1000 1081
3181 2.152
3 394 3372
3085 5 118
1500 5001
2 449 4 267
2 407 3615
1911 1995
1000 1.122
1961 2 129
3613 7 595
4 097 6 381
5652 6 496
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Chapter 1Il. Instructional Allocations

The instructional allocation is the largest of the three components, of the
formula for funding basic aid for education. Instructional costs include
the cost of al! teachers, sRemahsts, building administrators, aides, .and
other district staff except those whose function is district administration.

Instructional costs account for nearly so Rercent of total school district
expenditures, but districts vary widely in how_they spend money in each
of the three components. Expenditures on instruction range ‘from se
percent of total expenditures to less than half of total expenditures, with
most districts spending between es percent and 75 percent of their total

expenditures on instruction.

This chapter, as well as Chapters s and 4, discysses development of
multipliers. There is no discussion of implementation scenarios in these
chapters Dbecause multiplier development  requires . that  numbers
interrelate in an unrestricted way. Implementation Scenarios are alternate
ways in which to apply multipliers afeer they are developed.

The following major topics are addressed in this chapter:

 Adjusting instructional costs to compensate for the influence of
school size and

 Adjusting instructional costs to compensate for the influence of
location.

Under the heading of "Adjustments for School Size," we discuss:

e Funding communities versus schools_as the units for school
fun_dm%. Current law counts students in "funding communities"
while the statistical approach counts students in each school. The
discussion focuses on the study team's reasons for adoptmq
schools as the units for funding and on the impact of tha

decision.

e The process of converting actual student counts to "adjusted
student counts." Adjusted student counts are_the basis for
allocating aid under existing law and the statistical approach.
Adjusted” student counts are determined by multiplying actual
student co ints b adgustment factors (for size or loca m?. Both
current law .nd fhe statistical approach provide more funding per
student to small schools than to larger schools in ordér to
compensate for the higher per-student™cost of operating small

schools.
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Under the heading of ""Adjustments for School Location,” we examine

o |ssues related to compensation for instructional salary
differences among districts. The statistical analysis found no
clear basis for instructional salary differentials hased upon

location.

Adjustments for School Size

The study team took a "model schogl" a?proach to deter_mmm%
adjustments for school size, The premise of the approach is tha
Instructional staffing requirements are affected primarily by the
number of students ‘In individual schools, not _b%/_the location 0f the
schools or by the number of students in the district.1 That is, schools
with any givén number students should have similar instructional staffing
requirements for regular K-12 education regardless of the districts in
which the schools are located. If justified, location adjustments can be
applied to compensate for differences in salaries. These adjustments are
separate from the size adjustment process and are discussed later in this

chapter.

"Funding Community" versus "School" as the Basis for Funding

The concept that instructional size factors apply to individual schools
is fundamental to the statistical approach and produces allocation
results that differ substanhally from allocations under current law.
Foundation aid is generated af the "funding community" level under
current law. Each funding community generatés an independent cou t of
students, and these counts are summed to produce a district count.
However, because each student in small funding communities generates
more education aid than does a student in Iarger funding communities
the concept of a "funding community" is crifical to a discussion of

education aid.

The term "funding community" is intended to describe a school system
that serves students within a unique geographic location. Undér the
current formula, students in small schools g_plcally generate more aid
than do students in large schools. "Extra fun mg" for small schools may
encourage districts to build and operate schools that are smaller than
considerations of efficiency would dictate, The, "funding community"
approach attempts to éliminate this_incentive by applying size
ad{ustment factors. to an entire community rather than to edch “school

within the community.

s NNStNjCttyVtf aunng* /*<*ra at staff & ra acted Uol. ncxdng Darfuom. epacuttsts. adrmmwstrators arc) dasnftad suit

TMcfwa rexxJ# dasaroom to.vters as not 0s trutk . Rr. Kal aducalon and o*w loacfiars frd do ret tgp*(‘Atty hnvu as-nglo
Sp«oafo-*s nUxJo psyvtekxyva costs*ten art) dnon *te aro nr* typcaoy <uwgn™ lo cLmrocms “Admmstralor

wxXxU pkoa>i nrd <>*«< wtaM fit* *oaa cn acted coarasons end fobs régura a toadvnj or admnutrativo
csttvno ‘CUskUd 1U.T r*I*n lo ratnxScrrdd arias. spocul sOxafton or artsi. edrw/\uratrvs and martananc* staff
wteh<*d,cbs.» a teacdngcadtealan notragara cuuariioff SO rypcafy fron fw local labor mn/Vat

tte labor torcarttoiad Halt« Uafaaria o»cvsn nasonil
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In addition to its potential effect on school size, the funding communit
concept offers a measure of dispersion of schools within a school district.
To the extent that schools spread over a large area are more expensive to
operate than schools in Proxtmny, the Concept adds an ‘important
element to the current allocation”system. The study team considers
dispersion of schools to be an |m€ortant determinant™of administrative
and _nonpersonal services costs, but_concluded that dispersion has a
negligible effect on instructionat CoStS. The statistical approach adjusts for
dispersion of schools in the nonpersonal services and administrative
components of the formula.

The funding community concept clearly has merit. However, the
advantages ‘of the concépt may be moré theoretical than real. The
stud¥ team concluded that differences in instructional requirements
due to the number of students served are best measyred at the school
level. Analysis based on existing fundm? communities would not be
appropriate because the mixture” of single- and. multi-school funding
communities wouyld mask, "staff requirements at size" trends. That s, a
funding community containing three schools of 200 students each would
receive staffing allocations appropriate to a school of eoo Students. A
funding communjty containing a single school of 200 students would have
a higher size adjustment factor and would receive_more money per
student than would the multi-site community. The study ‘team
concluded that such funding differentials were inappropriate and
that adopting schools as the “units of funding would greatly reduce

such funding inequities.

Further, funding communities are not the only safequard against
inefficiently sized schools. The Department of Edycation exercises some
control _over school construction, and some level of local fiscal
respon5|b|l|t?/ should be assumed Also, If adjustment factors are
accurate reflections of the increased costs of operating small schools,
there.is little, incentive to operate smaller-than-necessary schools hecause
additional aid allocations would merely offset increased costs.

Lick of a winsistent definition of "funding community" was also a factor
in the decision to adopt schools as Tevenue-gengrating units, Some
districts contain funding communities that do nof meet the principles of
the conceptzThe study team concluded that revenue generation units
must be defined consistently if the formula is to address issues of
simplicity and equity.1 Although there are some inconsistencies in the
school database, _definitional problems are far less severe than with
funding communities.

* =Tho Mat-s u districtis pert\»psbest toviwn tor having ‘oitra* furring communrtios. but is not olono in this rogard

" Adoptorj schools os revenue-generatrig tots would not necessarily rosotvs issues ol consistency Just as with tiring
cormxxvOoa, there would bo incenttvo tor districts to establish art)riant d>st»nrtcns rt order to restart Mr Orient carl .nl
increase Stato Mt oJcca&ons Scteof-based country] otters improvements over furring community carts only < T«i
Department ] EducoSai esiotesftos aril enforces consistent aN) cqutnble rtfeS tor defrsNg schools 0S revenue-genemsng

units.
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Impact of Using Schools as tho Basis for Funding

To illustrate the importance of the "fundlng_ community versus school"
debate, consider that nearly half of some districts’ formula aid is the
result of starting a new count for each fundln? community instead of
having a single count for the district. In rural districts, schools, and
funding communities tend to be synonymous; urban districts typically
have nore schools in each funding commiunity.

The implication of adopting schools as the basis for student counts is
that districts with multiple”schools in funding >.onimunities will have
higher adjusted student counts than they do now, while the count in
districts with single-school funding communities will be unchanged.
Given a fixed amount of aid to alloCate, districts with multiple schools
in few funding communities will tend to gain at the expense of
districts in which every school is a funding community.

Table 2.1 demonstrates the impact of adopting a school-based student
count, Column 4 shows the proportion of students in each district after
applying current size adjustment factors at the funding community level.

olumn’s shows the proportion of students in each district after apply ing
current size adjustment factors at the schoot level. Column 7 is derived b
dividing column e by column 4, and indicates the impact of adopting a
school-based count. A number less than one indicates a relative loss of
student count, which translates directly to a reduction of State aid (given

a fixed amount of aid to allocate).

Note that rural districts tend to have ratios less than one, and that many
- those inwhich every school isa funding community - have ratigs of .s9
despite having the same adjusted count under hoth approaches (columns
3 and s). This means that adoption of school-based student counts
could reduce aid to some districts by up to 11 percent (given a fixed
amount of aid fo allocate). Districts "that gain most under the school-
based approach are concentrated in Southeast Alaska. Southeast
communities tend to have multiple schools in a single funding community.

Adjustments for Primaiy versus Secondary Schools

The study team's decision to_abandon differential funding for primary
and secondary students isa minor departure from current practice. Them
is no reason to believe the mix of students varies greatly from district. to
district. Since districts don't have to spend money'in thé school_ in which
it is earned, accounting for higher costs in upper grades is not a significant

ISSue.

For example, if high school students are funded at a student/staff ratio
of 13 while primary schools are funded at a ratio of 17 and there arc
equal numbers in each type of school, a formula that funds all schogls at
a student/st srratio of 25 would generate an identical amount of aid. A
district can allocate more money per student to the high schools if it
wishes to do so. Addressing the issue would add needless complicatir m

to the formula.
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Developing Multipliers for School Size

After determining that school-based counts offer greater consmtencY and
equity than a funding community approach, the study team turned lo_the
development of adjustment factors to compensate “for school size. The
approach focused on "class size" and produced a series of points at
which the study team determined additional staff would_be required. In
this analysis, "Class size" is not the number of students in a classroom,
but rather a measure of all staff required to serve the needs of students in
a school. Because staff includes specialists, administrators and others
who are not assigned to individual classes, “class size" measures school

staffPer student Tather than teachers per student.

The proposed formula for allocating the instructional portion of school
foundation aid is based on the "adjusted student count" of each school
rather than actual student counts. The proposed formula containg
adjustment factors - referred to as "muIthller_s" - that compensate small
?chc%ﬁls anﬂ/olr schools in high-cost areas for high operating costs relative
0 other schools.

For each school, the amount of instructional aid is determined by the
following formula:

Instructional Aid =
$/Student x (Students x Size Factor x Are? Cost Differential)

The amount of instructional fundmg_the legislature makes available can bt
divided by the statewide total of adjusted student counts to produce the
"S/student” figure used in the formula above. The "student” element in
the formula refers to actual student counts, These counts arc adjusted b
the size and location multipliers to determine adjusted student counts.

In this portion of the analysis, the focus is on the "size multiplier" in the
formula. The objective of the analysis was to generate a table that can
be used to produce adjusted student counts that compensate for
higher staffing requirements in small schools, Discussion of the fourth
element in the formula - multipliers for location, or ACDs, for
instructional costs-appears later in this chapter.

A Formula for Size Multipliers

Table 2.2 show's.the results of the analysis, Flgiure 2.1 and Table 2.3
franslate phe beginning portioa of) the formula into concrete examples of
how the formuld works. Under the formula, every school begins with a
base adJ[usted student count of 39.6 (line 1, column C of Table™2.2)." This
constant value for adjusted student count corresponds to the horizontal
portion of the line in Figure 2.1. Colump s of Table 2.3 also shows the

adjusted student count is s9.b for schools with 20 or fewer students.

19 Thu Uxfert «tafl dtfatrtM noUkt mvwil KftXta «9i»m « fun Mn rtiJorS JrU many *nti limithn » Mininum
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Line 2 of Table 2.2 indicates that each student from 20 t0 30 IS counted
as 1.e2 students. The 1.e2 contribution to the adjusted student count is
shown in column 2 of Table 2.3, with the adjusted” student count (column
3) increasing by 1.2 students for each “student enrolled (up to .s0
students). Each’successive line in Table 2.2 can be translated 'in similar
fashion. Each change in the adjustment factor is marked by a kink in the

line shown in Figure 2.1.

The remainder of this section provides a step-hy-step description of the
process used to produce Table 2 2.

Steps to Developing Size Multipliers

The statistical approach to calculating size multipliers included the
following steps:

1. Determining sludent-staff ratios by graphing students per staff at
each school,

2. ldentifying ranges of school size that are staffed at similar levels, then

3. Determining adjustment factors for each size category (identified in
step 2) that, when multiplied by actual student Ccounts, would
compensate small schools Tor higher per-student operating costs due
to higher staffing requirements.

4. Smoothing the transition from one school size, cateqory to the next so
that additional students always generate additional aid.

Slop 1 - Determine Sfudenf-Staff Ratios

The Department of EducatlonJ)rowded electronic files on staffing within
each school district. We used data for school year 95+96 becaust “it is the
most recent data available. Both our panel of advisors and Department
staff noted that school staffm? patterns change slowlfy and in small
increments, so the age of the data-and the use of data for only a single
ycar-is not expected to hias the results.
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Table 2.2
rnm/nrslon of Actual Student Count to Adjusted Student Count

A B U u

If the Student Count in a .
Tho Adjustod Studont Count is:

School is:

Tne number of

Students in

at least: but loss than: Baso plus Multiplier times E xcoss of:
20 39.6 plus 0 X 0
20 30 39.6 plus 1.62 X 20
30 75 55.8 plus 1.49 X 30
75 150 122.85 plus 1.27 X 75
150 250 218.1 plus 1.08 X 150
250 400 326.1 plus 0.97 X 250
400 750 471.6 plus 0.92 X 400
750 5.000 793.6 plus 084 X 750
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Table 2.3
Conversion of Actual Student Count to
Adjusted Student Count

Contribution
to

Contribution
to

Actual Adjusted  Adjusted Actual Adjusted  Adjustod
Student Student Student Student Student Student
Count Count Count Count Count Count

1 396 28 162 52.6

2 39.6 29 162 54.2

3 39.6 30 1.62 55 8

4 39.6 31 1.49 57.3

5 396 32 1.49 58 8

6 396 33 149 60.3

7 39.6 34 1.49 61.8

8 396 35 1.49 633

9 396 36 149 64 7

10 396 37 149 662

11 396 38 149 67 7

12 396 39 1.49 69 2

13 396 40 1.49 70 7

14 396 41 1.49 72 2

15 396 42 1.49 737

16 396 43 1.49 752

17 396 44 149 76 7

18 396 45 149 78 1

19 396 46 149 79 6

20 396 47 149 811

21 162 41 2 48 149 826

22 162 42 8 49 149 84 1

23 162 44 5 50 149 856

24 162 46 1 51 149 87 1

25 162 47 7 52 149 88 6

26 162 49 3 53 149 90 1

27 162 50 9 54 149 916
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Counting Students

The study team used a direct student count rather than, the “instructional
unit" coricept included in current law, The concelot of "instructional unit"
is similar to "class size" in that an instructional unit is (roughly defined
as) the number of students assigned to a single teacher. The implication of
a "unit" designation is that there are disciete steps hetween units and
that a teacheris added for each full unit of students.

Current law uses fractional inst rctional units. That is, the units are not
treated ~as increments equivalent to a classroom. Usm% fractional
instructional units is the mathematical equivalent of using student counts,
so that a switch to student counts does not affect funding allocations,
and certainly does not affect the cost of delivering educationservices.

Although converting from instructional units to direct student counts may
affect fne State's a |I|t¥ to meet federal standards of equity and may
affect the treatment of Tederal impact aid, these are not issies directly
related to the cost of delivering education service in various communities,
From the stud}é team's perspective, the lack of impact on cost of school
operations makes the issue of instructional units outside the scope, of this
study. We use a direct student count because the concept is Inerc_elved by
many as less complicated than the conversion to instructional units. ”

Counting Staff

The file provided by DOE lists 9,000+ *  ficated employees by job
categor}/, and gives district and s hool codes, education, experiencé and
salary for each individual. Staff " sorted and subtotaled by school
code. District office administrative staff were removed from the file.

Some building administrators, teachers and specialists were identified as
central office employees. These staff were generally al'ocated to each
school in_the_district in proportion to the number of students in the
schools. This is not * “gnificant issue - there are few central office staff
relative to school stafi - but the allocation was necessary hecause some
districts aﬁpear to assign all staff to schools while other districts show
some teachers, counselors and other specialists as central office staff,
Allocating these central office staff to schools allows more meaningful

comparisons of district staffing data.

Classified staff posed a dilemma. Classified staffing level is a local
ong]tlon that depends less upon school size than upon available funding.
The study team was concerned that including classified staff in the
analysis would simply reflect "what is" rather than "what should be."
The study team'1concentration on "what should be" was disturbed b
concern that excluding classified staff might leave the analysis open to
(k:)rmclsm ondthe grounds that an importantpart of school operations had
een ignored.

R
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The study team concluded that_ focusing on certificated staff provides a
better méasure of required Staffing in sthools, while including classified
staff provides a better measure 0f existing staffing levels. The former
approach was éuddged more appropriate, based on The specifications of
the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee.

It is important to upderstand  that excluding classified staff from the
analysis dyes not ignore their importance or leave them unfunded.,
Exclusion implies that classified staff for regular instruction should
follow approximately the same pattern as certificated staff.”

Table 2.4 shows the number of students per classified staff (in several
categories) for each school district. It also shows the. ratio of classjfied
staff to certificated staff (fcolumr] 52. In general, districts with relatlvelty
high levels of classified staff ?mdma ed by relatively low studcnt-to-staff
rafios in column s) ere district that arc identified by the statistical
approach as being relatively overcompensated under current law.

Table 2.4 is not essential loShe analysis; it is included only because it
may be of interest to readers. The table provides a partial answer to the
question "If districts with high ACDs do_not have significantly more
teachers per student (Iat any %Wen school size) and do not pay téachers
significantly higher salaries, how do they spend the money that they
receive due to a h|8h ACD?" The answer appears to be that many
districts with high ACDs have relatively high levels of classified staff.

Data on certificated staffing_levels was merged with data on_the number
of students in each school. This process required some manipulation of
data to ensure consistent treatment of correspondence studies and other
irreqularities. For example, the career centers in Anchorage and Fairbanks
have staff, but no students were shown in the files Ebecause stydents arc
counted in their "home™" schools and cannot be double counted). Staff in
the career centers were allocated to high schools in proportion to the
number of students in each high school.

The merged files that hecame the foundation for statistical analysis are
nearly, but not absolutelly, accurate. There are some small errors in district
subtotals, and the total student count differs from the Department of
Education's figure* by at?out 4o students. These differences have no
significant impact ori’ the analysis. Although every practical effort was
made to make the data as reljable as possible it is |mﬁortant to
understand that small data errors have a negligible impact on the analysis
because allocation of aid under current law and the statistical approach
are hased on a?plyl_ng formulas to the same database. This is one reason
comparisons of various alternatives can be made with the data presented
In this report, but comparisons between the allocations under the
statistical approach and acted aid received by districts are invalid.

* VocaSortf trtnpu* <nl dlMtiporyjms or*nork Unu Nu mMwfm ¢ n v iter v+ tfmael (wgnw
tfvxfcl not t* «1CK*-M » r» poA** tar NJJM couartcn

Mt*** ScfiX* Opcramg 00*I Stuff  sanuary 19*6 KkOo*+'1Qf0Up. Inc « Page 47



A_SludmI—Stofthloitoddmin]onrtﬁwcitg"JffJ{"tjoi e _
) i n .Tnrr thM_ nrr

| 0 |0_r} i «t>
Lo ] %?35;;; ¥ M o me
uoni - “e
o MW Cetpendd Ao ppry | Offend  Sorof
LeMIwww, el 3= SU« tn ttH fctii M»» Mnmmon jat?.
I n 8 ?309 058 LT 5 o @ 1004
M o unEui . 1 408 oel my S o 1Rl 1119
It ST 41 09 Uy M2
920
1909 o
Mo 2
0 404
2SS 919

ScNxV Operating Coal Stw<fy = January 1996 KkDcnea Qnxjp. me  Page *6



Graphing Rosults

quure 2.2 shows students per staff for all schools in the student-stnff
database. The "trumpet" shape of the plot_ in Kjure 2.2 is normal; we
expect greater variation in student/staff ratios in"sn.all schools because
the addition of one teacher produces a Iarqe change in the student/staff
ratio. An additional teacher ina large school has a much smaller effect on

the ratio of students to staff.

Two trendlines are shown in Flgure 2.2, These are_simply computer-
generated, "best-fit" lines through the data points. Trendline A Is the
best-fit" stralgfht line through the points while the logarithmic method
(Trendline B) allows the ling’to bend in order to fit the'data better, The
upward slope of the trendlines indicates that larger schools have larger
class sizes (more students per staff?. This may “indicate economies of
scale, but it may also indicate that the funding community approach in
the current forniula is biased toward smaller Communitie$ and districts
with multiple funding communities, and thereby “forced" larger class
sizes in large schools Dy restricting funding.

Step 2 - Determine School Size Categories

Identifying ranges of school size over which p°r-student staffing levels are
reasonably constant is a somewhat arbitrary exercise. Smaller groupings
of schools (by number of students) will_show less variation in staffmgi
levels from™ School to schogl than will groupmqs of schools tha
encompass a greater range of students. Thus, smaller groups make the
adjustment for size more precise. However, the desire for precision
conflicts with the desire for simplicity.” The size categories we selected
are the result of several rounds of graphing rather than sophisticated
statistical analysis. In order to keep the formula as simple as possible, we
wanted round numbers at the break points and no more than ten school

size categories.

Fi?ure 2.3 15 a sample of the size category analysis. It shows schools with

hetween 10 and so students and indicatés thaf class size in those schools

varies from four students to 2o students. Similar figures for other school
sizes appear in the technical appendix.
The tests used to determine a "good" grouping of schools were;

* the trendlines through the points should be horizontal (indicating a
constant average class size throughout the range), and

e The logarithmic trendline should coincide closely with the linear
trendline (indicating that the group is small enoughto take the curve

out" of the curved trendline in Figure 2.2).1
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Figuro 2_.2-Studonts per Staff
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While the technique may appear unsophisticated, a more statistical
approach would lend an appearance of precision that simply does not
exist. Inaddition, the importance of cateﬁory_break oints diminishes if
the adjustment formula is designed so that™it produces a kinked line
rather than a scries of steps (See Step 4, "Smooth the Curve," below).

Step 3 - Determine Adjustment Factors

Subtotals of staff and students in each school size cafegory are used to
determine student to staff ratios (i.e. average "class sizs") as shown in
Fl%ure 2.4. The adjustment factors are. multipliers required fo make the
"adjysted student to staff ratio" identical for each scnool-size category.
(In picture terms, the multipliers, when applied to the steps in Pigné 2 4,
move each step up or down until, together, they form a straight line at the
statewide ayerage class sue%. Multipliers are ‘computed by djviding the
student-staff ratio for each size category by the statewide average

student-staff ratio.

For example, the statewide average “class_size" is 14. The smallest
school-size category (fewer than so students) has a class size of seven.
This size category” requires a muIt|PI|e_r of 2.0 (14/7) to_produce an
"adjusted” class size equal to the statewide average of 14. The multiplier
means that each student in a school of fewer thanso students is counted
as two students. Similarly, the student count in a large school (with an
average class size of 16) would be mulndphed by .ss (14/16) to produce
an adjusted student count that also produces and adjusted class size of

14,
Step 4 -Smooth the Curvo

The_"step function" shown in Figure 2.4 can be used to produce a formula
similar to that contained in SSMBaas and a number of other hills before
the legislature. The formula would be easy to understand but has an
inherent weakness the study team finds unacceptable. As shown in Figure
2.5, the size factors in SSHB14s produce a series of discontinuities. That
is, moving from one school-size category to a_higher category causes a
decline in theadkusted student count (and in aid rece|ved3_. For example
a school of 400 Students has a multiplier of 1.40and an adjusted student
count of sep, The addition of one student would put the school in a size
category with a multiplier of 1.10. This multiplier produces an adjusted

student count of 441.

The solution to this problem is to define a conversion formula that
connects the midpoints of the treads of the steps, as shown in Figure 2.6.
Such a formula produces a line with a kink at each change in scfiool size
category rather than the discontinuities produced by a” formula of the
type In" SSHBa4s. Both current law and the size formula in Table 2.2
smooth out the changes between categories by producing a kinked line.

Figures 2.7 and 2.s show the formulas for convertmg actual student
counts to adjusted student counts under current law, SSI (Baas, and our
statistical approach. Figure 2.8 shows only schools of sW students in
order to show detail.
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Figuro 2_.4--"Class Sizo" under Proposod Formula
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Figure 2.7-Student Count Adjustment undoi Various Formulas

Alaska School Operating Cost Study

® January

1998

McDowell Group,

Inc.

* Page

Students

56



Figure 2_.8-Studont Count Adjustment under Various Formulas
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Interpreting the meaning of the relative positions of the plots can be
tricky. For'example, the plot of the formula in SSHD14s is above both the
statistical approach formula and the current formula for most of its
Ien%_th. This does not imply higher. funding levels for schools of any
gar icular size or for all schools; it simply means that the formula under
SHB14s8 produces higher adjusted ‘student counts than the other
formulas do. Given a fixed amount of funds to allocate, higher student
counts translate to lower per-student allocations. How schools of a
particular size arc affected by the conversjon formula depends not only
upon the relative position of the curves, but also upon the number of
schools af each point along the curve. The only accurate method to
compare formulas is to aBpIE/ them to a common st of school enrollment.
This'is the method used by the statistical approach.

Summary of Size Adjustments

The statistical approach formula shown in Table 2.2 and in "igurcs 2.7
and 2.sadjusts the number of students in each school in a way that

* reflects existing staffinlg patterns, yet _
« equalizes staffing in all’schools regardless of location.

The adjusted student counts for each school can be summed within each
district to produce a district-wide adjusted student count that
compensates for higher operating costs (due to, lower student-to-staff
ratios) in small schools. When each district's adjusted. student count is
multiplied by the statewide avera?e per-student allocation for instruction
and by the district’s area cost differential, the result is the instructional
allocation for each district. Determination of appropriate area cost
differentials for the instructional component is the topic of the following

section.
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Adjustments for School Location

The purpose of area cost differentials (ACDs) is, to equalize the real value
of education aid in order to remove inéquities caused by regional
differences in the cost of school operations. The study team pérformed a
statistical audit of expenditures for both administration and nonpersonal
services (NPS). The audit produced adjustments, that are discussed . in
Chapters 3 and a4 of this s_ud}/. The discussion in this chapter applies
only to the adjustment of instructional allocations, As defined in' this
study, an ACD for the instructional comPonen_t of the funding formula is
roughly equivalent to a teacher salary differential.

For noninstructional costs, the measurement and adjustment processes
are fairly straightforward because costs are assumed to be market driven,
That s, unit costs ﬂfor a giallon of oil or kwh of electricity, for example)
are not directly controllable by die school districts. In addition, one can
assume that districts do notpurchase more fuel, electricity and other
goods and services than they need. Under these assumptigns
noninstructional expenditures by districts (on a per student basis) reflect
cost differences attributable to Size and geographic location of Schools,
This means we should find little differéncé between noninstructional
expenditures on a "what *s" basis and a "what should he" basis.

Determining What to Measure and How to Measure It

Determination of appropriate salary differentials is much more
complicated. One maﬂor issue s whether area cost differentials (ACDs)
should account for differences in the cost of riving Or In the cost ofdelivering
education  services, AS noted by Chambers, "Accurately mcasuung
geographic cost differences has been one of the preeminent challenges in
edycation.~aAlaska's current adg)ustment factors are hased on (10-year-
old) costs of purchasing comparable household goods and services.

Hie study team did not attempt to establish and compare living costs via
the "market basket" approach. As noted by McMahon, "Measures of
unit-cost differences covering all small local “areas within states do not
exist hecause of the enormols cost associated with collecting price data
in each locality and repeating the correlation process periodically to keep
this data updated."- Moréover, the cost-of-livin eHQProach_ does not
reflect factors that may be important to area cost differentials. These
factors include:
e supply and demand for various types of staff;

e the value of nonmonetary factors (literature on the sub_{ect
mentions adjustments for climate, crime, proximity to amenities
and several other nonmonetary factors); and

« (ifferences in levels of training, experience or educationof staff.
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In short, the cost-of-living aPproa_ch has been criticized as _insufficient
and impractical. However, attempting to measure differences in quality of
life is more comphcated and more subjective than attempting to measure
cost-of-living differences.

Salary Comparisons

The study team concluded that neither teachers' cost of living nor
quality of life was the central issue in developing salary differentials.
If we consider edycation a business in which employees aic one of many
elements *equired bY the production process, we can apply broadly
accepted economic heor¥ to the issue, Acpordmg to theory, staff are
"inputs" in the business of producing education and prevailing wages are
the best measure of the_ap[oro_prlate cost of these inputs. Prevailing wages
reflect many factors - including cost of living - that can do desciibed as
"market conditions." At leaSt one state “(Ohig) uses general wage
differentials as the basis for area cost differentials for education funding.

While the study team analyzed existing teacher salary schedules and
average. salaries, we determined that™ this_information alone was
insufficient for making allocation decisions. Some consider salaries of
school employees to be determined more by past allocations of aid than
by current market forces. To the extent this statement is_accurate, we
must go outside the education system to determine appropriate area cost

differentials for education.

Salaries Outsido tho Education System

The Alaska Department of Libor provided data on wage levels in general
(in local government and the trade, service and finance’industries) and for
specific occufoatlons throughout Alaska. The general wage data indicated
a pattern of higher wages in urban areas, but the “information was

insufficiently specific for this analysis.

Wage and salary information from the Qccupational Data Base was far
more specific and more conclusive." The _conclusion of our salar
analysis is that there is no statistical basis for a salary differentia
favaring rural areas. To the contrar%, the results indicate’that average
aalrtalrjets for most jobs tend to be higher in Anchorage than in other
istricts.

The analysis of occupational records included information on about
230,000 Workers who had earnings during the second quarters of 1995
and 1996. The second quarter was chosen as the period of analysis
because it has the lowest prol%ornon of part-time workers, nuking it best
for comparative purposes. Twenty-five occupations were selected_as
representative of salary differentials throughout the_econom}/. The
occupations were selected because they exist™in most districts, thereby
allowing statewide comparison of salaris.
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After identifying comparable occupations in each census area, the top
and hottom 20, percent of earners were removed from the database. The
purpose of this action was to remove extremely low and high wage
earners, thus eliminating the effect of part-time workers _and
compensatm% for differences in business size and level of responsibility.,
Focusing on the middle eo percent of the database produces "typical
salaries™ rather than strict averages.

Average salaries - after removing records as described above - were
computed for each occupation in each area. Each average was then
comﬁared with the corresgondmg average salary in~ Anchorage.
Anchorage was chosen as the base for comparison because it is the largest
school district and is a logical candidate for an ACD of 1.00.

Complete results of statistical tests are included  in the technical
appendix to this study. In summary, average salaries in Anchorage
were higher than in other districts in 73 percent of all cases. At the 95
percent confidence level, 55 percent of all cases showed higher salaries in
Anc_hqra?e whilg 16 percent were lower and 29 percent showed no
statistically significant difference = At the 99 percent confidence level, 49
percent of all Cases showed higher salaries in Anchorage while 13 percent
were lower and 37 percent showed no statistically significant difference.
These findings could be used to justify a set of area cost differentials that

favor Anchorage.”

The data indicate that only the Aleutians West Census Area (Aleutian
School District) and. the North Slope Borough typically have average
salaries that aré (statistically significantly) above those in Anchorage.

Toachor Salaries

The study team also examined salaries within the educational system. We
ath)de regression analysis to data Stﬁpphed by the Department. of

ucation with the following results.” The average salary of full-time
teachers was $19,121 In 1096, and the standard error of the estimate
increased by roughly s17s ($,011. to $5,086) When ACD was deleted
from a stepwise regression. In English, the conclusions were that salaries
are generally related to the ACD of districts, but experience and
educational attainment have far more power to explain variations in
teacher salaries than do existing ACDs
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ACDs have a variable impact up to $1,300, 0r less than 10 percent of the
average salary (five percent in each direction). There is no clear pattern in
the results; many districts with high ACDs have lower average pay than
districts with ACDs of 1.00, Readers unfamiliar with regression analysis
need to understand that, while it is a powerful tool, it is purely a "what
is" analysis; there is no way to determine whether higher salaries are_paid
because they are necessary to attract teachers to high-cost communities or
because a high ACD makes more money available for teachers' pay.

Because it is average pay - not the saIarK schedule itself - that
determines each district's instructional costs, the analysis of teacher pay
indicates that some salar%/' differentials may be justitied. Tire basis for
this conclusion is that the purpose of the” formula is to pay school
operating costs and that the existing salary is a part of that cost.

The study team gave serious consideration to this "what is" argument,
however,” the Leqlslatwe Budget sc Audjt Committee's guidelings Tor this
study included clear direction to consider "what should be." The study
team’ was concerned that average teacher salarigs reflect differences in
collective bargaining power, district choices re%ardm? pay level, and past
allocations ofaid more than they reflect "what shouTd be."

The study term cuicrmined that salary research on non-educational
jobs is a”hetter indicator of "what should be" than is the teacher
salary comparison and concluded that the statistical approach should
not contain an area cost differential for instructional costs. Alternate
adjustment factors - and_the stren(t;ths and weaknesses of the factors -

aré discussed in Chapter V of this study.

Implications of Omitting ACDs for Instructional Costs

The study team's decision to exclude area cost differentials from the
instructional component of the statistical approach does not imply
that salary schedules are expected to be identical in all districts. The
following discussion demonstrates this point.

An ACD of 1.00 for every district - which m”ans there is no adjustment
for location - can be interpreted as allocating the statewide average pay
to meet staffing requirements as determined o¥ adAusted student counts
Even with no salary’adjustment, districts can offer higher starting salaries
than An_(;hor_atl;e_. or example. Tahle 2.5 shows that the startin salary in
the Yupiit district is 15 percent above the startln% salary in Anchorage
column 2), but the average salaries in both districts are nearly identical

column 7
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The conclusion is that hlgfher salary schedules in_districts oufside
Anchorage arc partially offset by greater longevity and/or higher
teacher qualifications in Anchorage, So that average teacher saldries
statewide are much closer than iS indicated by simple comparison of
schedules. As shown in Table 25, this example is not unusual; 32
districts offer starting pay at least five percent higher than Anchorage
(column 3)and o offer at'least five percent more Hay to teachers holding
a Masters degree (column e?. However, column o Snows that average pay
inonly 11 districts is at least five percent higher than in Anchorage.

In summary, analysis of salaries outside the edycation system provides
no statistical support for existing salary differentials. Analysis of teacher
salaries indicates no clear relationship between salary levels and existing
ACDs, but shows that some districts do have average costs significant]
higher than average. Salary differentials based on average salaries woul
tend to favor City and Borough districts rather than Regional Education

Attendance Areas.
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Chapter [111I.

Nonpersonal Services (NPS) Allocations

A statistical analysis of audited expenditure reports from all s3 school
districts producéd the NPS multhhers_ shown in. Table 3.1. The
multipliers apply _onIY to nonpersonal services exPendnures by districts,
which are ap rommaelr 16.5_percent of the tofal amount of education
aid allocated to school districts. The multipliers are intended to he

applied as follows:

1. Multiply the actual student count in each district by the district's NPS
multiplier (as shown in Table 3.1) to obtain an” adjusted student

count.

2. Add the adjusted student counts for each district to obtain a
statewide tofal.

3. Divide the _(Iegislativelgdetermined) available amount of NPS aid b
the statewide ad[|]uste student count to obtain the statewide NP

allocation for each student.

4. Multiply each district's adjusted student count by the statewide per-
student allocation to obtain the amount of NPS did allocated to each

district.
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Table 3.1
Multipliers for the Nonporsonal
Services Component of Education Aid

School District Multiplier School District Multiplier
Alaska Gateway 4.397 Kodiak 2.141
Aleutian Region 11.610 Kuspuk 6.027
Aleutians East 4.910 Lake & Peninsula 6.978
Anchorage 1.000 Lower Kuskokwim 6.707
Annette Island 1.417 Lower Yukon 6.023
Boring Strait 6.924 Matanuska 1.068
Bristol Bay 4.228 Nenana 3.466
Chatham 2.939 Nome 4273
Chugach 4751 North Slopo 4.447
Copper River 3483 Northwest Arctic 5.234
Cordova 1.889 Pelican 4,921
Craig City 1.589 Petersburg 1.157
Delta/Greety 2.444 Pribilof 4.882
Denali 4.329 Sitka 1.108
Dillingham 4.019 Skagway 1807
Fairbanks 1.432 Southeast Island 3.364
Galena 3.674 Southwest 5.800
Haines 1.796 St. Mary's 6.174
Hoonah 2239 Tanana 4.876
Hydaburg 2.709 Unalaska 4.020
Iditarod 7.750 Valdez 2023
Juneau 1000 Wrangell 1.163
Kake 1.659 Yakutat 2 185
K~ shunamiut 4 488 Yukon Flats 8.930
Kenai 1332 Yukon Koyukuk 7 147
Ketchikan 1064 Yupiit 6.779
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Method of Analysis
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The _stud%/ team obtained audited financial reP_orts for all s3 school
districts from the Alaska Department of Education. Expenditures from
each district's 1996 operating fund were entered into a database, then
several categories of NPS expenditures were chosen for analysisa As
with the instructional component of the formula, we used 1996 data
because 1996 IS the most recent year for which we were able to obtain

data required for all areas of analysis.

The statistical approach differs from the method used to compute NPS
differentials in the 1988 McDowell Group report, Alaska School District
Profilesand Differential Study. IN that StUdy, the. McDowell Group used a
statewide survey to obtain detailed price information about items
normally purchased by school districts.

While the 1988 study provided more reliable data than the household-
cost-oMiving information that was used in earlier NPS differential
computations, the price survey was not duplicated in this study for two
reasons:

 From a practical standpoint, there was not enough time during the
study period to allow for a broad price survey, sothat a survey was
not included in the study proposal.

e More im_PortantIy, another approach was called for on the grounds
éh]gft untl_ Icost alone is not an appropriate way to measure cost
ifferentials.

because the funding formula allocates aid based on the number of
students, area cost differentials must be measured in terms of cost per
student rather than cost per gallon, cost per kwh, or other unit
common to market Prlces. An example regarding heating oil will
demonstrate the importance of this point.

If heating oil costs SI/gallon in District A and S1.50/gallon_in District D,
the pricedifferential analysis would conclude that District B deserves 1.5
times as much funding for fuel as does District A $$1.50/_51_ = 15), If
District A uses soo gallons of fuel per month t* heat a building housin
100 students, the cost of fuel per student for District A is (a2/gallon
500 gallonsys1o0 students, or s5 per student, If District B Uses soo
gallons of fuel per month tq heat a_building housing so_students, the cost
of fuel per student for District B _is g$1.5o/gallon X 100 gallonsysso
students or s15 per student. District B needsS 3.o0 S$15/$5 times as
much funding per student for fuel as District A in order to compensate
for true differences in fuel cost per student.
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The point of the example is to demonstrate that price differences do
not tell the full story of NPS expenditure differentials; size, price and
other location factors combine to amplify differences in school district
oPeratln? costs. A price survey may have allowed us to separate _the
effects of size and location from price effects, but there is no practical
reason to do so. The studly team computed ACDs that incorporate size,
price and other effects of focation.

Assumptions

The multipliers shown in Table 3.1 are hased on the following
assumptions:

. A_ccquntmg_ practices arc at least moderately consistent from
district to district. This seems reasonable because the figures we used
were taken from independently audited financial statements and
because the Department of Education has a policy of standardized
financial reporting ir. all school districts.

» NPS expendijtures arc typical for each district. We departed from
this assumption when we looked at Operations and Maintenance,
since utility and repair costs may not be evenly distributed from year
to year. In the case of Operafions and Maintenance we used an

average of 1996 and 1997 figures.

Key Issues

The analysis is district-based rather than school- or funding
community-based. Analysis was performed at the district level because
that is the level at which expenditure decisions are made.and tracked.
While expenditures by individual schools would Ilkeb{ rovide interesting
data fora managemént audit, they are neither available in comparabl
form nor necessary for the type of analysis we performed.

The analysts s expenditure-based rather than price-based and
incorporates size differences as well as price differences. The
fundamental advantage of using statistical analysis hased on actual
expenditures s that” actual expenditures, b%{ efinition, capture or
represent all the factors and considerafions influencing those
expenditures, as illustrated by the heating oil example.

The analysis inarguably reflects "what is" rather than "what should
be." Anobvious limitation of the statistical method is that current
expenditure levels reflect current funding levels rather than "theoretically
optimal" expenditure levels. Funding levels arc ;nescapably ong of the
factors that determine expenditure « We have attempted .to ‘mininuze the
impact_ of funding levels on oui analysis hy _I|m|t1n% per-student
expenditures for those districts with extraordinarily high or low per-
student expenditures.

A stafistical approach can point ouf anomalies, but it cannot fully
explain them, 'In the absence of detailed manaq_ement audits of school
districts, we simply do not have enough, information about how districts
function to explain” large parts of the variation in NPS expenditure levels.
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It is possible that_ the data we analyzed js not entwe(lly representative. of
ty?lcal expenditure levels for every district. In addition, accounting
methods and classifications, while gio_verned by law and district policies,
are not totally consistent from district to district. Moreover, there are

countless local considerations underlymP expenditure decisions that may
result in very different spending ratidnales from one district to another,

The Statistical Approach

Qur initial hypothesis regarding nonpersonal services expenditures was
that no school district could cither afford_to overspend significantly on
NPS or would have incentive to do so. Therefore, existing expenditure
levels should reflect actual need for most districts.

We began our analysis of NPS costs by measuring each district's NPS
costs per-student. We found an extremely broad fange of values, from
Ss9g per student in Anchorage to over $ia,000 per student in the

Aleutians Region. ”

Inorder to eliminate any unknown or unrecognized factors that m|%ht be
contributing, to the broadness of this range of values, we repeated our
analysis using a "market basket" of eXpenditure accounts that we
helieved were most likely to be comparable across districts in terms of
how they were treated for accounting purposes. We eliminated from our
analysis_those elements of NPS that “are mainly surrogate salary items-
"professional services" and "purchased services" (primarily repairs)."
Finally, we did not look at NPS categories where expenditures seemed
ikely to vary widely from year to year and where expenditures per
district were mostly ‘small -"including equipment and_ oil and gas for
vehicles. The "market basket" of “1996 NPS audited expenditure

categories for chosen for this second level of analysis was:
1. Travel (all travel)
2. Supplies (teaching supplies and maintenance supplies)
3. Utilities (electricity, fuel, water/sewer, garbage, "other.")
4. Insurance (liability and property)
5. Communication (phone and postage)

Initial Results of the Market Basket Analysis

Althou_?h focusing on a market basket of NPS expenditures reduced the
variability in our’sample, we again found a broader range than seemed
explainable by differences in size, location and physical composition of
school districts. Column 7 of Table 32 shows per=student expenditures

onour NPS market basket, with individual categories shown in columns 2
through's.
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Nonporsonal Sorvicos

Max

Mn

Avo

Sid Dev

Spread

DOE Count
School District ot Students
Total 122.897
Alaska Gateway 552
Aleutian Region 21
Aleutians East 355
Anchorago 46.159
Annette Island 444
Bering Strait 1.679
Bnstol Bay 301
Chatham 337
Chugach 144
Copper River 659
Cordova 519
Craig City 424
Detta/Greoly 085
Denali 384
OWngham 524
Fairbanks 15.816
Galena 150
Haines 435
Hoonah 276
Hydaburg 114
Iditarod 423
Juneau 5.515
Kaks 190
Kashunamiut 244
Konai 10.281
Ketchikan 2650
Kiawock 220
Kodiak 2.872
Kutpuk 465
Lake A Peninsula 498
Lower Kuskokwun 3.275
Lower Yukon 1695
Matanutka 12.037
Nenana 181
Nome 733
North Slope 1806
Northwest A;ct< 1.592
Petcan 36
Petersburg 754
PnWof 213
S M 1605
Skagway 131
Southeast tuand 350
Southwest 630
St Mary 3 129
Tanana 94
Unataska 353
Vadex 596
Wrupen 555
Ya»utat 175
Yukon Fiats 423
Yukon Koyukuk 625
Yu 367

1.278
12

105
301
108 17

Travel
105

138
.027
.153

12

331

709

519
490

493

120

37
245
56
195
248
17
643
90

321

660

665

12
296
375

59

57

444

150

392
1,278

P e

245

194
129
764
290
680
101
44Q

20
392
327
435
217
770
662

69
151
360
543
763
666

Tnblo 3.2

1.320
165
302
320

802

302
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2.118
144
327
433
14.74

712
1.209
1265
1.024
522
643
230
615
569
1.105
759
1.787
615
335
235
727
1.723
555
705

IDistricts. 1996
1.861 522 5,578
20 18 408
e 44 857
274 88 1.192
91 68 2941 1375
Studont (avg. 96-97 tor utilities) _
Communl- Market
Insurance cations Basket
79 44 857
325 110 2.016
1.861 522 5,576
319 289 4,053
21 18 406
303 88 1,560
323 110 3.187
92 59 1.819
168 119 1,800
426 197 2.426
256 57 1.374
59 35 803
20 43 1.179
187 63 895
307 100 1.555
31 49 882
38 37 579
542 116 4,471
43 35 935
83 63 1.733
405 51 2.715
353 242 3.088
94 22 436
152 76 1.668
215 71 2.048
100 41 665
74 23 857
103 124 1,734
41 41 952
257 146 2.207
463 170 3.985
289 105 2.335
288 66 2.316
32 26 432
250 71 1.469
235 62 1.501
113 305 3669
193 86 2.353
392 137 2.926
99 33 1.124
460 ie6 23009
31 27 525
146 71 1.683
233 165 1.638
363 113 3357
509 63 2226
671 141 4,607
163 68 2038
26 38 640
62 40 602
92 133 1941
31 210 3.776
361 175 3.233
228 120 2405



While large, urban districts spent between ss00 and seoo (total) per
student in the five expenditure categories, several rural districts spent
more than $,000 per student on the same items. The Aleutian Region
spent the most per Student, nearly 14 times more than Anchorage.

While these results support the supposition that it is more expensive to
operate_small remote districts than large urban ones, the broad range of
expendityres in districts of similar Size caused US to question the
hypothesis that districts spend ng more than is pecessary. on nonporsonal
sérvices. The panel of superintendent-advisors pointed out that
variations in accounting practices and methods of operation could affect
results. For example, some districts own and operate their own airplanes
or have other unusual expenditures. Management audits are the only way
to gain full explanation of cost differentials.

Secondary Analysis - Operations and Maintenance

As a result of concern about the high variability of NPS costs per student
we repeated our analysis using”a more réstrictive proxy for NPS
expenditures. Operations and Maintenance (O&M) expenditures were
chosen because these expenditures are essentially non-discretionary and
treated similarly for accounting purposes.

In using O&M expenditures as a proxy for NPS, we included all O&M,
not simply the NPS portion, We did this because we felt there is no clear
line between Personnel, Professional Services and Other Purchased
Services in the O&M category. Districts may hire staff or contract for
various Q&M needs deper -»igupon local considerations, with the result
that similar needs may he met by expenditures in each of the three
"quasi-personnel” categories. To De consistent, we included all three

accounts.

FlnaIIF, although our analysis of the Qccupational, Data Base indicates
that there is No meaningful %e_ographlc ifferential for salaries, It is
nevertheless true that O&M statfing will reflect the physical composition
of the district and its structures.” We believe this influence over-rides
neutral geographic salary differentials and calls for inclusion of O&M

personnel expenditures in our NPS proxy analysis.

Results of the O&M/NPS Analysis

Using O&M expenditures as a proxy for NPS yields a narrower range of
expenditures per student. Table 3.3Shows a range from se1e per student
in Sitka to $5,412 in the Noi.h Slope (column 3). Table 3.3 shows that
nonpersonal services costs in the North Slope district are about nine times
higher than in Sitka, which is a district of similar size No data _on
com Paratlve costs (from region to region of Alaska) support differentials
this large. Even consideration of the’lesson demonstrated in the "heating
oil" exdmple seemed unable to account for differentials of this magnitude,
This puzzling, result is cause for a brief discussion of the limits of

statistical analysis.
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Table 3.3
Oporatlons and Maintenance Expenditures by School Districts

Max 5411
Min 616
Avg. 1,226
Std. Dev. 1,192
8.78
Average
DOE Count of Avorage 1996 & 97 0 & M per
School District Students 0 &M Expenditures Student

Total 122,897 150.674,956
Alanka Gateway 552 1.330,346 2.410
Aleutian Region 21 94,536 4,502
Aleutians East 355 1,044,972 2,944
Anchorago 46,159 36,976,472 801
Annette Island 444 581,049 1,309
Bering Strait 1,679 6,004,444 3,576
Bristol Bay 301 554,597 1,843
Chatham 337 523.802 1,553
Chugach 144 334,437 2,322
Copper River 659 1.137,192 1,727
Cordova 519 554,797 1.069
Craig City 424 364,392 659
Delto/Greely 885 1,005,466 1,137
Denali 384 728,899 1,898
Dillingham 524 635,933 1,214
Fairbanks 15,816 14,115,424 892
Galena 150 623,131 4.154
Haines 435 542.039 1,246
Hoonah 278 628,917 2,262
Hydaburg 114 313.476 2,759
Iditarod 423 1.353.102 3,202
Juneau 5,515 4,278.051 776
Kake 190 443.508 2,334
Kashunamiut 244 543.650 2,228
Kenai 10.281 13.125.825 1,277
Kotrhikan 2.850 2.738.832 932
Klawocfc 220 348,989 1,585
Kodiak 2.872 3.117.721 1,086
Kuspuk 468 1,148,363 2.452
Lake & Peninsula 498 2.382.923 4.788
Lower Kuskokwim 3,275 8032.101 2,452
Lower Yukon 1,695 4.505.706 2.658
Matanuska 12.037 9.399.692 781
Nenana 161 317,388 1,971
Nome 733 1,449.134 1.977
North Slope 1,806 9.772.145 5411
Northwest Arctic 1,892 5,808.701 3.070
Pelican 38 147.813 3.864
Petersburg 754 881.308 1,170
Pnbitof 213 414.998 1,947
Sitka 1,805 1.112.213 616
Skagway 131 226.327 1.724
Southeast Island 350 793,111 2,267
Southwest 630 2.207.151 3.505
St Mary*s 129 292051 2.262
Tanana 94 459.101 4.8M
Unalaskj 353 604.690 1.714
Valdez 896 1,213.670 1.355
Wrangell 555 445.256 802
Yakuts! 175 308.806 1,»65
Yukon Fiats 423 1.907.699 4.514
Yukon Koyukuk 625 1.578,891 2.526
387 1161671 3002
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Limitations of Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis can identify anomalies but does not provide
explanations for real-world everits. Unfortunately, based on the data
available to us, we are unable lo offer a compléte explanation of the
broad range of differences in observed NPS expendifures. Raw NPS
expenditures per student vary from school district to_ school district by a
factor of nearly 2s. Limiting'the analysis to expenditures that are mom
consistent between districts” reduces the range of variation, as expected,
but the range remains very broad.

The study team again examined the hypothesis that districts spend no
more than is necessary on nonpersonal services. Does the broad range of
expenditures indicate that some districts spend too much on NPS? Does
the broad range reflect differences in local priorities, cultural needs,
design and condition of buildings and equipment, use of different kinds
of fuels in different areas, .climate, geography, and. gther important
influences on expenditure decisions? Without detailed information about

how individual districts are structured, staffed and managed, we can
| ffer only a statistical answer.

Th *essence of that answer is that in any distribution of gbserved values-
sucn as per-student NPS expenditurés - some variation in values is
expected. pJ)Iymg reqressmn_analysm to NPS expenditures per student
would provide a formula describing what expenditure levels "should be"
and identifying variations from the formula. * Unfortunately, there is no
way to determine whether these variations are dug to unnecessary
expenditures or to the effects of location and other valid reasons for the
variation. That is, it would be impossible to determine "errors" from

what we are trying to measure.

Summary and Conclusions

The study team concluded that the most reasonable approach to
determining NPS multipliers was to use the subset of expenditures
identified above, but to impose limits on per-student expenditures.
The conclusion was based on the following considerations:

1. Although there are strong theoretical arguments for using O&M costs
to determine the allocation of NPS aid, multipliers based on Q&M
expenditures would resylt in 3|gn|f|canf reallocation of funds from
small districts to large districts.” The study team could not support
this reallocation witfout access to more detailed information about
district operations that would be available only from management

audits.

>>0ogrouson onat/vs is a statuses tool tordatormrwg tho rolatton\Vivpof ono vanabto with othor vnrubto
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2. There are also strong arguments for using a broader measure of
expenditures than those included in the Q&M accounts. District size
and location, while important, cannot fully explain the range of per-
student NPS expenditures. The study teamfound the arguments for a
broad measure_more compelling than those for using only O&M
expenditures, The broader. measure reflects differences in local
priorities, cultural needs, climate, geography, travel costs and other
Important influences on expenditures. Other factors that influence
NPS expenditure levels include

« the number ot schools in a district, how far they are from each
other and from the district office, and whether there are roads
connecting them,

* the type and condition of buildings and large equipment,
« the management methods of individual administrators,

 the educational expectations of local parents and other
citizens and the degree to which those constituencies have
direct influence over'school and district administrators.

3. Basm?_multlpllers on current expenditure data would slmPIy mirror
"what'is." The study team concluded that we had no_hasis tor forcing
all districts to fit a Tormula that placed all districts ina very narrow
range, but that the broad ra_n%e of current expenditures warrants some
limjtation ot unusuall hlq expenditures. Although any limit is
arbitrary, the ar?umen that the overwhelming majority of districts
manage to operafe at lower expenditure levels is compelling.

4. Districts with abnormally low per-student expenditures should
receive additional aid to br|n% them closer to the average. This method
of adjustment - cutting off the peaks while_filling in & portion of the
valleys - arguably overcompensates districts that have low per-
studént expenditures due to relatively low costs. However,_fanmgf to
"fill in_the valleys" would penalize districts with, relatively Tow
expenditures due to low past funding levels or to efficient operations.

The study team's solution to the question of how much to reward
districts with abnormally low expenditures per student was fo bring all
districts up to Anchorage's per-student expenditure level. This minimum
applied only to Juneau, and raised the district's NPS allocation by about
Ss dollars per student, or $24,000 total.

Table 3.4 shows how a two-standard-deviation cap affects the NPS
market basket. District expenditures affected by the cap are shown in
bold éype._ Full spreadsheets showing the determination of multipliers are
Included in the technical appendix to this report. A summary of steps in

the process follows:
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1. Determine the average per-student expenditure in each category. ghe
Aleutian Region and. Pelican were dropped from this computation
because their small size causes them to have per-student expenditures
éhatt_ctann:?t be compared reasonably with expenditures of other

Istrjcts. _ . .

2. mammu% per-student expenditure level in each cate(?or . The limit for

each category is the category average plus two standard deviations =

3. Adjust expenditures so they equal the amount of funding available.
This adjustment is necessary because the expenditures we use in the
analysis are a sample father than a full representation of

expenditures.
4. Apply the expenditure cap to each category of NPS expenditures.

5. Use actual expenditure data  to determine. instructional an.l
noninstructional components of aid for each district.

6. Divide the adjusted allocations in each district by the number of
students in respective districts to determine per-student allocations,

7. Apply a minimum per-student allocation le /el equal to the amount of
per-student NPS aid received by Anchorage.

s. Calculate multipliers by dividing each district's per-student allocation
by the statewide average per-student expenditure level.

9. Normalize the multipliers by dividing each district's multiplier by the
trﬂmlmum multiplier. This process ensures that no multiplier is” less
an 1.0.

For NPS expenditures, Anchorage and Juneau have multipliers of 1.0. The
Aleutian Region has the largest multiplier (11610) and several rural

districts have multipliers larger than s.0.

*Thwo tmafl ctstncts wont brought m al tho and ot tho anatyvs Efloctvofy. th«o>ww o re* tuthoct b h» o*poNIXEN limit#. to
that mul fcpMfs to/ thorn rofloct curront porstudonl oiponobro lovols

M Standard dowabcn tsa.common statistical noasuro ot <4spofs«n, <x vartaton. m a sot c< cD«o<vti&cns Typ«ca»y. two-th>fd# d
alobsorvnftons ait mtfsn ono standard dov«#on o<thomoan (ovoogo) and 95 porwrt of cheotvaBons wo mttvn two standard
dovubons Thismoons thatabout 2 5 porcont ot obtorvaScns will bo loss fun two standard dovu&ona from fw moon and 25
porcont will bo rrxxo ran tore KandarJ dovtaaons abovo to ovorogo Wo apfAod a Pwo-standonHJovtgSon limt boca«o wo
boftovot'Brraoltlé\i%to n&ral dfloroncos botwoon school districts wtWo making mcxloit acjurtnonta b »w most abnormal

Oipdre
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Effoct of Limiting Nonporsonal Sorvlcos Expondlturoa por Studont to
Two Standard Dovlatlons abovo tho Moan
(tor tho purnoso of computing a multlptlor)

Max 684 928 1,202 395 178 5.576
Min 12 165 144 20 18 406
Sid. Dev 233 234 331 131 SI 1.003
Sproad 57 88 563 834 19.76 1003 13.75

1996 Audited Expenditures per Student (avg, 96-97 for utilities)
Ijmited to Two Standard Deviations from the Mean

Communi— Market

Travel  Supplies Utilities Insurance cations  Basket

Man ptus 2 Sid Deviations

School District 684 928 395 178

Alaska Gateway 136 559 886 325 110 2.016
Aleutian Region 5.576
Aleutians East 684 928 981 319 178 3.090
Anchorage 12 190 165 21 18 406
Annette Island 331 558 280 303 88 1,560
Benng Strait 684 693" 1,202 323 110 3.013
Bristol Bay 519 377 771 92 59 1.819
Chatham 498 414 608 168 119 1.806
Chugach 493 652 659 395 178 2.377
Copper River 128 463 450 256 57 1.374
Cordova 37 205 468 59 35 803
Craig City 245 609 262 20 43 1.178
DeAa/Greety 56 278 311 187 63 895
Donat) 195 525 428 307 100 1.555
DBnohanm 248 313 241 31 49 882
Fairbanks 17 275 212 38 37 579
Galena 643 928 1.202 395 116 3.285
Haines 90 317 451 43 35 935
Hcvnah 321 342 925 83 63 1.733
Hydaburg 660 864 735 395 51 2.705
Iditarod 665 717 1.112 353 178 3.024
Juneau 12 165 144 94 22 436
Kako 296 388 755 152 76 1.666
Kashunamiut 375 751 636 215 71 2.048
Kenai 59 183 302 1 (00] 41 685
Kettfvxan 57 218 286 74 23 657
Klawock 4%4 e 474 103 124 1.734
Kodiak 150 329 391 41 41 952
Kuspufc 3 553 860 257 146 2.207
Lake 5 Pervr.suia ( 602 1.202 395 170 3.052
Lower Kuskokwvn 509 817 615 289 105 2.335
Lower Yukon 245 627 1.070 288 86 2.310
Matanuska 12 201 161 32 26 432
Nenana 194 402 552 250 71 1.469
Nome 129 382 712 235 62 1501
WitIrh CtAnai - 684 928 1.202 113 178 3.105
Northwest Arcbc 290 518 1.202 193 86 2.289
Pokcan 2.926
Petersburg 101 369 522 99 33 1.124
PnbJof 440 579 643 395 17$ 2.236
855 20 216 230 31 27 525
Skagway 392 460 615 146 71 1.663
Southeast HUnd 327 544 569 233 165 1.836
Southwest 435 928 1.105 363 113 2.965
St mary's 217 678 759 355 63 2.111
Tanana 684 928 1,202 355 141 3.350
Unaiaska 682 490 615 163 68 2038
Vaklez 69 372 335 26 38 640
Wronge3 151 309 235 62 46 602
Yakutat 380 w 727 92 133 1,941
Yukon Flats 143 928 1.202 31 171 2.682
Yukon Koyukuk 928 655 361 173 3.004

705 228 120 2405
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Uncapped
Market
Basket

2,016
5.576
4.053

406
1.560
3,187
1.819
1.806
2.426
1.374

803
1.179

895
1.555

882

579
4.471

935
1.733
2.715
3.088

436
1.666
2,048

685

657
1.734

952
2.207
3.985
2.335
2.310

432
1.489
1.501
3.669
2.353
2 926
1.124
2.309

525
1.663
1838
3.357
2.226
4,607
2.038

640

802
1.941
3.776
3.233
2405



Chapter V. Administrative Allocations

Administrative costs as defined in this study include only the personnel
costs listed in the "District Administration" accounts of each school
district. School administrative costs are included in the instructional
allocations described in Chapter_ Il and non-i)ersonnel costs are included
in the NPS allocations described in Chapter III.

Steps, to obtain the administrative multipliers are identical to those
described for the NPS multipliers in the previous chapter, Details of the
multiplier computation are in the technical appendix to this study.

A statistical analysis of audited expenditure reports from all s3 school
districts produced the administrative multipliers shown in Table 4.1.
Several_ districts have multipliers of 1,0, while several rural districts have
multipliers greater than s.0. The multipliers apply onIY to administrative
expenditures, which are approximately 4.s percent of the total amount of
education aid allocated to school districts. The multipliers arc intended

to be applied as follows:

1. Multiply the student count in each district by the district's
administrative multiplier (as shown in Table 4.0) to obtain an
adjusted student count.

2. Add the adjusted student count for each district to obtain a
statewide total.

3. Divide the (legislativel de_termin_ed? available amount of
administrative aidby the statewide adjusted student count to obtain

the statewide per-student allocation.

4. Multiply each district's adjusted student count by the statewide per-
student” allocation to obtain the amount of “administrative aid

allocated to each district,

Summary and Conclusions

Table 4.2 shows administrative costs (personnel costs. only) for each
district. Column 2 shows actual administrative expenditures” for 1996,
column 3 shows administrative expenditures per student, and column 4
shows the impact of |mposmg_a "two standard deviation cap" on per-
student administrative expenditures. (Districts affected by the cap have
bold type incolumn 4.)
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Table 4.1
Multipliers for tho Administrative Component of Education Aid

School District Multiplier School District Multiplier
Alaska Gateway 3.301 Klawock 1.415
Aleutian Region 14.027 Kodiak 1.318
Aleutians East 3.166 Kuspuk 7.450
Anchorage 1.000 Lake & Peninsula 4.152
Annette Island 1.162 Lower Kuskokwim 3.147
Bering Strait 3.437 Lower Yukon 2.747
Bristol Bay 3.455 Matanuska 1.166
Chatham 2.470 Nenana 4.690
Chugach 4 914 Nome 2.513
Copper River 2.347 North Slope 5.385
Cordova 2.489 Northwest Arctic 6.732
Craig City 1.000 Pelican 4.355
Delta/Greely 2.400 Petersburg 1.000
Denali 3.376 Pribilof 5.722
Dillingham 1614 Sitka 1.000
Fairbanks 1.000 Skagway 3.181
Galena 2.066 Southeast Island 3.394
Haines 1.052 Southwest 3.085
Hoonah 1.278 St. Mary's 1.500
Hyoaburg 1.428 Tanana 2.449
Iditarod 5032 Unalaska 2.407
Juneau 1062 Valdez 1911
Kake 1811 Wrangell 1.000
Kashunammt 4 555 Yakutat 1.961
Kenai 1000 Yukon Flats 3613
Ketchikan 1000 Yukon Koyukuk 4.097

Yupiit 5652
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Table 4.2
Administrative Expandlturea

&)elr?onnqll coats only) by EE‘lool Dlatricta In AlasliaMG1996
2

Mbi
Sid Dev. 423
Spraal 9
1996 1996
Admtruatrat/vo Adminituat/ve Lb\MNa/\x,
Expenditures Expend urea Administrative
DOE Count of (Penonnel par Expenditures
School Oatnd Student-; Cotta Ondy) Student par Student
Total 17-@ 41 4495679 336
Alaska Gateway 552 373.856 677 677
Aleutian Rtg>on 21 130.173 6.199 6.199
Aleutians Eaat 355 405.614 1.143 1.143
Andwag™ 46.159 9.594.921 206 206
Annette laland 444 262.051 590 590
Btnng Strarf 1.679 1.106.514 660 660
Bnttoi Bay 301 236.101 791 791
Chatham 337 268.993 797 797
Chygach 144 205.695 1.428 1,116
Copper R.ver 659 305 061 463 463
Cordova 519 314.126 605 605
CrugCtty 424 139.933 330 330
OeaarGraety 665 405.413 456 456
Oanai 364 220.534 574 574
D*roharn 524 160.340 306 306
Faabmks 15.610 3.159.017 200 200
lana 150 213.494 1.423 1,114
ﬁants 435 131.965 303 303
Hoonah 276 166160 605 605
;._t.]ibun 114 9..759 656 656
= 423 366 66 ~ 915 915
- 5515 1.3C4.462 2417 247
— 190 226.907 1.194 1.166
. 244 262.106 1.074 1.074
) 10.281 2.256 165 219 219
Ketch*an 2650 624 .542 219 219
awpck 220 162 329 629 629
ROdjtt 2.872 760 905 272 272
Kuajx 466 545 464 1 t65 1.165
lake &er*uUa 496 556 519 1.118 1.118
lo*ar KwSkokwam 3.275 1.697.816 518 516
lower YiAon 1695 637 963 494 494
Mataruaka 12.017 2942 263 244 244
Nanana 161 160653 1.122 1.122
733 343 630 469 469
North $«pe 1606 3 364 167 1663 1,166
Narrhweat A « k 1692 2,717.639 1.436 1.166
Pe*can 36 61090 1.597 1597
_trel'jfisg 754 206.220 274 274
= 213 767 000 1,346 1j186
Em 1605 393 961 2% 211
S»*gway 131 206 12) 1563 1.116
Sourvest island 150 352 039 1006 1006
uch*e*1 430 466 404 744 744
%i P 13 /T —— 129 *2 064 ..326 32%
Tanana X 120 061 rr 1,116
.U a 353 163 344 520 520
%m 696 312623 346 349
\@l%?‘] 553 170.995 306 nggqn
171 164 144 936 w
YtAon Plata 423 796 424 701 701
ViAonKoytfe* 625 560 972 97 697
443 396 1 146 1 146

A * o * * * "
Him NoeeF FnqeFpne endeeF gqnaUF'FEIIL ke''eee (o * e "MEF Kk
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Variation in .id ainistrativeeApcnditures among districts is larger than for
NPS expenditures, particularly for small districts. This Tesult was
unexpected; the study team anticipated that administrative costs would
depend primarily on“district size while NPS costs would be affected by
location as well &s size, and therefore have a wider range.

It is Bossmle that administrative staffing levels are less dependent on the
number of stugdents served than we anlicipated, but it appears that the
impact of small size simply overwhelms all other impacts, causing Rer*
student administrative costs to be much higher in small districts than
in larger districts. For example, a $50,000 administrative salar SR[ead
among Anchpra(%e's_nearlY 50,000 Students costs s1 per student while a
$50,000 administrative salary spread amaong a district with 200 Students
COStS s250 per student. THis asP_ect of ddministrative cost. variation
makes a strong case for consolidated or centralized administrative

Services.

Figure 4.1 shows administrative costs per student (with large districts
and the Aleutian Region omitted for scaling reasons) for each district. The
figure shows._ that sgveral small districts are able to operate with per-
student administrative costs of less than $s00, while other districts of
similar size spend twice that amount. This conflicts with the notion that
districts of small size must have relatively high per-student
administrative costs because the costs are spread over few students.

Figure 4.2 explores administrative costs further. The flﬁure shows the
(19962_adm|n|s_tr_at|on_share of total expenditures for each djstrict. After
adjusfing administrative multipliers by the %roportmn of administrative
spending in each district, ~Kenai,” Fairbanks and the Southeast
communities of Ketchikan. Petershurg, Wrangell, Craig and Sitka have an
administrative multiplier of 10, THis prevents distficts that have low
costs due to excefmonally efficient management and/or relat|vel¥_ low
current formula allocations) from being penalized for current efficient

practices.

Koy Issues

The study team is concerned that administrative multipliers reflect "what
should be" to a lesser degree than we were st* ving for. However, none of
the panel members wa$ confident that reasons for variation in per-
student administrative costs could be identified without thorough reviews

on a district-hy-district hasis.

For example, Sitka and the North Slope arc districts of similar size (1.g00
students). Sitka spends $400,000 (s220 per student) on administrative
salaries ‘while the North Slope spends s34 million $_1,860 per student?.
Only thorough investigation of district administrative  practices could
determine Whether Sitka has discovered a magic formula for
administration, has.chosen to spend less on cumculum development or
other areas that will eventually be reflected in the relative quality of
education delivered, is located jn.an area in which costs are substantially
lower, or spends less on administration because there is relatively less

money available to spend
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While it is possible to manipulate existing data in more and more

extensive ways in order to find ‘"explanations" for expenditure

variations, this 15 neither an efficient nor reliable method. The

shortcommgs of this study with respect to administrative differentials

could be addressed hy a’serie;. of management audits to ascertain the

following:

. Theﬁffects of any differences in accounting practices on the current
results.

e Qther untdentified sources of inaccuracy in the existing data or
analysis. o

« Patterns of management practice, school or district structure and/or
local factors and ‘Influgnces that may contribute to the large current
differences from one district to another in expenditures per student,

* The potential for cost savings as a result of consolidation of districts,
cooperative or centralized administrative structures or other system
efficiencies. For example, audits might consider: _

- How insurance levels and carriers are determined.

- Whether plant and equipment investments could reduce
overall costs. _

- Whether use of technology could alter spending patterns,
particularly for travel and"communications.

Insight? from these mvest_qanons would add significantly to the
interpretation of the statistical analysis, = Additional insight into
expenditure patterns m|9ht beﬁalned by tracking historical data gver time
to tvy to better quanfify effects of year-to-year funding levels on
expenditures. It may be worthwhile to repeat the analysis periodically
using a rolling average of three or more years' financial reports.

Ir. conclusion, the study team is comfortable with the statistical_approach

}‘_or_tallocatlon of funding for district administration, but with™ certain

Imits.

 First, the revised multipliers may force some districts to gperate
more cost-efficicntly, but the real issue aPpears_to be inefficient]
sized districts rather than inefficient” administrators. Limits
imposed on per-student administrative expenditures for purposes of
developing multipliers were not stringent. The limits - a two-
standard-Ueviation cap for districts with exceptionilly high
administrative expenditures .and a floor equal to per-student
administrative expenditures in Anchorage - narrows the range of
multipliers, but the range remains broad: Perhaps the best way. to
reduce administrative costs is. to explore cogperatign among districts
end centralization and consolidation of administrative functions.

e Srcond, we recommend management audits to further learn the causes
ol exceptionally high and low” administrative expenditures. Decision-
making can be improved once this knowledge is gained.

e Third, until further research is done and better quality databases are
available to decision makers, the study team_recommei.ds all districts

be protected from losses b%/_ means of transitional implementation of
the adjustment factors so tfiat no district loses aid without sufficient

time 10 plan.
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Chapter V. Additional Considerations

This chapter provides additional discussion of relevant issues that were
not_ treated as fully as desired in other sections of the report. While the
topics vary, the purpose of Chapter V is to amplify discussion of key
Issues in school cost research.

A brief discussion of the "size of the pie" makes the point that the
statistical approach offers an improved, but more complex, education
funding formula. Shifts in legislative allgcation among the three
components of the formula can change allocations to districts.

The second section of Chapter V deals with methods for altering the
|mPIementat|_on of the statistical approach. There are innumerable
o_? lons possible; we discuss _onlg two, Although this chapter presents
little quantitative analysis, it does indicate "the probable effect of

applying the alternatives.

Third, wc present background discussion relevant to the recommendation
to eliminate the area” cost differential (ACD) for the instructional
component. While some of the ACD discussion duplicates points made
earlier in the study, it is presented in more detail here.

The Size of the Pie(s)

The statistical approach docs not establ;sh_any fixed level of school
expenditures. It isa vehicle for equitable distribution of the "educational
funding pie" on the basis of student enrollment adjusted for school size
and location - regardlevs of the size of the pie. The size of the pie is
determined by the combination of available State revenue and the
political process. Each district, under the statistical method, is allocated
a proportion of the pic, not a specific level of funding.

Perhaps the most important point in this discussion is that_ there are
thne ‘pics - instruction, nonpcrsonal services and administration -
and that each pic is divided differently. The instructional pie is divided
most evenly among districts because the instructional component has the
lowest . maltipliers.  Both. noninstructional components have higher
multipliers than does, the instructional component. Hl?h multipliers in a
district mean that adjlusted student counts - and so allocations of aid -
are_disproportionately high. The implication of the higher range of
multipliers; in the noninstrtctional components. is that shifting money
from_ the instructional pi¢ to the noninstryctional pics will Shift the
distribution of aid lo districts with high noninstructional multipliers.

The funding level in each compaonent does not affect the calculation of
multipliers, but it does affect the aid allgcated as a result of those
multipliers. We did not test the sensitivity of allocations to the size of the

pics.

If allocations to the three components of the funding formula were to
reflect the current division of expenditures by districts, 79 percent of total
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aid would go to the instructional component, 16.5 percent to the
nonpersonal ‘services component and 4.5 percent to the administrative
component. We recommend that allocations be specified in law rather
than becoming a point of controversy in each budget cycle.

Additional Allocation Considerations

The statistical approach that is the basis for this study would make
Pubhcsch_ool funding more equitable, The study team found that fundm(i
or .special programs is complicated ang, _accordm? to  schog
administrators, is subject to abuse. The multipliers developed in this
study reflect the certificated staff associated with s emal_?_ro rams, but
we vvere unable to perform a comprehensive study of classitied staff due
to lack of data.” W¢ recommend that theé legislature consider
abandonmq separate funding for special programs, allowing a singlg
allocation To each district t0 be spent as ‘the district believes is
appropriate. A supplemental pot of money could be used to fund those
districts with documented extraordinary needs.

Essentially, the statistical method found that the current funding formula
underconipensates some districts - generally those with high area cost
differentials (ACDs) - for nonpcrsonal services costs and at the same
time overcompensates many of these same districts, and some others as
well, for personnel costs. * The approach makes no judgments about
proper or improper expenditures inany district. It simply Tdentifies and
quantifies the extent of differences in nonpersonal services and
administrative expenditures. The reasons for those differences and any
decisions about their propriety are beyond the scope of this study effort.

The major areas in which alternate scenarios might be considered are
* area cost differentials for the instructional componeri,

* schools instead of funding communities as the hasic units for funding
%whlch isaddressed adequately in Chapter Il'and is not discussed in
this chapter), and

« other limits on nonpersonal services and administrative costs.

Equity In Instructional Allocation

Research of instructional salaries and. pay scales, and of private, sector
compensation practices in Alaska indicaté that area cost differentials for
personnel based on the household cost of living are rarely paid and that
districts do not have to pay high geographic differentials, to, attract
personnel. In fact, average salariés in major urban school districts and
smaller remote districts are often about the same because higher starting
salaries in rural areas are offset by greater longevity in urban districts.

The study team's recommendation to provide no ACD for the
instructional component would provide the same level of funding support
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?er teacher for all districts. Any alternative to this recommendation is
raught with potential for aggravating inequities among districts.

ACDs Based on Differences in Average Salaries

ACDs based on average instructional “salaries are by far the most
supportable, because average salaries are an accurate measure of costs
incurred by school districtS. However, this alternative would reward
districts that have chosen lo pay more than average for instructional
Personnel and penalize districts that historically have chosen, to pay. less
han the state average. Districts have chosen to’compensate instructional
personnel at different levels for many reasons. These may include
attracting superior personnel, lack (or surplu_sﬁ of funds under current
law, poar or excellent collective bargaining skifls and high non-personnel

costs, for example.

In addition, average salaries are highly dependent u?_on_ average teacher
experience, which ¢an change from yedr to year. Multipliers are expected
to reflect less variable faCtors and would not respond to changes in
average salaries once the multipliers are implemented. One solution to
this problem is to add a "longevity factor" to the adjustment process.
Several states provide additional” funding to districts with average
longevity greater than the statewide average.

The impact of an ACD based on average instructional salaries would be
mixed. Anchorage's average. is very close to the statewide average salary
so_that nearI?/ half of all “districts - including_several with hig current
ACDs - would receive relatively less aid if ACDs were based on average
salaries. A longevity adjustment would tend to shift aid from rural

districts to urban districts.
Allocation Based on Cost-of-living Differentials o
Another alternative could be to continue the current (and - in light of the

study findin s—wrelevant?_ practice of allocating_funds to districts based
on ‘household cost-of-living differentials. "Disadvantages of this

alternative are:

* High Pay differentials are not necessary to attract ﬁersonnel, judgingi
Kom hé actual practices of districts with both high and low curren

CDs

 Cost-of-living differentials do not compensate for costs associated
with greater job longevity in urban areas with low ACDs.

 The household cost of living is not directly related to the actual cost
of staffing a school.

ACDs based on prices of household goods would favor rural districts.
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Equity in Nonpersonal Services and Administration Allocations

district expendityres, app_roachln? equity in these allocation categories is
more difficult. The statistical method limits for_Purposes of developing
multipliers) only extreme per-student expénditures. A cap of two
standard deviations above the mean and a floor equal to Anchorage's
Per—student expenditures cut off the most extreme peaks and fill in"the
owest valleys in Per—student spending. The method has the advantages
of not_penalizing the lowest spending districts_nor rewarding the highest
spending ones by continuing past funding practices.

However, until data hecome available to understand the reasons for these
variations, the study team is reluctant to recommend more than modest
adjustments. As a“result, sound alternatives for further adjusting the
nonpersonal services and administration allocations appear very limited

at this point.

One _m|gfht consider a more rigid dollars-per-student allocation based on
the size Tactor derived from the instructional size analysis. However, this
eliminates consideration of the many factors affecting cost that are not
related to size alone and would result in 5|gn|f|cant_undercpm_Pe_nsanon
for districts. in hqh cost areas. The research, even with its limjtations, is
conclusive in that each of the three cost categories responds to very
different factors and should have unique area cost adjustment factors.

Due to data limitations and the excep_tior]aII% wide variations in actual
(

Discussion of The Personnel Area Cost Differential Issue

The personnel cost component gwhich constitutes from o percent to 9o
gercent of a district’ total costs, depending on the district) has been
ased on the household cost of living in each 0f t le s3 districts.

The underlying principle has been salary egnty for school district
personnel, which- mayor may not mean equity fcr Students. The thinking
%oes, "If it costs 30 Perce_nt_more than In Anchorage to operate a
ousehold in a particular district, that district needs 3o percent more
personnel funding (for classified as well as certified personnel) as equity

compensation."

The obvious weakness in this argument is that the cost of oPeratlng a
household is not the cost of operating and staffing a school. Further
comPensatmn for household cost of living assumes"that school district
emp oxees need significant differential incentives to take local school
jobs. Analysis of hoth instructional salaries and other occupational data

concludes this is not the case.

Still, most of the current ACD granted for location e\ﬂ/u"tP/ is based on the
cost of operating a household, not staffln? a school. While household cost
of living is the single most important factor in the ACD, it fails to address
the most important issue of school funding. That issue is "What docs it
cost to staff a school so it can deliver an appropriate level of education
to Alaska children, regard]ess of geographic location?" That issue cannot
be addressed by determining theprice of bread in local grocery stores.
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There nre two apparent hisforical reasons for using household costs
instead of school costs. The first reason has been lack of school cost data.
Household cost-of living-data has existed in some form_ever since
statehood, while little data has been developed on the differences in
operating and staffing schools. The McDowell Group's Ataska Geographic
pifferential Study Of 1985 IS the single stud?/ since statehood that
measured geo ra_Pmc differences in the complete range of household
expenditurés. With some adjustments for political considerations, this
study i the basis for the. personnel side of the current ACDs paid to
school districts, Other studies have been largely confined to either food or
housing and did not address transportation; medical, recreation and

other significant household costs.

The second reason for using household cost of living as a measure of most
of the cost of gperating a ‘schorl was the thmkm? by some that salary
eouity - regardless of other fac  ..uch as market démand and supply
lifestyle prcfe "nee, local econo, ¢ conditions, presence or absence of
amenities, and cultural consideration - was a hottom line for school
district personnel. Under the terms of the RFP, this study is required to
address and offer alternatives to "existing practices."

Study Results of Salary Differentia! Research

Inan effort to identify actual school costs, several research tasks were
undertaken py the McDowell Group. These included an analysis of actual
instructional “salaries paid by districts and schools of all sizes,. an
analysis rf district pay scales™at all levels of experience and education,
an Occupational Datd Base research effort comﬂarmg salaries. of 25
different occupations in all areas of Alaska, research onpay practices by
F_n_vate sector firms with multiple locations, and review of recent cost-of-

iving research in Alaska.

Two_conclusions were obvious. First, the research found that school
districts do not typically pay salary differentials as high, as the_ district
Area Cost Differentials, and some districts with h|%h differentials P_ay
less than the statewide average. Some districts do have higher star mq
salaries, but their scales and actual pay_practices do not generally reflec
the personnel differential incorporated into the district ACD.

Further, most other entities - both private sector and government - do not
provide a differential. Only the State of Alaska has a formal pay
differential based on the estimated household cost of living. The federdl
government pays no differential within Alaska (though it pays 25 percent
more, than in ‘the "Lower %s"). More conclusive™ are _anate_ sector
practices. If a_nythmq, the private sector pays a reverse ditferential with
wage's lower inl rurdl areas than in Anchofage for a wide range of 25
occupations ranging from bartender to enginéer. The exception was one
statewide company that paid differentials in two remote locations fout of
ovci 100)for housing. The amount of the differential was about half that
of the State of Alaska differential in these two locations.
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Household Cost of Living Research

The second conclusion of this study's.personnel cost research was that
true differences in cost of living still’exist and have probably not declined
since the 19085 McDowell G_roup S._Udy, the Alaska Geographic Differential
study. The most reliable indicator since statehood has been the University
of Alaska Cooperative Extension Service's Cost of Food at Home Index,
which shows little change over the past twelve years.

Alaska's economic maturity following the trans-Alaska pipeline
construction brought modem merchandising to urban Alaska and actually
accentuated the price differences between urban and remote Alaska whep
compared to pre-pipeline days. A review of sound cost-of-living research
shows little change In these price differences from the early 19s0's to the

present day.

We are left with the paradox that groceries and many other household
items continue to cost more in outhv_mg (no road access) areas hut - apart
from state government - little différential compensSation is paid in
Alaska, including in school districts. Clearly, the predominant private
and public policy is to pay what is neceSsary to attract and retain
grr]g loyees but not to compensate specifically for'household cost of living
ifferences.

In other states, living costs are generally lower in rural areas and cost
differential policies in most states compensate urban _Bersonnel for higher
living costs. .In Alaska,. some costs in road-accessible rural areas “are
lower. Historically, housing in many districts (even in a number of remote
districts) has been less eXpensive than in Anchorage. However, retail
prices are obviously lower in Anchorage than in rural areas of the state.

Generally, urban costs throughout Alaska are similar to those in
Anchorage. Insmaller urban communities that benefit from road, air and
rail access to urban centers, costs appear to be the same or a hit lugher
than Anchorage. In the truly remote areas of Alaska, virtually all costs are
higher, except housing in some cases.

Compensation Choices Made by School Districts

The salary levels of instructional personnel are a far more complex issue
than simply stating that most districts that receive additional aid due to
an ACD do not typically pass the money on to instructional personnel.
One reason for urban districts paying as much or more than districts with
higher ACDs_may be a desire to" recruit anil retain superior instructional
personnel. Districts are clearlg free to make these choices. A district can
choose either a generous or budget-minded negotiating policy. Districts
can also offer h|?he_r pay scales under the assumption that “lugher pay
would help attract high quality personnel.

Thus, the issue is not that smaller districts are paying too little or urban
districts paying too much. Neither is the case. Instead they simply are
paying what they have chosen to pay.

In summary, it is clear that market forces and district policy choices, not
household “cost of living, already determing the cost of instructional
staffing. It isalso clear that this cost is only slightly related to the cost of
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operating a household. Our study recommendation is to fund a tevel of
staffing ddjusted for school size &s calculated in the body of this report.
Granting similar dollar allocations for similar staffing levéls appears to be

a step toward equity.
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Alaska Schoglurg) g%gg{pg&n %t]gd

P urpose

The purpose of this Supplemental Summary is to explain, briefly and
clearly, how to apply the methods and results of the Alaska School
Operating Cost Study. The study was prepared by the McDowell Group
under contract to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee and was
completed on January 31,1998.

Readers of the study may have some difficulty in pulling together pieces
from the separate chapters addressing the complex school cost issues.
This supplement is intended as a user-friendly guide to seeing "the big
picture™ that may be hidden in the technical detail in the study.

The purpose of the full Alaska School Operating Cost Study is to determine
adjustment factors that compensate for the impact of school size and
geographic location on school operating costs.

The study was confined to determining the cost of basic educational need
- known officially as Basic Need - and did not address or include local
contributions, federal impact aid, categorical aid, or other factors that
affect the amount of state aid allocated to each school district. Baste
Need issimply the amount of mor.ey needed to provide basic education

to students.

The Current Situation

Incredibly, this Alaska School Operating Cost Study is the firststudy of real
school costs in the thirty-nine years of Alaska statehood. School
operating cost allocations are not currently based on actual school costs.
Instead, the distribution of billions of dollars in state aid to public
education has been based on three unsatisfactory and outdated proxies
in lieu of real school cost data.

Current Area Cost Differentials (ACDs) are based on two proxies. Most
funding (about 80 «) isbased on the 19S5 cost of operating a personal
household (not a school) in various locations in Alaska, and the
remaining 20% is based on the 1988 shelf prices of 34 items commonly
purchased by schools. However, shelf price is just one factor that affects
the per student cost of operating a school in different locations. Without
a method that considers such geographic location factors as climate,
building quality, the quantity of each item purchased and local district
policies - just to name a few - simply comparing shelf prices is
meaningless.

The third proxy in the formula is for school size. Current school size
factors are based on past educators® best subjective opinions on the
inefficiency of small schools compared to larger schools, with no
supporting factual data.
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The Communications Problem

Any new method of allocation for school operating costs will certainly
result in changes in allocation among districts. Further, a new method
based on actual school costs is certain to improve accuracy and equity
compared toa method not based on school costs. Yet, for those familiar
with the workings of the current method, changing to another method can
be confusing. This Supplemental Summary intends to bridge the
communications gap between our recommended statistical method and
the current method of allocation.

The “Statistical Method"

Under the legislative directive to develop a new basis for determining
Basic Need, the McDowell Group designed a "statistical method" that

made three major advances.

e The "size formula" applies at the school level rather than to groups of
schools known in the current method as "funding communities." This
assures that each school is treated equitably regardless of its location
or past levels of funding.

e Size adjustments are based on actual staffing levels in schools rather
than on subjective factors.

e ACDs are based on actual expenditures rather than on a combination
of outdated household cost-of-living data and subjective adjustment.

In addition, the statistical approach bases computation of Basic Need on
student counts rather than converting to instructional units. This is
mathematically identical to the current formula (and twould be easy to
convert to "units" ifdesired).

The study identifies three categories of school costs - instruction, non-
personal services and administration - and analyzes them separately
because their responses to size and geographic location vary. Later in the
study process, these costs were placed into two groups - school level costs
(instruction) and distnct level costs (nan-personal services and
administration combined) to simplify* the dlld yStS. In this summary, we
discuss the simplified, two-category approach.

The study relied on FY 1996 data as that was the last year of complete
data available for all districts and for school-specific staffing. The
statistical method isdesigned so that existing data bases - provided their
quality is improved - will supply increasingly accurate adjustments for
school size and geographic location. In other words, the state of Alaska
will no lor.ger have to go thirteen years and to censideiable expense
before updating and improving the system for allocation of aid for

education.

Our proposal has its faults, primarily due to the obvious limitations of
existing school cost data for administration and non-personal services.
However, inour opinion, the advantages of basing school cost allocations
on real school costs, and of having an unquestionably sound basis for the
dominant cost of instruction, vastly outweigh the temporary deficiencies
of the statistical method.
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Steps to the B ottom Line

Using the statistical method, Basic Need is simply the sum of each
district’s allocations for the two categories of school costs - school level
(instructional) needs and district level (nhon-personal services and
administration) needs. School level costs are adjusted for school size and
district level costs arc adjusted by each district3 Area Cost Differential
(ACD). The following two steps explain the procedures and provide the
allocation results by district.

Step 1. School Level (instructional) Costs and the Impact
of School Size

First, the school size factor was determined. In this study, the dominant
school operating cost - instructional staffing - is boated on a school by
school basis, depending on school size. School level staffing costs account
1.r 70% to80% of total Alaska school operating costs, depending on how
administration costs are d« rmed. The remaining 20% or 30% of operating
costs are distnct level costs (hon-personal services and administration)
costs. In the example used in this Supplemental Summary, a broad
definition of administration isused resulting inan allocation split of 70%
school level costs and 30% district level costs. The pnority of the study
team was to develop appropriate school lewel staffing requirements for

schools of all sizes.

School Size Distribution
Table 1shows the distribution of Alaska*s schools bv size of school

Tcble L
Alaska School Size Distribution
Number ot SiuCern Numee' cf Sc*cc*i
From To

20 49
20 30 35
30 75 €9
75 150 83
150 250 53
250 400 47
400 750 102
750 2 500 22
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Developing a School Size Formula

The statistical method grouped schools throughout the state into similar
size categories, studied their staffing patterns (regardless of the funding
level of the districts) and developed a staffing model for every size school
in Alaska. This process was complemented by a team of school experts
with decades of experience in both rural and urban areas of the state.
They developed a professional ly-determined model for school staffing for
all sizes of Alaska schools. The statistical and professional models wen*
strikingly similar, lending support to the overall study method.

The result of the school-staff model is a formula that compensates for
small school size by adjusting the student count upward insmall schools
so that each student generates more revenue than students in larger
schools do. This is identical (in concept) to the current formula for
determining the number of instructional units” which define Basic Need.

Study results show that school size factors vary from 1.98 for the
smallest schools to 0.84 for the largest schools. The base 1.00 is simply
the statewide average school size factor.

These school size factors are exhibited Table D, which reads like an
income tax table. The formula in Table Il could replace the "instructional
unit computation” in AS 14.17.041. This table insures that a district is

compensated for every student in every school.

For example, a small school of 80 students receives an adjusted student
count of the base of 122.85 (to* schools in the 75 to 150 size category),
plus 149 for each student over 75, or 7.45. The total adjusted student
count for this small school of 80 students is then 130.. The size factor for
that school is then 1.63 (the ratio of 80 actual students to 130 30

adjusted students).
Table Il

School cize Adjustmenl Formula
(for tho Convoy  of Actual to Adjusted Student Count

>e Counf i ThO ACjv'TOC ShiCO™-*Cd,"" a
Tre Num-CO' Cf
AtLeer Bu? Lets Base MuihpSer  Times  SruoentjIn
Than E*cesj or
: 20 396 * 0 X 0
20 30 396 * 62 X 20
30 15 556 * 149 X 30
15 150 122 65 127 X 15
150 250 216 1 106 X 150
250 400 326 1 . 097 X 250
400 750 471 6 092 X 400
750 5C00 793 8 . C 64 X 750
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Computing District School Size Factors

Once each school isassigned itssize factor in the formula in Table I, the
school factors result in a district size factor. In the case of the following
example in Table Il - Kenai School District - each of 36 schools gets
credit for every student with size factors ranging just 1.09 for the 594-
student Soldotna N..ddle School to 1.81 for the 35-student Port Graham
School. In total, the Kenai School District has a resulting district size
factor of 1.21, meaning that 10,282 actual students become 12,431
adjusted students. When the legislature determines a basic need amount
for school level (instructional) the Kenai School District receives school
level funding for 12,431 adjusted students as compensation for school

size throughout the district.

Table I demonstrates that the dominant school operating cost -
instructional staffing - is addressed on a school-by-school basis. The
"poost" in adjusted student counts decreases as school size (and

therefore, efficiency) increases.

Composite district size factors (the result of applying the school size
formula to all schools in a district) range from 10/ in Anchorage to 2.04
for the Southeast Island district and arc shown in Table IV.

Readers should recognize that the school - and therefore, the district -
size factor changes when the number of students changes. Inmost cases
the size factor changes will be slight, but each district will have a different
size factor each year unless enrollment remains exactly the same. The
formula adjusts for year-to-year variation in school enrollment and the
most recent enrolIment will be used todetermine actual funding each year
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Table Il
Sample District Schooi1 Seize Factor Computation
Kenai School District

School Adjusted

Size Student
School Students Grades  Factor Count

Chapman Elementary School 262 k 8 129 338
Cooper Landing School 40 k 8 1.1 10
Homer Middle School 253 18 1.30 329
Homer Intermediate School 259 4 6 1.29 335
Paul Bank* Elemontary School 310 p 3 1.24 384
Homer High School 518 9 12 1.12 580
Hope Elementary School 33 k 10 1.83 60
Kachemak Selo School 4 k8 170 92
Tustumena Elementary School 282 k 6 127 357
Mt View Elementary School 417 3 5 117 487
Sears Elementary School 435 p 2 1.18 504
Kenai Middle School 457 6 8 115 524
Kena Central High School 458 9 12 1.15 525
McNeil Canyon Elementary School 198 k s 136 270
Moose Pass School 39 k7 1 69
Nanwalek School 5 k12 170 90
Nikiskr Elementary School 313 p 6 1.24 387
North Star Elementary Schcol 336 k 6 122 410
NikiSki Middle,"Senior High Schcol 478 1 12 1.14 543
Nikolaevsk School 135 k12 147 199
Nimlchik School 223 k 12 133 297
Port Graham School 35 k10 1 at 63
Razdolna Elementary % k 8 180 65
Susan B English School 9 k 12 155 152
Seward High School 41 7 12 115 509
Seward E'ementary Scnoci 459 P 6 115 526
Alternative Scnoo'JBilmgual 134 k 12 154 160
Sddctna E'emertary Schec: 4#3 kS 117 488
Redcuct Elementary School 434 p 6 116 503
Kaiitcrnsky Beach Elementary 436 k6 115 505

M,gh Schecl 547 9 12 111 607
Sn/view Hign School 568 9 12 113 626
Soldotna Middle School 53 7 8 109 650
Sterling Elementary School 382 k 6 119 454
Bartlett E'em/High Schccl 43 k12 175 75
Vernesenka E emer.t«7 School 134 k10 148 196
Kenai Total 10.282 12 12.431
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Computing School Level (Instructional) Basic Need

Table 1V shows ihe bottom-line impacts of school size on district
allocations for school level (instructional) Basic Need. Following the
columns from left to right for the Alaska Gateway Schcol District we see
that a student count of 552 becomes an adjusted student count of 835
when the district school size factor of 1.51 isapplied.

School level Basic Need isproportional toadjusted student counts. In the
Alaska Gateway example, the district has 0.58% of the statewide
adjusted student count (835 out of 144,819), so has 0.58% of total school
level Basic Need. In the example used for Table 1V, the basic need for
school lewvel (instructional) costs is assumed to be $360 million. Alaska
Gateway gets 0.58% of that amount, or S3.2 million.

School Level (Instructional) ACD

The dominant cost of basic education - school lewel instructional costs -
is dealt with through the preceding size formula. The question then is
"Shouldn™t there also be an A CD for instructional personnel?” The study
does not recommend an ACD for instructional staffing.

A surprising finding of this study is that most districts pay instructional
personnel approximately the same (within 5%) as Anchorage pays.
Therefore, the actual per teacher instructional costs of most districts are
remarkably similar, regardless of geographic location. All other 52
districtscombined pay an average salary less than 1% above Anchorage.
Further, the districts that do pay significantly higher or lower appear to
be doing so out of local choice (i.e., district policy) rather than in direct
response to higher or lower household costs of living.

The analysis leads to the conclusion that typical instructional costs are
not the result primarily of geographic location but are more strongly
determined by market forces including district choice. At the same time,
household cost of living clearly ishigher in some areas than in others Just
as clearly, districts appear abie to staff their schools with little variation
in average cost. Thus, the cost of staffing a school in Alaska is not the
cost of operating a household - a proxy upon which most of the current
ACD isbased.

Because the cost c staffing a school does not vary with the cost of
operating a household, the study team recommends compensating
districts for instructional costs only through the school size factor (which
can be substantial) but not with a personnel ACD. By recommending no
ACD for instructional staffing, districts that have been frugal are not
penalized and districts that have chosen to pay more are not rewarded at

the expense of others
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Tablo IV

District Allocations of School Level (Instructional) Need

COrilttd
School v ¢ Ad|uitf) Ptoponlon School Laval
Stucknt Factoc Studonl cf Ad|uii*d lInilnktlon)
3<hoal Cltficl Count i$24 riMoiin Count Slija ToU head

Totil in.nr 144111 10aH «/C3030

*Im C«wr tu Fl 11 04N 1.23L0I

Aloysio Agpon 2 ) 4 ooci 151,115

AHEHI Ol ass 147 1% 0404 230113

ao.irs tor 41113 14104 HO.154.141

AroHtiiim Ui m <1 04114 2244111

Bomni Srv! i.srt 144 2\B 17114 1471511

ail3<a/ Co| lso 40 01114 1340441

at%am air ir: 143 0404 2264547

\Ngra ui 150 4 014 S30.114

CoooarRw 651 1w s 01144 ltso.in

Cr*ii SO 15 MT 04S 2172151

cfIC*r *'1 14 ITS 0314 2204.1%4

CHC/oy *10 1» 1213 0*7* 21*211)

G v 14 Sit 034 2047415

S« it sri 04*N 2102217

514 s 13313 no «4,14).4M

Gum 10 154 214 014 40003

19 ] 044 2ML11S

*00rjh en 14 i 02%4 154144

114 104 -3 011* 742474

C 1% 35 0944 1015274
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Step 2 District Level (Non-personal Services and
Administration) Costs and the Impact of Area Cost
Differentials

Ixi contrast to instructional costs by school, district level (non-personal
services costs and administration) costs vary widely depending on
geographic location. However, separating the influence of location and
size in the non-instructional district level cost categories is very difficult
and is not attempted in this study. The ACDs for district level costs
compensate for both size and location.

To illustrate, a remote district with several small schools may pay eight
times as much per student for heating oil as does a large urban district,
although the shelf price of oil is only tv. Ice as high in the remote district.
Both school size (small schools cost more per student to heat) and
geographic location (high shelf price, building quality’, harsh climate, etc.)
combine to increase costs.

The same blurring of the influence of location and size exists when
analyzing administration costs. Every district, no matter how small, must
have some administrative structure. A small district may be administered
as efficiently as possible, but it will still have high per student
administration costs simply because it has fewer students over which to
spread costs. Consolidation of small districts and/or of adm inistrative
functions could result in significant adm inistration cost savings.

Sludy Conclusions Concerning District Level ACDs

Analysis of adm inistrative and non-personal services costs points to the
following conclusions:

« Administration staffing and cost differences were so variable, even
among similar districts, that no consistent standard could be applied
for computing a relationship between enrollment and administration
costs. The long run solution is more accurate administration data,
uniform accounting practices, a clear definition of adm inistration and
a general district staffing standard for size similar to that for schooi
level instructional staffing. The short run solution is to compensate
districts based on their actual costs

< Non-personal services costs varied among districts, but not to the
extent that administration costs varied. Many districts have been
under-compensated for non-personal services costs by the current
method of allocation. As in administration costs, better district non-
personal services data is essential before formulating policy.

< Finally, for simplicity, the study team recommends a single blended
ACD for distnct level costs, combining administration and non-
personal services. Districts are then compensated for costs according
to their financial statements. If such statements are inaccurate, then
future allocation refinements should allow for improved data.
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Our recommendation is to compensate districts tor .actual costs incurred.
This is an unsatisfactory long run solution, but basing the district level
ACD on actual costs is an improvement over the current method.

Calculating District ACDs

The method for calculating the district level ACD, or multiplier, is not
complex. Total actual district level costs are divided by the total number
of actual students. The result is a per student district level cost. This
district level cost is then compared to the statewide per student cost.
This ratio becomes the district level ACD. Using Alaska G ateway as an
example, the district's per-student district level (non-personal services
and administration) expenditures were S$3,326 and the average for
Alaska was S1,056. The district's ACD then is 3.15 (3,326/1,056).

Table V shows how the ACD is used. Each district's actual student count
is multiplied by the ACD to produce an adjusted student count. Again
using Alaska Gateway as an example, 552 actual students (times the
ACD of 3.15) gives an adjusted student count of 1,739 for purposes of
allocating district level costs. 'Vhen all adjusted student counts are
totaled, Alaska G ateway's proportion of statewide adjusted student
count is 0.91%, so their slice of the district level cost allocation pie is
0.91%, significantly greater than the district's school level cost allocation

pie slice of 0.58%.

The Alaska G ateway School District has sigr'ficantly hiOhcr-than-average
district level costs per student. As a result, tne district receives 0.91% of
the total district level cost allocation of S240 million, or S2.2 million.

Readers should remember that the district level ACDs apply only to
district level (non-personal services and adm inistration) costs.
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TabicV
District Allocations of District Lovol (Nonporsonal Services and
Administrative) Nood

District  Adjisted  Proportion  Oeetrict Level
awnt  Lewl Sukrt  ofidist  (PSE Adin.)

School District Count ACD Count Slate Totel

Total 12,657 190.509 10000% 240 000.000
Alaska Gatenay 552 31 1.740 091% 2.191.207
Aleutian Regiion 2l 7532 138 008% 19,19
Aleutias Bsst 355 4209 1. 078% 1.81,7%6
Ancho J6 15 1000 46.175 24 23% 58.151.8°
Arette Isk 404 1307 580  030% 70,831
Benn? Sait 1,6 4475 7,515 394% 9.464,3%6
Brstcl Bay N1 291 85 046% 1.114,888
Chatham 37 2427 819 043% 1.030,9%6
Chugach_ 131 4008 537 026% 676.085
Copper River 639 250 161 085% 2.041.647
Corcova 519 1637 876 046% 1.10,667
QraiigCfy 424 1311 8% 02% 70.0%6
Deita/Oreely 910 134 1.714 090% 2.138,38
Derali 31 3065 1,1 061% 1.40.04
Dillirgem 524 249 1. 068% 1.641.874
Fairbanks 15,816 1190 18.80 988% 23.12.16
Galena 150 359 50 028% 679.878
Hames 40 1457 627 033% 789.017
Hoorah 273 168 463 024% 508.106
Hydaburg 114 2137 24 013% 306.89
lotarad 42 519 2.1 115% 2.757.39
Juneau 55% 1010 5,50 293% 7,007.677
Kake 190 1607 35 0 16% H4.58
244 32% 790 041% .3
Kerai 10292 1148 11603 6 1% 14.u65.02
Ketchiken 2.890 1006 2,813 151% 3.618.46
Klav.oc 20 157 3B 01 43.017
Kog.ak 2.9 181 4655 244% 5.862261
Kuspuk 469 457 2131 112% 2.68,99
Lake J Pervrsuia 49 S3A7 2.911 153% 3661.1%6
Loner Kus*c*wm 3.25 4067 13.57 897% 16.733.231
Lower Yukon 1595 3595 6.264 32% 7.838.484
Mitinum .04 t0R 1BID 68 16 53.317
Nenanj 16t 2539 460 C24% 59490
Nerre 733 2106 193 104% 2497 %6
Norn S-qpe i ICf % 6.9% 3J4% 8.75,7%
Nerrwest Att c TR 4*3%H .94 4 *6% 9.9/0.239
Pecan K] 34 4 CC7% 177.01
Peterst™g 74 ion =19  043% 1.02.68
el o 23 3iM 89 z43% 1042415
Sta S« <% 1.95 t31% 2.45.909
m ) 1 2219 21 0 15% 366039
itisao 30 2900 1,015 053% 1,217,721
Southwest 618 4080 7.514 132% 3.186.68
St Mary 3 129 3797 490 026% 616.663
Tanaca A 4917 425 022% 53.7%
Lme<as>a 753 2531 99 04%% 1,10.64
Valeex 695 1506 143 076% 1112.223
wangeu 553 **3 625 033% 716.143
Yakutat 187 87! K30 0U% 440.60
Yu»on Hals 410 5466 2.6 13% 2.36.29
Yukon Keyu*—* 85 480 3.013 1 56% 3,501
WCHt Mt 402 171 097% 2.1P 35

flasoNee: 1 »:0.200 0

Peroent 00 swot 4.« 300%

Amount Ajica#at C srcl e+l i 2430000CC
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Summary Computation of Total District Basic Need

Allocations

Table Vi identifies each district’s Basic Need allocation. The statistical
method for computing total Basic Need issimply addition. Table VI adds
the school level cost component (from Table IV) and the district level cost
component (from Table V) of Basic Need, resulting in total Basic Need
allocation. In the example of the Alaska Gateway School District, the
S3.2 million in school level cost need plus the 52. million in district lewel
cost need total the district™s $5.5 million Basic Need allocation.

Discussion of Basic Need

Definition of Basic Need

Basic Need is simply an estimate of the amount of money required to
educate students. Itis currently set at $61,000 per instructional unit. We
recommend not using the term instructional unitdue tocommon difficulty
in understanding the concept. In its place we suggest the simple concept
of cost per student as applied in this report. Thus, under the statistical
approacn developed in the study, Basic Need would be stated in terms of
dollars per student. In the calculations used in this study, the actual
unadjusted per-student Basic Need is about $5,500, 70% of it for school
level (instructional) costs and 30% for district level (non-personal services
and administration) costs. This split reflects expenditures shown in

district financial reports.

Just as under current law, the requested level of funding will be driven by
Basic Need. Basic Need 1is set by statute in terms of dollars per
(adjusted) student, so that additional students increase Basic Need. Just
as under current law, state aid is equal to Basic Need less local
contributions and a portion of federal impact aid. Therefore. Basic Need
isonly the starting point for determining state aid it is not the final level

of funding.

Formula for Basic Need

The current formula for determining Basic Need is:

Students (adjusted by a formula that adjusts for school size and
converts to "instructional units')

xACD (which isa fixed "multiplier” that is based on differences
in the cost of living and prices of certain school supplies and
services)

x S/Instructional Unit (which is an amount determined by the
legislature).

= Basic Need
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The statistical method formula for determining Basic Need is:

Students (adjusted for School Size) x School Level - ie,
instructional - Cost Allocation per adjusted student (an amount

determined by the legislature).

+

Students (adjusted for ACD) x District Level - ie., non—
personal services and administration - Cost Allocation per adjusted
student (a second, separate amount determined by the legislature).

= Basic Need

Ate*ka School Cost Operating ShjOy SuppH>monrol Summery « VcDa+oi Group Pogo = 13



Tablo VI
Summary Computation of Basic Educational Need
B.uoil on Total Basic Hood of S80million

Ml Nber . doolled Chrktled .
CopoetatEede Component diOrtic Toul Sjhe Need

Stool CHrkt
m. Hk = N"d
> 39
Scum 001 Sxldie vV S feieV Coputation
Aiui Conxar Bt 3238 3 22927 3 3402
AtmRoycn 2S 1333 3 1P1® 3 3]3_%%
Altanten (0330 | 22059 3 17" 3 4181
ArtM0IC %15 S 1DIA33 | 439P 3 206,71
Aretie Het) AMS 223113 3 6l 3 304
STy Sini Uub t 36338 3 9/33 3 BIB3P
lwa Oy 01 S 1040 3 L1460 3 2.1133%
Chenan i 2233 3 13¥9*9 3 32B3R
tgOi k1 3034 3 6303 3 1LBIO
Cjocawv 1 3R 3 2647 3 1331
0300 333 23838 3 <«2IS" 3 36@ELaB
O+gCly L~ 3 2034 3 04 3 2T1®
CMOmT 39S 41339 3 21198 3 7Q4,IH
oM See S 25743 3 143064 3 390
ek i<s 22221 3 16*1474 3 429101
lotr-i 1348 3 UHIM 3 2118 3 DU
Giae IK 3 IBAL 3 67371 3 13413
Merei A 3 2K3313 3 7017 3 3243
noeran 28 3 34 3 518 3 213128
natoj 14 3 263 3 360 | 16144
G 2 3 30823 3 273733 1 172438
A/*A 33 3 23241 3 787677 3 24314
om 103 172211 3 3433 3 LIB10-
Keartrenad 24 3 12831 3 P3P 3 2312+
I i3a: 3 4i:7296M 3 UIBBAR 3 @D
\eMEn 210 3 2813 3 391*66 3 JA.(%,(IH
23 3 12833 3 2891 ( 1733M
XSV 22 3 330013 3 3RAL 3 (L3
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Summary

In general, the statistical method has these impacts compared to the
current funding formula:

M ost of the shift in allocation dollars from the current method to the
statistical method is due to the recommended change from "funding
community" to "school" as the basic unit for cost, and not to the
change in the method of calculating school size factors and ACDs.
The loss of an ACD forschool level personnel costs may be more than
offset by higher ACDs for district level costs.

Districts currently disadvantaged by having more than one school per
funding community would be on an equal basis with communities
with one school per funding community. School size is a significant
determining factor for cost. For example, when a district with three
school with 200 student each in one community receives funding for
only one school of 600, the community is deprived of compensation
for smaller school size. Funding on a school basis provides equity.
Administrative inefficiencies created by administering a district
consisting of several communities are compensated for in the
statistical method by rewarding for actual cost of adm inistration.

The range of allocations becomes more moderate. The districts with
the highest per student allocations will receive slightly to moderately
less and those with the lowest per student alloeadons receive slightly

to moderately more.

The rank order of per-student Basic Need remains nearly the same as
under the current system. In almost all cases, the highest com pensated
districts remain the highest and the lowest compensated remain the

lowest.

Districts are compensated for actual operating costs, not proxies. If a
district has exceptionally high non-personai services costs and
moderate administration costs, for example, the statistical method
compensates for the reality of both costs.

A transitional period is strongly recommended by the study team to
prevent any district from receiving less than their current dollar
allocation due tochanging the statistical method of computing Basic
Need. The amount needed in the first year would be about S16 million
to S20 million, depending on the total Basic Need allocation
determined by the legislature. As the total allocation pie increases
over time, transition compensation will decrease and be criminated.
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 148(HES)
INTHE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE -SECOND SESSION
BY THE HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND iOCLVL SERVICES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor**):  HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the public school fundingprogram; relating to the definition

of a school district, to the transportation of students, to school district layoff

[
plans, to the special education service agency, to the child care grant program,

and to compulsory attendance in public schools; and prosiding for an effective

date."

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

* Section 1. PURPOSE OF SECTION 2. The purpose of see. 2 of this Act is to provide
a level of funding through the public school funding program that allows for an equitable lewel
of educational opportunities and outcomes for those students attending the public schools of
the state, to promote local decision-making, and. through increased control of funding, to
provide more local responsibility and accountability for decisions affecting public schools.

e Sec. 2. AS 14.17 isamended by adding new sections to read:

Article 1. State Funding to Public Schools.

-- csssithl NKtIIES)
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Sec. 14.17.300. Public school account, (@) The public school account is
established. The account consists of appropriations for distribution to school districts,
state boarding schools, and for the centralized correspondence study program under
this chapter.

(b) The money in the account may be used only in aid of public schools,
including community school programs, and for centralized correspondence study
programs under this chapter.

Sec. 14.17.400. State funding for districts, (@) The state funding for which
a school district is eligible in a fiscal year isequal to the amount for which a district
qualifies under AS 14.17.410 (equalization funding).

(b) If the amount in the public school account is insufficient to meet the
amounts authorized under (@) of this section for a fiscal year, the department shall
reduce pro rata the state share of equalization funding for which districts arc eligible
by the necessary percentage as determined by the department. If the state share of
equalization funding is reduced under this subsection, the department shall also reduce
state funding for centralized correspondence study and state boarding schools by the
same percentage.

Sec. 14.17.410. Kqualization funding, (@ A district is eligible for
equalization funding in an amount equal to the sum calculated under this section.

(b) Except as provided in (d) of this section, equalization funding consistsof
a state share and a local contribution, determined as follows:

(I) the state share equals need minus local contribution; need equals
tnc distnct adjusted ADM. multiplied by the base student allocation set out at
AS 14.17.475, plus any intensive services funding for which the distnct qualifies under
AS 14.17.420(a)(2); district adjusted A D M is calculated as follows:

(A) the ADM of a funding community is multiplied by the

funding community size factor set out in AS 14.17.460;

(B) the product obtained under (A) of this paragraph is
multiplied by the funding community area cost factor described in

AS14.17.470(a) and set out in regulations adopted by the department;

(C) ifa funding community is the only funding community in

2.
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a district with an ADM of 900 or less, the product obtained under (B) of this
paragraph is multiplied by the appropriate factor set out in AS 14.17.460(b);
(D) the ADMs of each funding community in a district, as
adjusted according to (A) - (C) of this paragraph, arc added; the sum is then
multiplied by the special needs factor set out in AS 14.17.420(a)(1);
(E) the product obtained under (D) of this paragraph is

multiplied by a district’s student transportation factor described in

AS 14.17.470(b) and set out in regulations by the department; the resulting

product is the district3 adjusted ADM ;

© for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1998, the local contributior

the equivalent of a three mill tax levy on the full and true value of the taxable real and
personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second preceding fiscal year,
as determined by the Department of Community and Regional Aff - under
AS 14.17.510 and AS 29.45.110. not to exceed 35 percent of a distric ccd as
determined under (1) of this subsection for the preceding fiscal year; for the fiscal year
beginning July 1. 1999, anc. subsequent fiscal years, the required mill equivalent shall
be increased by one-fourth of a mill each year until the local contribution is the
equivalent of a four mill tax levy, but, in each year, a district3 local contribution may
not exceed 35 percent of the district3 need for the preceding fiscal year, as determined
under (1) of this subsection.

(¢) Equalization funding may not be provided to a city or borougl school
district if the local contributions required under (b) of this section have not been made.

(d In a regional educational attendance area, funding consists of need,
calculated under (b)(1) of this section for that regional educational attendance area.

See. 14.17.420. Special needs and Intensive services funding, (d) As a
component of equalization funding, a district is eligible for special needs funding and
may be eligible for intensive services funding as follows:

(€)) special needs funding is available to a district to assist the distr

in providing special education, gifted and talented education, vocational education, and
bilingual education to its students; a special needs funding factor of 1.2J shall be

applied as set out in AS 14.17.410(b)(1):

3. CSSSHINN 148(L1KS)
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(2) in addition to the special needs funding for which a district is
eligible under (1) of this subsection, a district is eligible for intensive services funding
for each special education student who needs and receives intensive services and is
enrolled on the last day of the count period; for each such student, intensive services

funding is equal to $22,500 multiplied by the area cost factor of the funding
community in which the student is enrolled.

(b) In this section, "intensive services" has the meaning given by the
department by regulation adopted under AS 14.30.180 - 14.30.350.

Sec. 14.17.430. State funding for correspondence study. Except as provided
in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for the state centralized correspondence study program or
a district correspondence program includes an allocation from the public school
account in an amount calculated by multiplying the ADM of the correspondence
program by the base student allocation and multiplying that product by 65 percent.

Sec. 14.17.435. State funding for state boarding schools. Except as provided
in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for a state boarding school established under
AS 14.16.010 includes an allocation from the public school account in an amount
calculated by multiplying the AD M of the state boarding school by the special needs
factor in AS 14.17.420(a)(1) and multiplying that product by the base student
allocation. A state boarding school is also eligible for intensive services funding under
AS 14.17.420(8)(2).

Sec. 14.17.440. Local contribution, (@) The required local contribution to
a city or borough school district is a district3 local contribution as calculated
according to AS 14.17.410(b)(2).

(b) Nothing in this section prohibits a city or borough from contributing to its
district amounts in excess of the local contribution required under this section if the
local contribution is also in compliance with federal law.

Sec. 14.17.450. Funding communities. The department shall adopt
regulations defining funding communities within each distnct that reflect geographic
and attendance area factors. The regulations may not allow for funding communities

smaller than 10 ADM.

Sec. 14.17.460. Funding community size factor, (@ For purposes of

CSSSHB14801ES) -4~
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calculating a district3 adjusted AD M to determine equalization funding, the ADM of
each funding community in a district shall be multiplied by a funding community size

factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Funding Community Size Factor
10 20 2.75
21 - 40 2.20
41 80 1.90
81 - 160 1.55
161 400 1.40
401 - 1.000 1.10
over 1.000 1.00.

(bf For a district that consists of one funding community with an ADM of 900
or less, the district AD M shall be multiplied according to AS 14.17.410<b)( 1) by the

appropriate factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Factor

10 - 250 1.12
251 - 525 1.08
526 - 900 1.06

Sec. 14.17.470.Area cost and transportation factors, (a) For purposes of

calculating a district’s adjusted ADM under AS 14.17.410(b)(1). the department shall
adopt in regulation an area cost factor for each funding community. In adopting the
regulations, the department shall consider factors that affect the cost of providing
public educational services in a funding community, including student transportation.

O]
AS 14.17.410(b)(1). the department shall adopt by regulation a transportation factor

For purposes of calculating a district's adjusted ADM

for each district.

See. 14.17.475. Base student allocution. The base student allocation is
S4.150.

Article 2. Preparation of Public School Funding Budget.

Sec. 14.17.500. Student count estimate, (&) A distnct shall prepare and

submit to the dcpanmcnt by October 15 of each fiscal year, in the manner and on

4 -
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forms prescribed by the department, an estimate of s AD M and other student count
data for the succeeding fiscal year upon which computations can be made to estimate
die amount of public school funding for which the district may be eligible under
AS 14.17.400 in the succeeding fiscal year. In making its report, the district shall

consider its ADM . other student count data, the pattern of growth or decline of the

student population i;i preceding years, and other pertinent information available to the
district.

(b) Part-time students and district correspondence students shall be included
in the student count data in accordance with regulations adopted by the department.

See. 14.17.505. Fund balance in school operating fund, (a) A district may
not accumulate in a fiscal year an unreserved portion of its year-end fund balance in
its schorl operating fund, as defined by department regulations, (hat is greater than 10
percent of its expenditures for that fiscal year.

(b) The department shall review each district3 annual audit under
AS 14.14.050 for the preceding fiscal year to ascertain its year-end operating fund
balance. The amount by which the unreserved portion of that balance exceeds the
amount permitted in (a) ot this section shall be deducted from the public school
funding that would otherwise be paid to the district in the current fiscal year.

Sec. 14.17.510. Determination of full and true value by Department of
Community and Regional Affairs, (a) To determine the amount of required Ic*aj
contnbution under AS 14.17.440 and to aid the department and the legislature in
planning, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, in consultation with the
assessor for each distnct in a city or borough, shall determine the full arid true value
of the taxable real and personal property in each district in a city or borough. If there
isno local assessor or current local assessment for a city or borough school distnct.
then the Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall make the determination
of full and true value from infonnation available. In making the determination, the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall be guided by AS 29.45.110.
The determination of full and true value shall be made by October 1 and sent by
certified mail, return receipt requested, on or before that date to the president of the

school board in each city or borough school distnct. Duplicate copies shall be sent to
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the commissioner. Hie governing body of a city or borough that is a school district
may obtain judicial review of the determination. The superior court may modify the
determination of the Dcpaitmcnt of Community and Regional Affairs only upon a
finding of abuse of discretion or upon a finding that there is no substantial evidence
to support the determination.

(b) Motor vehicles subject to the motor vehicle registration tax under
AS 28.10.43! shall be treated as taxable property under thit section.

Article 3. Procedure for Payments of Public School Funding.

See. 14.17.600. Student counting periods, (a) Within two weeks after the
end of the 20*school*day periods ending the fourth Friday in October and the second
Friday in February, each district shall transmit a report to the department that, under
regulations adopted by the department, reports its ADM for that counting period and
other student count information that will aid the department in making a determination
of its state aid under the public school funding program. For centralized
correspondence study, the October report shall be based on the period from July 1
through the fourth Friday in October, except that summer school students shall be
counted as a proportionate fraction as determined by the department. The department
may make necessary corrections in the report submitted and shall notify the district of
changes made. The commissioner shall notify the governor of additional
appropriations the commissioner estimates to he necessary to fully finance the public
school funding program for the current fiscal year.

(b) Upon written request and for good cause shown, the commissioner may
permit a distnct to use a 20"school-day counting pcnod other than the periods set out
in (@) of this section. However, a counting penod approved under this subsection must
be 20 consecutive school days unless one or more alternate counting periods are
necessary to penmt a district to implement flexible scheduling that meets the distnct"s
needs and goals without jeopardizing the public school funding for which the distnct
would he ordinarily he eligible under this chapter.

See. 14.17.610. Distribution of public school funding. <a) lire department
shall determine the public school funding for each school district in a fiscal year on

the basis of the distnct 3 student count data reported under AS 14.17.600. On or
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before the 15th day of each of the first nine months of each fiscal year, one-twelfth
of each district3 public school funding shall be distributed on the basis of the data
reported for the preceding fiscal year. On or before the 15th day of each of the last
three months of each fiscal year, one-third of the balance of each districts public
school funding shall be distributed, after the balance has been recomputed on the basis
of student count and other data reported for the current fiscal year.

(b) If a district rcceiscs more public school funding than it is entitled to
receive under this chapter, the district shall immediately remit the amount of
overpayment to the commissioner, to be returned to the public school account.

(© Upon an adequate showing of a cash flow shortfall of a district, and in the
discretion of the commissioner, the department may make advance payments to a
district. The total of advance payments may not exceed the amount of public school
funding for which the district is eligible for the fiscal year.

Article 4. General Provisions.

Sec. 1417900, Construction and implementation of chapter, @ Tins
chapter does not create a debt of the state. Each district shall establish, maintain, and
operate under a balanced budget. The stale is not responsible for the debts of a school
district.

Ib) Money to cany out the provisions of this chapter may be appropriated
annually by the legislature into the public school account. If the amount in the
account is insufficient to meet the allocations authonzed under AS 14.17.400 -

14.17.475 for a fiscal year, public school funding shall be reduced according to

AS 14.17.400(b).
see. 14.17.910. Restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district

MONey, (a) Each district shall maintain complete financial records of the receipt and
disbursement of public school funding, money acquired from local effort, and other
money received or held by the district. The records must be in the form required by
the department and are subject to audit by the department at a time and place

designated by the department.

() Public school funding provided under this chapter is for general operational

purpo :sof the district. All distnct money, including public school funding, shall be
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received, held, allocated, and expended by the district under applicable local law and
state and federal constitutional provisions, statutes, and regulations, including those
related to ethical standards and accounting principles.

© The department may conduct an audit in a district to determine compliance
with this section.

Sec. 14.17.920. Regulations. The department shall adopt regulations to
interpret and implement this chapter.

Sec. 14.17.990. Definitions. In this chapter, unless the context requires
otherwise,

(1) "ADM or average daily membership" means the aggregate number
of full-timeequivalent students enrolled in a funding community during the student
count period for which a determination is being made, divided by the actual number
of days that school is in session for the student count period for which the
determination is being made:

(2) ‘district' means a city or borough school district or a regional
educational attendance area;

(3) ‘'district adjusted ADM"™ means the number resulting from the
calculations under AS 14.17.410(b)(1);

(4 'distnct ADM" means the sum of the ADMs in a district;

(5) "local contnbution" means appropriations and the value of in-kind
services made by a city or borough to its distnct:

(6) "public school funding” means money provided under the public
school funding program established in this chapter,

(7) "taxable real and personal property" means all real and personal
property taxable under the laws of the state.

See. 3. AS 1403.120(g) isamended lo read;
(@ In this section, “district’' has the meaning given in AS 14.17,990
(AS 14.17.250J.
See. 4. AS 14 03.125(c) isamended to read;
(e) In this section, "distnct" has the meaning given in AS 14.17.990

(AS 14.17.250).

9 (SSSUH 14SOIES)
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e Sec. 5. AS 14.03 150(c) is amended to read:

© The department may not award a school construction or major maintenance
grant under AS 14.11 to a municipality that is a school district or a regional
educational attendance area that is not in compliance with (@) of this section. The
department shall reduce the amount of public school funding (STATE FOUNDATION
AID) under AS 14.17.400 [AS 14.17.021] for which a school district may qualify [,]
by the amount, ifany, paid by the department under (b) of this section.

e Sec. 6. AS 14.03.160(F)(2) is amended to read:
(2) "district' has the meaning given inAS 14.17.990 (AS 14.17.250].
e Sec. 7. AS 14.03.260(c) *s amcnucd to read:

© The charter school shall provide the financial and accounting information
requested by the local school board or the Department of Education [,] and shall
cooperate with the local school district or the department in complying with the
requirements of AS 14.17.910 fAS 14.17.190].

e Sec. 8. AS 14.09.010 is repealed and reenacted to read:

Sec. 14.09.010. Transportation of students, (&) A district may provide for
the transportation of students.

(b) A district that provides for the transportation of students is eligible for
adjustments in public school funding as set out in AS 14.17.470(b).

(c) A distnct that provides for the transportation of students may determine
and establish a system for the transportation of students to address needs and priorities
of the distnct. However, the district shall comply with applicable statutes, regulations,
and local laws related to minimum standards for school buses, school bus driver
training courses, certification of course instructors, certification of bus drivers, and
other safely concerns related to the transportation of students.

e Sec. 9. AS 14.11.008(b) is amended to read:

(b) The required participating shore for a municipal school district is based on
the district3 full value per average dailv membership (ADM), which is calculated
by dividing the full and true value of the taxable real and personal property in the
district, calculated as desenbed InAS 14.17.510 (AS 14.17.025(a)(1),] by the district
ADM (AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP (ADM)] as defined in AS 14.17.990

CSSSHI» 14*0IF-S) 10.
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[AS 14.17.250], for the same fiscal year for which the valuation was made. The
municipal district3 full value per AD M determines the district3 required participating

share, as follows:

Full Value Per AD M District Participating Share
$1 - S100,000 5 percent
100.001 - 200,000 10 percent
200.001 - 600,000 30 percent
over 600,000 35 percent,

* See. 10. AS 14.14.115(c)(2) is amended to read:
(2) "district" has the meaning given in AS 14.17.990 [AS 14.17.250].
*Sec. 11. AS 14.16.050(a)(2) is amended to read:
(@ requirements relating to the public school funding program
[STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR EDUCATION] and the receipt and
expenditure of that funding [ASSISTANCE]:
(A) AS 14.17.500 [\S 14.17.080] (relating to student count
estimates);
(B) AS 14.17.505 [AS 14.17.082] (relating to school operating
fund balances);
(C) AS 14.17.500 - 14.17.910 [AS 14.17.160 - 14.17.220]
(setting out the procedure for payment of public school funding [FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE.) and imposing general requirements and limits on money paid);
e Sec. 12. AS 14.16.080(a) is amended to read:
@ AS 14.17.435 [AS 14.17.024] applies to the calculation of public school
funding [STATE AID] payable for operation of a state boarding school.
e Sec. 13. AS 14.20.177(a) is amended to read:
€)) A school district may implement a layoff plan under this section if it is
necessary for the district to reduce the number of tenured teachers because
(1) school attendance in the distnct has decreased; [OR]
(2) the state support for [BASIC NEED OF] the school district
determined under AS 14.17.410(hul) [AS 14.17.021(c) AND ADJUSTED UNDER

AS 14.17.225th)j decreases by three percent or more from the previous ycar; of
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(3 the state share of cnualization Funding 1is reduced under
AS 14.17.400(b) bv three percent or more in a fiscal vear.
* sec. 14. As 14.30.305 is amended to read:

Sec. 14.30.305. State support or programs for children hospitalized or
confined to their homes. A child who is hospitalized or confined to home and who
receives at least 10 hours of special education and related services per week may be
counted as a pupil in average daily membership when computing state support under
the public school funding [FOUNDATION] program.

*sec. 15. AS 14.30.315(a) is amended to read:

@ To be eligible for state support under the public school funding
[FOUNDATION] program, special education and related services for gifted children
must be provided in a program that has been approved in advance by the department.

* sec. 16. AS 14.30.347 is amended to read:

Sec. 14.30.347. Transportation of exceptional rhildren. When transportation
is required to be provided as related services, an exceptional child [CHILDREN] shall
be carried with other children if the district provides transportation to other
children in the district [,] except when the nature of the [THEIR] physical or mental
disahilitv [DISABILITIES] is such that it is in the best interest of the exceptional
child [CHILDREN], as determined by the school district, that the child [THEY] be
transported separately. A district is responsible for the costs associated with
providing transportation as a related service to an exceptional child [STATE
REIMBURSEMENT FOR TRANSPORTATION OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN
SHALL BE AS PROVIDED FOR TRANSPORTATION OF ALL OTHER PUPILS
EXCEPT THAT ELIGIBILITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT ISNOT SUBJECT TO
RESTRICTION BASED ON THE MINIMUM DISTANCE BETWEEN THE
SCHOOL AND THE RESIDENCE OF THE EXCEPTIONAL CHILD].

o sec. 17. As 14.30.650 is repealed and reenacted to »ead:

Sec. 14.30.650. Funding, (a) Subject to legislative appropriation, each fiscal

year the department may allocate to the agency an amount equal to 18 percent of the

unadjusted statewide A D M multiplied by $85.
(b) In this section, 3tatewide ADM™ means the sumof all district ADMs in
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the state as calculated under AS 14.17.
Sec. 18. AS 14.36.030(a) is amended to read:

@ A district operating a community school program under an approved plan
of operation may receive an annual grant from the state of one-half of one percent of
its public school funding [FOUNDATION SUPPORT] or $10,000. w! ichcver is
greater.

Sec. 19. AS 29.45.020(a) is amended to read:

@ If a municipality levies and collects property taxes, the governing body

shall provide the following notice:

"NOTICE TO TAXPAYER
For the current fiscal year the (city)(borough) has been allocated the following amount
of state aid for school and municipal purposes under the applicable financial assistance
Acts:

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING [FOUNDATION]

PROGRAM [ASSISTANCE] (AS 14.17) $

STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT OF SCHOOL

CONSTRUCTION DEBT (AS 14.11.100) S

MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE EQUALIZATION

(AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.080) $
PRIORITY REVENUE SHARING FOR
MUNICIPAL SERVICES (AS 29.60.100 -29.60.180) $
REVENUE SHARING FOR SAFE COMMUNITIES
(AS 29.60.350 - 29.60.375) S
TOTAL AID $
The millagc equivalent of this state aid. based on the dollar value of a mill in the
municipality during the current assessment year and for the preceding assessment year,
is:
MILLAGE EQUIVALENT
PREVIOUS YEAR THIS YEAR
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING
[FOUNDATION] PROGRAM

*13- CSSSI1B 14K(HFS)
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ASSISTANCE MILLS MILLS
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT
OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
DEBT MILLS MILLS
MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE
EQUALIZATION MILLS MILLS
PRIORITY REVENUE FOR SHARING
MUNICIPAL SERVICES MILLS MILLS
REVENUE SHARING FOR SAFE
COMMUNITIES ____ MILLS MILLS
TOTAL MILLAGE
EQUIVALENT MILLS MILLS"
Notice shall be provided by
(D [BY] furnishing a copy of the notice with tax statements mailed for
the fiscal year for which aid is received; or
(2) [BY] publishing in a newspaper of general circulation in the
municipality a copy of the notice once each week for a period of three successive

weeks, with publication to occur not later than 45 days after the final adoption of the

municipality 3 budget.

* Sec. 20. AS 29.60.030(d) isamended to read:

()] The full and true assessed property value shall be determined by the

department in the manner provided for the computation of state aid to education under
AS 14,17.510 [AS 14.17.140]. When the determination of locally generated revenue
includes revenue of a utility received under AS 29.60.010(c)(1)(E), the full and true
assessed prop ty value must include the computed assessed value of the utility,
determined by dividing the amount of the payment in place of taxes made by the
utility by the millagc rate that would apply to the utility if the utility were subject to

levy and collection of taxes under AS 29.45.

e Sec. 21. AS 36.10.090(b) is amended to read:

(b) A local government or school district covered by the provisions of this

chapter that is tound to be in violation of these provisions may be required to forfeit
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all or part of the state aid made available for the project in which the violation occurs
and in addition may be denied up to 12 months of state revenue sharing or public
school funding [FOUNDATION MONEY]. A state department or agency head found
to be in violation of this chapter may be required to forfeit the position of department
or agency head.

* Sec. 22. AS 36.10.125(c) is amended to read:

(©) In an action brought under (b) of this section the court may, in its
discretion, order denial of state revenue sharing or public school funding
[FOUNDATION MONEY], forfeiture of office or position, or injunctive or other
relief. If the court finds for the plaintiff in an action brought under (b) of this section,
it may award the plaintiff an amount equal to the actual costs and attorney fees
incurred by the plaintiff.
* See. 23. AS 44.47.305(c) isamended to read:

(©) A grant under (@) of this section may not exceed $50 per month for each
child the child care facility cares for. or for each full-time equivalent, as determined
by the department. The grant shall be adjusted on a geographic basis by the same
percentages as funding communities [ INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT ALLOTMENTS] are
adjusted under AS 14.17.470 [AS 14.17.051].

e See. 24. AS 14.09.020; AS 14.17.010, 14.17.021. 14.17.022, 14.17.024. 14.17.025,
14.17.026, 14.17.031, 14.17.041, 14.17.043. 14.17.045, 14.17.047, 14.17.051. 14.17.056,
14.17.080. 14.17.082, 14.17.140. 14.17.160. 14.17.170. 14.17.190. 14.17.200. 14.17.210.
14.17.220. 14.17.225, 14.17.250; and AS 14.30.010(bt(7) arc repealed.

e Sec. 25. TRANSITION: AREA COST FACrORS. (@) Notwithstanding AS 14.17.470.
enacted by see. 2 of this Act. for the fiscal years beginning July 1. 1998, and July 1. 1999.
and for liic purposes of calculating public school funding under AS 14.17, as enacted by see. 2

of this Act. the area cost factor of a funding community of a school distnct is as follows:

DISTRICT FUNDING COMMUNITY AREA COST FACTOR
Alaska Gateway Alcan Border 1.14
Alaska Gateway Dot Lake 1.14
Alaska Gutcwa; Eagle 1.14
Alaska Gateway Mcntusta 1.14
*15- CSSS 1 1BM 8<IIES)
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Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians Region
Alycska Central School
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bcnng Strait
Bcnng Strait
Benng Strait
Bering Strait

Bering Strait
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Northway
Tanacross
Tetlin
Tok
Akutan
Cold Bay
False Pass

King Cove

Nelson Lagoon

Sand Point

Atka

Alyeska Central School

Anchorage
Eagle River
Girdwood

Annette

Brevig Mission

Diomede
Elim
Gambcll
Golovin
Kovuk
Savoonga
Shaktooiik
Shishmarcf
St. Michael
Stcbbins
Teller
Unalaklcct

Wales

White Mountain

Ift-

1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32

.32
1.32
1.32
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40

0-LS0605\K



EE T VS N 8

(6]

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

25
26

27
28
29
30
31

Bristol Bay
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Cordova
Craig
Dclta/Greely
Dclta/Greely
Denali

Denali

Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks

Fairbanks

Bristol Bay
South Naknek
Angoon

Cube Cove
Elfin Cove
Gustavus
Hobart Bay
Klukwan
Tenakcc Springs
Chencga Bay
Icy Bay
Tatitlck
Whittier
Yakataga
Chistochina
Copper Center
Gakona
Glcnnallcn
Kenny Lake
Lottie Sparks
Slana
Cordova
Craig

Delta Junction
Hcaly Lake
Anderson
Cantwell
Hcaly
Dillingham
Eiclson

Fairbanks

o177

Ntv Ttxc Underlin'd IDUJITTMD TZXT DM,CKXTZVI

0-LS0605\K

1.40
1.40
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
100
1.00
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Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Juneau

Kakc
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula
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North Pole
Salcha

Two Rivers
Galena

Haines
Mosquito Lake
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Anvik

Grayling

Holy Cross
Lake Minchumina
Lime Village
McGrath
Nikolai
Shagcluk
Takotna

Tclida

Juneau

Kakc

Chcvak
Anchor Point
Cooper Landing
Homer

Hope
Kachcmak Selo
Kasilof

Kenai

McNeil Canyon
Moose Pass

Nanwalck

-Iff-

1.00
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.00
1.05
1.32
1.00
1.00
100
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
100
1.05
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Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kou.ak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Nikiski
Nikolaevsk
Ninilchik

Port Graham
Razdolna
Seldovia
Seward
Soldotna
Sterling
Tyonek
Vozncsenka
Ketchikan
Klawock
Akhiok

Big Sandy Lake
Chiniak
Danger Bay
Karluk

Kodiak

Larsen Bay
0ld Harbor
Ouzinkie

Port Lions
Aniak
Chuathbaluk
Crooked Creek
Lower Kalskag
Red Devil
Slcctmutc
Stony River

Upper Kalskag
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1.00
1.05
1.00
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.05
1.00
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake
Lake

Lake

and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and
and

and

Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula

Peninsula

Lower Kuskokwim

Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower

Lower

Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim

Kuskokwim
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Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake
Egegik
Igiugig
Ivanof Bay
Kokhanok
Lcvelok
Newhalcn
Nondalton
Pedro Bay
Pcrryville
Pilot Point
Port Alsworth
Port Hciden
Akiuk

Akula
Atmautlauk
Bethel
Chefomak
Eck
Goodnews Bay
Kipnuk
Kongiganak
Kwcihluk
Kwigillingok
Mckoryuk
Napakiak
Napaskiak
Newtok

Nightmutc

-20-
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1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna

Matanuska-Susitna
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Nunapitchuk
Oscarvillc
Platinum
Quinhagak
Toksook Bay
Tuntutuliak
Tununak
Alakanak
Emmonak
Hooper Bay
Kotlik

Marshall
Mountain Village
Pilot Station
Pitkas Point
Russian Mission
Scammon Bay
Sheldon Point
Bcryozava

Big Lake

Butte

Colony

Glacier View
Houston
Matanuska-Susitna Valley
Palmer

Pt. McKenzie
Skwentna
Sutton
Talkcctna

Trapper Creek

®)]-

0-LS0605\K

1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.05
1.00
1.00
LOO
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
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Matanuska-Susitna

Matanuska-Susitna

ML Edgecumbe
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pnbilof

Pribilof

Sitka

Skagway

Southeast Island
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Wosilla
Willow

ML Edgecumbe
Nenana
Nome
Anaktuvuk Pass
Atgasuk
Barrow
Kaktovik
Nuigsut
Point Hope
Point Lay
Wainwright
Ambler
Buckland
Dcenng
Kiana
Kivalina
Kobuk
Kotzebue
Noatak
Noorvik
Selawtk
Shungnak
Pelican
Petersburg
St. George
SL Paul
Sitki
Skagway
Craik
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1.00
1.00
1.00
1.14
1.32
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
145
145
1.45
1.45
1.45
145
145
145
1.45
1.45
145
105
100
140
140
100
105
105
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Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
St. Mary 3
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Rats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats

Yukon Flats

tttt TAIt X iU [Htd

Edna Day
Hollis

Howard Valentine
Jr. Gildcrslcevc
Kasaan

Naukati

Polk Inlet

Port Alexander
Port Protection
Thome Bay
Whale Pass
Alcknagik North
Clarks Point
Ekwok
Koliganck
Manokotak
New Stuyahok
Portage

Togiak

Twin Hills

St. Mary 3
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangell
Yakutat

Arctic Village
Beaver

Birch Creek
Central

Chalkyitsik
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105
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
132
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.05
1.00
1.14
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.32
il.45
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Yukon Rats Circle 1.32
Yukon Rats Fort Yukon 1.45
Yukon Rats Northern Lights 1.32
Yukon Rats Rampart 1.45
Yukon Rats Stevens Village 1.45
Yukon Rats Venctic 1.45
Yukon/Koyukuk Allakakct 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Betties 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Hughes 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Huslia 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Kaltag 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Koyukuk 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Manley Hot Springs 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Minto 1.32
Yukon/Koyukuk Nulato 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Ruby 1.40
Yupiit Akiachak 1.32
Yupiit Akiak 1.32
Yupiit Tuluksak 1.32

(b) For the period during which the area cost factors set out in (a) of this section
as the public school funding area cost factors under AS 14.17, as amended by this Act. those
area cost factors apply for purposes of geographic adjustments to child care grants under
AS 44.47.305(c), as amended by sec. 23 of this Act.
e Sec. 26. TRANSITION: STUDENT TRANSPORTATION. Notwithstanding
AS 14.09.010(b), as repealed and reenacted by sec. 8 of this Act. and AS 14.17.470(b).
enacted by sec. 2 of this Act, for the fiscal years beginning July 1. 1998. and July 1. 1999,
and for the purposes of calculating public school funding under AS 14.17. as amended by this
Act. a school district that provides student transportation shall have its adjusted ADM
multiplied by a transportation factor as follows:
DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION FACTOR

Alaska Galewas 1.07
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Aleutian Region LOO
Aleut ans East 1.01
Anchc rage 1.04
Annette Islands 1.00
Bering Strait 1.00
Bristol Bay 1.07
Chatham 1.00
Chugach 1.00
Copper River 1.09
Cordova 1.01
Craig LOO
Dclta/Greely 1.10
Denali 1.07
Dillingham 1.04
Fairbanks 1.05
Galena 1.02
Haines 1.04
Hoonah 1.01
Hydaburg LOO
Iditarod 1.01
Juneau 1.04
Kakc 1.01
Kashunamiut LOO
Kenai Peninsula 1.05
Ketchikan 1.04
Klawock LOO
Kodiak Island 1.03
Kuspuk 1.02
Lake and Peninsula 1.02
Lower Kuskokwim 1.01
Lower Yukon LOO
+15*
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Sees.

Matanuska-Susitna
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
St. Mary*®s
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Rats
Yukon/Koyukuk

Yupiit

HOLD HARMLESS,
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1.08
1.05
1.03
1.02
1.00
1.00
1.02
1.00
1.04
1.00
1.03
1.02
1.00
1.01
1.03
1.04
1.03
1.03
1.01
1.01
1.00

(@ Notwithstanding the provisions of

I - 26 of this Act and except as provider® in (¢) of this section, if. for a fiscal year

beginning July 1. 1998. through July 1. 2001. a school district would receive less public

school funding under AS 14.17.410, enacted by see. 2 of this Act. than the district would haw

received as state aid for the fiscal vcar beginning July 1. 1998, and if the distnct meets the

requirements of (b) ol this section, the district is eligible to receive instead a percentage of

the state aid the district would have received for (he fiscal year beginning July 1. 1998.

according to the following (able:

For the fiscal year beginning

cssshb rt<nlsi

Percentage of state aid for the fiscal ycur

21

beginning July 1. 1998
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July 1, 1998 100
July 1. 1999 80
July 1 2000 60
July 1,2001 40
July 1. 2002 20

(b) A school district in a city or borough is not entitled to the hold harmless

percentage set out in (a) of this section for a fiscal year unless the city or borough makes a
local contribution to the distnct for that fiscal year as required under this subsection. For the
hold harmless for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1998. the required local contribution is the
equivalent of a four mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1999. the required local
contribution is the equivalent of a five mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning
July 1. 2000. the required local contribution is the equivalent of a six mill tax levy; and for
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2001. the required local contribution is the equivalent of a
seven mill tax levy.

(c) For the purposes of the reduction required under AS 14.17.400<b), enacted by
see. 2 of this Act. hold harmless funding authorized under (@) and (b) of this section is treated
the same as the state share of equalization funding under AS 14.17.410, enacted by see. 2 of
this Act.

(d) For purposes of this section, "state aid”’’means state foundation aid distributed
under the provisions of AS 14.17, repealed by this Act, additional district support appropriated
by the legislature, and student transportation support reimbursed by the Department of
Education.

e See. 28. TRANSITION: REGULATIONS. To the extent the regulations are not
inconsistent with the language and purposes of this Act. regulations relating to state aid for
public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date of this Act
remain in effect as valid regulations implementing this Act; all other regulations relating to
state aid for public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date
of this Act arc annulled. The Department of Education may administer and enforce those
previously adopted regulations relating to state foundation aid for public schools.

e Sec. 29. TRANSITION: BASE STUDENT ALLOCATION. Notwithstanding

AS 14.17.475. enacted in see. 2 of this Act. the base student allocation is as follows:

27. CSSSHB 14K<HKS
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For the fiscal year beginning
July 1.1998
July 1.1999
July 1.2000
July 1.2001

¢ Sec. 30. This Act takes effect July 1. 1998.

CSSSHI i4X1IKS -28-

Base student allocation
$3,840
4.010
4.060
4,105
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 148IHES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE -SECOND SESSION

BY THE HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCL\L SERVICES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor**): HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the public school funding program; relating lo the definition
of a school district, to the transportation of students, to school district layofT
plans, to the special education service agency, to the child care grant program,

and to compulsory attendance in public schools; and proriding for an effective

date."

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

e Section 1. PURPOSE OF SECTION 2. The purpose of sec. 2 of this Act is to provide
a level of funding through the public school funding program that allows tot an equitable level
of educational opportunities and outcomes for those students attending the public schools of
the state, to promote local decision-making, and. through increased control of funding, to
provide more local responsibility and accountability for decisions affecting public schools.
* Sec. 2. AS 14.17 isamended by adding new sections to read:

Article 1. State Funding to Public Schools.

-l- CSSSHB 14&HES)
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See. 14.17.300. Public school account, (@ The public school account is
established. The account consists of appropriations for distribution to school districts,
state boarding schools, and for the centralized correspondence study program under
this chapter.

(b) The money in the account may be used only in aid of public schools,
including community school programs, and for centralized correspondence study
programs under this chapter.

Sec. 14.17.400. State funding for districts, (@) The state funding for which
a school district is eligible in a fiscal year is equal to the amount for which a district
qualifies under AS 14.17.410 (equalization funding).

(b) If the amount in the public school account is insufficient to meet the
amounts authorized under (a) of this section for a fiscal year, the department shall
reduce pro rata the state share of equalization funding for which districts arc eligible
by the necessary percentage as determined by the department. If the state share of
equalization funding is reduced under this subsection, the department shall also reduce
state funding for centralized correspondence study and state boarding schools by the
same percentage.

Sec. 14.17.410. Equalization funding, (@ A districtis eligible for
equalization funding in an amount equal to the sum calculated under this section.

(b) Except as provided in (d) of this section, equalization funding consists of

a state share and a local contribution, determined as follows:

(€)) the state share equals need minus local contribution:

the district adjusted ADM. multiplied by the base student allocation set out at
AS 14.17.-75. plus any intensive services funding for which the distnct qualifies under

AS 14.17.420(a)(2); district adjusted A D M is calculated as follows:
(A) the ADM of a funding community is multiplied by the

funding community size factor set out in AS 14.17.460:

(B) the product obtained under (A) of this paragraph is
multiplied by the funding community area cost factor described in
AS14.17.470(a) and set out in regulations adopted by the department

(C) ifa funding community is the onlv funding community in

DR
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a district with an ADM of 900 or less, the product obtained under (B) of this

paragraph is multiplied by the appropriate factor set out in AS 14.17.460(b);

(D) the ADMs of each funding commu

nity in a district, as

adjusted according to (A) - (C) of this paragraph, arc added; the sum is then

multiplied by the special needs factor set out in AS 14.17.420(a)(1);

(E) the product obtained under (D) of this paragraph is

multiplied by a district’s student transportation

factor described in

AS 14.17.470(b) and set out in regulations by the department; the resulting

product is the district’s adjusted ADM ;

()] for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1998, the local contributio

the equivalent of a three mill tax levy on the full and true value

personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second

of the taxable real and

preceding fiscal year,

as determined by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs under

AS 14.17.510 and AS 29.45.110. not to exceed 35 percent of a district3 need as

determined under (1) of this subsection for the preceding fiscal year; for the fiscal year

beginning July 1 1999, and subsequent fiscal years, the required mill equivalent shall

be increased by one-fourth of a mill each year until the local contribution is the

equivalent of a four mill tax levy, but. in each year, a district's

local contribution may

not exceed 35 percent of the district3 need for the preceding fiscal year, as determined

under (1) of this subsection.

(¢) Equalization funding may not be provided to a city or borough school

distnct if the local contributions required under (b) of this section have not been made.

(d In a regional educational attendance area, funding consists of need,

calculated under (b)(1) of this section for that regional educational attendance area.

Sec. 14.17.420. Special needs and intensive services funding, (@ As a

component of equalization funding, a district is eligible lor special needs funding and

may be eligible for intensive services funding as follows:

(€))] special needs funding is available to a district to assist the distr

in pr iding special education, gifted and talented education, vocational education, and

bilingual education to its students; a special needs funding factor of 1.20 shall be

applied as set out in AS 14.17.410(b)(1);

-3
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()] in addition to the special needs funding for which a distric

eligible under (1) of this subsection, a district is eligible for intensive services funding
for each special education student who needs and receives intensive services and is
enrolled on the last day of the count period; for each such student, intensive services
funding 1is equal to 522,500 multiplied by the area cost factor of the funding
community in which the student is enrolled.

(b) In this section, "intensive services" has the meaning given by the
department by regulation adopted under AS 14.30.180 - 14.30.350.

Sec. 14.17.430. State funding for correspondence study. Except as provided
in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for th; state centralized correspondence study program or
a district correspondence prog-am includes an allocation from the public school
account in an amount calculated by multiplying the ADM of the correspondence
program by the base student allocation and multiplying that product by 65 percent.

Sec. 14.17.435. State funding for state boarding schools. Except as provided
in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for a state boarding school established under
AS 14.16.010 includes an allocation from the public school account in an amount
calculated by multiplying the AD M of the state boarding school by the special needs
factor in AS 14.17.420(a)(1) and multiplying that product by the base student
allocation. A state boarding school is also eligible for intensive services funding under
AS 14.17.420(a)(2).

Sec. 14.17.440. Local contribution, (@) The required local contribution to
a city or borough school district is a district3 local contribution as calculated
according to AS 14.17.410(b)(2)-

(b) Nothing in this section prohibits a city or borough from contributing to its
district amounts in excess of the local contribution required under this section if the
local contribution is also in compliance with federal law.

Sec. 14.17.450. Funding communities. The department shall adopt
regulations defining funding communities within each district that reflect geographic
and attendance area factors. The regulations may not allow for funding comm mines

smaller than 10 ADM,

Sec. 14.17.460. Funding community size factor, (&) For purposes of

4-
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calculating a district3 adjusted A M to determine equalization funding, the ADM of
each funding community in a district shall be multiplied by a funding community size

factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Funding Community Size Factor
10 20 2.75
21 40 2.20
41 80 1.90
81 - 160 1.55
161 - 400 1.40
401 - 1,000 1.10
over 1.000 1.00.

(b) For a district that consists of one funding community with an ADM of 900
or less, the distnct AD M shall be multiplied according to AS 14.17.410(b)(1) by the

appropriate factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Factor
1 - 250 1.12
251 - 525 1.08
526 - 900 1.06

Sec. 14.17.470.Area cost and transportation factors, (a) For purposes of
calculating a district3 adjusted AD M under AS 14.17.410(b)(1), the department shall
adopt in regulation an area cost factor for each funding community. In adopting the
regulations, the department shall consider factors that affect the cost of providing
public educational services in a funding community, including student transportation.

() For purposes of calculating a districts adjusted ADM under
AS 14.17.410(b)(1). the department shall adopt by regulation a transportation factor
for each district.

Sec. 14.17.475. Base student allocation. The base student allocation is
S4.045.

Article 2. Preparation of Public School Funding Budget.
Sec. 14.17.500. Student count estimate, (&) A district shall prepare and

submit to the department by October 15 of each fiscal year, in the manner and on

-5' CSSSHB [14HIHKSI
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forms prescribed by the department, an estimate of its AP M and other student count
data for the succeeding fiscal >ear upon which computations can be made to estimate
the amount of public school funding for which the district may be eligible under
AS 14.17.400 in the succeeding fiscal year. In making its report, the district shall
consider its ADM, other student count data, the pattern of growth or decline of the
student population in preceding years, and other pertinent information available to the
district.

(b) Pan-time students and district correspondence students shall be included
in the student count data in accordance with regulations adopted by the department.

Sec. 14.17.505. Fund balance in school operating fund, (&) A district may
not accumulate in a Fiscal year an unreserved portion of its year-end fund balance in
its school operating fund, as defined by department regulations, that is greater than 10
percent of its expenditures for that fiscal year.

(b) The department shall review each district's annual audit under
AS 14.14.050 for the preceding fiscal year to ascertain its year-end operating fund
balance. The amount by which the unreserved portion of that balance exceeds the
amount permitted in (@ of this section shall be deducted from the public school
funding that would otherwise be paid to the distnct in the current fiscal year.

Sec. 14.17.510. Determination of full and true value by Department of
Community and Regional Affairs. (@) To determine the amount of required local
contnbution under AS 14.17.440 and to aid the department and the legislature in
planning, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, in consultation with the
assessor for each distnct in a city or borough, shall determine the full and true value
of the taxable real and personal oroperty in each distnct in a city or borough. If there
is no local assessor or current local assessment for a city or borough school district,
then the Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall make the determination
of full and true value from information available. In making the determination, (he
Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall be guided by AS 29.45.110.
The determination of full and true value shall be made by October I and sent by
certified mail, return receipt requested, on or before that dale to the president of the

school board in each city or borough school district. Duplicate copies shall be sent to

CSSSHB 1441HES) -6-
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the commissioner. The governing body of a city or borough that is a school district
may obtain judicial review of the determination. The superior court may modify the
determination of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs only upon a
finding of abuse of discretion or upon a finding that there is no substantial evidence
to support the determination.

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

Article 3. Procedure for Payments of Public School Funding.

Sec. 14.17.600. Student counting periods, (a) Within two weeks after the
end of the 20-school-day periods ending the fourth Friday in October and the second
Friday in February, each district shall transmit a report to the department that, under
regulations adopted by the department, reports its ADM for that cour Ing period and
other student count information that will aid the department in making a determination
of its state aid under the public school funding program. For centralized
correspondence study, the October report shall be based on the period from July 1
through the fourth Friday in October, except that summer school students shall be
counted as a proportionate fraction as determined by the department. The department
may make necessary corrections in the report submitted and shall notify the district of
changes made. The commissioner shall notify the governor of additional
appropnations the commissioner estimates to be necessary to fully finance the public

school funding program for the current fiscal year.

under

(b) Upon written request and for good cause shown, the commissioner may

permit a district to use a 20-school-day counting period other than the periods set out

in (@) oj this section. However, a counting pcnod approved under this subsection must
be 20 consecutive school days unless one or more alternate counting periods are

necessary to permit a district to implement flexible scheduling that meets the district’s
needs and goals without jeopardizing the public school funding for which the distnct
would be ordinarily be eligible under this chapter.

Sec. 14.17.610. Distribution of public school funding, (&) The department
shall determine the public school funding for each school district in a fiscal year on

the basis of the district's student count data reported under AS 14.17.600. On or

/. CSSSHB 148(HE5)
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1 before the 15th day of each of the first nine months of each fiscal year, one-twelfth
2 of each district3 public school funding shall be distributed on the basis of the data
3 reported for the preceding fiscal year. On or before the 15th day of each of the last
4 three months of each fiscal year, one-third of the balance of each district3 public
5 school funding shall be distributed, after die balance has been recomputed on the basis
6 of student count and other data reported for the current fiscal year.
7 (b) If a district receives more public school funding than it is entitled to
8 receive under this chapter, the district shall immediately remit the amount of
9 overpayment to the commissioner, to be returned to the public school account.
10 (© Upon an adequate showing of a cash flow shortfall of a district, and in the
11 discretion of the commissioner, the department may make advance payments to a
12 district. The total of advance payments may not exceed the amount of public school
13 funding for which the district is eligible for the fiscal year.
14 Article 4. General Provisions.
15 Sec. 14.17.900. Construction and implementation of chapter, (@) This
16 chapter docs not create a debt of the state. Each district shall establish, maintain, and
17 operate under a balanced budget. The slate is not responsible for the debts of a school
18 district.
19 () Money to carry out the provisions of this chapter may be appropriated
20 annually by the legislature into the public school account. If the amount in the
21 account is insufficient to meet the allocations authorized under AS 14.17.400 -
22 14.17.475 for a fiscal year, public school funding shall be reduced according to
23 AS 14.17.400(b).

24 See. 14.17.910. Restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district
25 money, (@) Each district snail maintain complete financial records of the receipt and
26 disbursement of public school funding, money acquired from local effort, and other
27 money received or held by the distnct. The records must be in the form required by
28 1 the department and are subject to audit by the department at a time and place
29 designated by the department.

30 o) Public school funding provided under this chapter is for general operational
31 purposes of the distnct. All district money, including public school funding, shall be
CSSSHB 1480IES) -8
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received, held, allocated, and expended by the district under applicable local law and
state and federal constitutional provisions, statutes, and regulations, including those
related to ethical standards and accounting principles.

© The department may conduct an audit in a district to determine compliance
with this section.

Sec. 14.17.920. Regulations. The department shall adopt regulations to
interpret and implement this chapter.

Sec. 14.17.990. Definitions. In this chapter, unless the context requires
otherwise,

() ADM or average daily membership®® means the aggregate number
of full-timeequivalent students enrolled in a funding community during the student
count periodfor which a determination is being made, divided by the actual number
of days that school is in session for the student count period for which the
determination is being made;

(2 Tistrict' means a city or borough school district or a regional
educational attendance area;

(3) ‘district adjusted AD M *"means the number resulting from the
calculations under AS 14.17.410(b)(1);

(4) "district ADM"™ means the sum of the ADMs in a district;

(5) "local contribution” means appropriations and the value of in-kind
services made by a city or borough to us distnct:

(6) "public school funding"” means money provided under the public
school funding program established in this chapter,

(7) "taxable real and personal property " means all real and personal
property taxable under the laws of the state.

e Sec. 3. AS 14.03.120(g) is amended lo read:
() In this section, “district’ has the meaning given ir AS 14,17,990
(AS 14.17.250).
e See. 4. AS 14.03.125(e) is amended to read;

© In this section, 'district' has the meaning given in AS 14.17,990

(AS 14.17.250).

9. CS&niB 148(103) |
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e See. 5. AS 14.03.150(c) is amended to read:
© The department may not award a school construction or major maintenance
grant under AS 14.11 to a municipality that is a school district or a regional
educational attendance area that is not in compliance with (a) of this section. The
department shall reduce the amount of public school funding [STATE FOUNDATION
AID] under AS 14.17.400 [AS 14.17.021] for which a school district may qualify [;]
by the amount, ifany, paid by the department under (b) of this section.
eSec. 6. AS 14.03.160(F)(2) is amended to read:
(2) 'district" has the meaning given in AS 14.17.990 [AS 14.17.250].
e Sec. 7. AS 14.03.260(c) is amended to read:
© The charter school shall provide the financial and accounting information
requested by the local school board or the Department of Education [,] and shall
cooperate with the local school district or the department in complying with the
requirements of AS 14.17.910 [AS 14.17.190].
e Sec. 8. AS 14.09.010 is repealed and reenacted to read:
Sec. 14.09.010. Transportation of students, (@ A district may provide for
the transportation of students.
(b) A district that provides for the transportation of students is eligible for
adjustments in public school funding as set out in AS 14.17.470(b).
(©) A district that provides for the transportation of students may determine
and establish a system for the transportation of students to address needs and priorities
of the distnct. However, the distnct shall comply with applicable statutes, regulations,
and local laws related to minimum standards for school buses, school bus driver
training courses, certification of course instructors, certification of bus drivers, and
other safety concerns related to the transportation of students.
e See. 9. AS 14.11.008(b) isamended to read:
(b) The required participating shore for a municipal school district is based on
the distnct 3 full value per average dailv membership (ADM), which is calculated
by dividing the full and true value of the taxable real and personal property in the
distnct. calculated as described in AS 14,17.510 [AS 14.17.025(a)(1),] by the district

ADM [AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP (ADM)] as defined in AS 14.17.990

CSSSHB 148(HES) 10-
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[AS 14.17.250]. for the same fiscal year for which the valuation was made. The

municipal district3 full value per AD M determines the district3 required participating

share, as follows:

Full Value Per ADM Distnct Participating Share
Sl - $100.000 5 percent
100.001 - 200.000 10 percent
200.001 < 600.000 30 percent
over 600.000 35 percent.

e Sec. 10. AS 14.14.115(c)(2) is amended to read:

(2) ‘district' has the meaning given in AS 14.17.990 (AS 14.17.250].

*Sec. 11. AS 14.16.050(a)(2) is amended to read:

@) requirements relating to the public school funding progr

[STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR EDUCATION) and the receipt and

expenditure of that funding [ASSISTANCE):

(A) AS 14.17.500 [AS 14.17.080] (relating to studenr count

estimates);

<B) AS 14.17.505 (AS 14 17082) (relating to school operating

fund balances):

© AS 14,17,500 . 14,17.910 [AS 14 17.160 = 14.17.2

(setting out the procedure for payment of public school funding (FINANCIAL

ASSISTANCE.1 and imposing general requirements and limits on money paid);

*Sec. 12. AS 14 16080(a) is amended to read.

(@ AS 14.17.435 (AS 14.17.024) applies lo the calculation of public school

funding (STATE AID1 payable for operation of a state boarding school.

e Sec. 13. AS 1420 177(a) is amended to read:

(@ A school distnct may implement a layoff plan under this section if it is

necessary for the district to reduce the number of tenured teachers because

(1) school attendance in the distnct has decreased; (OR)

(2) (he state support for [BASIC NEED OF) the school distnct

determined under AS 14.17.41(XbMI) (AS 14 17021*0 AND ADJUSTED UNDER

AS 14 17.225(b)) decreases by three percent or more from the piesious sear: or

list Zui Wulizt] USMO rtxr tAATTs:
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(2}— thg-Hntg share of equalization funding is reduced under
AS, 14174(D(b) »?Y-ihcgt.pgr«nl OF MOIE in aiiKnl vgar

* SEC. 14. AS 14.30.305 is amended to read:

See. 14.30.305. State support of programs for children hospitalized or
Conﬁned tO their horms. A child who is hospitalized or confined to home and who
receives at least 10 hours of special education and related services per week may be
counted as a pupil in average daily membership when computing state support under
the public school funding [FOUNDAT'ON] program.

. See. 15 AS 14.30.315(a) is amended to read:

(@ To be eligible for state support under the public school funding
[FOUNDATION] program, special education and related services for Rifted children
must be p-avided in a program that has been approved in advance by the department.

* SC. 10. As 14.30.347 is amended to read:

SeC. 1430-347. Transportation of exceptional children. wnen transportation
is required to be provided as related services, an exceptional Ch||d [CHILDREN] shall
be earned with other children If The CliStrict provides transportation t0 other
Children in the diStriCt [-] except when the nature of t]|S [THEIR] physical or mental
d|3ab|l|ty [DISABILITIES] is such that it is in the best interest of the exceptional
Ch||d [CHILDREN] . as determined by the school distnct. that the Ch||d [THEY] be
transported separately. A diStriCt iS reSponSib|e for the COStS aSSOCiated W|th
prOViding transportation ds a related j~nice JQ_an_g\«Pti9nal_child [STATE
REIMBURSEMENT FOR TRANSPORTATION OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN
SHALL BE AS PROVIDED FOR TRANSPORTATION OF ALL OTHER PUPILS
EXCEPT THAT ELIGIBILITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT IS NOT SUBJECT TO
RESTRICTION BASED ON THE MINIMUM DISTANCE BETWEEN THE
SCHOOL AND THE RESIDENCE OF THE EXCEPTIONAL CHILD].

e Sec. 17. AS 14.30.650 is repealed and reenacted to read:

Sec. 14.30.650. Funding, (@) Subject to legislative appropnation. each fiscal
year the department may allocate to the agency an amount equal to 18 percent of the
unaJmsted statewide ADM multiplied by S85.

(bi In this :ention. “statewide ADM* means the sum of all distnct ADMs in

CSSSHB 10tHES) ~ -12-
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the state as calculated under AS 14.17.
* Sec. 18. AS 14.36.030(a) is amended to read:

(@ A district operating a community school program under an approved plan
of ope ration may receive an annual grant from the state of one-half of one percent of
its public school funding (FOUNDATION SUPPORT] or S$10.000. whichever is
greater.

*Sec. 19. AS 29.45.020(a) is amended to read:

(@ If a municipality levies and collects property taxes, the governing body

shall provide the following notice:

"NOTICETO TAXPAYER
For the current fiscal year the (city)(borough) has been allocated the following amount
of state aid for school and municioal purposes under the applicable financial assistance
Acts:

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING (FOUNDATION]

PROGRAM (ASSISTANCE] (AS 14.17) S

STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT OF SCHOOL

CONSTRUCTION DEBT (AS 14.11.100) S

MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE EQUALIZATION

(AS 29.60.010 * 29.60.080) S
PRIORITY REVENUE SHARING FOR
MUNICIPAL SERVICES (AS 29.60.100 - 29.60.180) $
REVENUE SHARING FOR SAFE COMMUNITIES
(AS 29.60.350 - 29.60.375) S
TOTAL AID S
Ilhe millage equivalent of this state aid. based on the dollar value of a mill in the
municipality during the current assessment year and for the preceding assessment year,
is:
MILLAGE EQUIVALENT
PREVIOUS YEAR THIS YEAR

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING
(FOUNDATION) PROGRAM

<13* CSSSHB  14fl(HES>
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ASSISTANCE MILLS ..MILLS
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT
OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
DEBT .MILLS -MILLS
MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE
EQUALIZATION MILLS .MILLS
PRIORITY REVENUE FOR SHARING
MUNICIPAL SERVICES .MILLS .MILLS
REVENUE SHARING FOR SAFE
COMMUNITIES -MILLS .. -MILLS
TOTAL MILLAGE
EQUIVALENT -MILLS MILLS™
NofLe shall be provided by
(D [BY] furnishing a copy of the notice with tax statements mailed for
the fiscal year for which aid is received; or
(2 (BY] publishing in a newspaper of general circulation in the
municipality a copy of the notice once each week for a period of three successive

weeks, with publication to occur not later than 45 days after the final adoption of the

municipality”s budget.

e See. 20. AS 29.60.030(d) is amended to read:

(d The full and true assessed property value shall be determined by the
department in the manner provided for the computation of state aid to education under
AS 14.17.510 (AS 14.17.140]. When the determination of locally generated revenue
includes revenue of a utility received under AS 29.60.010(c)(1)(E), the full and true
assessed property value must include the computed assessed value of the utility,
determined by dividing the amount of the payment in place of taxes made by the
utility by the millage rate that would apply to the utility if the utility were subject to

levy and collection of taxes under AS 29.45.

*Sec. 21. AS 36.10.090(b) is amended to read:

(b) A local government or school distnct covered by the provisions of this

chapter that is found to be in violation of these provisions may be required to forfeit

CSSSHB 14S(HESt -14*
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all or part of the state aid made available for the project in which the violation occurs
and in addition may be denied up to 12 months of state revenue sharing or public
school funding [FOUNDATION MONEY]. A state department or agency head found
to be in violation of this chapter may be required to forfeit the position of department
or agency head.

e See. 22. AS 36.10.125(c) is amended to read:

(© In an action brought under (b) of this section, the court may, in its
discretion, order denial of state revenue sharing or public school funding
[FOUNDATION MONEY], forfeiture of office or position, or injunctive or other
relief. If the court finds for the plaintiff in an action brought under (b) of this section,
it may award the plaintiff an amount equal to the actual costs and attorney fees
incurred by the plaintiff.

e Sec. 23. AS 44.47.305(c) isamended to read:

(© A grant under () of this section may not exceed S50 per month for each
child the child care facility cares for, or for each full-time equivalent, as determined
by the department. The gran: shall be adjusted on a geographic basis by the same
percentages as funding communities [ INSTRUCTIONAL UNTT ALLOTMENTS] are
adjusted under AS 14.17.470 [AS 14.17.051].

e See. 24. AS 14.09.020; AS 14.17.010. 14.17.021. 14.17.022. 14.17.024. 14.17.025.
14.17.026. 14.17.031, 14.17.041. 14.17.043, 14.17.045, 14.17.047. 14.17.051, 14.17.056.
14.17.080. 14.17.082. 14.17.140. 14.17.160. 14.17.170. 14.17.190. 14.17.200, 14.17.210.
14.17.220, 14.17.225. 14.17.250: and AS 14.30.010(b)(7) arc repealed.

eSec-25. TRANSITION: AREA COST FACTORS, (&) Notwithstanding AS 14,17.470.
enacted by see. 2 of this Act. for the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1998. and July 1. 1999.
and for the purposes of calculating public school funding under AS 14.17, as enacted by see. 2

of this Act. the area cost factor of a funding community of a school distnct is as follows:

DISTRICT FUNDING COMMUNITY AREA COST FACTOR
Alaska Gateway Alcan Border 1.14
Alaska Gateway Dot Lake 114
Alaska Gateway Eagle 114
Alaska Gateway Mentasta 114
<15 CSSSHB |48<HES)
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Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians Region
Alyeska Central School
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bcnng Strait
Bering Strait
Benng Strait
Bcnng Strait
Benng Strait
Benng Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bcnng Strait
Bering Strait

Benng Strait

CSSSHB 1484HE5)
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Northway
Tanacross
Tctlin

Tok

Akutan

Cold Bay
False Pass
King Cove
Nelson Lagoon
Sand Point
Atka

Alyeska Central School
Anchorage
Eagle River
Girdwood
Annette
Brevig Mission
Diomede

Elim

Gambcll
Golovin
Koyuk
Savoonga
Shaktoolik
Shishmaref

S1 Michael
Stebbins
Teller
Unalaklect
Wales

White Mountain

16«
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1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
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Bristol Bay
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Cordova
Craig
Dclta/Grecely
Dclta/Grecely
Denali

Denali

Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks

Fairbanks

WORK DRAFT

Bristol Bay
South Naknek
Angoon

Cube Cove
Elfin Cove
Gustavus
Hobart Bay
Klukwan
Tenakee Springs
Chcnega Bay
Icy Bay
Tatitlck
Whittier
Yakataga
Chistochina
Copper Center
Gakona
Glennallcn
Kenny Lake
Lottie Sparks
Slana
Cordova
Craig

Delta Junction
Hcaly Lake
Anderson
Cantwell
Hcaly
Dillingham
Eielson

Fairbanks

e17.
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1.40
1.40
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05

1.05

1.14

1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05

1.05
1.05
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
132
100
1.00
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Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Juneau

Kakc
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

CSSSHB 148(1LIKS |
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North Pole
Salcha

Two Rivers
Galena

Haines
Mosquito Lake
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Anvik

Grayling

Holy Cross
Lake Minchumina
Lime Village
McGrath
Nikolai
Shageluk
Takotna

Telida

Juneau

Kakc

Chevak

Anchor Point
Cooper Landing
Homer

Hope
Kachcmak Sclo
Kasilof

Kenai

McNeil Canyon
Moose Pass

Nanwalck

=18*

1.00
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.00
1.05
1.32
100
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
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Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

WORK DRAFT
Nikiski
Nikolaevsk
Ninilchik
Port Graham
Razdolna
Scldovia
Seward
Soldotna
Sterling
Tyonek
Vozncscnka
Ketchikan
Klawock
Akhiok
Big Sandy Lake
Chiniak
Danger Bay
Karluk
Kodiak
Larsen Bay
0ld Harbor
Ouzinkie
Port Lions
Aniak
Chuathbaluk
Crooked Creek
Lower Kalskag
Red Devil
Slcctmute
Stony River

Upper Kalskag

*19.
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1.00
1.05
1.00
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.05
1.00
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower

Lower

Lower

Lower

Lower

Lower

Lower

Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim

Kuskokwim

Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim

Lower Kuskokwim
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Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake
Egegik
lgiugig *
Ivanof Bay
Kokhanok
Levclok
Newhalcn
Nondal ton
Pedro Bay
Perryville
Pilot Point
Port Alswonh
Port Heiden
Akiuk

Akula
Atmautlauk
Bethel
Chefomak
Eek
Goodnews Bay
Kipnuk
Kongiganak
Kwcthluk
Kwigil1ingok
Mckoryuk
Napakiak
Napaskiak
Newtek
Nightmute

*20-

1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna

Matanuska-Susitna
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Nunapitchuk
Oscarvillc
Platinum
eQuinhagak
Toksook Bay
Tuntutuliak
Tununak
Alakanak
Emmonak
Hooper Bay
Kotlik
Marshall
Mountain Village
Pilot Station
Pitkas Point
Russian Mission
Scammon Bay
Sheldon Point
Beryozava
Big Lake
Butte
Colony
Glacier View

Houston

Matanuska-Susitna Valley

Palmer

Pt. McKenzie
Skwentna
Sutton
Talkcetna

Trapper Creek

2
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1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.3
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.05
100
100
1.00
100
100
100
100
100
1.05
1.00
1.00
100

CSSSHB 148(HES)



N

a b W

10
11

12

14

16

17

20

21

WORK DRAFT

Matanuska-Susitna
Matanuska-Susitna
Mt. Edgecumbe
Nenana

Nome

North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Pribilof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island

CSSSHB 14801ES)
. W Ttxt VntoriLMd tDCLCTEO TEXT BRACKETEDI

WORK DRAFT

Wasilla
Willow
Mt. Edgecumbe
Nenana
Nome
Anaktuvuk Pass
Atgasuk
Banow
Kaktovik
Nuigsut
Point Hope
Point Lay
Wainwright
Ambler
BuckJand
Deering
Kiana
Kivalina
Kobuk
Kouebue
Noatak
Noorvik
Selawik
Shungnak
Pelican
Petersburg
St. George
St Paul
Sitka
Skagway
Cratk

2

1.00

1.00

1.00

114
132
1%
155
155
155
155
155
155
155
145
145
145
145
145
145
145
145
145
145
145
106
1.00

140
140
1.00

106
106

0-LS0605xH



WORK DRAFT

Southeast Island
Southeast island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Soutrwest Region
Southwest Region
St Mary’s
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Yakutat

Yukon Hats
Yukon Hats
Yukon Hats
Yukon Hats

Yukon Rats

o> r?XC Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETEDI

WORK DRAFT

Edna Bay
Hollis

Howard Valentine
Jr. Gilderslceve
Kasaan
Naukati

Polk Inlet

Port Alexander
Port Protection
Thome Bay
Whale Pass
Alcknagik North
Clarks Point
Ekwok
Koliganck
Manokotak
New Stuyahok
Portage
Togiak

Twin Hills

St. Mary’s
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangell
Yakutat

Arctic Village
Beaver

Birch Creek
Central
Chalkyitsik

-3

0-L.S0605xH

106
105
105
105
105
106
106
105
105
105
105
13
13
132
13
132
13
13
132
13
132
140
132
105
100
114
145
145
145
13
145

CSSSHB 148(HES)



10

11

12

20

21

22

DRAFT WORK DRAFT OLS

Yukon Hats Circle 132
Yukon Hats Fort Yukon 145
Yukon Hats Northemn Lights 132
Yukon Hats Rampart 145
Yukon Hats Stevens Village 145
Yukon Hats \cnetic 145
Yukon/Koyukuk Allakakct 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Betties 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Hughes 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Huslia 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Kaltag 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Koyukuk 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Manley Hot Springs 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Minto 132
Yukon/Koyukuk Nulato 140
Yukon/Koyukuk Ruby 140
Yupiit Akiachak 132
Yupiit Akiak 12
Yupiit Tuluksak 132

(b) For the period during which the area cost factors set out in (a) of this section
as the public school funding area cost factors under AS 14.17. as amended by this Act. those
area cost factors apply for purposes of geographic adjustmentsto child care grants under

NS 44.47.305(c), as amended by see. 23 of this Act.
e Sec. 26 TRANSITION: STUDENT TRANSPORTATION. Notwithstanding

AS 14.09.010(b). as repealed and reenacted by see 8 of thisAct. and AS14.17.470(b).
‘nactcd by sec. 2 of this Act. for the fiscal years beginning July 1. 1998, and July 1. 1999,
uid for the purposes of calculating public schoaol funding under AS 14.17. as amended by this
\ct, a school district that provides student transportation shall have its adjusted ADM
nultiplied by a transportation factor as follows:

DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION FACTOR
Alaska Gateway 107
148(!IES) -24,

y»v ><c Underlined [DUSTSD 7£XT BMCKSTICI
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I WwORK DRAFT

Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Islands
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copyper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod
Juneau

Kakc
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak Island

Kuspuk

Lake and Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim

Lower Yukon

WORK DRAFT

-25-

1.00
10
104
1.00

1.00

107
1.00

1.00

109
101
1.00

110
107
14
106
102
14
10
1.00

1.01

14
101
1.00

106
14
1.00

103
102
102
101

1.00

svitv Ttxt Cndtrlintd (DELETED TEXT 3RACKETEC!
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10
11

12

28

30

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 0-L.S0605XH

Matanuska-Susitna 108
Nenana 106
Nome 103
North Slope 102
Northwest Arctic 100
Pelican 100
Petersburg 1
Pribilof 1.00
Sitka 104
Skagway 100
Southeast Island 103
Southwest Region 102
St Mary’s 100
Tanana 101
Unalaska 103
Valdez 104
Wrangell 103
Yakutat 108
Yukon Hats 101
Yukon/Koyukuk 101
Yupiit 100

TRANSITION: HOLD HARMLESS, fa) Notwithstanding the provisions of
sees. | - 26 of this Act and except as provided in (c) of this section, if. for a fiscal year
beginning July 1. 1998. through July 1. 2001, a school distnct would receive less public
school funding under AS 14.17.410. enacted by sec. 2 of this Act. than the distnct would have
received as state aid for thr fiscal year beginning July 1. 1998. and if the distnct meets the
requirements of (b) of this section, the distnct is eligible to receive instead a percentage of
the state aid the district would have received for the fiscal year beginning July 1. 1998.
according to the following table:

For the fiscal year beginning Percentage of state aid for the fiscal year
beginning July 1. 1998

CSSSHB 148(HES) 26-
T*xt Unicrlintd (DELS7Z3 7SX7 BRACKETS?



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 0*LS0605\H
1 July 1, 1998 100
2 July 1, 1999 80
3 July 1. 2000 60
4 July 1 2001 40
5 July 1 2002 20
6 (b) A school district in a city or borough is not entitled to the hold harmless

7 percentage set out in (a) of this section for a fiscal year unless the city or borough makes a

8 local contribution to the district for that fiscal year as required under this subsection. For the

9  hold hanriess for the fiscal year beginning July |, 1998, the required local contribution is the
10 equivalent of a four mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning July 1 1999. the required local
11 contribution is the equivalent of a five mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning
12 July 1 2000. the required local contribution is the equivalent of a six mill tax levy; and for
13 the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2001, the required local contribution is the equivalent of a
14 seven mill tax levy.

15 (c) For the purposes of the reduction required under AS 14.17.400(b), enacted by
16 sc 2 of this Act. hold harmless funding authorized under (a) and (b) of this section is treated
17 the sae as the state share of equalization funding under AS 14.17.410. enacted by sec. 2 of
18 this Act.

19 (d) For purposes of this section, "state aid" means state foundation aid distributed
20 under the provisions of AS 14.17. repealed by this Act. additional distnct support appropriated
21 by the legislature, and student transportation support reimbursed by the Dcpartmenf of
$mm  Education.
23 * See. 28. TRANSITION: REGULATIONS. To the extent the regulations are not
24 inconsistent with the language and purposes of this Act. regulations relating to state aid for
2 public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date of this Act
26 remain in effect as valid regulations implementing this Act; all other regulations relating to
27  date aid for public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date
28 of this Act are annulled. The Department of Education may administer and enforce those
29 previously adopted regulations relating to state foundation aid for public schools.
30 « Sec. 20. TRANSITION: BASE STUDENT ALLOCATION. Notwithstanding
3l AS 14.17.475, enacted in sec. 2 of this Act. the base student allocation is as follows:

27. CSSSKB 148<HES)
Stw r«c >IndTim*d IDZLS7ZS rzxr nuwrn/
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WORK DRAFT

For the fiscal year beginning
July 1. 1998
July 1 1999
July 1. 2000
July 1 2001

WORK DRAFT

Base student allocation
$3,400
3.925
3.970
4.010

* See. 30. This Act takes effect July 1. 1998.

CSSSI(B 14M(IIK.S)
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Year on*) >cui year »999
Sludanl AHotmam 13.840

ALASKA GATEWAY

ALEUTIAN REGION

ALEUTIANS EAST

ANCHORAGE

ANNETTE ISLANDS

BERING STRAIT

BRISTOL BAY

CHATHAM

CHUGACH

COPPER RIVER

CORDOVA

CRAIG

OELTA/QPEELY

DENALI

DILLINGHAM

FAIRBANKS

GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH

HYDABURG

IDITAROD

JUNEAU

KAKE

KASHUNAMIUT

KENAI

KETCHIKAN

KLAWOCK

kooiak

KUSPUK

lake ano PENINSULA

LOWER KUSKOKWIM

LL.WER YUKON

MAT-SU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE

NORTHWEST ARCTIC

PELICAN

PETERSBURG

PRIBIIOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY

SOUTHEAST

southwest

ST MARYS

Il anana

jnalaska

VALDEZ

WRANGELL

YAKUTAt

yukon flats

YUKOHKOYUKUK

V'UFiTf
trr“Accrres

MI t CKUC

OTmCR

TOTAL

HB HBIHES)
Proposod
Stale Suppon

4 744.892
1049.088
3545 646
202.748229
2.850 816
18 447 980
2.543 075
2.783.634
1093.670
5.356.827
2.875.434
2.279.937
5.266.054
2.645 389
4.317.230
70002.271
4 852.457
2.061 442
2.157.029
t 055.701
5.279.700
21.955.976
1.427.411
2.655 026
45261.182
9,727.487
1.631.435
14 061.041
5410231
6387.875
31.190456
16356 532
60.597 244
1.310 400
5323.777
0

19207 443
412.974
3626 609
2.140 286
6S7S645
672 424
2672 159
7627 678
1390 870
1,163 719
2590745
2.562 034
2426 288
1577 029
5403 264
6702078
3 755 266
4 139 316

A =

- oji

674 772601

Siisimqg Formula

Froiocied

Staio Suopon

5.450.365
1.294.229
3.580 405
198.935.818
1.753.509
17.487.346
1871.978
2.350.699
1.515.697
6.773 428
2.921.560
2.523.207
5.649.024
2.953.916
4.308.393
70.065.669
6,687.958
2.306.996
2.090.539
1.194 310
5.350.447
21.532.470
1.493.619
2.398.514
45.451.156
9.678.750
1.587.820
14 610.654
5646.859
6.642.467
38.943.551
14928 605
64.166.524
2.007.642
5660 239
12027 620
C530.116
605 426
3509 929
1863 539
5 524 402
600.626
2.937 039
7694147
1555 616

| 400 031
2263 596
3973 405
2847 399
1486 749
6.227.549
6905 455
4 250 129
3996 324
1.717,150
26096 131

699 069 221

Otllorance Botwoon
HB 148fHES) and Ejustmq
Change m
Stato Suopon

1705.473)
(245.141)
134.7501
3812411
1097.307
960 634
671.099
432.935
(422.027}
(1.416.601)
(46.126)
(243.350)
(362.970)
(308.527)
8.837
736.602
(1.835.501)
(247.554)
66.490
(138.809)
170.747}
423.506
<66.208)
256.512
(189974)
46.737
43615
(549 613)
(236 628)
(454.592)
(7.753.093)
1429927
(3.569.280)
(697.442)
(356462)
(12.027.620)
677 327
H92.4S2I
116660
256.747
51243
( 28 4041
264 6801
66 469)
(164.746)
(236.312)
307.149
(1.411.371)
r219.111)
90280
<824 285)
<203 379)
1494 881)_
142 992
256917
0

.24 310 620)

Transition
Funding

705.473
245.141
34.759

O oO0Oo0oo

422.027
1.416.601
46.126
243.350
382.970
300.527

0

0
1.835.501
247.554

0

138 609
70.747

0

66208

0

189.974

0

0
549.613
236.628
454.562
7.753.093
0
3.569.280
697.442
356.462

128 404
264 860
66.409
I<U 746
236.312
0
14117371
219,111
0
824.285
203 379
494 681
0

0

0

24 178 947

Net Chanoe
Stale A=
Plus Transition

0

0

0
3.812411
1.097.307
960.634
671 099
432.935

OO OO0 oo

423 506
0
256.512
0

46.737
43615

0

0

0

0
1.429.927
0

0

0
112.027 6201
677 327

116 660

256 747
51243

142.99?
256917

(139 673)

Changes to various componenia of Ihe formula will change tha out.oma of tha distribution ot funds.



Year ono =fisal yoar 1999
Sludont AJlotmoni $4,150
MB 148IHES1

NO HOLD HARMLESS

pfcooioa
Stato Support

ALASKA GATEWAY 5.121.732
ALEUTIAN REGION 1.133.780
ALEUTIANS EAST 3.755.396
ANCHORAGE 207 341.956
ANNETTE ISLANDS 3.080.960
BERING STRAIT 19.926.826
BRISTOL BAY 2.580.236
CHATHAM 3.004.540
CHUGACH 1.181.962
COPPER RIVER 5.783.558
CORDOVA 2.971.478
CRAIG 2.388.613
DELTAA3REELY 5.678.754
DENALI 2.771.848
OILLINGHAM 4.533687
FAIRBANKS 72.771.953
GALENA 5.223.660
HAJNES 2.094.291
HOONAH 2.293.354
HYDABURG 1.134,509
IDITAROD 5.693938
JUNEAU 21.826.000
KAKE 1.527.584
KASHUNAMIUT 2.862.172
KENAI 45.814 669
KETCHIKAN 9.628.495
KLAWOCK 1.747.460
KOOIAK 14495.129
KUSPUK 5.844.597
LAKE ANO PENINSULA 6 850.245
LOWER KUSKOKWIM 33650.894
LOWER YUKON 17.676.745
MAT.SU 63.404.031
NENANA 1.401.430
NOME 5632.538
NORTH SLOPE 0
NORTHWEST ARCTIC 20468 901
PEI'CAN 438 202
PETERSBURG 3.732591
PPiBilOf 2.307 984
SITKA 6 614 651
SKAGWAY 620.736
southeast 2 884 066
SOUTHWEST 8 241 056
ST MARVS 1499.745
TANANA 1253.255
UNALASKA 2511.209
VALDEZ 2042,320
.VRANGELL 2.495 449
YAKUTAT 1670 780
YUKON FLATS 5 639 466
yukonxoyukuk 7 230 886
yupht 4 056 030
ALYESKA CORRES 4 473460
Mi EDGECUMBE 2.133432
other 26 096.131
total 699 437390

E*>*ting Formula
-=C)OCioa
Stato Suopon

5.450.365

| 294.229
3.580.405
198.935.818
1.753.509
17.407.346
i 871.976
2.350.699
1.515.697
6.773.428
2.921.560
2.523.287
5.649.024
2.953.916
4.308.393
70.065.669
6.687.958
2.308.996
2.090.539
1,194.310
5,350.447
21.532.470
1.493.619
2.398.514
45.451.156
9.678.750
1.587.020
14 610.654
5 646.859
6342.467
38.943.551
14.928.605
64.166 524
2,007.842
5.680 239
12.027.620
18 530,116
605 426
3509 929
1883.539
6 524 402
800 828
2937 039
7694.147
1555 616
1.400031
2 263 596
3.973 405
2.6*7 399
1486 749
6.227 549
6.905 455
4 250 129
3996 324
1717.150
26 096.131

699 069 221

Dittoronco Bolwvon
HB 1401HES) and E«simq|
Zhango m
Siaio Suopon

(328.633)
(160.4491
174.991
8.406.138
1.327.451
2.439.480
708.260
653.841
(333.735)
(989.870)
49.918
(134.674)
29.730
(182.068)
225.294
2.706.284
(1.464.298)
(214.705)
202.815
(59.801)
343.491
293 530
33.965
463,658
363.513
(50.255)
159.640
(115.525)
197.738
7.778
15.292.657)
2.748,140
(762.493)
(606.412)
(47.701)
(12.027 620)
1.938.785
U69 224)
222.662
424%45
90249
«160.092)
(52.973)
546.909
(55.871)
(148.776)
227 613
11.931.065)
(151.950)
184.001
w o
325.431
(194 099)
477,156
416 267
0

340 169

Transition
Funomq

(S cR el clcNeNeNeNeNeNeNeNeNeoNeNeNeoNeNeoNeNoNeNe oo e lNe oo NoNeNeNoNe oo o NoNo e Ne o NoloNe e lc e Neo e Ne e Ne e e

0

Not Chango
Staio A=d
Plus Transition |

(328.633)
(160.449)
174.901

8.406.138
1.327.451
2.439480
708.260
653 841
(333,735)
(989.870)
49918
(134.674)
29.730
(182.068)
225.294
2.706.284
(1.464.298)
(214.705)
202.815
(59.801)
343.491
293.530
33.965
463.656
363 513
(50.2551
159.640
(115.525)
197,738
7.778
(5.292.6571
2.740,140
(782.4931
(606 4121
(47.7011
(12.027.620)
i 938 785
UB9 224)
222 662
424 445
90949
(180.092)
(52973)
548 i V9
(55871)
(146 7781
227.613
(1.931.08SI
(151.950)
164.031
(388.063)
325 43)
(194 0991
477 156
416 287
0

346 169

Cnangaa to various componanti ol tha formula will ctvanga tho outcomo ot tho distribution ot tunds.
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Northwest Arctic Borouoh School D.ctnct
BOX 31

KOTZEBLE. ALASKA 89702

|007| <1433472

February 13 198

Representative Con Bunde. Chairperson
H.E.S.S. Comnittee

Aaska Stale Legidlature
State Capitol (MS 3100)
Juneau. AK 99801-1182

Repreaentative Bunde ad nermbera of the HESS. Conmittee

I would like to state my opyposition to the McDowell Report for the folloning resecra. The
report suggests thet no ACD should be attadhed to the instructional (personnel) costs assodated
with district spending Due to the fact thet nost averaue teadher salaiies in the aate are within
5% of what Anchorage pay's ad the Andhorage ACD is & 100 1 wvehemently dsagree
Northwest Arctic Borough Schod District hes to pay an additional 15% to a teadher with the
exact sare qualifications (experience ad educational credits) as the Anchorage Schoal District
A scatter gramof the certified persomndl in eech district indicates the folloning

Salary Schedule
Lower 1/3 Middle 1/3 Upper 13
Northwest Arctic 33% 32% 3%
Anchorage 15% 28% 5%

Using Anchorage's average teadt sdlary as a lbese skewns the figure to the upper limits due to
the fact that 57% of thelr teadhers are in the upper /3 of the pay scdle  This means that for aur
average teadher sdary to be equal to Anchorage's average teader salary (£5%) in the loner 1/3
of our adlary schedue hes to be much higher then Anchorage's  Indeed they are (at least 15%)
Incidentally. NWABSD rarks third in teacher sdaries when conpared to the ather three largest
Bush district! (North Slope. Lower Kuskokwim and Denny Straits), so those districts are paying

aaost of living to their m ff ihM it higher then NWABSD

In condusion, to date thet we are nat having to pay a higher wage thin Anchorage due to the
fact thet our average is equal (*5%) of Ancnorage’s is absolutely not acourate  Therefore, an
ACD must be goplied to instructional allocations (personel costs) as with r.opa»ond
senvioss and administration

Sincerely.
Lou Mathuon
Superintendent

oc Serator Al Adans
Representative Reggie Joule



Elements

Unit vs Per
Pupil
Allocation

Full Funding
Requirement

Unit Value
Annual
Increase

Categorical
Funding

Intensive
Service
Funding
Required Local
Effort

Current Foundation

Formula

Allocations are based on
Instructional units.

Fully funded In Governor's
FY99 budget.

$61,000
No adjustment.

Categor ;al rcvcnuo based
on identification and typ ol
service lor students. dlev-.'s
lor Special Education, 3
levels lor Bilingual Education
T'd I level h( Vocational
education.

Funding based on a count ol
studonts identified as having
Intonsivo needs.

Based on 4 m.ils or 35% of
Baste Need

Department ol Education
0 Dut5uo0l.009Stxjllol4

HB 294
Rep. Kublna
No change from current .
formula.
Requires an additional .

$37.5 million ovor FY99
budget to fully lund.

$64,000
No adjustment.

No change Irom current .
program.
h'o change from current .
program.

Based on 4 mills local effort .
or 40% of Basic Need

School Funding Analysis

SB 36

Senator Phillips

No change from current
formula.

Requires an additional
$35.5 million over FY99
budget to fully lund.
Rocapturos $33 million

from North Slope Borough

$61,000
No adjustment.

Categorical revenue lor
gi'.cd and talented is an
allocation based on 4.5%
ol total students funded
separate from Special
Education, all other
catogoncs remain tho
same. Consolidates
Bilingual to 1 level still
requiring ldentification.
Vocational Education, no
chango Irom current
program.

No chango from current
program.

Based on 4.5 mills local
effort. Eliminates 35% of
Basic Need option

Prtpo | of

2

SB 257 & HB 351

Governor Knowles

No chango from current
formula

Requires an additional $24.1
million over FY99 budget to fully
lund.

$62,550
1% annual increase to the
instructional unit value.

Categorical rovenue for gifted
and talonted is an allocation
based on 4% of total students.
Rosour”/Sell Contained Is an
allocation based on 14% ot total
studonts. Bilingual and
Vocational Education, no
change Irom current formula

No change from current
program

No chango Irom current
program

SB 146
Senate HESS

Allocations are distributed on a

per student basis adjusted lor a

number ol factors relalod to the

cost of operating schools.

e Requires an additional $4.f
million over FY99 budget to
fully fund.

e Per pupil allocation.

e Recommended inflationary
adjustment based on
Anchorage CPI.

Special needs (Special

Education. Gifted and Talented.

Bilingual and Vocational)

students aro classified as 20% of

total studonts enrolled In
schools. Categorical funding is
abolished

¢ No chango from current
program.

e Based on 3 mills for
municipalities and a 3%
wage tax Intho unorganized
borouj,"

HB 148

House HESS

m Allocations aro distributed on a
per student basis adjustod for
a number ot factors related to
tho cost ol operating schools.

e Unknown

e Per pupil allocation.
e No adjustment.

Special needs (Special Education,
Gifted and Talented. Bilingual and
Vocational) students are dassifiod
as 20% ol total s;udents enrolled in
schools. Categorical funding is
abolished.

 Nochango Irom curront
program.

e« Based on 3 mills local effort
increased .25 r itsa year,
capped at 4 mills.

Undated 22 99



Elements

Redistribution
Bosed on
Property
Wealth

Impact Aid

Local Cap

Single site

Area Cost
Differentials

School Size

Transitional
Funding

Pupil
Transportation
Program

Accountability
lor Student
Learning

Current Foundation

Formula

. None

e Considers lederal impact aid
in lorrnula.

e Allows additional local
contributions. Capped at
23% ol Basic Need Inorder
to meet federal disparity test.

e No adjustment for single site
school districts within
formula.

e Area cost differential are
basodon 1985 state
employee salary adjustments
and have not been updated.
Assigned at district level.

e Allows funding for schools
servmg as few as 1 student.

None

e Pupil tiansportation
reimbursed undor separate
program.

* None required.

Depottmcent ol Education
G DIJtsuort.co9ftt>ulloM

HB 294

Rep. Kubina

None

No change from current
formula.

No change from cuiient

formula.

No chango from current
formula.

No change from current
formula.

No chango from current
formula.

Nono

No change from current
program.

Nono required.

School Funding Analysis

SB 36

Senator Phillips

Supplemental
equalization aid.

No chango from current
formula.

No change from current
formula.

Adds an adjustment for
single site school
districts.

No change from current
formula.

Minimum size for
funding sot at 10 ADM.

None

Pupil transportation
reimbursed under
separate program.
Roqulros additional

$1.7 million to fully fund.

Nono required.

SB257& HB351

Governor Knowles

Nono

No change from current formula.

No change from curront formula.

Adds an adjustment for single site
school districts.

No chango from current formula.

Minimum size for funding set at 8
ADM.

FY99 100%

FYOO 95%

FYO1 90%

No change from current program

Requiros schooi-basod results In
reading, writing and math. Holds
schools/communities accountable
for studont Learning.

plRc Z of 2

SB 146

Senate HESS

Normalization ol property
wealth adjusted for school
population.

Does not consider federal
impact aid In formula.

Allows additional local
contributions without cap.

Adds an adjustment lor
single site school districts.

Requiros area cost
dillorontial and sizo
adjustment study to be
completed and Implemented
in three years. Assigned at
funding >ommunity level.
Minimum size for funding sot
at 10 ADM.

FY99 100% 4 mills
fyoo gsr. 5 miiis
Fyo1 95% 6 mills
FY02 90% 7 mills

No chango Irom current
program

Nono required.

Updated 2-2 98

HB 148
House HESS

None

Does not consider federal
Impact aid in formula.

Allows additional local
contnbutlons without cap.

Adds an adjustment for single
site school districts.

Requires area cost differential
study to be completed and
Implemented In three years.
Assigned at funding
community level.

Minimum size for funding set
at 10 ADM.

FY99 100% 4 mills
FYOO 80% 5 mills
FYO1 60*/. 6 mills
FY02 40% 7 mills
FY03 20% 7 mills
Pupil transportation funds aro
allocated within formula based
on weight factors.

None roqulrod.

at
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Session
Alaska Stale Capitol
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www.akrcpublicans.org/Ivan.htm Representative lvan M. lvan

MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Con Bt ndc, Chair
House Health Education Social Services Committee
FROM: Representative Ivan M. tv,
House District 39
DATE: February 5. 1998
RE: House Rill 148

My office received a letter from Mr. Matthew Nicolai. President of the Calista Regional
Corporation dated February 4. 1998 expressing their opposition to HB 148. an act relating
to the public schoal funding progrant minting to the definition of a school district, to the
transportation of students, to schoal district layoff plans, to the spedial education service
agency, to the child care grant program, and to compulsory attendance in public schoals.
The Calista Regional Corporation encompasses the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta area.

I amenclosing the letter and ask thet this letter become a part of the record on HR 148
testimony.

Quyana.
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SENT BY: 2- 1-98 ; 8:48AM 1 CALISTA CORP.- 907 465 3517:# 2/ 2

Corporation

6ul W. 5thAvanuo, Smto 200 = Anchon>g*. AK 00501-2226 < (907) 279-5516 Factimll* (007) 272-5060

February 4, 1998

The Honorable Ivan M. lvan
Alaska Stafe Legislature
Stale Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative lvan.

The purpose ot my letter is to state our objection to HB 148. Calista Corporation does not
support this legislative bill. Urban towns continue to capture funds derived from rural

Alaska. Rural Alaska cannot continue to see continued cuts of education at the expense

of urban towns.

We urge you not to support HB 148. Thank you for your attention in this matter.

i

Sincerely.
Calista Corporation

M atthew Nicolai
President/CEO
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To: HB 148 Roger Liebner, - Kenai IO

From: 0. Roger Liebner, Mariner investments

Fax Phone Number: (907)262-8362

Date: Fi. heb 6.1998 « 12:12 PM

Transmitting (1) pages, induding cover sheet.

If there is difficulty with this transmission, please rail: 907-262-1339(90/)2G2-1 339
Note:

This testimony should be considered in support of HB 148.

Public education has suffered severe cuts in their academic program due to
stagnant funding and inflationary costs.

The Kenai Peninsula Borough Schod District will benefit from various
components of this hill. Qur district has made many cuts in the past 10 years
that have directly involved the lives of our students and a hill of this naturp will
assist in restoiing important resources.

Passage of this hill is an important step in the overall restructuring of our
public school funding mechanism | urge your support.

Sincerely,

Roger Liebner
President-Soldotna Hgh Schoal PTA

liebnerCalaska.not



NEA-ALASKA POSITION STATEMENT

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING

NEA-Alaska has historically lobbied and attempted to present the case for funding
Alaska’s public schools. Preparation of children for the challenges of the new
century is critical to the economic development of Alaska. Jobs of the future will
demand that our people have special technical and academic skills to master new
challe Public schools are attempting to teach those skills today.

In 2008, today's first graders will have completed twelve years of instruction.
Some of those first graders are today children "at risk;" some come from secure
loving families, some don't; some require special education, some don't; “ome
suffer from Fetal Alcohol Syndromo, some don't; some come from dysfunctional
families, some don't; and some experience domestic violence on a daily basis, some
don’t. The promise and responsibility of our public schools is to educate all the
children. In educating the children, school employees see first hand that many of
the problems of the public schools are societal and some of the them are systemic.

Both parents and school employees recognize that problems confronting children in
1997 don’t compare to the problems we experienced as children. The school of
1997 has a totally different set of challenges than the school of 1977 or *67 or
*57. Tho reality is that the pressures and tho expectations demanded of our public

schools, for the most part, go unfunded.
THE REALITY

For the ten-year period 1983-1993, school enroliment in Alaska grew by more than
25,000 or slightly less than 26 percent. Alaska has historically ranked in the top
ten statos nationally in the percent increase in student enrollment from one year to
the next. In 1983 Alaska ranked 8th nationally, and in 1994 we ranked 2nd in the
percent chango in public school enrollment from the provious year. In 1994 22.4
percent of the state's population was 5-17 yoar olds.

From 1984 through 1993, public schools in Alaska employed 762 new teachers
(FTE) to accommodate the growth and to address now instructional priorities -
special education, alternative programs, etc. Even though districts hired more
teachers (FTE), the pupil-toachor ratio incroased from 15.2 in 1983 to 17.1 in
1993. During tho period, teachers taught more children and at the samo timo
implemented now programs to addross the needs of a changing student population.
Teachers and the staff that support them wore doing more with diminishing state

support.



At the same time the administration and legislature sent ominous messages about
the health and welfare of public education. Since 1986, public education has
suffered severe financial setbacks. Correlated with the drop in ail prices, state
support for public education was severely cut back. Between the 1985-86 and
1986-87 school years the level of state support dropped by 15%.

During Alaska's first year as a state, the appropriation for supporting public
education was 44% of tho total operating budgot. Ten years later, 1970-71, the
level of state support was at 35% of the total ope ating budget. Even though the
early years of statehood were financially difficult, the level of state support for
public education was strong. Since these times, the level of state support for
public education as a share of the total operating budget has steadily declined.
During 1990-91 the total state share for K-12 public education was 17% of the
operating budget, less than one-half of what it was in the first decade of statehood.

Even when local financial commitments are taken into consideration, the total
Alaska level of spending for public education is poor. Again, this has not always
been the case. During its first decade as a state, 30% to 38% of all state and local
operating expenditures went to public education. In 1991-92 all education was
only 23.1 % of tho total general expenditures from local and state government.
Alaska’s low effort ranked 49th in the nation.

During 1987-88 when the new funding formula was put in place tho Instructional
Unit value was set at $60,000 -- a level that was itself 8% lower than the rate of
stato support in the 1985-86 school year. The unit has been adjusted only one
time - in 19S2, an increase of 1.6%. However, this increase has not even begun to
offset inflationary ravages. For instance, the current (1996-97 school year) value
of the instructional unit, after being adjusted for the inflation that has occurred
since 1987 is $45,888 in 1987 purchasing power. For the instructional unit to
have the same purchasing power that it had in 1987, it should have been, for this
school year, at avalue of $79,759. Inflation has plundered the investment we

make in our children.

Failure to invest in our children simply shortchanges their future. On a per child
basis, Alaskan school district expenditures have increased a total of 21 % in the
decade from 1983 to 1993. At best our investment in our children increased by

slightly more than 2% per ycar.

Alaska is a young stato with many school aged children. From 1994 to 1995
public school enrollment increased an estimated 4.2%. This represents the second
largest percentage incroaso in tho nation. At tho same time, our teachers and
support staff were doing excellent jobs improving graduation rates. More children
enroll annually, and our public schools succeed in graduating more students.

Alaska loads the nation in improving studont graduation rates. In 1993-94 Alaska's
public schools graduated 5.6% more children than they did ten years earlier. This

represented tho 7th bost performance by a stato.

Children have not boon tho only onos to pay a pneo for inadequate funding. School
employees, through cuts and frcozos in compensation and benefits, havo subsidized
tho cost of public education. From 1985 to 1995, tho national averago for salaries



increased 49.5%. In comparison, Alaska’s teachers’ average salary increased an
estimated 20.9%. From 1994 to 1995 the percent change in the average salary
for public school teachers was estimated at 0.1 %. The statistics for school

support personnel are not any better.

In comparison the relative financial well-being of individuals within Alaska improved
more than the well-being of teachers. During roughly the same period of time
increases in per capita income fared better than increases for teachers and school
employees. From 1984 to 1994 the percent change in Alaska's per capita personal
income was 32.7%. Generally the population at large also does better on an
annual basis. From 1993 to 1994 the per capita personal income increased 3.7%

CHILDREN IN NEED

In 1991, an NEA-Alaska study found the following concerns and needs were
present in our schools.
* a need for specific programs on parenting skills,
* a need for more parent involvement and support for their children's
educational program,
* significantly increasing class sizes,
* inadequate supplies/material/textbooks,
* the absence of academic and vocational counseling,
* no meaningful programs for "at risk" students,
* teachers with increasing numbers of different preparations,
* reduction and elimination of critical programs,
reduced library services,
inadequate in-service and staff development programs,
limited planning time,
additional clerical responsibilities, and
less teaching time.

* F %

*

Teachers and school employees want to teach and serve each and every child. We
need to do more to help children in many areas, including:
* substance abuse education,
"at risk™ children,
inclusion and needs of special education students,
reducing student violonco,
teenage pregnancy prevention,
suicide prevention, and
* drop out prevention.

* % X X X

State and local governments' continuing failure to deal with increasing class size
and work load problems only servos to exacerbate these and other concerns unique

to public education.

Tho task of preparing our studonts for today and for the challenges of the now
century is expensive, but tho cost of not preparing thorn is greater. Our public
schools, toachors, and school district support omployoos must continuo to bo



successful in their efforts. By limiting tho necessary resources, we are limiting tho
success potential for everyone, students in particular. Investment in our most
precious resource - children - will cost a lot. However, if we don’t spend our
money on our public schools, we will be forced to spend even more on welfare,

new prisons, jails, and public safety.
THE NEA-ALASKA POSITION

The NEA*Alaska Delegate Assembly in January approved the following position as
its major priority for the 20th Alaska Legislature:

NEA-Alaska shali lobby the legislature to provide full forward funding for the base
instructional unit of $61,000 plus inflation proofing. NEA-Alaska shall lobby for
legislation to secure inflation proof forward funding of the foundation program and
legislative action that will correct the funding formula inequities, such as but not

limited to, single site districts and PL-874.
Furthermore, NEA-Alaska supports these additional essential components:

* An early funding decision so that school districts may plan more realistically and
so that the continuity of programs and services may be enhanced.

* A formula adjustment more accurately reflecting the needs of the smail single site
school districts which have been disadvantaged since 1987-88, not by year-to-year
political decisions as has been the historical practice, but through genuine revision
to the funding formula which makes all districts equal partners in access to critical

financial resources.

It is time to re-establish funding for our public schools as the number-one priority at
both the state and local levels. Tho needs of 126,000 students enrolled in our

public schools is far too important to all of us.

fund97



Sheetl

FOUNDATION PROGRAM FUNDING
|

Year Foundation CPI-U ADM Dollars Constant
Program Anchorage per ADM (1987-88)

(in millions of dollars) Dollars

per ADM
87-8 5409.0 108.1 101142 S4.044 $4,044
88-9 $426.4 108.9 101442 $4,203 $4,173
89-90 $462.8 112.5 104035 $4,449 $4,275
90-1 $498.8 120.4 108168 $4,611 S4.140
91-2 $532.9 124.7 113348 $4,701 $4,076
92-3 $567.4 129.1 116652 $4,864 $4,073
93-4 $581.2 132.8 119673 $4,857 $3,953
94-5 $595.8 135.8 120752 $4,934 $3,928
95-6 $613.5 139.5 122897 S4.992 $3,868
96-7 $617.2 143.7 124544 S4.956 $3,728

Page 1
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Changes in CS SS HB 148 (HES) 0-LSO0605\F 4/21/97

1. Section 14.17.520 (Minimum expenditure for instruction) is
removed.

2. Page 7, Lines 10-11,
The student count in February is mandatory.

3. Page 9, Lines 5-6
New language allowing the department to audit a district to

determine compliance with See. 14.17.910.

4. Page 24, Lines 21-22
The study will also include funding community size factor.
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 148(HES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY THE HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

Offertd:
Referrtd:

t'OUbE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
A BILL

Spotuorti):

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the public school fending program; relating to the definition
of a school district, to the transportation of students, to school district layoff
plans, to the special education service agency, to the child care grant program,

and to compulsory attendance in public schools; and pr ting for an effective
date.”

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

» Section 1. PURPOSE OF SECTION 2 The purpose of sec. 2 of this Act is to provide
a level of fending through the public school fending program that allows for an equitable level
of educational opportunities and outcomes for those students attending the public schools of
the state, to promote local decision-making, and. through increased control of fending, to
provide more local responsibility and accountability for decisions affecting public schools.
* Sec. 2. AS .4.17 is amended by adding new sections to read:
Article 1 Stale Funding to Public Schools.

e|- CSSSHB 14S/HES)
r.rc fonro rcrr aaacxmc/



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT O-L.S0605XF

1 Sec. 14.17.300. Public school account (&) The public school account is
2 established. The account consists of appropriations for distribution to school districts,
3 the state boarding school, and for the centralized correspondence study program under
4 this chapter.
5 (b) The money in the account may be used only in aid of public schools,
6 including community school programs, and for centralized correspondence smdy
7 programs under this chapter.
8 Sec. 14.17.400. State funding for districts, (a) The state funding for which
9 % school district is eligible in a fiscal year is equal to the amount for which a district
10 qualifies under AS 14.17.410 (equalization funding).
11 (b) If the amount in the public school account (AS 14.17.300) is insufficient
12 to meet the amounts authorized under (a) of this section for a fiscal year, the
13 department shall reduce pro rata the stare share of equalization funding for which
14 districts are eligible by the necessary percentage as determined bj the department  If
15 the state share of equalization funding is reduced under this sulbsection, the department
16 shall also reduce state funding for centralized correspondence study and the state
17 boarding school by the same percentage.
18 Sec. 14.17.410. Equalization funding, (a) A district is eligible for
19 equalization funding in an amount equal to the sum calculated under this section.
20 (b) Except as provided in (d) of this section, equalization funding consists of
21 a state share and a local contribution, determined as follows:
22 @ the state share equals need minus local contribution; need equals
23 the district adjusted ADM. multiplied by the bese student allocation set out at
24 AS 14.17.475, plus any intensive services funding fo* which the district qualifies under
25 AS 14.17.420(a)(2); district adjusted ADM is calculated as follows:
26 (A) the ADM of a funding community is multiplied by the
27 funding -ommunity size factor set out in AS 14.17.460;
28 (B) the product obtiined under (A) of this paragiaph is
29 multiplied by the funding community area cost factor described in
30 AS14.17.470(a) and set out in regulations adopted by the department;
31 (Q if afunding community is the only funding community in

148<HES) *1*
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a district with an ADM of 900 or less, the product obtained under (B) of this
paragraph is multiplied by the appropriate factor set out in AS 14.17.460(b);

(D) the ADMs of each funding community in a district, as
adjusted according to (A) - (C) of this paragraph, are added; the sum is then
multiplied by the special needs factor set out in AS 14.17.420(a)(1);

(E) the product obtained under (D) of this paragraph is
multiplied by a districts student transportation factor described in
AS 14.17.470(b) and set out in regulations by the department; the resulting
product is the district’s adjusted ADM;

(2) for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997, the local contribution is
the equivalent of a three mill tax levy on the full and true value of the taxable redl and
personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second preceding fiscal year,
as determined by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs under
AS 14.17.510 and AS 29.45.110, not to exceed 35 percent of a district’s need as
determined under (1) of this subsection for the preceding fiscal year, for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 1998, and subsequent fiscal years, the required mill equivalent shall
be increased by one-fourth of a mill each year until the local contribution is the
equivalent of a four mill tax levy, but, in each year, adistrict’s local contribution may
not exceed 35 percent of the district's need for the preceding fiscal year, as determined
under (1) of this subsection.

(c) Equalization funding may not be provided to a city or borough school
district if the local contributions required under (b) of this section have not been made.

(d) In a regional educational attendance area, funding consists of need,
calculated under (b)(1) of this section for that regional educational attendance area.

Sec. 14.17.420. Special needs and intensive services funding, (@) As a
component of equalization funding, a district is eligible for special needs funding and
may be eligible for intensive senices funding as follows;

@ special needs funding is available to au trict to assist the district
in providing special education, gifted and talented education, vocational education, and
bilingual education to its students; a special needs funding factor of 1.20 shall be
applied as set out in AS 14.17.410(b)(1);

. 3 CSSSHB 1484HES)
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1 () in addition to the special needs funding for which a distric
2 eligible under (1) of this subsection, a district is eligible for intensive services funding
3 for each spedal education student who needs and receives intensive services and is
4 enrolled on the last day of the count period; for each such studert, intensive services
5 funding is equal to 522,500 multiplied by the area cost factor of the funding
6 community in which the student is enrolled.

7 (b) In this section, "intensive senvices' hes the meaning given by the

department by regulation adopted under AS 14.30.180 - 14.30.350.

9 Sec 14.17.430. State ftmding for centralized correspondence study. Except
10 as provided in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for the state centralized correspondence study
11 program includes an allocation from the public school account (AS 14.17.300) in an
12 amount calculated by multiplying the ADM of the correspondence program by the base
13 student allocation and multiplying that product by 65 percert.

14 Sec 14.17.435. State ftmding for state boarding school. Except as provided
IS in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for the state boarding school established under
16 AS 14.16.010 includes an allocation from the public school account (AS 14.17.300)
17 in an amount calculated by multiplying the ADM of the state boarding school by the
18 special needs factor in AS 14.17.420(a)(1) and multiplying that product by the base
19 student allocation. The state boarding school is also eligible for intensive senvices
20 funding under AS 14.17.420(a)(2).

21 Sec. 14.17.440. Local contribution, (a) The required local contribution to
22 a city or borough school district is a district’s local contribution as calculated
23 according to AS 14.17.410(b)(2).

24 (b) Nothing in this section prohibits a city or' from contributing to its
25 district amounts in excess of the local contribution required under this section if the
26 local contribution is also in compliance with federal law.

27 Sec. 14.17.450. Funding communities. The department shall adopt
28 regulations defining funding communities within each distnct that reflect geographic

and attendance area factors. The regulations may not allow for funding communities

30 smaller than 10 ADM.
31 Sec. 14.17.460. Funding community size factor, (a) For purposes of

0]
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calculating a district’s adjusted ADM to determine equalization funding, the ADM of
each funding community in a district shall be multiplied by a funding community size
factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Funding Community Size Factor
10 20 2.75
21 40 2.20
4 80 190
8L 160 1%
161 400 140
401 1,000 110
over 1,000 100.

(b) For adistrict that consists of one funding community with an ADM of 900
0" less, the district ADM shall be multiplied according to AS 14.17.410(b)(1) by the
appropriate factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Factor

1 - 250 112
21l - 525 108
526 - 900 106

Sec. 14.17.470.Area cost and transportation factors, (a) For purposes of
calculating a district’s adjusted ADM under AS 14.17.410(b)(1), the department shall
adopt in regulation an area cost factor for each funding community. In adopting the
regulations, the department shall consider factors that affect the cost of providing
public educational services in a funding community, including student transportation.

(b) For purposes of calculating a district's adjusted ADM
AS 14.17.410(b)(1), the department shall adopt by regulation a transportation factor
for each district.

Sec. 14.17.475. Base student allocation. The bese student allocation is
$4,045.

Article 2. Preparation of Public School Funding Budget.

Sec. 14.17.500. Student count estimate, (a) A district shall prepare and

submit to the department by October 15 of each fiscal year, in the manner and on

5 CSSSHB 144HIES)
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1 forms prescribed bythe department, an  estimate of itsADMand other  student count
2 data for the succeeding fiscal year upon which computations can be mede to estimate
3 the amount of public school funding for which the district may be eligible under
4 AS 14.17.400 in the succeeding fiscal year. In making its report, the district shall
5 consider its ADM, other student count data, the pattem of growth or decline of the
6 student population in preceding years, and other pertinent information available to the
7 district.

8 (b) Pan-time students and district correspondence students shall be included
9 in the student count data in accordance with regulationsadopted by the department.
10 Sec. 14.17.505. Fund balance in school operating fund, (@) A district may
1 not accumulate in a fiscal year an unreserved portion of its year-end fund balance in
12 its school operating fund, as defined by department regulations, that is greater than 10

13 percent of its expenditures for that fiscal year.

14 (b) The department shall review each district's annual audit under
15 AS 14.14.050 for the preceding fiscal year to ascertain its year-end operating fund
16 balance. The amount by which the unreserved portion of that balance exceeds the
17 amount permitted in (a) of this section shall be deducted from the public school
18 funding that would otherwise be paid to the district in the current fiscal year.

19 Sec. 14.17.510. Determination of full and true value by Department of
20 Community and Regional Affairs, (a) To determine 'he amount of required local
21 contribution under AS 14.17.440 and to aid the department and the legislature in
22 planning, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, in consultation with the
23 assessor for each district in a city or borough, shall determine the full and true value
24 of the taxable real and personal property in each district in a city or borough. If there
25 is no local assessor or current local assessment for a city or borough school district.
26 then the Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall make the determination
27 of full and true value from information available. In making the determination, the
28 Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall be guided by AS 29.45.110.
29 The determination of full and true value shall be made by October | and sent by
30 ! certified mail, retum receipt requested, on or before that date to the president of the
31 - school board in each city or borough schoal district. Duplicate copies shall e sent to

CSSSHB 14S(HES) -6-
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1 the commissioner. The govermning body of a city or borough that is a school district
may obtain judicial review of the determination. The superior court may modify the

N

3 determination of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs only upon a
4 finding of abuse of discretion or upon a finding that there is no substantial evidence
5 to support the determination.

6 (b) Motor vehicles subject to the motor vehicle registration tax under

7 AS 28.10.431 shall be treated as taxable property under this section.

8 Article 3. Procedure for Payments of Public School Funding.

9 Sec. 14.17.600. Student counting periods, (a) Within two weeks after the
10 end of the 20-school-day periods ending the fourth Friday in October and the second
11 Friday in February, each district shall transmit a report to the department that, under
12 regulations adopted by the department, reports its ADM for that counting period and
13 other student count information that will aid the department in making a ictermination
14 of its state aid under the public school funding program  For centralized
15 correspondence study, the October report shall be based on the period from July 1
16 th ough the fourth Friday in October, except that summer school students shall | *
17 counted as a proportionate fraction as detenmined by the department The department
18 may make necessary corrections in the report submitted and shall notify the district of
19 changes mede. The commissioner shall notify the governor of additional
20 appropriations the commissioner estimates to be necessary to fully finance the public
21 school funding program for the current fiscal year.

22 (b) Upon written request and for good cause shown, the commissioner may
23 permit a district to use a 20-school-day counting period other than the periods set out

24 in () of this section. However, a counting period approved under this sulbxsection must

25 be 20 consecutive school days unless one or more altemate counting periods are

26 necessary to permit a district to implement flexible scheduling thet meets the district’s

27 needs and goals without jeopardizing the public school funding for which the district

28 would be ordinarily be eligible under this chapter.

29 Sec. 14.17.610. Distribution of public school funding, (@) The department

30 shall determine the public school funding for each school district in a fiscal year on

31 the basis of the district's student count data reported under AS 14.17.600. On or
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before the 15th day of each of the first nine months of each fiscal year, one-twelfth
of each district’s public school funding shall be distributed on the basis of the data
reported for the preceding fiscal year. On or before the 15th day of each of the last
three months of each fiscal year, one-third of the balance of each district’s public
school funding shall be distributed, after the balance has been recomputed on the basis
of student count and other data reported for the current fiscal year.

(b) If adistrict receives more public school funding than it is entitled to
receive under this chapter, the district snail immediately remit the amount of
overpayment to the commissioner, to be retumed to the public school account
(AS 14.17.300).

(©) Upon an adequate showing of a cash flow shortfall of a dist :ct, and in the
discretion of the commissioner, the department may make advance payments to a
district. The total of advance payments may not exceed the amount of public school
funding for which the district is eligible for the fiscal year.

Article 4. General Provisions.

Sec. 14.17.900. Construction and implementation of chapter, (a) This
chapter does not create a debt of the state. Each district shall establish, maintain, and
operate under a balanced budget. The state is not responsible for the debts of a school
district.

(b) Money to cany out the provisions of this chapter may be appropriated

annually by the legislature into the public school account (AS 14.17.300). If the
amount in the account is insufficient to meet the allocations authorized under
AS 14.17.400 - 14.17.475 for a fiscal year, public school funding shall be reduced
according to AS 14.17.400(b).

Sec 14.17.910. Restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district
money, (@) Each district shall maintain complete financial records of the receipt ad
disbursement of public schodl funding, money acquired from local effort, and other
money received or held by the district The records must be in the form required by
the department and art subject to audit by the department at a time and place
designated by the department.

(b) Public schodl funding provided under this chapter is for general operational

CSSSHB 148(HES) *
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1 purposes of the district. All district money, including public school funding, shall be
received, held, allocated, and expended by the district under applicable local law and

N

3 state and federal constitutional provisions, statutes, and regulations, including those
4 related to ethical standards and accounting principles.
5 (© The department may conduct an audit in a district to determine compliance
6 with this section.
7 Sec. 14.17.920. Regulations. The department shall adopt regulations to
8 interpret and implement this chapter.
9 Sec. 14.17.990. Definitions. In this chapter, unless the context requires
10 otherwise,
11 (1) "ADM or average daily membership" means the aggregate number
12 of full-time equivalent students enrolled in a funding community during the student
13 count period for which a determination is being made, divided by the actual number
14 of days that school is in session for the student count period for which the
15 determination is being made;
16 (2) “district' means a city or borough school district or a regional
17 educational attendance ares;
18 (3) "district adjusted ADM" means the number resulting from the
19 calculations under AS 14.17.410(b)(2);
20 (4) "district ADM" means the sum of the ADMs in adistrict;
21 (5) "local contribution™ means appropriations and the value of in-kind
22 senvices made by a city or borough to its district;
23 (6) "public school funding” means money provided under the public
24 school funding program established in this chapter,
25 (7) "taxable real and personal property” means all real and personal
26 property taxable under the laws of the state.
27 * Sec. 3. AS 14.03.120(g) is amended to read:
28 (@ In this section, "district" has the meaning given in AS 14,17-990
29 (AS 14.17.250].
30 * Sec. 4. AS 14.03.125(e) is amended to readt
31 (¢) In this section, "district" has the meaning given in AS 14,17,990

CSSSHB 148HES)
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[AS 14.17.250].
* Sec. 5. AS 14.03.150(c) is amended to read:

(© The department may not anard a school construction or major maintenance
grant under AS 1411 to a municipality that is a school district or a regional
educational attendance area that is not in compliance with (a) of this section. The
department shall reduce the amount of public school funding [STATE FOUNDATION
AID] under AS 14.17.400 [AS 14.17.021] for which a school district may qualify [,]
by the amount, if any, paid by the department under (b) of this section.

* Sec. 6. AS 14.03.160(f)(2) is amended to read:
(2) “district” hes the meaning given in AS 14.17.990 [AS 14.17.250].
* Sec. 7. AS 14.03.260(c) is amended to react

(© The charter schoaol shall provide the Anancial and accounting information
requested by the local school board or the Department of Education [,] and shall
cooperate with the local school district or the department in complying with the
requirements of AS 14.17.910 [AS 14.17.190].

* Sec. 8. AS 14.09.010 is repealed and reenacted to readt

Sec. 14.09.010. Transportation of students, (a) A district may provide for
the transportation of students.

(b) A district that provides for the transportation of students is eligible for
adjustments in public school funding as set out in AS 14.17.470(b).

(c) A district that provides for the transportation of students may determine
and establish a system for the transportation of students to address needs and priorities
of the district. However, the district shall comply with applicable statutes, regulations,
and local laws related to minimum standards for school buses, school bus driver
training courses, certification of rourse instructors, certification of bus drivers, and
other safety concerms related to the transportation of students.

* Sec. 9. AS 14.11.008(b) is amended to readt

(b) The required participating share for a municipal school district is based on
the district’s full value per average dally membership (ADM), which is calculated
by dividing the full and true value of the taxable real and personal property in the
district, calculated as described in AS 14.17,510 [AS 14.17.025(a)(1),] by the district

1481HES) -lb-
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1 ADM [AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP (ADM)] as defined in AS 14.17.990
[AS 14.17.250], for the same fiscal year for which the valuation was mede. The

N

3 municipal district’s full value per ADM determines the district’s required participating

4 share, as follows:

5 Full Value Per ADM District Participating Share

6 $1 - $100,000 5 percent

7 100001 - 200,000 10 percent

8 200.001 - 600,000 percent

9 over 600,000 35 percent.
10 * Sec. 10. AS 14.14.115(c)(2) is amended to react
11 (2) "district" has the meaning given in AS 14.17.990 [AS 14.17.250].
12 * Sec. 11. AS 14.16.050(a)(2) is amended to react

13 2 requirements relating to the public school funding prog
14 (STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR EDUCATION] and the receipt and
15 expenditure of that funding [ASSISTANCE]:

16 (A) AS 14.17.500 [AS 14.17.080] (relating to student count
17 estimates);
18 (B) AS 14.17.505 [AS 14.17.082] (relating to school operating
19 fund balances);
20 (C©) AS 1417500 - 14.17.910 [AS 14.17.160 - 14.17.220]
21 (setting out the procedure for payment of public school funding [FINANCIAL
22 ASSISTANCE,] and imposing general reguirements and limits on money paid);
23 * Sec. 12. AS 14.16.080(a) is amended to readt
24 (@ AS 14.17.435 [AS 14.17.024] applies to the calculation of public school
25 funding [STATE AID] payable for operation of the state boarding school.
26 » Sec 13. AS 14.20.177(a) is amended to react
27 @ A schodl district may implement a layoff plan under this section if it is
28 necessary for the district to reduce the number of tenured teachers because
29 (1) schoal attendance in the district hes decreased: [OR]
30 (20 the [BASIC] need of the school district determined under
31 AS 14.17.410(b)m [AS 14.17.021(b) AND ADJUSTED UNDER AS 14.17.225(b)]

A1, CSSSHB 14JKHES)
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decreases by three percent or nore from the previous year: or
12}— lhe_state share of equalization funding is reduced under
AS i4717140Q(b) by three percent or more in a fiscal year.
¢ Sec. 14. AS 14.30.305 is amended to read:

Sec. 14.30.305. State support of programs for children hospitalized or
confined to their homes. A child who is hospitalized or confined to home and who
receives at least 10 hours of special education and related services per week may be
counted as a pupil in average daily membership when computing state support under
the public school funding [FOUNDATION] program

* Sec. 15. AS 14.30.315(a) is amended to read:

(@ To be eligible for state support under the public school funding
[FOUNDATION] program, special education and related services for gifted children
must be provided in a program that has been approved in advance by the department.

* Sec. 16. AS 14.30.347 is amended to read:

Sec. 1430347. Transportation of exceptional children. When transportation
is required to be provided as related senvices, an exceptional child [CHILDREN] shall
be carried with other children if the district provides transportation to other
children in the district [,] except when the nature of the [THEIR] physical or mental

disability [DISABILITIES] is such thr; it is in the best interest of the exceptional
child [CHILDREN], as determined by the schoodl district, that the child [THEY] be
transported separately. A district is responsible for the costs associated with
providing-transportation as a related service to an exceptional child [STATE
REIMBURSEMENT FOR TRANSPORTATION OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN
SHALL BE AS PROVIDED FOR TRANSPORTATION OF ALL OTHER PUPILS
EXCEPT THAT ELIGIBILITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT IS NOT SUBJECT TO
RESTRICTION BASED ON THE MINIMUM DISTANCE BETWEEN THE
SCHOOL AND THE RESIDENCE OF THE EXCEPTIONAL CHILD].

* Sec. 17. AS 14.30.650 is repealed and reenacted toread:

Sec. 1430.650. Funding, (a) Subject to legislative appropriation, each fiscal
year the department may allocate to the agency an amount equal to 18 percent of the
unadjusted statewide ADM mulltiplied by 585.

CSSSHB 148(HES) 12
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(b) In this section, "'statewide ADM" nmeans the sum of all district ADMs in
the state as calculated under AS 14.17.

* Sec. 18. AS 14.36.030(a) is amended to read:

(@ A district operating a community school program under an approved plan
of operation may receive an annual grant from the state of one-half of one percent of
its public school funding [FOUNDATION SUPPORT] or $10,000, whichever is
greater.

* Sec. 19. AS 29.45.020(a) is amended to readt

@ If a municipality levies and collects property taxes, the governing body
shall provide the following notice:

"NOTICF TO TAXPAYER

For the current fiscal year the (city)(borough) hes been allocated the

following amount of state aid for school and municipal purposes under

the applicable financial assistance Acts:

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING PROGRAM

[PUBLIC SCHOOL FOUNDATION

PROGRAM ASSISTANCE] (AS 14.17) s

STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT OF

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT

(AS 14.11.100) $

MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE

EQUALIZATION ASSISTANCE

(AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.080) S

STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEOUS

MUNICIPAL SERVICES

(AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.180) $

TOTAL AID $

The millage equivalent of this state aid. besed on the dollar
value of amill in the municipality during the cument assessiment
year and for the preceding assessment yesr, is:

MILLAGE EQUIVALENT

13- ) CSSSHB 14JMHES)
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PREVIOUS YEAR THIS YEAR
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING
PROGRAM [PUBLIC SCHOOL
FOUNDATION PROGRAM

ASSISTANCE] ....MILLS ....MILLS
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT

OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT  ....MILLS ....MILLS
MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE

EQUALIZATION ASSISTANCE ....MILLS ....MILLS
STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEOUS

MUNICIPAL SERVICES ....MILLS ....MILLS
TOTAL MILLAGE EQUIVALENT ....MILLS ....MILLS"

Notice shall be provided hy
(1) [BY] fumishing a copy of the notice with tax statements mailed for
the Hscal year for which aid is received; or
(2) [BY] publishing in a newspaper of general circulation in the
municipality a copy of the notice once each week for a period of three successive
weeks, with publication to occur not later than 45 days after the final adoption of the
municipality’s budget.
* Sec. 20. AS 29.60.030(d) is amended io read:
(d The full and true assessed property value shall he determined by the
department in the manner provided for the computation of state aid to education under
AS 14.17.510 [AS 14.17.140]. When the determination of locally generated revenue
includes revenue of a utility received under AS 29.60.010(c)(1)(E), the full and true
assessed property value must include the computed assessed value of the utility,
determined by dividing the amount of the payment in place of taxes made by the
utility by the millage rate that would apply to the utility if the utility were subject to
levy and collection of taxes under AS 29 5.
» Sec. 21. AS 36.10.090(b) is amended to read:
(b) A local government or schoal district covered by the provisions of this
chapter that is found to be in violation of these provisions may be required to forfeit

CSSSHB 148(HES) 14
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all or part of the state aid made available for the project in which the violation occurs
and in addition may be denied up to 12 months of state revenue sharing or public
school funding [FOUNDATION MONEY]. A stale department or agency head found
to be in violation of this chapter may be required to forfeit the position of department

or agency head.
* Sec. 22. AS 36.10.125(c) is amended to read:
(© In an action brought under (b) of this section the court may, in its

discretion, order denial of state revenue sharing or public school funding
[FOUNDATION MONEY], forfeiture of office or position, or injunctive or other
relief. If the court finds for the plaintiff in an action brought under (b) of this section,
it may anard the plaintiff an amount equal to the actual costs and attorney fees
incurred by the plaintiff.

* Sec. 23. AS 44.47.305(c) is amended to read:

(© A grant under (a) of this section may not exceed $50 per month for each
child the child care facility cares for, or for each full-time equivalent, as determined
by the department. The grant shall be adjusted on a geographic basis by the same
percentages as funding communities (INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT ALLOTMENTS] are
adjusted under AS i-1.17.470 [AS 14.17.051].

* Sec. 24. AS 1409.020; AS 14.17.010. 14.17.021, 14.17.022, 14.17.024 14.17.025,
14.17.026, 14.17.031, 14.17.04t, 14.17.043, 14.17.045, 14.17.047, 14.17.051, 14.17.056,
14.17.080, 14.17.082, 14.17.140, 14.17.160, 14.17.170, 14.17.190, 14.17.200, 14.17.2:0,
14.17.220, 14.17.225, 14.17.250; and AS 14.30.010(b)(7) are repesled.

* Sec. 25. TRANSITION; AREA COST FACTORS, (a) Notwithstanding AS 14.17.470.
enacted by sec. 2 of this Act, for the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1997, and July 1, 1998,
and for the purposes of calculating public school funding under AS 14.17, as enacted by sec. 2
of this Act, the area cost factor of a funding community of a school district is as follows:

DISTRICT FUNDING COMMUNITY AREA COST FACTOR
Alaska Gateway Alcan Border 114
Alaska Gateway Dot Lake 114
Alaska Gateway Eagle 114
Alaska Gateway Mentasta 114
15 CSSSHB 148(HES)
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Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians Region

Alyeska Central School

Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
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Northway
Tanagross
Tetlin

Tok

Akutan

Cold Bay
False Pass
King Cove
Nelson Lagoon
Sand Point
Atka

Alyeska Central Schodl
Anchorage
Eagle River
Girdwood
Annette
Brcvig Mission
Diomede

Elim

Gambell
Golovin
Koyuk
Savoonga
Shaktoolik
Shishmaref

SI1 Michael
Stebbins
Teller
Unalakleei
Wales

White Mountain

-16-

114
114
114
114
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
100
100
1.00
100
105
140
155
140
155
140
140
155
140
140
140
140
1.40
140
140
140
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Bristol Bay
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Cordova
Craig
Delta/Greely
Delta/Greely
Denali
Denali
Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks

Fairbanks

m\/«v rcxr
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Bristol Bay
South Naknek
Angoon

Cube Cove
Elfin Cove
Gustavus
Hobart Bay
KJukwan
Tenakee Springs
Chencga Bay
Icy Bay
Tatitick
Whittier

Y akataga
Chistochina
Copper Center
Gakona
Giennallen
Kenny Lake
Lottie Sparks
Slana
Cordova
Craig

Delta Junction
Healy Lake
Anderson
Cantwell
Healy
Dillingham
Eielson

Fairbanks

17.
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1.40
1.40
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.14
114
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.00
1.00
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Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Galena
Haines
Haines
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod
Iditarod
Iditarod
Iditarc
Iditarod
Iditarod
Iditarod
Iditarod
Iditarod
Iditarod
Juneau

Kake

Kashunamiut

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula

Kenai Peninsula
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North Pole
Salcha

Two Rivers
Galena

Haines
Mosquito Lake
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Anvik

Grayling

Holy Cross
Lake Minchumina
Lime Village
McGrath
Nikolai

Shagcl k
Takotna

Telida

Juneau

Kake

Chevak
Anchor Point
Cooper Landing
Homer

Hope
Kachemak Seio
Kasilof

Kenai

McNeil Canyon
Moose Pass

Nanwalek

-18-
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1.00
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.00
1.05
1.32
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
105
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Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak [siand
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kcdiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

K-..puk

Kuspuk

Nikiski
Nikolaevsk
Ninilchik

Port Graham
Razdolna
Seldovia
Seward
Soldotna
Sterling
Tyonek
Voznesenka
Ketchikan
Klawock
Akhiok

Big Sandy Lake
Chiniak
Danger Bay
Karluk

Kodiak

Larsen Bay
Old Harbor
OuzinJcie

Port Lions
Aniok
Chuathbaluk
Crooked Creek
Lower KoJskag
Red Devil
Sleetmute
Stony River
Upper KoJskag
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1.00
1.05
1.00
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.05
LOO
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula
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Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim

Lower Kuskokwim

WORK DRAFT

Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake
Egcgik
Igiugig
Ivanof Bay
Kokhanok
Levelok
Newhalen
Nondalton
Pedro Bay
Perryville
Pilot Point
Port Aisworth
Port Heiden
Akiuk

Akula
Atmautlauk
Bethel
Chefomak
Eek
Goodnews Bay
Kipnuk
Kongiganak
Kwethluk
Kwigillingok
Mckoryuk
Napakiak
Napaskiak
Newtok

Nightmute
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1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lo' cr Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Mat-Su

Nunapitchuk
Oscarvilie
Platinum
Quinhagak
Tohook Bay
Tuntutuliak
Tununak
Alakanak
Emmonak
Hooper Bay
Kotlik
Marshall
Mountain Village
Pilot Station
Pitkas Point
Russian Mission
Scammon Bay
Sheldon Point
Beryozava

Big Lake
Butte

Colony
Glacier View
Houston
Mat-Su Valley
Palmer

P1 McKenzie
Skwentna
Sutton
Talkeetna

Trapper Creek

<21
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1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
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Mat-Su
Mat-Su

Mt. Edgecumbe

Nenana
Nome
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope

Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic

Northwest Arctic

Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof
Pribilof
Sitka
Skagway

Southeast Island

CS&SHB 148(HES)

WORK DRAFT

Wasilla
Willow
Mt. Edgecumbe
Nenuia
Nome
Anaktuvuk Pass
Atgasuk
Barrow
Kaktovik
Nuigsut
Point Hope
Point Lay
Wainwright
Ambler
Buck!and
Deering
Kiana
Kivalina
Kobuk
Kotzebue
Noatak
Noorvik
Selawik
Shungnak
Pelican
Petersburg
S1 George
St. Paul
Sitka
Skagway
Craik

-22-
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1.00
1.00
1.00
1.14
1.32
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.05
1.00
1.40
1.40
100
1.05
1.05

0-LS0605YF
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29
30

31

WORK DRAFT

Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
St. Mary’s
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Y akutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats

WORK DRAFT

Edna Bay
Hollis

Howard Valentine
Jr. Gildersleeve
Kasaan
Naukati

Polk Inlet

Port Alexander
Port Protection
Thome Bay
Whale Pass
Aleknagik North
Clarks Point
Ekwok
Koliganek
Manokotak
New Stuyahok
Portage

ogiak
Twin Hills
SL Mary’s
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangell
Y akutat
Arctic Village
Beaver

Birch Creek
Central

Chalkyitsik

-23-
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1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
132
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.05
1.00
114
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.32
1.45
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Yukon Flats Circle 1.32
Yukon Flats Fort Yukon 1.45
Yukon Flats Northern Lights 1.32
Yukon Flats Rampart 1.45
Yukon Flats Stevens Village 1.45
Yukon Flats Venetie 1.45
Yukon/Koyukuk Allakaket 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Betties 14C
Y ukon/Koyukuk Hughes 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Huslia 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Kaltag 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Koyukuk 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Manley Hot Springs 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Minto 1.32
Y ukon/Koyukuk Nulato 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Ruby 1.40
Yupiit Akiachak 1.32
Y upiit Akiak 1.32
Y upiit Tuluksak 1.32

(b) The Department of Education shall research and report to the governor and the
legislature regarding the area costs in the funding communities and the funding community
size factor in the school districts in the state for the puLlic school funding program under
AS 14.17, as enacted by sec. 2 of this Act. The department shall submit the report by
January 1, 1999.

(c) For the period during which the area cost factors set out in (a) of this section serve
as the public school funding area cost factors under AS 14.17, as amended by this Act. those
area cost factors apply for purposes of geographic adjustments to child care grants under
AS 44.47.305(c), as amended by sec. 23 of this Act

e Sec, 26. TRANSITION: STUDENT TRANSPORTATION. Notwithstanding
AS 14.09.010(b). as repealed and reenacted by sec. 8 of this Act, tnd AS 14.17.470(b),
:nacted by sec. 2 of this Act, for the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1997, and July 1, 1998,

14S(HES) 24
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DISTRICT
Alaska Gateway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Islands
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Denali
Dillingham
Fairba-ts
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan

Klawock

r«t

WORK DRAFT

multiplied by a transportation factor as follows:

TRANSPORTATION

5~

and for the purposes of calculating public school funding under AS 14.17

Act, a school district that provides student transportation shall have

1.07
1.00
1.01
1.04
1.00
1.00
1.07
1.00
1.00
1.09
1.01
1.00
1.10
1.07
1.04
1.05
1.02
1.04
101
1.00
101
1.04
1.01
1.00
1.05
1.04
1.00
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21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
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WORK DRAFT

Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Lake and Peninsula
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Mat-Su

Nenana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
St Mary’s
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Y akutat

Yukon Flats

Y ukon/Koyukuk
Yupiit

*Sec. 27. TRANSITION: HOLD HARMLESS,

0-LS0605\F

1.03
1.02
1.02
1.01
1.00
1.08
1.05
1.03
1.02
1.00
1.00
1.02
1.00
1.04
1.00
1.03
1.02
1.00
1.01
1.03
1.04
1.03
1.03
1.01
1.01
1.00

(a) Notwithstanding th' provisions of

secs. 1- 26 of this Act and except as provided in (c) of this section, if, for a fiscal year

>cginmng July 1, 1997, through July 1, 2000, a school district would receive less public

school funding under AS 14.17.410, enacted by sec. 2 of this Act, than the district would have

received as state aid for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997. and if the district meets the

CSSSHB 14SWES)
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requirements of (b) of this section, the district is eligible to receive instead a percentage of
the state aid the district would have received for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997.
according to the following table:

For the fiscal year beginning Percentage of state aid for the fiscal year

beginning July 1, 1997

July 1, 1997 100
July 1, 1998 80
July 1. 1999 60
July 1, 2000 40
July 1, 2001 20

(b) A school district in a city or borough is not entitled to the hold harmless
percentage set out in (a) of this section for a fiscal year unless the city or borough makes a
local contribution to the district for that fiscal year as required under this subsection. For the
hold harmless for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997, the required local contribution is the
equivalent of a four mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1998. the required local
contribution is the equivalent of a five mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1999, the required local contribution is the equivalent of a six mill tax levy; and for
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2000, the required local contribution is the equivalent of a
seven mill tax levy.

(c) For the purposes of the reduction required under AS 14.17.400(b), enacted by
sec. 2 of this Act, hold harmless funding authorized under (a) and (b) of this section is treated
the same as the state share of equalization funding under AS 14.17.410. enacted by sec. 2 of
this Act.

(d) For purposes of this section, "state aid" means state foundation aid distributed
under the provisions of AS 14.17, repealed by this Act, additional district support appropnated
by the legislature, and student transportation suppon reimbursed by the Department of
Education.

* Sec. 28. TRANSITION: REGULATIONS. To the extent the regulations are not
inconsistent with the language and purposes of this Act. regulations relating to state aid for
public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date of this Act

remain in effect as valid regulations implementing this Act; all other regulations relating to

27 C5SSHB 14* HES)
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state aid for public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date
of this Act are annulled. The Department of Education may administer and enforce those
previously adopted regulations relating to state foundation aid for public schools.

* Sec. 29. TRANSITION: BASE STUDENT ALLOCATION. Notwithstanding

AS 14.17.475. enacted in sec. 2 of this Act, the base student allocation is as follows:

For the fiscal year beginning Base student allocation
July 1, 1997 $3,400
July 1. 1998 3,925
July 1, 1999 3,970
July 1, 2000 4,010

* Sec. 30. This Act takes effect July 1, 1997.

CSSSHB 144HHES) -25-
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TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

goldreltplace .
Sot west torn street, suite to

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION JUNEAU ALASIKA 99801-1804
19071 4ASS679
OFFICE OF SCHOOL FINANCE T o
April 14, 1997

The Honorable Con Bundc
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol, Room 104
Juneau. Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Bundc:

This letter is follow up to the hearing on HB 148 held April 7, 1997. After the hearing you you
asked that | prepare spreadsheets estimating the effects of HB 148 over a five year period.
Enclosed you will find the spreadsheets. Listed in the upper left hand corner arc the components
| used to calculate state foundation funding for each of the five years. Please contact me if | can

answer any questions for you.

Sincerely.

hddy Jeans
School Finance Manager

Enclosure(s)

cc: Rick Cross, Deputy Commissioner, DOE
Karen Rehfeld, Director, Education Support Services. DOE



Year 1 1998 - HB 148
100% Hold Harmless

Student allocation $3,400

Roqg. Local @ 3 mills

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CH/THAM
CHL'GACH
COPPER RIVER
CORDOVA

CRAIG
DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DLLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD
JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MAT-SU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBILOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST. MARYS
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

YUKON FLATS
YUKON/KOYUKUK
YUPINT

ALYESKA CORRES
Mt EDGECUMS3E
OTHER

TOTAL

Proposed
Total
Slate/Local

5,771,740
773,299
4,517,068
279,957,881
2,576,1C6
18,231,141
3,574,780
2,781,240
1,893,397
6,627,803
3,702,679
2,938,945
5,589,169
4.051.077
5,093,724
99,142,561
2.26B.955
3,642,562
2.663,806
1,270,222
5,454,647
36,417,803
1,794,804
2,357,584
75.872.228
17,665,366
1.820,059
18924.918
5.820,204
8,135,645
40,567,281
15.352.190
84.767,919
1,804,643
6,923.968
38.854.261
21,134.063
671.628
5,317,626
2,062,064
10.770.514
1.470.594
3,498,604
8,062.092
1,619,534
1.449.091
3.808.251
7,722.421
3,843,553
1.854,557
6,814,646
6,007,725
4,390.021
4.428.464
1,708,000
27.245,135

944.300.224

Existing
Total
Stato/Local
5,771,740
773,299
4.517,068
279,957,881
1.834.264
18,231,141
3281,239
2.736.944
1,893,397
6,627,803
3,702,679
2,938.945
5,589,169
4,051,077
5,093,724
99,142,561
2,268.955
3,642,562
2,663,806
1,270,222
5,454,647
36,417,809
1,794.804
2,357,244
75,872,228
17,665,366
1,820,059
18.924.918
5,820,204
8,135.645
40,567,281
15,352,190
84.767.919
1.804,643
6,923,968
40,382,357
21,134,063
671.628
5.317.626
2.056,134
10,770,514
1,470,594
3,498,604
8,062,092
1,619,534
1,449,091
3,808,251
7.722.421
3.843.553
1,854,557
6,814,646
6,907.725
4,399,921
4.022,889
1,708.000
27,245.135

044.426,736

State/Local
Difference
Proposed less

Exisling

0

0

0

Oi
741,902

0.

293,541
44,296
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(36,512)

AS 14.17
Proposed
HB 148
Statu Aid

5,711,740
768,249
3,801,968
194,503,463
2,526,166
17,200,141
2,395,661
2,741,240
1.872.397
6,542,803
2.936.382
2,572,117
5.540.169
3k 25,984
4,279,224
72.062,561
1,930,422
2.354.107
2,212.423
1,078,255
5,349,217
22,091,809
1,492,694
2.279.584
48,14° 151
10,365,300
1,693,207
14,014.888
5,710.204
6.877,145
3967.281
14.977.190
64.013.187
1,730,519
5.450,503
t0.764,261
18,099,143
614.834
3,602.176
2.045.064
6,673,858
851.641
3,423,504
7,536,092
1,579,534
1.321.091
2,173.304
3.982,638
2.746,823
1,516,557
6447,719
6.842,725
4,270,034
4,428,464
1,708.000
27,245,135

608,191,948

AS 14.17 8 .09
Existing Formula

projected
State Aid

5,711,740
768,249
3,831,968
194,503,463
1,704,264
17,200,141
2,102,120
2,696,944
1,872,397
6,542,803
2,936,382
2,572,117
5,540,169
3,225,984
4,279,224
72,062,561
1,930,122
2.354,107
2,212,423
1,078,255
5,349,217
22,091,809
1.492.694
2,279.244
48.142,151
10,365,300
1,693,207
14.014,888
5.710.204
6,877,145
39,867,281
14,977,190
64,013,187
1,730,519
5,450.503
12,292,357
18,099,143
614.834
3.602.176
2,039,134
6,673,858
851,6-11
3,423.504
7,536,092
1.579,534
1,321,091
2,173,304
3,982,638
2.746,823
1,516,557
6,447,719
6,842.725
4,279,034
4,022,889
1.708.000
27.245,135

698.228.460

4/1197

Change In
State Aid

O O oo

741,902
0
293,541
44,296

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO
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405,575
0
0

(38,512)
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Year 2. 1999 - HB 148
80% Hold Harmless
Student allocation $3,925
Rog. Local @ 3,25 mills

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER

DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD
JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI
KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MATSU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBILOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST MARYS
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

YUKON FLATS
YUKON/KOYUKUK
YUPIT

ALYESKA COFIRES.
MI EDGECUMBE
OTHER

TOTAL

Proposed
Total
State/Local

5.527.349
619,649
4,521.998
290.287.742
3,010,000
19|8601998
4.025.116
3.244.088
1,709,260
5.628,856
3.730.448
2.847,687
5.854.351
3,898,379
5,021,368
101,902,877
2.186.811
3.475.187
2.707.780
1.133.203
5.577,604
36.913.628
1.779.567
2.733.815
76.284.195
18.107,811
1,853.714
18.777.917
5.664,195
7,822.595
32,593,825"
17.367.922
B4.529.147
1.571.464
6.846835
40.667,887
21.683.053
548,661
5510.639
2402.501
11.126,708
1.378.020
3.061.037
8.181.975
1559,275
1282.361
4 208 067
7.302.853
3.743,000
1642,115
6.548,213
7.079.434
4.056J86
5.188.962
1.907.511
27,245.135

056.442 304

Existing
Total
State/Local

5.868.840
786.359
4,581,701
283.264,440
1,864,596
18.523.543
3.316.975
2.782.792
1,925,2. 3
6.739,031
3.752,597
2,982,671
5,683,352
4,105,919
5.166,471
100.367.625
2.301,772
3.682,582
2.701,417
1.288,552
5.545.584
36.793,370
1.820,180
2.395.991
76.690.645
17.841.576
1,848.844
10.163.171
5.917.277
8.252,556
41.245.025
15.606.802
85.856.143
1.834,062
7.016.627
40,591,327
21.441.748
682.080
5.378,863
2.090,709
10.883.970
1.485.072
3.556,804
8.100.206
1.646.386
1.471.550
3.845.107
7.790.126
3,890,249
1,880,338
6.924 257
~024,051
4,472,666
4.001.278
1.737.036
27.245.135

055.833.453

State/Local
Difference
Proposed loss

Existing

(341,491).
(166,710)
(59.703)
7.023,302
1,145,404
1,337,455
708,141
461.296
(215,968)
(1.110.17S)J
(22.149)
(134,984)
170,999
(207,540),
(145.083)
1.535.252
(114,961) ,,

(207,395)jj _

6.363

(155.349)
32,020
120,258

(40,613)

337.824:"™

(406.450)
266,235
4,870
(385.254)

(53.082)
(429,961)

(8.651.200) ____

1,761,120 _
(1.326,996)

[

(262.598) m j

(169,792);
m 76,560
241.305

(133.419) M

140,776 L
3111702
242.738

(106,152)
(495.767)
(8.231)
(BA"!

(189.189)
362 d70

(397.273T
(146 340)
| (38.223)

(376,044)

55JIB3

(415.879)
1.097,684

1

170475 1 T
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AS 14.17
Proposed
HB 148
State Aid

5.467.349
614,599
3.806.898
204.833,324
2,960,000
18,827998"
2.845.997
3.204,0BB
1.688,260
5.543,856
2.964,151
2.480.859
5.805.351
3,073.286
4.206.888
74.822,877
1.848.278
2.186,732
2.256.397
941.236
5.472,174
22.587.628
1.477.457
2,655,815.

48,554,118
10.B07.745

1.726,862
13.867,387
5.754.195
6.564,095
31.893.625
16.992.922
63.774.415
1.497,340
5.373.370
12,577,887
18,648.133
491,867
3.804.189
2.385.501
7,030 052
736.342
2.985,037
7.655,075
1,519,275
1.154 361
2.573.120
3653,070
2.647.170
1,504,115
6,181°°286
7,014,4347
3,035809
188,96
1.907.511
27.245.135

710.220.493

AS 14.17 & .09
Existing Formula

Projected
State Aid

5.808,840
781,309
3,866.601
197,810,022
1.814.596
17.492.543
2.137,856
2.742.792
1.904.228
6.654.031
2.986,300
2.615,843
5.634,352
3.280.826
4.351.971
73.287,625
1.963,239
2.394,127
2.250,034
1.096,585
5.440.154
22.467.370
1.518,070
2.317,991
48.960,568
10.541.510
1.721.992
7« 253741
5.807.277
6.994.056
40.545,025
15,231.802
65.101,411
1.759.038
5.543.162
12.501,327
18.406.828
625,286
3.663,413
2.073.799
6.787,314
866.110
3.481.704
7.664,206
1.606,386
1.343.550
2.210.250
4.050.343
2J93.519
1.542,338
6.55°330
6.959.051
4.351.778
4.091.278
1.737.036
27.245.135

709.635.177

illlt

Change In
State Aid

(341.491)
(166,710)
(59,703)
7.023,302
1.145,404
1.337,455
708J41
461.296
(215,968)
(1.110.175)
(22.149)
(134,984)
170,599
(207.540)
(145,083)
1.535,252
(114.961)
(207.395)
6J63.
(155.349)
32,020
120,258
(40.613)
337,824
(406.450)
266.235
43370
(385.254)
(53.082)
(429.961)
(8,651,200)
1.761,120
(1.326,996)
(262.598)
(169.792)
76.560
241.305
(133.419)
140.776
311 702
242 738
(120.777)
(495.767)
(8231)
187.111)
(189.189)
362.870
(397.273)
'(146.349)
(38.223)
(376.044)
55,383
(415,870)
1,097.684
170,475

585,316

16lUr<; COWAMM



Year 3, 2000 - HB 148
60% Hold Harmless

Student allocation $3,970

Roq. Local @ 3.5 mills

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER
CORDOVA

CRAIG
DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD
JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MATSU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBtLOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST. MARYS
TANANA
UNAIASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

YUKON FLATS
YUKON/KOYUKUK
YUPIT
ALYESKACORRES
Ml EOGECUMBE
OTHER

TOTAL

Proposed
Total
State/Local

5.670.812
465.999
4,605.954
293.176,157
3,088.876
20.359.374
4.068.464
3,328.160
1,754,143
5.774.656
3.779.511
2,899,036
6,004.857
3,961,300
5,105,768
103.137.335
2,230,685
3.505,941
2.757.525
1,156.720
5.719.389
37,131,835
1.815.437
2.802,148
76.932.137
18.210.317
1,895.850
18.996.812
6.016.690
7.985.403
32.648.839
17.819.780
85.777,057
1607,886
6.964.090
40.997.511
22.134,300
510.233
5.581.714
2.464,342
11.212,640
1.409.137
3,138,075
8.384.097
1,590.932
1.312466
4.218.493
7.407.741
3.790.718
1.074.951
6.712.774
7.262.130
4.160.683
5,327.164
1,958,322
27.245.135

Existing

Total
State/Local
5,967,590
799.641
4,647,433
286.627,210
1,895,444
18,820,916
3,353,319
2.029,419
1,957,600
6.852.150
3.803.364
3,027.140
5,779,136
4.161.693
5.240.455
101.613.515
2,335.147
3.723.202
2.739.660
1.307.194
5.638.067
37,175,315
1.845987
2.435.397
77.522,975
18.020.782
1,870,118
19.405.474
6.016.001
8.371.455
41.934,290
15,865.743
86,962.867
' 663.961
/ 10,861
40.003 850
21.754,664
692.710
5.441.141
2,126.054
10,999.354
1,499,700
3.615.993
8.320.498
1,673,695
1.494.390
3,882.771
7.850,982
3,937,739
1,906,559
7.035.732
7.142.355
4.546,645
4.160.630
1,766.566
27.245.135

067.838.741 067.434.067

State/Local
Difference
Proposed less

Existmq

(296.770) W

(333.642)
(41,479)
6,548.947
1,193,432
1.538.450
715,145
498,741
(203,457) _
(1,077.494)
(23.853)"
(120.104)
225.721
(200.393)
(134.607)
1,523,820
(104.462)
(217.341)
17,057
(150.474)
01,322
(43.480)
(30,550)

1

366.751 1 g

(590,83f
109,535
17,732
(408,662)
689 1
(386,052)
(9,285,451)
1,954,037
(1.185,010)
(256,095),
(146,771)-
193,661
379.636
(182,477)

H

3
1

140,573 1 )

338,288
213.286
(90,659)
(477.118)
64,399
(74.763)
(182,304)
335,722
(371,241)
(147,021);
(31,607) _
(322,958)
119,775 |

(395,762) m

1,166,354
191,756

il

.634

AS 14.17
Proposed
HB 148
Stato Aid

5,610,812
460,949
3,890,054
207,721.739
3,038,876
19,328.374
2.889.345
3.288,160
1,733,143
5.689,656
3.013,214
2.532.208
5,955,857
3,136,207
4.291.268
76.057,335
1.892.152
2.217.486
2.306.142
964.753
5.613.959
22.805.835
1.513.327
2.724.148
49.202.060
10.910,251
1.768,998
14.086.782
5.906.690
6.726.903
31.940,839
17,444,780
65.023.125
1.533.762
5.490.625
12.907,511
19.099,380
453.439
3.866,264
2.447.342
7.115,984
755.983
3.063.775
7.850,897
1.558.032
1.184.086
2.583.546
3.747,950
2.693.988
1.536.051
6.345,847
7.107.130
4.030.006
5.327.164
1,058 322
27.245.135

721,706.264

AS 14.17 8 .09
Existing Formula

Projected
State Aid

5.907.590
794,591
3.932.333
201,172.792
1.845.444
17,709.916
2,174.200
2.789.419
1.936.600
6,767,150
3.037.067
2,660,312
5.720.136
3,336,600
4,425.955
74.533,515
1,996,614
2.434.827
2,288,285
1.115,227
5,532.637
22.849.315
1.543,877
2.357.397
49,792,898
10.720.716
1,751.266
14.495.444
5,906,001
7.112.955
41.234.290
15.490.743
66.208,135
1.789.857
5.637,396
12.713,850
18.719.744
635.916
3,725,691
2.109.054
6.902.698
880.843
3.540.893
7.794.498
1.633.695
1.366,390
2.247.824
4.119.199
2,841.009
1,568,558
6,668,805
7.077,355
4.425.758
4.160.630
1.766.566
27.245.135

771 235.611

4>U«;

Change In
State Aid

(296.778)
(333,642)
(41,479)
6.54B.947
1,193,432
1,538.458
715.145
498.741
(203,457)
(1,077,494)
(23,853)
(128,104)
225.721
(200.393)
(134.687)
1.323,820
(104,462)
(217,341)
17,857
(150.474)
81,322
(43.480)
(30.550)
366.751
(590,830)
189.535
17.732
(408,662)
689
(386.052)
(9,285.451)
1.954.037
(1.185.010)
(256.095)
(146,771)
193.661
379.636
(182.477)
140.573
336,280
213.266
(124,860)
(477,110)
64,399
(74,763)
(182.304)
335.722
(371,241)
(147.021)
(31.607)
(322,958)
119,775
(385.762)
1.166,354
191,756
0

47C.453

H1tU ,0 COOf/JtCM



Year 4. *2001 «HB 148
40% Hold Harmless

Student allocation $4,010

Req. Local @ 3.75 mills

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER
CORDOVA

CRAIG
DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD
JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MAT-SU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCT»C
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBILOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST. MARYS
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALOEZ

WRANGE" L
YAKUTAT

YUKON FLATS
YUKON-KOYUKUK
YUPNT
ALYESKACOTIRES
M| EDGECUMBE

TOTAL

Proposed
Total
State/Local

5.810.539
364,980
4,686,741
295,892,399
3,165,570
20,843,821
4.109.486
3,409,896
1,797,831
5,916,441
3,826.085
2.948,405
6,151,214
4,021,804
5,106,933
104,310.607
2,273.320
3,534,754
2,805.678
1,179,453
5.857.183
37,329.547
1.850,248
2,868.717
77.536.171
18,302.479
1,936.671
19.203.661
6,154,085
8,143,514
33,436,660
18.259.065
86,975,484
1,643,351
7,076,931
41,317.995
22.571,254
520.819
5.640,566
2.524.496
11,292.153
1,438,460
3.214.702
8,582,357
1,637.502
1.341.075
4.228076
7.578937
3,835.300
1.906.588
6.872.071
7.439.703
4.262.160
5.461,556
2.007,727

070,738,064

Existing
Total
State/Local

6,068,019
813,149
4.714,283
290,047,147
1,926,017
19,123,345
3,390,280
2,876,839
1.990.522
6,967,192
3.854.994
3,072,365
5,076.548
4,218.415
5,315,696
102.880.585
2,369,089
3,764.674
2,778.569
1,326,153
5.732.122
37,563,753
1,872,233
2,475,473
70,369.454
18,203,034
1,907,890
19,651,097
6,116.403
8.492.375
42.635,273
16,129,066
88.088.405
1.894.409
7,206.697
41.019.985
22.072,900
703,521
5,504,478
2,161.908
11.1*6.700
1,514.770
3,676.188
8.453.004
1,701.468
1,51/.619
3 920,984
7.929.008
3,086.036
1.033.223
7,149.102
7.262.670
4.621,883
4.231.564
1.796.598

07Q7J1.929

State/Local
Difference
Proposed loss

Existing

(257.480)
(448,161):
(27,542) _
5,845,252
1.238.753
1.720,476 |
719,206
533,057 |
(192,691)
(1,050,751)
(28,909)»
(123,960).
274.666
(196,611)
(128,763)
1,430,022
(95,769)%
(229.920) b
27,109 1
(146.700)5
125,061 |
(234,206)1
(21,985)1
393,244 1
(833.283)1
99.445 |
28.701 1
(448.236)1
48.482
(348.861)
(9,198.613) £j

H

2,129,979 m ||

(1.112.921) £*

(251,058)
(129.766)1
298.010
498.354
(182.702)
136,088
362.588
175,453
(76,310).
(461,486)
129.353
(63,966)
(176.544)
305,092
(349,071) U
(150,736).
(26.635) S

(276,231)E;j

177.0331
1339.723)

1229.992.F

507,035

L -

AS 14.17
Proposed
HB 148
Stato Aid

5,750,539
359,938
3,971,641
210.437,981
3,115,570
19,812,821
2,930,367
3,369,896
1,776,831
5,831,441
3,059,708
2.581.577
6,102,214
3,196,711
4.372,433
77.230,607
1,934,707
2.246.299
2.354,295
987,486
5,751,753
23 003,547
1,548,138
2,790,717
49.806.094
11,002,413
1.809,819
14.293,631
6.054,885
6,885.014
32.736.660
17,884,065
66,220,752
1,569,227
5.603,466
13.227.995
19,536,334
462,444
3.925,116
2.507.496
7.195.497
775.043
3,139,602
8,056,357
1,597,502
1.213,075
2,591,129
3.640.154
2.738,570
1.568.580
6,505,044
7.374,703
4.141.273
5.461,556
2,007,727

733.404.643

AS 14.17 & .09
Existing Formula

Projected
State Aid

6,008.019
808,099
3,999,183
204,592.729
1,076,817
18,092,345
2,211,161
2,836,839
1,969,522
6,882,192
3,088,697
2,705,537
5,827,548
3,393,322
4,501,196
75,800.505
2,030,556
2.476,219
2,327,106
1,134,186
5,626,692
23,237,753
1,570,123
2.397,473
50,639,377
10.902,968
1,781,038
14.741,867
6,006,403
7,233,875
41,935.273
15,>54,086
67,333.673
1.820.285
5.733.232
12,929.985
19.037.900
646.727
3,789,028
2.144.908
7,020.044
895.817
3,601.088
7.927,004
1,661.468
1,389,619
2.286.037
4,189.225
3,889,306
1,595.223
6,782.175
7,197.670
4,500,996
4,231,564
1,796,598

733.033.653

4/ H»7

Change in
State Aid

(257,480)
(448,161)
(27,542)
5,845,252
1,238,753
1,720,476
719,206
533,057
(192,691)
(1,050,751)
(28,909)
(123,960)
274,666
(196,611)
(128,763)
1,430,022
(95,769)
(229,920)
27,109
(146,700)
125,061
(234.206)
(21,985)
393,244
(833.283)
99,445
28,781
(448.236)
48,402
(348.061)
(9.198.613)
2,129,979
(1,112.921)
(251,058)
(129,766)
298,010
498.354
(184,283)
136,088
362.588
175,453
(120,774)
(461,486)
129,353
(63.966)
(176,544)
305,092
(349,071)
(150,736)
(26,635)
(276,231)
177,033
(359,723)
1,229,092
211.129

460.000

CCMF'ARtti



Yonrs; 2002-HB 148
20% Hold Harmless

Student allocation $4,045

Rog. Local @ 4 mills

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER
CORDOVA

CRAIG
DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD
JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MAT'SU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBILOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST. MARY S
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

YUKON FIATS
YUKON/KOYUKUK
YUPIIT

AlIYESKA CORRES
Mt EOGECUMOE
OTHER

TOTAL

Proposed
Total
State/Local

5,945,732
373,711
4,764,675
298,425,313
3,239,887
21,313,212
4,147,733
3,489,095
1,840,198
6,053,687
3,869,870
2.005.608
6,293,254
4,070,352
5,264,616
105,418.888
2.314.464
3,561,655
2,852,290
1.201.550
5,991,034
37.505,255
1.883,758
2.033,152
78,093,862
18,383,575
1,976,207
19,397,420
6.308,446
8.296.061
34,200,063
18,685,066
88.119,256
1.678.840
7,185.259
41.628.681
22.092.837
533,212
5,605.060
2.582.803
11,364,790
1,466.907
3.288.816
8.774,007
1.674.092
1.360.069
4,235.808
7.669,300
3.077,570
1,036,083
7.027.000
7.612,204
4.360.210
5,591.836
2.055.629
27.245,. 35

Existing
Total
State/Local
6,170,155
826,887
4,782.269
293,525,223
1,959,723
19,430,915
3,427.870
2,925,065
2.024,004
7,084,189
3,907,502
3,118,359
5,975,616
4.276.101
5.392,216
104,169,195
2,403,608
3.806,770
2.81&131
1,345,434
5.827,776
37.958,705
1.898.925
2,516.230
79.230.323
18.388.384
1.938,168
19.902.500
6.218.512
8.615.351
43,348,173
16,336,005
89 233.077
1,025,354
7.304.162
41.239.795
22.306.546
714.515
5,568,891
2.10837!
11.236.041
1,529.999
3.737,406
8587.763
1.729.713
1.541.243
3,959,847
8.000.225
4,035,154
1,060.342
7.264.390
7.3B5.030
4.698.400
4,303.501
1.627.140
27,245,135

001,067,800 001.230,332

State/Locnl
Ditforonce
Proposod loss

Existing

(224,423)
(453,176)
(17,594) /
4,900,090
1,281,164
1,882,297
719,863 |
564.030 fi
(183,806) _
(1.030,502)
(37.632)'1
(122,661)
317,638
(196,749)
(127,600) S
1.249,693
(89,144)
(245,115)
34,159

(143,884) ‘t |

163,258
(453,540)
(15.167)1
416.922
(1,136,461)]
(4,809)]
38,039 1
(505,089)1
89,034
(319,290)
(9.147.210) i
2.288.161 |
(1,113,821)1
(246.514)
(118,903)
388,886
596,291
(181,303)
127.0’8
384.432
128 758
(63.092) |
(448,590)1
186 244 F

(54,721) r _
(172,174)__

275.961 i
(330,835)1’
(157,584)

(23.359)
(236,490)
227174 f

(330,101) £ [

1,288,335 1
228,489 1
0i

(162,523)

AS 14.17
Proposod
HB 148
Stoto Aid

5.885,732
368,661
4,049.575
212,970,895
3,189,887
20,282,212
2,968,614
3,449,095
1,819.198
5,968,687
3,103,573
2.628.870
6.244.254
3,254,259
4,450,116
78.338,888
1.975,931
2.273.200
2.400.907
1.009,583
5,885,604
23.179.255
1,581,648
2.855,152
50,363,785
11.083,509
1,849,355
14.487,390
6,198,446
7,037,561
33.500,963
18.310,066
67,364.524
1.603.418
5.711.794
13.538,681
19,957,917
470.946
3,980.519
2,565.803
7.268.143
793.534
3.213.716
8.240.007
1,634,992
1.241.069
2.600,861
3.929.607
2,780.840
1591 983
6.660,982
7,547,204
4,239.332
5.591,836
2.055.629
27.245.135

744 806,343

AS 14.174 .09
Existing Formula

Projectod
Stnto Aid

6.110,155
821,837
4,067,169
208,070,805
1.908.723
18,399,915
2.248.751
2,885,065
2,003,004
6,099,189
3.141.205
2.751,531
5,926,616
3,451.008
4.577.716
77.089.195
2,065,075
2,518,315
2,366,748
1.153,467
5,722,346
23.632.735
1,596,815
2.438,230
51.500,246
11.088.318
1.811,316
14.992.479
6.108.512
7,356,851
42.648.173
16,021,905
68.478.345
1,851,230
5.830.697
13,149,795
19.361.C26
657,721
3.853441
2.181.371
7.139,385
911,046
3,662,306
8,061,763
1.689.713
1.413243
2,324,900
4,260,442
2.938.424
1.622,342
6,897,472
7,320,030
4.577.513
4,303 501
1,627,140
27.246.135

74S.C32.056

40UV

Change In
State Aid

(224,423)
(453,176)
(17,594)
4,900,090
1.281.164
1.882.297
719.863
564,030
(183,806)
(1,030,502)
(37.632)
(122,661)
317.C38
(196.749)
(127,600)
1,249,693
(89,144)
(245.115)
34,159
(143,884)
163,258
(453.540)
(15.167)
416.922
(1,136,461)
(4.800)
38.039
(505.089)
89,934
(319.290)
(9.147,210)
2.288,161
(1.113,821)
(247,812)
(118,903)
388,886
596.291
(186,775)
127,078
384.432
128,758
(117.512)
(440,590)
186.244
(54,7211
(172.174)
275,961
(330,835)
(137,564).
(23.359)
(236,490)
227.174
(338.101)
1,288,335
228.489
0

(223,713)

»«» 4t r' COMPARTH



Tide | Part A Site Eligibility, Selection, and Allocation - This section will assist you to explain how the district
has determined site eligibility, selected sites for service, and determined the amount of Title | funds to be
allocated to sites. _

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
List All School Attendance Areas in Rank Grade School Number of Percent of Low Pan A Allocation S=Sch»olwidc 1997
Order by Percent of Low Income Students  Span of Enrollment  l.ow Income Income (Divide  (Multiply $ Per Low P=Schoolwidc
o (Column 5) School or Students Column 4 by Income Student X Planning for 1997
Attendance Column 3) Column 4) 1= School
Area Total Improvement 1996
Cully School BCE-12 <81 50 627
Alok School ECE-12 » 194 93 487
TIkIKng School ECE-12 275 122 447
Kaveolook School ECE-12 | 71 25 357
Hendc River School ECP.-12 68 16 247
Trnppcr School ECE-12 152 25 16Z
Nunnalut School ECE-12 101 16 16Z
llopHon Middle School 6-8 249 27 HZ
Barrow High School 9-12 217 16 8z
Ipalook Elc»cntnry School ECE-5 802 65 81
LEA Totals/Averages 2205 455
g:\i>uMImcVjanunnVnplan) 2/26/97 31

DISTRIBUTED BY LELAND DISHMAN REL AT Ifin TO HIS TESTIMONY
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Technical Notes

Rankings of the States, 1996 contains rank-ordered statistics for the fifty states and the District of
Columbia. All state data arc ranked beginning with the largest figure. When the values of two or
more states are the same, they are assigned the same rank, with the appropriate number resumed
with the next state in rank. In this case, they appear in rank order before rounding.

The education data in Rankings arc the most recent actual or estimated data available from state
departments of education. Where no data arc available from a state education department, NEA
Research has provided an estimate, which is identified by an asterisk in Series B, C. F, and H

tables.

The State Department of Education Notes (page 51) contain additional information provided by
state education departments to help explain data reported for their states.

Rankings of the States, 1996 features revised figures for some public school data previously
published in Estimates of School Statistics, 1997-96, another report of NEA Research, published
in June 1996. State education agencies were invited to review their fall 1995 estimates and revise
them for inclusion in this report. For this reason, data in Scries B, C, F, and H may differ from

those in Estimates ofSchool Statistics.

The availability of data from federal government and other sources dictates the presence or
absence of certain tables in this report. Traditionally this space identifies tables that arc absent
from this report. This time there are too many to list them here. The data on state and local
government finances for 1994 were not available at the time this publication went to print, and it
is uncertain when they will be ready. NEA Research wifi publish an addendum with the missing
tables when the data become available. These table *arc listed on the first page of this report.

Please note that tables featuring Average Daily Membership (ADM) do not contain values for the
United States as a whole since six states do not compute or provide estimates for their statewide
ADM. Consequently, averages arc not computed in those cases—this fact is reflected by an "NA"
notation. Tables involving ADM data are B-5. B-6, and C-8.

Because of the shortcomings of ADM as a state and nationwide count, ADM has been replaced
by fall enrollment (ENR) in the computation of the expenditure per pupil featured in Series H.
Moreover, the per pupil count in ENR. rather than in ADA, hai become the recommended
indicator for measuring public school expenditures and revenues as well as personal income per
pupil in this report. However, for the readers' convenience, tables with variables in ADA have
been maintained and new tables have been added for the ENR count in Series D. F, and H.

Figures A through H illustrate historical trends in selected Rankings data, and a detachable
centerfold is provided to help state affiliates and general users develop a school funding profile.
Comparisons with neighboring states can be developed for any Rankings tables by using the last

page of the detachable section.

Tables D-15 and D-16 feature data reprinted by permission of Sales & Marketing Management,
copyright: SJtMM Survey of Buying Power, August 1996.



A-S. rorviATICW AGE 5-17. 1994 (IN A-4. POPULATION AOS 1-17 AS

THOUSANDS) or TOTAL PorutATIO* . 1994
1. CALIPURMIA S .*44 1. UTAH 25.7
3. TEXAS 1,743 3. ALASKA 22.4
3. I/TV YORK 1.139 1. IDAHO 32.3
4. FLORIDA 3.100 4. WYOMING 21.1
S. ILLINOIS 3.14* 5. MEW MEXICO 31.4
(. PENNSYLVANIA 3.099 4. SOOTH DAKOTA 31.4
9. 0*110 2,070 7. MONTANA 20.9
1. MICHIGAN 1,*34 4. LOUISIANA 20.1
i. ncm jersey 1.153 9. MISSISSIPPI 30.4
to. GroACIA 1,144 10. TEXAS 20.4
11. WORTH CAROLINA 1,344 11. NORTH DAKOTA 30 2
13. VIROIN1A 1,114 13. NEBRASKA 20.1
11. INDIANA 1,044 11. MINNESOTA 30.0
14. WASHtNOTCH 1,014 14. KANSAS 19.4
IS. MISSOURI 1,001 IS. OKLAHOMA 19.7
14. MASSACHUSETTS 1,001 It. WISCONSIN 19.4
11. WISCONSIN 997 17. ARIZONA 19.9
11. TD/NESSEX 111 It. MICHIGAN 19.3
19. MINNESOTA 914 19. COLORADO 19.1
30. LOUISIANA 191 1owy/. * 19.1
31. MARYLAND 414 ARKANSAS 19.1
33. AR1ZCMA 795 CB3RC.A 19.1
31. AIARAMA 77* 31. MISSOURI 19.0
34. Romionr 709 WASHINGTON 19.0
35. COLORADO 700 25. NEW HAMPSHIRE 14.4
36. SOVIW CAROLINA 474 OHIO 14.4
37. OKLAHOMA 441 VDXNT 14 .4
31. OfUBOCN 574 oMow 1t.4
39. CCKNECTICOT 557 CALIrORMIA It.a
io. Mississirri 549
11. IOWA 541 UNITED STATES 1t.5
13. KANSAS 504
11. UTAH 491 10. INDIANA 11.9
14. ARKANSAS 444 KTjmXTXY 14.9
19. NEW MEXICO 154 SOOTH CAROLINA 14.9
It. NEBRASKA 134 11. ILLINOIS 11.4
17. WEST VIRGINIA 131 ALABAMA 14.4
It. NEVADA 341 MAINE 14.1
19. IDAHO 253 It. TTTO/ESSEX 14.0
40. MAINZ 324 17. NEVADA 11.9
41. NEW HAMPSHIRE 312 It. MAMAI! 17.7
42. KAMA! 309 MARYLAND 17.7
41. HOWTAHA 179 40. WORTH CAROLINA 17.4
44. RMOCR ISLAND 149 WEST VIRGINIA 17.4
49. SOUTH DAKOTA 154 DELAWARE 17.4
44. ALASKA 114 41. POO/STLVANIA 17.4
41. WORTH DAKOTA 139 44. VIRGINIA 17.3
41. DELAWARE 134 45. NEW YORK 17.3
49. VDKNII 104 44. HIM JERSEY 17.1
SO. WICM1W3 104 47. COO/ECTICOT 17.0
51. DIST. Cf COL. 74 RHODE ISLAND 17.0
49. MASSACHUSETTS 14.4
ihittd m m 41,391 90. FLORIDA 14.9
si. Dirr. or col. 13.3
lutMu of tha Cantu*. Statistical mutaau of tha Cantu*. Statlatlraf

Aim fact of DM U ilttd Statat.J99S. p. Ahatrart of tft# uill«4 Stata*. 1991
. p. Il
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SALARIES Or IVHLIC
1985-44 TO 1995-96

OCUVND U » e —

33.
36.
37.
3*.
3*.
30.
31.
33.
33.
34.
33.
It.

37.
It.

39.

In.
43.
41.
41.
43.

47.
41.
49.
30.
31.

NEA

CONNECTICUT
MMNSYLVANIA
HEM KAMrSHIRK
NEW JERSEY
VERMONT

MAINE
DELAWARE

M assachusetts
KOITUCTCY

IIEM YORR
WEST VIRGINIA
KANSAS
TENNESSEE
INDIANA

OHIO

CRCOCM
MARTIAND
ILLINOIS
MISSOURI

. VIRGINIA

NEBRASXA
ARKANSAS

M isstssirri
EIORIDA

INITED STATES

IOWA

MICHIGAN

CALI TORNIA
GEORGIA

IDAHO

SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
WASHINGTON
WISCONSIN
RMVOCC ISLAND
NEVADA

HAWAII
COLORADO
NORTH CAROLINA
UTAH

ALABAMA
MINNESOTA

NEW MEXICO

OKLAHOVA
LOUISIANA
ARIZONA
DIST. OR COL.
TEXAS
MONTANA
NORTH DAKOTA
ALASKA
WYOMNG

MEAN

MEDIAN

RANGE

5DCV.

cv

IN. It* A.UUMIK

SCHOOL TEACHERS,
(CURRENT tX)LLAA3I

It.9
2t.)
76.t
76.1
74.3
67.(1
64.6
tl.B
37.9
57.0
33.9
33.3
54.9
54.9
34.1
34.3
33.E
33.1
31.9
31.7
30.4
30.3
49.9
49.t

49.3

49.4
49.0*
41,0*
47.9
47.3
44.4
43.6
45.1
44.9
43. 1.
41.3
16.3
36.1
36.1
13.6
13.6
15.0*
14.-
336
33.0
31.6*
116
10.6
10.6
39.6
36.»
16.0
49.5
49.0
73.9
101

30.4

Reiearch, KaliJMtal data Dan*,

rhKOwWt

salaries or rvBLic
1985-86 TO 1995-96 (CONSTANT DOLLARS)

CWNO WA WWR

OC»**E)CTICVT
EDMSYLVANIA
NEW KAHYSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
VERMONT

MAINE
DELAWARE
MASSACHUSETTS
KENTUCKY

NEW YORK
WEST VIRGINIA
KANSAS

. TENNESSEE

INDIANA
OHIO
OREGON
MARYLAND
ILLINOIS
MISSOURI
VIRGINIA
NEBRASXA

. ARKANSAS

MISSISSIPPI
rLORIQA

UNITED STATES

IOWA

MICHIGAN
CALIFORNIA
CEORCIA

IDAHO

SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
WASHINGTON

. WISCONSIN

RMOOE ISLAND
NEVADA
HAWAII
COLORADO
NORTH CAROLINA
UTAH
ALAAAMA
MINNESOTA
NEW MEXICO
OKLAHOMA
LOUISIANA

. ARIZONA

DIST. OP COL.
TEXAS
MONTANA
NORTH DAKOTA

. ALASKA

WYOMING
MEAN
MEDIAN
RANGE
5DEV.
Ccv

Computed Item NX* ReiearcrILb
a

CHANGE IN

school

data ban*, and Bureau of

Statist lea data.

AVERAGE

teachers

13.7
33.1
34.1
31.9
23.6
18.0
13.7
13.7
110
10.
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n

L

\lm

Alnbnmn
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Dataware
Florida
Oeorgla
Hawaii
Idaho
Ilinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

I H Il

Standards

and

assessments

A
Ce
C
B

w

> O

o >» > > >

ecce>e* * ok

Mil HIIHM Im»«l.I>rt M«« 04

-«

The Report Card

School
climate

C-

o O

De
Ce

Ce

Oe

De

c*

q

u

a l ity

Adequacy

Ce

O OO0 W >» WWX> WO O OO

@ O
® @

Be

cC O un t s

Resources

Allocation

C-
E
C

o 0O
| |

vs) p Q O m O Q (@]

(@]
o

Equity

Quality ol
teaching

Ce

Ce

Ce
Ce

Achlovemett

4th grade
NAEP reading
(1994)

23

24
24
1B
28
38
23
23
26
19

33
35

26
15
41
26
36

33
18
31
35
34

36
33
21
27
30
38

30
32
20

27
20
30

70
27
20
30
32

8th grado
NAEP math
(1992)

10

15
10
10
22
20
15
15
13
14
22

20
31

14
7

20
20
23
19
31
0

20

26

25
24
U

20
12
30
18
17

22
10
IS

12
18
22

19
10

27
21



Naw Jurtoy
Wan»t Virginia
Naw York
Vermont
Wlaconaln
Mnina
Michigan
Rhode Icinnd
Penneylvanla
MInnaaota
Indiana

Ohio
Connactlcul
Naw Mexico
Naw Hampahlra
Kentucky
Delaware
Kanaaa
Virginia
Florida
Maaaachuaatta
Georgia

North Carolina
South Carolina
Waahlngton
Idaho

Alaaka
Oregon

Texae

lllinola
Maryland

lowa
Mlaalaalppl
Alabama
Nevada

Montana
Mlaaourl
Nabraaka
Wyoming
Utah

South Dakota
Arizona
Colorado
Loulalana
North Dakota
Oklahoma
California
Hawaii
Arkanaaa

Adoquacy Of Roaotircot

UM hi
»m-Fe
rwe«uim
r<w)M Wirtlw <
nit
MtwMM
95 A $8,118
94 A $0,540
93 A 97,173
90 A- $0,259
90 A- $8,424
89 n« $5,623
89 Hr  $5,779
88 Be $0,270
88 n» $0,428
87 Br $0,983
80 B $5,606
80 B $5,320
80 B $0,709
84 B $5,681
83 B 95451
83 B $5,908
83 B $0,490
82 D- $6,002
82 n $5,491
81 n $5,490
81 n- $5675
80 B- $4,976
80 u- $5,569
80 B- $4,903
80 r- $5,387
79 Cr $4,305
70 Cr 97.747
79 Cr 95491
78 Ce $5,363
78 Cr $4,922
78 Cr $5,880
77 Cr $5728
77 Cr $4,404
77 Cr 94,659
70 C $4,842
75 C $4,553
75 ¢ $9,758
73 c $4,031
73 c $5,520
73 c $8,499
73 c $3,537
71 c- $4,803
89 Or $4,340
80 (0] $5,139
00 D $4,914
00 (0] $5,024
04 O $4,337
91 D $4,307
00 O $4,734
09

M-

3MrMI

Y%dAmfi hi

014

luiuim

58%

*Maa
roVf«

INtd
84%
96
80
80
80
92
91
80
78
77
84
64
73
77
75
74
63
77
71
09
09
76
65
75
79
73
80
80
78
09
73
82
87
05
84
61
84
70
79
04
83
72
77
74
09
73
78
09
00
70

Oaorgla
Indiana
Tannaaaaa
Virginia

Naw Mexico
Texae

lowa
Kentucky
Naw Jereey
North Carolina
Utah
Waahlngton
Arizona
Arkanaaa
Connecticut
Florida
Hawaii
Kanaaa

North Dakota
Ohio
Penneylvanla
South Dakota
Wyoming
Michigan
Alabama
California
Colorado
Maine
Maaaachuaatta
MInnaaota
Montana
Haw Yorh
Waat Virginia
Wilaconaln
Loulalana
Mlaalaalppl
Mlaaourl
Nevada
Oklahoma
Rhode 1aland
South Carolina
Vermont
Delaware
Idaha

lllinola
Maryland
Nabraaka
Naw Hampabhlra
Oregon
Alaaka

Resources

Allocation Of Raaonrcot

awe> COF
mbutto*

B3
83
83
83
80
80
78
78
78
78
78
78
75
75
75
75
78
75
75
76
75
75
75
72
70
73
70
70
70
70
70
70
70
70
87
87
87
87
87
87
87
87
63
02
02
C2
02
02
02

aestint
afeMm
fifrstaciV

If*«t M
totmttM

62%
62
64
60
59
59
62
60
60
01
67
00
58
63
63
58
02
58
61
59
64
02
02
58
63
00
61
67
60
64
63
08
62
04
59
62
01
00
58
67
59
05
62
63
60
$0
62
04
Cco
83

B WQV
o*ef08*4

IMa8k-D
(»Hf|

High
High
High
High
High
High
Medium
High
Medium
High
High
High
High
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
High
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
tow
M.dtum
Medium
Medium
Medium
Low
Low
Low
Medlk*n
low
Medium
low

Low
Low
low
Low
low
Low
Low
Low
M8MM

latk>
m W>

o4

HtOF—
UHco»

26%
29
27
27
30
27
19
31
19
36
34
44
41
25
30
31
21
38
23
38
21
21
24
22
39
43
32
38
41
39
20
33
42
33
39
29
27
3]
31
29
37
21
41
32
31
31
38
38
39
45



QUALITY COUNTS

The Grades

*liaU . Equity Of Raaourcoa BSHBEE3BHWSH. For information oOnly , - "
imrw
mme*e low
*Will r Kiw i eeHall MMy Ao'tom t
mii~nfa IUNh KM IM IQViowdoitrj. [
m>»*g wmn twi'Orn 9#HHMiir IMWi h aNtoeQy
OMalm —»1 W M * tafWul
UN 519538 wvTumh eunitMti I"ttwiI
Hawaii 100 A** 100 Alabama 54,170 93B 1,199 534,713 53% 44
W ait Virginia 93 A 93 Alaika 58.902 578 512,737 936,818 46 17
Dalawaro 92 A- 92 Arlrona 54,222 536 94,827 531.908 51 24
Maryland 90 A- 90 Arkaniaa 53,191 533 51,639 933,284 52 47
North Carolina 90 A- 90 California 54,753 534 93,230 936,110 52 52
Alabama 89 0» 89 Colorado 55,101 937 55,517 933,556 54 16
South Carolina 89 8a 89 Connecticut 57,782 540 54,057 $41,810 55 43
Utah 89 Da 89 Dalawaro 50,634 541 51572 530,272 55 54
Kentucky 88 Da 88 Florida 55224 534 91.202 535,598 49 39
M Ittittippl 87 Oa 87 Oeorgla 54.695 538 91.628 535,b88 48 16
Virginia 07 Da 87 Hawaii 54,394 528 50% e 528,259 62 74
Oeorgla 86 D 88 Idaho 54,056 544 52.735 931,150 59 35
Nevada 86 D 86 lllinola $5,279 935 54,280 539,390 54 38
Tannanaa 80 D 80 Indiana 55541 <43 91.530 940,204 48 22
Indiana 85 D 85 lowa 55,221 544 51.801 534,920 53 21
lowa 85 0 85 Kaneai 55.348 544 93,347 930,035 54 17
Main# 84 D 84 Kentucky 55,333 549 51,224 936,803 48 32
Michigan 84 0 84 Loulilana 54,257 942 91.932 930,303 50 89
Arkaneae 83 0 83 Maine 5 >854 549 93,542 529,275 53 31
W liconiln 83 0 83 Maryland 56,121 537 91.493 537,742 55 34
Colorado 82 D- 82 Maiiachueotte 56,604 536 94,102 534,076 56 53
MInnaiota 82 D- 82 Michigan 56,105 544 53.359 950,224 49 37
South Oakola 82 B- 82 MInneeota 56,909 553 52.651 937,570 63 28
Wyoming 82 D- 82 M Ittittlppl 53,792 543 51.042 930,894 48 63
North Dakota 81 1 01 Mlieourl 54393 934 52.473 533.897 48 42
Oklahoma 81 n- n Montana 55.428 555 99,171 530.604 55 23
Montana 80 0- 80 Nebraika 55,018 541 95.226 534,447 53 19
Now Hampehlra 80 0- 80 Navada 54,607 930 95.812 936,419 58 29
Vermont 80 0- 80 New Hempehlre 55,971 939 93,658 922.979 54 40
Florida 79 Ca 70 Now Jereey 59,333 548 55.929 538.422 S3 42
Nobratka 79 Ca 79 New Meilco 55,181 556 93,761 929,597 49 23
Ohio 79 Ca 79 New York 58,421 548 97,571 941.197 51 34
Oregon 79 Ca 79 North Caroline 15.200 541 91.321 934,340 62 24
Pertntylvanla 79 Ca 79 North Oakota 54514 945 94.329 926,553 56 15
Waihlngton 78 Ca 78 Ohio 59.418 540 99.804 938.633 54 62
Idaho 77 Ca 77 Oklahoma 93,832 939 93.247 932.939 50 37
Kaniat 75 C 75 Oregon 59.514 942 56.068 938.800 52 22
Now York 75 C 78 Penneyltanla 59.839 943 | 53,378 943.388 93 39
Artrona 74 C 74 Rhode Itland 97,029 545 11 <08 936.711 65 49
Loulilana 74 C 74 South Carolina 54,497 541 51.494 934.109 93 38
Connoctlcut 72 C- 72 South Dakota 94,307 543 93.249 929.857 56 18
MInourt 72 C- 73 Tenneieeo 54.150 934 91.604 839.210 49 38
Now Metico 71 C- 71 Toiae 54,996 548 94,210 939.148 52 31
noli 70 C- 70 Utah 92.430 948 92.499 929,842 94 21
Alaika 69 Oa 09 Vermont 99.349 554 93,867 939.184 49 29
M aiiachuiatta 07 Oa 07 Virginia 99,276 519 93.365 936.804 99 39
Now ioraoy 07 Oa 07 Waihlngton 95,721 947 96.133 939.103 91 19
California 05 D 05 W ait Virginia 99.743 954 9794 936,616 59 62
Rhode lilond oS 0 09 W liconiln 96.345 549 93.613 940.359 54 25
Taaaa °9 9 69 Wyoming 99.802 997 97,400 931,739 92 17

UJ. IUT< 91941 941 ; 936.764 .92 39
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The Grades

For Information Only
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yf«
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fit
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no
y«t
yn
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no
YH
no

ytt
jrtt
no
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no
y«l
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7%

mimn
AFlI»1H
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72%
7
93
73
89
29
87
34
17
48
97
79
34
82
23
71
78
88
83
83
54
82
92
89
84
87
82
78
88
28
88
82
54
47
98
84
89
39
21
42
59
60
18
13
81
23
88
80
13
82

QUALITY

»Euyen (ic><

18%
12
20
18
28
14
14

17
23
19
18
18
21
13
27
32
22
21
13

w»ypmm<
(ugeo—goa
oM I
45%
58
45
7
48
47
49
48
82
48
43
39
39
7
43
48
89
48
7
30
30
38
7
7
41
40
7
36
7
38
27
;
32
30
;
26
32
43
44
39
32
41
38
32
»
7
32
36
7
39

-1 *
lalHnM Kf

Ml a** M1

kKkM M

M ml pMwI»r
(Utt| tmii
2B% 8%
37 8
34 4
7 9
31 8
27 9
32 5
28 7
30 8
30 6
27 8
27 10
18 8
7
30 10
31
33
24
7 10
28
22 11
20
20 12
29 u
7 10
26 13
7
18
17
7 12
22 12
18 10
7 11
19 8
18 11
41 9
21 13
17 12
18 9
23 6
24 10
16 7
7 9
7 6
22 12
21 10
7 7
31 6

COUNTS

td IIN_(iMiMH
im illl Ine fan-
HM#Fm
50%
68
89
58
05
04
60
54
60
53
64
88
53
65
83
57
58
51
52
70
54
87
85
53
50
49
59
50
50
48
63
49
64
54
58
62
61
69
83
48
60
81
49
37
64
67
38
57
50
51

’ State

Main*

North Dakota
Connecticut
Naw Hampahlra
Maaaachuaatta
lowa
Wilaconaln
Montana
Nabraaka
MInnaaota
Naw Jeraey
Indiana
Wyoming
Rhod* laland
Mlaaourl
Pannaytvama
Utah

North Carolina
Colorado
Naw York
Tannaaaaa
Waahlngton
Maryland
Virginia
Taxaa
Kentucky
Oaorgla

Watt Virginia
Arltona
Arhan-aa
Dalawa. »
Florida
Alabama

Naw Mexico
South Carolina
Hawaii
California
Mlaalaalppl
Loulalana
Idaho
Michigan
Ohla
Oklahoma
Alaaka
lllinola
Kanaaa
Nevada
Oregon

South Dakota
Varment
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Table 2—Growth of inflation-adjusted education revenues, total and per-pupil. 1982-83 to 1991-92

State

' National average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Ilinois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Muississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wen Virginia
Wisconsin
doming

JOUBOL US Dn«w n*tUotM. Nkosui Qn 71« Mmam Suuakt

Total

39.12

19.93
22.63
79.82
59.49
70.39

10.29
58.17
30.43
68.76
44.27

47.11
46.37
34.26
40.41

7.12

18.97
65.62

7.69
63.22
47.27

24.08
20.46
32.65
40.93
39.53

2.88
19.84
107.27
70.70

56.75

13.10
30.32
58.53
*8.21
27.71

*0.30
30.31
27.37
34.18
51.52

14.IM
34.81
45.52
16.78
62.11

43.69
39.16
30.19
37.99
*28.00

Rank

38
36
2
9
4

44
n
29
5
18

15
16
26
21
46

40
6
45
7
14

35
37
28
20
22

47
39
|
3

12

43
30
10
49
33

48
31
34
27
13

42
25
17
41

8

19
23
32
24
50

Per-pupil
revenues

27.78

19.68
-1.68
35.28
56.10
34.10

-2.39
54.65
14.29
27.38
25.59

34.50
30.37
32.81
43.88

7.65

6.77
63.69
79V
58.17
33.88

26.81
22.89
17.86
30.10
29.15

<131

13.28
39.84
49.77
59.15

3.37
29.60
55.05
*0.39
29.91

*1.26
1421
28.88
27.29
44.61

4.28
31.05
23.05

-4.79
48.72

34.52
14.29
51.85
28.88
*28.76

The Growth of Education Revenues

Rank

R
45
13

4
16

46

6
36
27
30

15
20
18
n
40

41
1
39
3
17

29
32
34
21
24

43
38
12
8
2

47
23

5
49
22

44
37
25
28
10

42
19
31
48

9

14
35

7
26
50

lex*%e/

Enrollment

8.87

0.21
24.72
32.92

2.17
27.07

12.99

2.28
14.13
32.49
14.88

9.37
12.27
1.09
-2.41
-0.49

11.43

118
-0.28
3.19
10.00

-2.15
-1.98
12.55
8.32
fi.03

414
5.80
48.21
13.97
-151
17.04
0.56
2.25
1.30
*1.69

0.97
14.09
-1.17

541

4.77

9.36
2,87
18.26
22.65
9.01

6.81
21.76
*14.26
7.07
1.07

61
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 148( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY THE HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor/*):  HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the public school funding program; relating to the definition
of a school district, to the transportation of students, to school district layoff
plans, to the special education service agency, to the child care grant program,

and to compulsory attendance in public schools; and providing for an effective

date."

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

e Section 1. PURPOSE OF SECTION 2. The purpose of sec. 2 of this Act is to provide
a level of funding through the public school funding program that allows for an equitable level
of educational opportunities and outcomes for those students attending the public schools of
the state, to promote local decision-making, and. through increased control of funding, to
provide more local responsibility and accountability for decisions affecting public schools.

e See. 2. AS 14.17 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Article 1. State Funding to Public Schools.

CSSSHB 148f )
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Sec. 14.17.300. Public schoolaccount, (a) The public school account is
established.The account consists of appropriations for distribution to school districts.
the state boarding school, and for the centralized correspondence study program under
this chapter.

(b) The money in the account may be used only in aid of public schools,
including community school programs, and for centralizedcorrespondence  study
programs under this chapter.

Sec- 14.17.400. State funding for districts, (a) The state funding for which
a school district is eligible in a fiscal year is equalto theamount for whicha district
qualifies under AS 14.17.410(equalization funding).

(b) If the amount in the public school account (AS 14.17.300) is insufficient
to meet the amounts authorized under (a) of this section for a fiscal year, the
department shall reduce pro rata the state share of equalization funding for which
districts are eligible by the necessary percentage as determined by the department. If
the state share of equalization funding is reduced under this subsection, the department
shall also reduce state funding for centralized correspondence study and the state
boarding school by the same percentage.

Sec. 14.17.410. Equalization funding, (a) A district is eligible for
equalization funding in an amount equal to the sum calculated under this section.

(b) Except as provided in (d) of this section, equalization funding consists of
a state share and a local contribution, determined as follows:

(1) the state share equals need minus locai contribution: need equals
the district adjusted ADM. multiplied by the base student allocation set out at
AS 14.17.475, plus any intensive services funding for which the district qualifies under
AS 14.17.420(a)(2); district adjusted ADM is calculated as follows:

(A) the ADM of a funding community is multiplied by the

funding community size factor set out in AS 14.17.460;

(B) the product obtained under (A) of this paragraph is
multiplied by the funding community area cost factor described in

AS 14.17.470(a) and set out in regulations adopted by the department;

(C) ifa funding community is the only funding community in

CSSSHB 144 ) -2-
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a district with an ADM of 900 or less, the product obtained under(B) of this

paragraph is multiplied by the appropriate factor set out in AS 14.17.460(b);

(D) the ADMs of each funding community in a district, as
adjustedaccordingto (A) - (C) of this paragraph, are added: the sum is then
multiplied by the special needs factor set out in AS 14.17.420(a)(1);

(E) the product obtained under (D) of this paragraph is
multiplied by a district's student transportation factor described in
AS 14.17.470(b) and set out in regulations by the department: the resulting
product is the district’s adjusted ADM;

(2) for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997. the local contribution is
the equivalent of a three mill tax levy on th< full and true value of the taxable real and
personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second preceding fiscal year,
as determined by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs under
AS 14.17.510 and AS 29.45.110, not to exceed 35 percent of a district’s need as
determined under (1) of this subsection for the preceding fiscal year; for the fiscal year
beginning July 1. 1998. and subsequent fiscal years, the required mill equivalent shall
be increased by one-fourth of a mill each year until the local contribution is the
equivalent of a four mill tax levy, but. in each year, a district’s local contribution may
not exceed 35 percent of the district's need for the preceding fiscal year, as determined
under (1) of this subsection.

(c) Equalization funding may not be provided to a city or borough school
district if the local contributions required under (b) of this section have not been made.

(d) In a regional educational attendance area, funding consists of need,
calculated under (b)(1) of this section for that regional educational attendance area.

Sec. 14.17.420. Special needs and intensive services funding, (a) As a
component of equalization funding, a district is eligible for special needs funding and
may be eligible for intensive services funding as follows:

(1) special needs funding is available to a district to assist the district
in providing special education, gifted and talented education, vocational education, and
bilingual education to its students; a special needs funding factor of 1.20 shall be

applied as set out in AS 14.17.410(b)(1);

-3 CSSSIIB 148< )
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(2) in addition to the special needs funding for which a district is
eligible under (1) of this subsection, a district is eligible for intensive services funding
for each special education student who needs and receives intensive services and is
enrolled on the last day of the count period; for each such student, intensive services
funding is equal to $22,500 multiplied by the area cost factor of the funding
community in which the student is enrolled.

(b) In this section, "intensive services" has the meaning given by the
department by regulation adopted under AS 14.30.180 - 14.30.350.

Sec. 14.17.430. State funding for centralized correspondencestudy. Except
as provided in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for the state centralized correspondence study
program includes an allocation from the public school account (AS 14.17.300) in an
amount calculated by multiplying the ADM of the correspondence program b' the base
student allocation and multiplying that product by 65 percent.

Sec. 14.17.435. State funding for state boarding school. Except asprovided
in AS 14.17.400(b), funding for the state boarding school established under
AS 14.16.010 includes an allocation from the public school account (AS 14.17.300)
in an amount calculated by multiplying the ADM of the state boarding school by the
special needs factor in AS 14.17.420(a)(1) and multiplying that product by the base
student allocation. The state boarding school is also eligible for intensive services
funding under AS 14.17.420(a)(2).

Sec. 14.17.440.Local contribution, (a) The required local contribution to
a city or borough school district is a district's local contribution as calculated
according to AS 14.17.410(b)(2).

(b) Nothing in this section prohibits a city or borough from contributing to its
district amounts in excess of the local contribution required under this section if the
local contnbution is also in compliance with federal law.

Sec. 14.17.450. Funding communities. The department shall adopt
regulations defining funding communities within each district that reflect geographic
and attendance area factors. The regulations may not allow for funding communities

smaller than 10 ADM.

Sec. 14.17.460. 7unding community size factor, (a) For purposes of
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calculating a district’s adjusted ADM to determine equalization funding, the ADM of
each funding community in a district shall be multiplied by a funding community size

factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Funding Community Size Factor
10 20 2.75
21 40 2.20
41 80 1.90
81 160 1.55
161 400 1.40
401 1,000 1.10
over 1,000 1.00.

(b) For a district that consists of one funding community with an ADM of 900
or less, the district ADM shall be multiplied according to AS 14.17.410(b)(1) by the

appropriate factor as set out in the following table:

ADM Factor
I - 250 1.12
251 - 525 1.08
526 - 900 1.06

Sec. 14.17.470.Area cost and transportation factors, (a) For purposes of
calculating a district's adjusted ADM under AS 14.17.410(b)(1), the department shall
adopt in regulation an area cost factor for cacn funding community. In adopting the
regulations, the department shall consider factors that affect the cost of providing
public educational services in a funding community, including student transportation.

(b) For purposes of calculating a district’s adjusted ADM under
AS 14.17.410(b)(1), the department shall adopt by regulation a transportation factor

for each district.

Sec. 14.17.475. Base student allocation. The base student allocation is
S54.045.

Article 2. Preparation of Public School Funding Budget.

Sec. 14.17.500. Student count estimate, (a) A district shall prepare and

submit to the department by October 15 of etch fiscal year, in the manner and on

5 CSSSKB 14fl( )
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forms prescribed by the department, an estimate of its ADM and other student count
data for the succeeding fiscal year upon which compulations can be made to estimate
the amount of public school funding for which die district may be eligible under
AS 14.17.400 in the succeeding fiscal year. In making its report, the district shall
consider its ADM. other student count data, the pattern of growth or decline of the
student population in preceding years, and other pertinent information available to the
district.

(b) Part-time students and district correspondence students shall be included
in the student count data in accordance with regulations adopted by the department.

Sec. 14.17.505. Fund balance In school operating fund, (a) A district may
not accumulate in a fiscal year an unreserved portion of its year-end fund balance in
its school operating fund, as defined by department regulations, that is greater than 10
percent of its expenditures for that fiscal year.

(b) The department shall review each district’s annual audit under
AS 14.14.050 for the preceding fiscal year to ascertain its year-end operating fund
balance. The amount by which the unreserved portion of that balance exceeds the
amount permitted in (a) of this section shall be deducted from the public school
funding that would otherwise be paid to the district in the current fiscal year.

Sec. 14.17.510. Determination of full and true value by Department of
Community and Regional Affairs, (a) To determine the amount of required local
contribution under AS 14.17.440 and to aid the department and the legislature in
planning, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, in consultation with the
assessor for each district in a city or borough, shall determine the full and true value
of the taxable real and personal property in each district in a city or borough. If there
is no local assessor or current local assessment for a city or borough school district,
then the Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall make the determination
of full and true value from information available. In making the determination, the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall be guided by AS 29.45.110.
The determination of full and true value shall be made by October | and sent by
certified mail, return receipt requested, on or before that date to the president of the

school board in each city or borough school district. Duplicate copies shall be sent to
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the commissioner. The governing body of a city or borough that is a school district
may obtain judicial review of the determination. The superior court may modify the
determination of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs only upon a
finding of abuse of discretion or upon a finding that there is no substantial evidence
to support the determination.

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

See. 14.17.520. Minimum expenditure for instruction, (a) A district shall
budget for and spend a minimum of 60 petccnt of its school operating expenditures in
each fiscal year on the instructional component of the district budget.

(b) The commissioner shall reject a district budget that does not comply with
(a) of this section and. unless a waiver has been granted by the board under (d) of this
section, shall withhold payments of state aid from that district, beginning with the
payment for the second full month after rejection and continuing until the school board
of the district revises the district budget to comply with (a) of this section.

(c) The commissioner shall review the annual audit of each district for
compliance with the expenditure requirements of (a) of this section. If the
commissioner determines that a district does not meet those requirements, the
commissioner shall advise the district of the determination and calculate the percentage
of deficiency in required expenditure and deduct that percentage from state aid paid
to the district for the current fiscal year, beginning with the payment for the second
full month after the determination, unless a waiver has been granted by the board
under (d) of this section.

(d) A district that has been determined by the commissioner to be out of
compliance with the requirements of this section may, within 20 days of the
commissioner’s determination, request a waiver by the board of the imposition by the
commissioner of any reduction in state aid payments under (b) or (c) of this section.
The request must be submitted to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee and
must be in writing and include an analysis of the reasons and causes for the district’s
inability to comply with the requirements of this section. The Legislative Budget and

Audit Committee shall review the district's request and forward it, along with the
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committee’s recommendations on it. to the board, which shall either grant or deny the
waiver.

(c) The commissioner shall submit an annual report on actions taken by the
commissioner r- the board under this section to the Legislative Budget and Audit
Committee by April 15 of each year.

Article 3. Procedure for Payments of Public School Funding.

Sec. 14.17.600. Student counting periods, (a) Within two weeks after the
end of the 20-school-day period ending the fourth Friday in October, each district shall
transmit a report to the department that, under regulations adopted by the departmcnr,
reports its ADM for that counting period and other student count information that will
aid the department in making a d-'ermination of its state aid under the public school
funding program. If it makes the district eligible for more state aid under the program,
a district may transmit, within two weeks after the 20-school-day period ending the
second Friday in February, a similar report for that counting period. For centralized
correspondence study, the October report shall be based on the period from July 1
through the fourth Friday in October, except that summer school students shall be
counted as a proportionate fraction as determined by the department. The department
may make necessary corrections in the report submitted and shall notify the district of
changes made. The commissioner shall notify the governor of additional
appropriations the commissioner estimates to be necessary to fully finance the public
school funding program for the current fiscal year.

(b) Upon written request and for good cause shown, the commissioner may
permit a district to use a 20-school-day counting period other than the periods set out
in (a) of this section. However, a counting period approved under this subsection must
be 20 consecutive school days unless one or more alternate counting periods are
necessary to permit a district to implement flexible scheduling that meets the district’s
needs and goals without jeopardizing the public school funding for which the district
would be ordinarily be eligible under this chapter.

Sec. 14.17.610. Distribution of public school funding, (a) The department
shall determine the public school funding for each school district in a fiscal year on

the basis of the district’s student count data reported under AS 14.17.600 On or
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before the 15th day of each of the first nine months of each fiscal year, one-twelfth
of each district’s public school funding shall be distributed on the basis of the data
reported for the preceding fiscal year. On or before the 15th day of each of the last
three months of each fiscal year, one-third of the balance of each district’s public
school funding shall be distributed, after the balance has been recomputed on the basis
of student count and other data reported for the current fiscal year.

(b) If a district receives more public school funding than it is entitled to
receive under this chapter, the district shall immediately remit the amount of
overpayment to the commissioner, to be returned to the public school account
(AS 14.17.300).

(c) Upon an adequate showing of a cash flow shortfall of a district, and in the
discretion of the commissioner, the department may make advance payments to a
district. The total of advance payments may not exceed the amount of public school
funding for which the district is eligible for the fiscal year.

Article 4. General Provisions.

Sec. 14.17.900. Construction and implementation of chapter, (a) This
chapter does not create a debt of the state. Each district shall establish, maintain, and
operate under a balanced budget. The state is not responsible for the debts of a school
district.

(b) Money to carry out the provisions of this chapter may be appropriated
annually by the legislature into the public school account (AS 14.17.300). If the
amount in the account is insufficient to meet the allocations authorized under
AS 14.17.400 - 14.17.475 for a fiscal year, public school funding shall be reduced
according to AS 14.17.400(b).

Sec. 14.17.910. Restrictions governing receipt and expenditure of district
money, (a) Each district shall maintain complete financial records of the receipt and
disbursement of public school funding, money acquired from local effort, and other
money received or held by the district. The records must be in the form required by
the department and are subject to audit by the department at a time and place

designated by the department.

(1)) Public school funding provided under this chapter is for general operational
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purposes of the district Ail district money, including public schor.l funding, shall be
received, held, allocated, and expended by the district under app’tcablc local law and
state and federal constitutional provisions, statutes, and regulations, including those
related to ethical standards and accounting principles.
Sec. 14.17.920. Regulations. The department shall adopt regulations to
interpret and implement this chapter.
Sec. 14.17.990. Definitions. In this chapter, unless the context requires
otherwise,
(1) "ADM or average daily membership” means the aggregate number
of full-time equivalent students enrolled in a fundingcommunityduring thestudent
count period for which a determination is being made, divided bythe actual number
of days that school is in session for the student countperiod forwhich the

determination is being made;

(2) “district" means a city or borough school district or a regional

educational attendance area;

(3) “district adjusted ADM" means the number resulting from the

calculations under AS 14.17.410(b)(1);
(4) “district ADM" means the sum of the ADMs in a district;

(5) "local contribution" means appropriations and the value of in-kind

services made by a city or borough to its district;

(6) "public school funding™ means money provided under the public

school funding program established in this chapter;

(7) "taxable real and personal property” means all real and personal

property taxable under the laws of the state.

* Sec. 3. AS14.03.120(g) is amended to read:

(g) In this section, "district" has the meaning givenin AS 14.17.990

(AS 14.17.250].

* Sec. 4. AS 14.03.125(e) amended to read:

(e) In this section, "district" has the meaning givenin AS 14.17.990

[AS 14.17.250].

* Sec. 5. AS 14.03.150(c) is amended toread:
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(c) The department may not award a school construction or major maintenance
grant under AS 14.11 to a municipality that is a school district or a regional
educational attendance area that is not in compliance with (a) of this section The
department shall reduce the amount of public school funding (STATF Fninsm"TIMN
AID1 under AS 14.17.400 fAS 14.17.0211 for which a school district mny qUajjfy [ ]
by the amount, if any, paid by the department under (b) of this section.

* Sec. 6. AS 14.03.160(0(2) is amended to read:
(2) "“district" has the meaning given in AS 14.17.990 TAS 14 17 ?<n]
* Sec. 7. AS 14.03.260(c) is amended to read:

(c) The charter school shall provide the financial and accounting information
requested by the local school board or the Department of Education (,] and shall
cooperate with the local school district or the department in complying with the
requirements of AS 14.17.910 fAS 14.17.1901.

* Sec. 8. AS 14.09.010 is repealed and reenacted to read:

Sec. 14.09.010. Transportation of students, (a) A district may provide for
the transportation of students.

(b) A district that provides for the transportation of students is eligible for
adjustments in public school funding as set out in AS 14.17.470(b).

(c) A district that provides for the transportation of students may determine
and establish a system for the transportation of students to address needs and priorities
of the district. However, the district shall comply with applicable statutes, regulations.
and local laws related to minimum standards for school buses, school bus driver
training courses, certification of course instructors, certification of bus drivers, and
other safety concerns related to the transportation of students.

e Sec. 9. AS 14.11.008(b) is amended to read:

(b) The required participating share for a municipal school district is based on
the district’s full value per average dailv membership (ADM), which is calculated
by dividing the full and true value of the taxable real and personal property in the
district, calculated as described in AS 14.17.510 fAS 14.17.025(a)(1).J by the district
ADM fAVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP (ADM)I as defined in AS 14,17,990

[AS 14.17.250J, for the same fiscal year for which the valuation was made. The
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municipal district’s full value per ADM determines the district’s required participating
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share, as follows:

Full Value Per ADM

District Participating Share

Sl - S100,000 5 percent
100,001 - 200,000 10 percent
200,001 - 600,000 30 percent

over 600,000 35 percent.

* Sec. 10. AS 14.14.115(c)(2) is amended to read:
(2) "“district" has the mcunine given in AS 14.17.990 FAS 14 17 ?<n]

* Sec. 11. AS 14.16.050(a)(2) is amended to read:
(2) requirements relating to the public school Hindine nroeram
(STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR EDUCATION] and the receipt and
expenditure of that funding fASSISTANCE]:
(A) AS 14.17.500 IAS 14.17.0801 (relating to student count

estimates);
(B) AS 14.17,505 fAS 14.17.082] (relating to school operating

fund balances);
(C) AS 14.17,500 - 14,17.910 fAS 14.17.160 - 14.17.220]
(setting out the procedure for payment of nublic school funding (FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE,] and imposing general requirements and limits on money paid);
e Sec. 12. AS 14.16.080(a) is amended to read:
(a) AS 14.17.435 IAS 14.17.0241 applies to the calculation of nublic school
funding fSTATE AID1 payable for operation of the state boarding school.
* Sec. 13. AS 14.20.177(a) is amended to read:
(@) A school district may implement a layoff plan under this section if it is
necessary for the district to reduce the number of tenured teachers because
(1) school attendance in the district has decreased; [OR]
(2) the (BASIC] need of the school district determined under
AS 14.17.4100)1(1) fAS 14.17.02Kb) AND ADJUSTED UNDER AS 14.17.225(h)]
decreases by three percent or more from the previous year: or

(3) the state share of equalization funding is reduced under

CSSSHB 148( ) >12-
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AS 14.17.400(b) bv three percent or more in a fiscal vear.
* Sec. 14. AS 14.30.305 is amended to read:

Sec. 14.30.305. State support of programs for children hospitalized or
confined to their homes. A child who is hospitalized or confined to home and who
receives at least 10 hours of special education and related services per week may be
counted as a pupil in average daily membership when computing state support under
the public school funding [FOUNDATION] program.

* Sec. 15. AS 14.30.315(a) is amended to read:

(@) To be eligible for state support under the public school funding
[FOUNDATION] program, special education and related services for gifted children
must be provided in a program that has been approved in advance by the department.

* Sec. 16. AS 14.30.347 is amended to read:

Sec. 14.30.347. Transportation of exceptional children. When transportation
is required to be provided as related services, an exceptional child [CHILDREN] shall
be carried with other children if the district provides transportation to other
children in the district [,] except when the nature of Ihs [THEIR] physical or mental
disability [DISABILITIES] is such that it is in the best interest of the exceptional
child [CHILDREN], as determined by the school district, that the child [THEY! be
transported separately. A district is responsible for the costs associated with
providing transportation ns_a_rdated_service to an exceptional child [STATE
REIMBURSEMENT FOR TRANSPORTATION OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN
SHALL BE AS PROVIDED FOR TRANSPORTATION OF ALL OTHER PUPILS
EXCEPT THAT ELIGIBILITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT IS NOT SUBJECT TO
RESTRICTION BASED ON THE MINIMUM DISTANCE BETWEEN THE
SCHOOL AND THE RESIDENCE OF THE EXCEPTIONAL CHILD],

* Sec. 17. AS 14.30.650 is repealed and reenacted to read:

Sec. 14.30.650. Funding, (a) Subject to legislative appropriation, each fiscal
year the department may allocate to the agency an amount equal to 18 percent of the
unadjusted statewide ADM multiplied by S85.

(b)In this section, "statewide ADM” means the sum of all disinct ADMs in

the state as calculated under AS 14.17.

-13- CSSSHB M )
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* See. 18.

AS 14.36.030(a) is amended to read:

(a) A district operating a community school program under an approved plan

of operation may receive an annual grant from the state ofone-half of one percentof

its public school funding [FOUNDATIONSUPPORT) or S10.000.whichever is

greater.

* Sec. 19.

AS 29.45.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) If a municipality levies and collects property taxes, the governing body

shall provide the following notice:

CSSS1IB 148(

"NOTICE TO TAXPAYER
For the current fiscal year the (city)(borough) has beenallocated the
following amount of state aid for school and municipalpurposes under
the applicable financial assistance Acts:
EUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING PROGRAM
[PUBLIC SCHOOL FOUNDATION
PROGRAM ASSISTANCE) (AS 14.17) S
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT OF
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT
(AS 14.11.100) S
MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE
EQUALIZATION ASSISTANCE
(AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.080) S
STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEQOUS
MUNICIPAL SERVICES
(AS 29.60.010- 29.60.180) S

TOTAL AID $
The millage equivalent of this state aid. based on the dollar
value of a mill in the municipality dunng the currentassessment
year and for the preceding assessment year, is:
MILLAGE EQUIVALENT
PREVIOUS YEAR THIS YEAR

PUBLIC SCHOOL RINDING

) -14-
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PROGRAM [PUBLIC SCHOOL
FOUNDATION PROGRAM

ASSISTANCE] ...MILLS ...MILLS
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT
OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT ...MILLS ..MILLS

MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE

EQUALIZATION ASSISTANCE ...MILLS ....MILLS
STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEOUS

MUNICIPAL SERVICES ...MILLS ....MILLS
TOTAL MILLAGE EQUIVALENT .. MILLS ..MILLS"

Notice shall be provided ky
(1) [BY] furnishing a copy of the notice with tax statements mailed for
the fiscal year for which aid is received; or
(2) [BY] publishing in a newspaper of general circulation in the
municipality a copy of the notice once each week for a period of three successive
weeks, with publication to occur not later than 45 days after the Final adoption of the
municipality's budget.
* Sec. 20. AS 29.60.030(d) is amended to read:

(d) The full and true assessed propcny value shall be determined by the
department in the manner provided for the computation of state aid to education under
AS 14.17.510 [AS 14.17.140]. When the determination of locally generated revenue
includes revenue of a utility received under AS 29.60.010(c)(1)(E). the full and true
assessed property value must include the computed assessed value of the utility,
determined by dividing the amount of the payment in place of taxes made by the
utility by the millage rate that would apply to the utility if the utility were subject to
levy and collection of taxes under AS 29.45.

e Sec. 21. AS 36.10.090(b) is amended to read:

(b) A local government or school district covered by the provisions of this
chapter that is found to be in violation of these provisions may be required to forfeit
all or port of the state aid made available for the project in which the violation occurs

and in addition may be denied up to 12 months of state revenue shanng or public

°15- CSSSIIB 14* )
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school funding [FOUNDATION MONEY]. A state department or agency head found

to be in violation of this chapter may be required to forfeit the position of department
*

or agency head.

» Sec. 22. AS 36.10.125fc) is amended to read:

(© In an action brought under (b) of this section, the court may,
discretion, order denial of state revenue sharing or public school funding
[FOUNDATION MONEY], forfeiture of office or position, or injunctive or other
relief. If the court finds for the plaintiff in an acuon brought under (b) of this section,
it may award the plaintiff an amount equal to the actual costs and attorney fees
incurred by the plaintiff.

* Sec. 23. AS 44.47.305(c) is amended to read:

(c) A grant under (a) of this section may not exceed S50 per month for each
child the child care facility cares for. or for each full-time equivalent, as determined
by the department. The grant shall be adjusted on a geographic basis by the same
percentages as funding communities [INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT ALLOTMENTS] are
adjusted under AS 14.17.470 [AS 14.17.051].

e Sec. 24. AS 14.09.020; AS 14.17.010. 14.17.021. 14.17.022. 14.17 024. 14.17.025.
14.17.026. 14.17.031, 14.17.041. 14.17.043. 14.17.045. 14.17.047. 14.17.051, 14.17.056.
14.17.080 14.17.082, 14.17.140. 14.17.160. 14.17.170. 14.17.190. 14.17.200. 14.17.210.
14.17.220. 14.17.225, 14.17.250; and AS 14.30.010(b)(7) are repealed.

» Sec. 25. TRANSITION: AREA COST FACTORS, (a) Notwithstanding AS 14.17.470.
enacted by sec. 2 of this Act. for the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1997. and July 1, 1998.
and for the purposes of calculaung public school funding under AS 14.17. as enacted by sec. 2

1of this Act. the area cost factor of a funding community of a school distnct is as follows:

DISTRICT FUNDING COMMUNITY AREA COST FACTOR
Alaska Gateway Alcan Border 1.14
Alaska Gateway Dot Lake 1.14
Alaska Gateway Eagle 1.14
Alaska Gateway Mentasta 1.14
Alaska Gateway Northway 0%
Alaska Gateway Tanacross 1.14
CSSSHB 14s( | -16-
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Alaska Gateway
Alaska Gateway
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians East
Aleutians Region
Alycska Central School
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Bering Strait
Benng Strait
Bcnng Strait
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Bristol Bay

WORK DRAFT

Tctlin

Tok

Akutan

Cold Bay
False Pass
King Cove
Nelson Lagoon
Sand Point
Atka

Alycska Central School
Anchorage
Eagle River
Girdwood
Annette

Brcvig Mission
Diomede

Elim

Gambell
Golovin
Koyuk
Savoonga
Shakioolik
Shishmarcf

St. Michael
Stebbins
Teller
Unaiakleet
Wales

White Mountain
Bristol Bay
South Naknek

17-

,W  Ttxt t'ndtrlined IOZLCTtD TEXT BMCKTTSVI

0-LS0605VvB

1.14
1.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.40
1.55
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
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Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chatham
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Chugach
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Copper River
Cordova
Craig
Delta/Greely
Delta/Greely
Denali
Denali

Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Fairbanks
Fairbanks

Fairbanks

CSSSHB 148( i
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Angoon
Cube Cove
Elfin Cove
Gustavus
Hobart Bay
Klukwan
Tenakec Springs
Chcnega Bay
Icy Bay
Tatitlck
Whittier
Yakataga
Chistochina
Copper Center
Gakona
Glennallen
Kenny Lake
Lottie Sparks
Slana
Cordova
Craig

Delta Junction
Healy ljicc
Anderson
Cantwell
Healy
Dillingham
Eielson
Fairbanks
North Pole
SaJcha

-18-
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1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.C5
1.05
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.14
1.32
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
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Fairbanks

Galena

Haines

Haines

Hoonah

Hydaburp

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Iditarod

Juneau

Kake

Kashunamiut

Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai
Kenai

Kenai

Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula
Peninsula

Peninsula

«19-
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Two Rivers
Galena

Haines
Mosquito Lake
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Anvik

Grayling

Holy Cross
Lake Minchumina
Lime Village
McGrath
Nikolai
Shagcluk
Takotna

Telida

Juneau

Kake

Chevak
Anchor Point
Cooper Landing
Homer

Hope
Kachcmak Sclo
Kasilof

Kenai

McNeil Canyon
Moose Pass
Nanwalck
Nikiski

Nikolaevsk

0-LS0605\B

1.05
1.32
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
100
1.05
1.32
1.00
1.00
100
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.05
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Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Ko/iak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kodiak Island
Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Kuspuk

Lake and Peninsula

Lake.nd Peninsula
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Ninilchik

Port Graham
Razdolna
Scldovia
Seward
Soldotna
Sterling
Tyonek
VVoznesenka
Ketchikan
KJawock
Akhiok

Big Sandy Lake
Chiniak
Danger Bay
Karluk
Kodiak

Larsen Bay
Old Harbor
Ouzinkie

Port Lions
Aniak
Chuathbaluk
Crooked Creek
Lower Kalskag
Red Deuvil
Sleetmute
Stonv River
Upper Kalskag
Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon

-20.

1.00
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
1.14
1.14
1.05
L14
1.14
1.14
.14
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
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Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lake and Peninsula

Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower

Lower

Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim
Kuskokwim

Kuskokwim
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Chignik Lake
Egegik
lgiugig
Ivanof Bay
Kokhanok
Lcvclok
NewhaJen
Nondalton
Pedro Bay
Pcrryville
Pilot Point
Port Alsworth
Port Hciden
Akiuk

Akula
Atmautlauk
Bethel
Chefomak
Eek
Goodnews Bay
Kipnuk
Kongiganak
Kwethluk
Kwigillingok
Mekoryuk
Nipikiak
Nap&skiak
Newtok
Nightmute
Nunapitchuk

Oscarvillc

21,

1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32

0-LS0605\B
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Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Lower Yukon
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
Mat-Su
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Platinum
Quinhagak
Toksook Bay
Tuntutuliak
Tununak
Alakanak
Emmonak
Hooper Bay
Kotlik
Marshall
Mountain Village
Pilot Station
Pitkas Point
Russian Mission
Scammon Bay
Sheldon Point
Beryozava
Big Lake
Butte

Colony
Glacier View
Houston
Mat-Su Valley
Palmer

Pt McKenzie
Skwentna
Sutton
Talkeetna
Trapper Creek
Wasilla
Willow

-22-
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1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
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Mt. Edgecumbe
Ncnana

Nome

North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Pribilof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southeast Island

Southeast Island
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Mt. Edgecumbe
Nenana
Nome
Anaktuvuk Pass
Atgasuk
Barrow
Kaktovik
Nuigsut
Point Hope
Point Lay
Wainwright
Ambler
Buck!and
Deering
Kiana
Kivalina
Kobuk
Kotzebue
Noatak
Noorvik
Selawik
Shungnak
Pelican
Petersburg
S1 George
SL Paul
Sitka
Skagway
Craik
Edna Bay
Hollis

-23-

1.00
1.14
1.32
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.55
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.05
1.00
1.40
1.40
1.00
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
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Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
Southwest Region
St. Mary’s
Tanana

Unalaska

Valdez

Wrangell

Y akutat

Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
Yukon Flats
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Howard Valentine
Jr. Gildersleeve
Kasaan

Naukati

Polk Inlet

Port Alexander
Port Protection
Thome Bay
Whale Pass
Aleknagik North
Clarks Point
Ekwok
Koliganck
Manokotak
New Stuyahok
Portage

Togiak

Twin Hills

St Mary’s
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangell
Yakutat

Arctic Village
Beaver

Birch Creek
Central
Chalkyitsik
Circie

Fort Yukon

24

1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05

1.05
1.05
1.05
1.05
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.32
1.40
1.32
1.05
1.00
1,14
1.45
1.45
1.45
1.32
1.45
1.32
1.45
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Yukon Flats Northern Lights 1.32
Yukon Flats Rampart 1.45
Yukon Flats Stevens Village 1.45
Yukon Flats Venetie 1.45
Y ukon/Koyukuk Allakaket 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Betties 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Hughes 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Huslia 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Kaltag 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Koyukuk 1.40
Y ukon/Koyukuk Manley Hot Springs 1

Y ukon/Koyukuk Minto 1.32
Y ukon/Koyukuk Nulato 1.40
Yukon/Koyukuk Ruby 1.40
Yupiit Akiachak 1.32
Y upiit Akiak 1.32
Y upiit Tuluksak 1.32

(b) The Department of Education shall research and report to the gov
legislature regarding the area costs in the funding communities in the school districts in the
state for the public school funding program under AS 14.17, as enacted by sec. 2 of this Act.

rhe department shall submit the report by January I, 1999.

(c) For the period during which the area cost factors set out in (a) of this section serve

is the public school funding area cost factors under AS 14.17, as amended by this Act. those
irea cost factors apply for purposes of geographic adjustments tochild care grants under
\S 44.47.305(c), as amended by sec. 23 of this Act.

* Sec. 26. TRANSITION: STUDENT TRANSPORTATION, (a) Notwithstanding
\S 14.09.010(b), as repealed and reenacted by sec. 8 of this Act, and AS 14.17.470(b),
:nactcd by sec. 2 of this Act, for the fiscal years beginning July 1, 1997, andJuly 1, 1998,
ind for the purposes of calculating public school funding under AS 14.17, as amended by this
\ct, a school district that provides student transportation shall have its adjusted ADM

nultiplicd by a transportation factor as follows:

«25- CSSSHB 148( )
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DISTRICT
Alaska Gateway

Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
Annette Islands
Bering Strait
Bristol Bay
Chatham
Chugach
Copper River
Cordova

Craig
Delta/Greely
Denali
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Galena

Haines

Hoonah
Hydaburg
Iditarod

Juneau

Kake
Kashunamiut
Kenai Peninsula
Ketchikan
Klawock
Kodiak Island

Kuspuk

Lake and Peninsula

TRANSPORTATION FACTOR
j.07
1.00
1.01
1.04
1.00

1.00
1.07
1.00
1.00
1.09
1.01
1.00
1.10
1.07
1.04
1.05
1.02
1.04
1.01
1.00
1.01
1.04
1.01
1.00
1.05
1.04
1.00
1.03
1.02
1.02
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Lower Kuskokwim
Lower Yukon
Mat-Su

Ncnana

Nome

North Slope
Northwest Arctic
Pelican
Petersburg
Pribilof

Sitka

Skagway
Southeast Island
Southwest Region
St. Mary's
Tanana
Unalaska
Valdez

Wrangell

Y akutat

Yukon Flats

Y ukon/Koyukuk
Y upiit

according to the following table:

Mev reJte Underlined tDELETED TEXT BUCKETED!

WORK DRAFT

*Sec. 27. TRANSITION: HOLD HARMLESS,

27-

101
1.00
1.08
1.05
1.03
1.02
1.00
1.00
1.02
1.00
1.04
1.00
1.03
1.02
1.00
101
1.03
1.04
1.03
1.03
1.01
101
1.00

0-LS0605XB

(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of

secs. 1 - 26 of this Act and except as provided in (c) of this section, if. for a fiscal year
beginning July 1. 1997, through July 1. 2000, a school district would receive less public
school funding under AS 14.17.410, enacted by sec. 2 of this Act, than the district would have
received as state aid for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997, and if the district meets the
requirements of (b) of this section, the district is eligible to receive instead a percentage of

the state aid the district would have received for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997,

CSSSHB 148(
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For the fiscal year beginning Percentage of state aid for the fiscal year

beginning July 1, 1997

July 1, 1997 100
July 1, 1998 80
July 1, 1999 60
July 1, 2000 40
July 1. 2001 20

(b) A school district in a city or borough is not entitled to the hold harmless
jercentage set out in (a) of this section for a fiscal year unless the city or borough makes a
ocal contribution to the district for that fiscal year as required under this subsection. For the
told harmless for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1997, the required local contribution is the
iquivalent of a four mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1998, the required local
ontribution is the equivalent of a five mill tax levy; for the fiscal year beginning
uly 1, 1999, the required local contribution is the equivalent of a six mill tax levy; and for
tie fiscal year beginning July 1, 2000, the required local contribution is the equivalent of a
even mill tax levy.

(c) For the purposes of the reduction required under AS 14.17.400(b), enacted by
cc. 2 of this Act, hold harmless funding authorized under (a) and (b) of this section is treated
le same as the state share of equalization funding under AS 14.17.410, enacted by sec. 2 of
lis Act.

(d) For purposes of this section, “state aid” means state foundation aid distributed
ndcr the provisions of AS 14.17, repealed by this Act, additional district support appropriated
y the legislature, and student transportation support reimbursed by the Department of
ducation.

* Sec. 28. TRANSITION: REGULATIONS. To the extent the regulations are not
iconsistcnt with the language and purposes of this Act, regulations relating to state aid for
jblic schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date of this Act
main in effect as valid regulations implementing this /\ct; all other regulations relating to
ate aid for public schools adopted by the Department of Education before the effective date
: this Act are annulled. The Department of Education may administer and enforce those

eviously adopted regulations relating to state foundation aid for public schools.
r

SSSHB 148 -28-
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* Sec. 29. TRANSITION: BASE STUDENT ALLOCATION. Notwithstanding

AS 14.17.475, enacted in sec. 2 of this Act, the base student allocation is as follows:

For the fiscal year beginning Base student allocation
July 1. 1997 $3,400
July 1, 1998 3,925
July 1, 1999 3,970
July 1, 2000 4,010

* Sec. 30. This Act takes effect July 1, 1997.

*29- CSSSHB 148f :
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HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

STATE CAPITOL, JUNEAU 99801
(907) 46S-J759

SPONSOR STATEMENT

public school

SSHB 148 "An Act relating to the

funding program; relating to the definition of a school
district, to the transportation of students, to school
district layoff plans, to the special -education service
agency, to the child care grant program, and to
compulsory attendance in public schools; and

providing for an effective date."”

For some time the public has expressed frustration about the
complexity of the foundation formula. It has been difficult for
people to know if their district is being treated fairly. Alaska needs
to have a simple and fair way to disperse funds for the education of
our children. SSHB 148 is the way to do this.

The foundation forrula was last rewritten in 1987 and since that
time has only had patchwork remedies. Rather than continue in this

manner, it is time for a real fix.

The state Board of Education has studied this problem for the ast
two years and SSHB 148 is an outgrowth of that interest and work.
SSHB 148 converts the existing foundation formula to a pcr-pupi!
formula method of calculating how much money a school district
By using a less-complicated method, there is a
interest, involvement and

should receive.
greater potential for increased local
confidence in local school systems.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH
SCHOOL DISTRICT

Key Points

« The Cost of Living in Ketchikan is understates by 19.1%
 The Ketchikan School District Basic Need is Understated by 19.1%
 The Understatement amounts to more than S2.6 million less in potential

funding for education in Ketchikan
* InFY 1995 Ketchikan received S3,527.00 per student, less than any other

district in the state save Annette Island which received over S3600 per

student in federal funds.
* InFY 1995 Ketchikan had local contributions of S2456.00 per student,

among the highest in the state
 FY 1995 Salaries for school personnel are within 4% of the state average

e The FY 1995 Pupil Teacher Ratio in Ketchikan was more than 10% over

the state average
« Ketchikan lacks funds for many basic educational opportunities enjoyed

by other districts in the state

Pouch Z « Ketchikan. Alaska 99901-5026 « (907) 225-2118 « f«: (907) 225-2356



in the past 7 years, Ketchikan schools-have. Jost:

4 Elementary Counselors
19 Elementary Teacher Aides

1 Middle School Teacher

1 High School Librarian
1 High School Counselor
1 Elementary Computer Lab Aide

1.5 Elementary P.E. Teachers
2 Elementary Music Teachers
6 Nurses

4 Custodians

2 Maintenance Staff

3 Elementary Librarians

5 High School Teachers

1 Assistant Superintendent
2 Business Office Positions

Our rnmm»nity has lost 53 jobs

Dun tn inpguitable funding, Ketchikan-bas ifISL.
2.5 million Hnllars this yearll

Hnw ran you hplp? Call Lisa Bezenek™at 275-.3.Z3H

This information comes to you from the School Board's Task Force on Funding



School Funding in Ketchikan:
1986-1997

Since 1986. state funding for education throughout Alaska has

revenues and efforts to hold the line on state spending. The vr

has increased by only 1.5% since the inception of the current:

1987, while the cost of operating schools has continued to inc..—

level of state funding for schools has been virtually unchanged since 1986, ana nua

dramatically declined when adjusted for inflation.

Chart | shows total school district and per pupil revenues lor the 1986-97 period.

Ctorf KvtcMkan School DiIsVicl Revonu«: 15851997

nicmcoo
Snowam

mManooo

monoaoo
c=3 Byafl AnrNrtscn
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o ftrfcnl Stecertdldnaiftl farCTt

Manooo
Manouwo

QD)
S

The chart shows that, from 1986 through the present, the total revenue per pupil- before
aJjusting for inflation- has increased by S161, or 18%. from 55.703 to 55.564. When
aljusted for inflanon which occurred dunng the eleven year penod. total per pupil funding
has decreased by 51.693. or 30%. to 54.010 since 1986. Assuming a state education
budget freeze arid no favorable changes in the foundation formula, this trend is expected to

continue through the 1997-98 school year.

The Alaska Group



Chart 2 shows state supportonlv relative to the number of pupils in the 1986-1997 period

The chart shows that the number of pupils (average daily membership, or ADM) has grown
from 2,435 to 2,856, or 17%. in the 1986-1997 period,* while the amount of state aid per
student - before adjusting for io/labon- has decreased by 13.2% from 53,959 in 1986 to
S3,433 in 1997. When adjusted for inflation, per pupil state aid has decreased by S1,612

t0 52,347, a loss of 40.7% since 1986.

The effect of the above fiscal circumstances is that educational opportunities for many
students are being reduced significantly, and will continue to be lost if the state education
budget does not increase, or the foundation formula is not made more equital ¢ for
Ketchikan, during the 1997 legislative session, in FY 95. 15jobs were eliminated in the
Ketchikan School District; additional positions were eliminated in both IT 96 and FY 97.
If the Legislature does not make the foundauon formula more equitable for Ketchikan,
similar program elimination and job loss are likely to occur each year, this will certainly be
further compounded by the closure of the KPC pulp division and related loss ot students.
The consequence- if the above trend continues and is e.taccrhatcd by a continuing state
education budget freeze- is that the cnhcal needs of our children will go unmet, and they

will be shortchanged in their educauca.

Notes:
1. 1986'1990 data isfrom auditedfinancial reports of the Ketchikan Gateway Borough School District.

2. 1997 data isfrom current year Ketchikan Gateway Borough School District budget,
3. Data has not been uijustedfor TRS change made by 1987 Legislature. This change increased the school

district contrtbunonfrom about 7% ofemployee salary to about 121b. causing an increased e.spensc

beginning t/t FY 88 ofapproximately S318.000.
4. School district budgets m FY 95 and FY 96 included use of reservefunds m the respecnie amounts of

$168.092 and SIOO.000In lieu oflocal appropnanon increase.
5. A portion ofthe enrollment increase in FY 96 is a result of extended day kindergarten.

The Alaska Group



KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH
SCHOOL DISTRICT

Dear

There are at Ileast two bills pending in the current

legislature designed to address inequities In the School Foundation

Funding Formula. Senate Bill 36 introduced by Senators Randy

Phillips and Robin Ta/lor, and Senate Bill 85/House Bill 126

containing the governor®s new proposal for funding education.

The Ketchikan Gateway Borough School District strongly urges

the Legislature to address school funding, but in doing so stresses

that 1t Is Imperative that, in order to bring equity to the school
funding system, any revision to the School Foundation Funding

Formula must revise the area cost differential to bring it in line

with changes 1iIn the co3st of Qliving iIn various communities

throughout the state.

The current area cost differentials were based upon a 1985
3tudy by the McDowell Group which looked at cost of living factors

for 13 areas plus Seattle and extended the data to cover all school

districts. The econrmies ofF communities around the state have

changed significantly since 1985 as illustrated by the June 1996

Pouch | « Ketchikan. Alaska 99901-5026 « (907) 225-2118 « fax: (907) 225-2356



Economic Trends Publication issued by the State Department of

Labor. According to the June 1996 Department of Labor Report, the

cost of living in Ketchikan, for example, is approximately the same
as that in St. Mary"s or Bethel, and exceeds the cost of living iIn

Dillingham, Nome a.iJ Kodiak. Meanwhile, the area cost differential

for Ketchikan is 1.00 while the area cost differentials for Bethel

1.42, Dillingham 1.27, St. Mary"s 1.30, Nome 1.45 and Kodiak 1.09

are substantially higher.

This understatement of the cost of living In Ketchikan results
in a basic need figure (the total amount of funding need under the
foundation formula from both state and local sources) which 1s

nearly 20% less than the amount the basic need would be 1f the

actual cost of doing business in Ketchikan were utilized. Taking

into account Ketchikan®s 227 instructional unit3, this translates

into an error which understates the basic need by over 2.6 million

dollars. Ketchikan i1s not alone either, as the table In Attachment

1 shows. The attached table i1llustrates some of the disparities

between the current area co3t differentials and the more recent

Department of Labor cost of living figures. The discrepancies

range from an overstatement of the cost of living by 23% in Nome,

to an understatement of the cost of living by 19% in Ketchikan.

The result is a shortage of educational opportunities for

students i1n Ketchikan, i1ncluding one librarian for four elementary

schools, no school nurses, no elementary school counselors, reduced



music and physical education programs and diminished instructional

materials funds.

The lack of services iIs not a case of mismanagement or staff

overpayment. The average teaching salary, iIn Ketchikan in 1995 was

$45,339, which is within 3.7% of the state average of $47,565, and
the average central office salary was $73,154, which is 3.7% lower

that the state average of $75,919. At the same time, the average

pupil teacher ratio In FY 95 was over 10% higher i1n Ketchikan

18.8:1 as compared to 17.0:1 statewide. Clearly the difference is

not poor management.

The stark contrast may be readily seen if you look at funding
per student. According to State DOE reports, iIn the 1994-95 school

year Ketchikan received $3,527 per child in state foundation funds.

This is the Ilowest of any district In the state except Annette

Island which also receives $3,638 per student in federal impact
aid. Correspondingly, the local contribution in Ketchikan was

$2,456 per student, which is among the highest in the state. Many

districts in the state receive three or more times as much state

funding per student as 113 provided in the Ketchikan School

District. (See the table attached a3 Attachment Two.)

Any rewrite which does not address these clear errors in

calculation of the area cost differential will be 1inadequate to



bring equity to funding of educational opportunities iIn Alaska.

Sincerely,

u Mike Harpold
School Board President

Si/oVKhoallcf

Attachments



District

Anchorage
Bethel*
Dillingham
Fairbanks
Juneau
Kenai
Ketchikan
Kodiak
Nome
Petersburg
Sitka

St. Mary's

Valdez

Avg Daily Instructional
membership** Units (FY96).
45896 3845.86

3051 472.35

496 50 75

15407 1308.22

5400 479.87

10144 957.57

2729 227.31

2711 268.96

702 65.77

759 65

1839 148.13

109 18.11

903 77.15

students

per Instr.

unit
11.93387
6.459193
9.773399
11.77707
11.25305
10.59348
12.00563
10.07957
10.67356
11.67692
12.41477

6.018774

11.70447

SheeU

Area cost 1996 DOL percent

differential  Cost of error

(converted) Living***
100 104 0.04
142 119.5 -0.15845
127 115.1 -0.0937
104 106.9 0.027885
100 112.8 0.128
100 101 0.01
100 119.1 0..91
109 113.4 0.040367
145 110.5 -0.23793
100 111.4 0.114
1C0 114.1 0.141
13C 119.6 -0.08
11i 114.1 0.027928

total change

variance In
basic need1

9,383,898
-4565495.6
-290074.21

2,225,232

3,746,825

584,118
2,648,389
662,283
-954,572
452,010
1,274,066
-88,377
131,433

15209735.3

= Bethel is in tlio Lower Kuskokwim District, figures are for the entire district.
** From 1994/95 Alaska Public Schools Report Card to the Public
*** From June 1996 Economic Trends

1 (Instructional units times error percentage times $61000)

Pago 1



Appendix F - Dollars Per Student

1994-95 Dollars Per Student*:

AdakRoqgion
Alaska Gnloway
Aleutian Region
Aleutians East
Anchorage
[Annellfisland

BenngSlrnil
Bristol Boy
| Chatham
ClwgHCli
Copper River

Cordova

[Craig
Oell.vGrooly
Denali

[OHinqtiarit
Fairbanks

|Galena

Hawrot
Hoonali
Hydaburg
Idiiarod

I Juneau
Kaka

| Kashuruuiwil
Ktnal

K«icINknnG*ifway |

Klawock
Kodak
Kuspuk

1K i i ]+

<_
—
o Forodmon

[ 0
536 | 9.173
[ 18 131.319
I 365 | 9.602
| As5.896 |3.920
| 420 3.2711
| 1.LE~t1 9,000
I 2711 5625
| 326 0.063
| 133 11,663
| 6231 6.385
528  4.809
393 5.758
| 974 |5.797
| 385 |8.279
| 496 |5.944
»5.407  4.045
<44 9.629
I 413 | 4,970
I 2s9 7.179
I 100 | 9.063
418 12.424
| 5.400 | 4.127
I 19s 7.709
I 2301 7.517
| 10 144 4.355
2.729 | 3.527
I 207 17,357
I 2.711 4540
|  4£0<0.576

Revenue Sources and Expenditure Categories
Adak - Kuspuk

Operating Revenues

|

0

222
>36
2.231
1.645
226

710
4.651
359
226
99
1.416

1.734
98
300
1,064
1.663
1514

2.543
2.103
2.085

255
2.303
2 237

345
2.629
2.456
1.787
1,319

292

mArc N<

0
1.265
6.040 [
3.461

226 |
3.630 |

3.447
2.207
2.399
1.623
258

98 [

294
1.063
92
1.404
522

3.176 [

93
5.301
300
1.925
t2
3.101

3.391
14

4
1.870
830
2073

445

413
99
6)8
805
119
1212

400
1.043
24

49

696
25
22

890

342

0

Other(Federal)

o O o o o

1.065

20

o

O O O NN O o

O O O o o o

0
0
0
0
0
0

2
g e
2

0 0
10.791 5.972
37.503 12.984
15.506 7.720
5.823 3.748
8.620 5.039
13.224 6.817
12.569 6.651
10.021 6.760
13.732 6.294
8.744 5.253
6.040 4.429
8.199 4.266
7.057 4.428
9.371 5.602
10.098 6.395
6.340 4223
15.530 7.200
7.619 4.406
15.151 6.230
12.580 6.572
14.628 7.701
6.572 4.532
13.047 5.643
12.150 5.246
7.022 4.469
6.009 3.849
11.901 6.572
7.048 4.603

12.942 j 8517

Pupil Support

o

4)6
398
247
392
460

307
448
397
119
154
194

875
281
441
412
427
618

373
251
52
0
396
200

662
387
377
4/4
374
227

A ) — —

0
2.009
11.393
3.178
607
1,084

2.116
1,785
2.076
4.061
1.488

943

828
1.284
1.643
1.384

751

3.397

1.048
1.912
1.901
2.900

726
2.216

2.192
843

665
1.842
1.007

2.194

tUsii<x,ilviilnx»ill>y ikidilinp ikiH 1Jtunsinili't mh In*v* I h Jisyiev ly ilkiivvupnbil; iiKFTvelti|*

Operation and
Maintenance

3.615
2.129
1,614
2.232
1.501

937

743
1.109
1.636
1.252

923
3.065

1.180
1.921
2.190
3.279

801
2.266

2.152
1.323
1.012
1.684
1.158
2.533

© gc

236
7.266
2.658

149

742

798
1.162
364
1.100
27J
222

1.416
255
306
593

145

1.101

196
2.646
1.349

519

74
2.453

1.359
175
114

1.560

206

D STp<od

t.00f

36.01

17.2*
5.823
9.166

13.652
12,174
121
13.806
8.760
6.725

8.127
7.356
9.628
10.035
6.469
15.451

7.203
12.960
12.064
14.399

6.529
12.807

7.198
6.016
12,141
7.428

235 [13.706



Appendix F

1994-95 Dollars Per Student*: Revenue Sources and Expenditure Categories
Lake and Peninsula - Yupiit, Stale Operated Schools and Statewide Totals

Operating Revenues Operating Expenditures

u
= 3 c 5
> 2 T S E 0
o = .
“1 ¢ = -0 S > c =3 MI f
= ) > 0 [=% b 2 * ¢
> ¥ g s L © 1 g 2 s i
g @ y w x % o he m
E 8 = m [ ] 5 - 1 = u
3 o cL < S S a
2 0 o E £ = o 1 > 1 i £ o
2 u. - o] o [l o < 10 2 0 -
Lake 8 Peninsula | 509 13.282 2.604 2.776 0 0 18.663 7.420 917 3.036 4.024 3.934 19.330
Lower Kuskokwim | 3.051 10.771 266 2.082 123 0 13.243 7.431 349 2.156 2.642 1052 13.629
LoworYukon | 1G22 7.130 397 3,505 0 0 11.032 6.399 166 1.853 2.704 440  11.591
Mai Su I 11834 - 4656 1.467 5 4 0 6.133 4,118 370 884 784 76 6.232
Nenana | 1S3 9.189 661 12 1.246 0 11.107 6456 517 1.794 1.723 394 10.685
Nome I 702 6.732 1.882 158 402 0 9.255 4.6S5 511 1.332 1.973 580 9,111
NonhSIope | 1.702 5.986 16.353 2.035 0 0 24.374 9.637 1.463 4,948 6.066 2,262 24.376
Nonhwe si Arctic | 1,873 8,728 1.377 1.596 0 0 11.700 5.596 332 1.777 2.983 854 11.541
Pelican I 45 120813 1,295 0 1.402 0 14.788 9.198 9 3.711 2.562 278 15.758
Petersburg I 759 4.212 1.914 53 265 0 6.445 4.057 345 847 1.129 207 6.585
Pnbrlol I 182 10.006 218 3.666 0 0 13.889 8.536 0 2.483 1.945 1,161 14.125
SaintMarys | 109 11.593 318 1.362 1,158 0 14.431 4.912 278 1,934 2.685 3.383 13.192
Slka | 1839 3.765 2.013 56 252 0 G.1258 4.152 286 783 659 179 6.059
SkagWay I 127 5.486 4.474 0 908 0 10.868 6.630 42 2.052 1.593 562 10.870
Souiheasl Island | 382 10.979 112 1.506 0 0 12.597 8.011 281 1.460 2.379 50 12.201
SouiliwosiRogton | 568 10.637 606 2.235 134 0 13.612 8,087 380 1.763 4.072 438  14.741
Tanana I 102 11.182 1.139 2.065 1.403 0 15.768 6.967 227 4.007 4.018 1.300 16.598
Unalaska | 356 4.720 3.984 72 570 0 9.3456 5.040 864 1.473 1.502 487 9.457
Valdot | 303 3.643 4.457 95 0 0 8.196 5030 652 928 1.388 248 8.247
Wrangell | 567 4.921 1.959 " 11 0 6.903 44238 346 951 741 329 6.794
Yakuiai | 167 7.745 2.494 548 761 0 H .S a8 6.179 2256 1.e12 le7s  1.044 11.336
Yukon Flalt I 405 13.878 806 2.116 29 14 16842 8.979 382 2.199 4.735 731 17.027
Yukon/Koyukuk | 500 1:1.668 »98 2.565 172 0 14.603 8.496 827 2.1456 2.387 458 14.314
Yupii | 367 10270 445 3.407 223 0 14.345 7222 939 3.389 3.863 614  16.026
DlilriCIAverage 1t20752 4,923 1.878 564 79 6 7.450 4.515 105 1.031 1.26 293 7.528
. i .- -1 ee* til
AlyetkaCeniral 1.477 2.417 0 0 124 0 2.540 2.597
-1 i 1= 1 .- I
MI Gdgecumbo 282 6.126 0 295  8.477 o 14.897 14.871
7.40/1 4 470 400 1.016 1 1.244 2&9 7.483

Sewlde AR | 4938 o s
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Partners

IIUlI National Confeience ot Stole legislatures.

The Search for Equity in School
Funding

E quity in school funding garners significant attention from policymakers at every level of
government as \sell as educators, parents and the general public. Even after decades of
media attention, study and lawsuits, the solution to inequities remains elusive. For

policymakers a central problem is how to balance state goals and standards while at the same
time recognizing that local discretion must be preserved. Additionally, too many of today's
schoolchildren are not achieving at expected levels, and there is a universal desire to see that

tax money is spent effectively as well as efficiently.

This paper examines several strategies that states have used to try to close the funding dispari-
ties that characterize inequities in per-pupil spending. The paper is divided into six sections:
Definitions, Background, State Strategies, Court-Directed Remedies, Emerging Issu. s and Policy
Recommendations. Although there is no 'one size fits all" method of school funding, the
information in this paper is designed to help states as they balance local autonomy, state roles
and constitutional responsibilities and court-directed remedies.

Trying to achieve equity involves tradeoffs. Although the concept of equity refers to equal
opportunity, communities won't necessarily spend equal amounts of educational resources to
support education. Local control means that communities decide what curriculum is taught
and how much money is spent in educating their students. Thus, it is extremely difficult for a
state to impose equitable spending patterns while embracing the concept of local autonomy.
Another important consideration arises from the difficulty in using spending as an indicator of
educational opportunity, given that per-pupil expenditures vary considerably within and among
states.” Third, because equity can refer to different groups of individuals, namely students and
taxpayers, legislators struggle to find an cquirable balance between those who provide the
taxes for schools and those who benefit and depend on them. Discussions about equity are
best described as dynamic tensions between competing interests and concepts.
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"Equity means
equal and
implies that
one district or
school receives
the same
amount as
another..

Equity in the School Finance Arena: Two Definitions

There is no universally accepted definition of equity in school finance. The term equity means
different things to different people. Noted school finance expert William Clune defines equity
in school finance as follows: "Equity means equal and implies that one district or school
receives the same amount as another, usually in the same district or state. A prior generation
of school finance litigation was based on the idea Il " ill children in a state should have equal
access to educational resources, for example, equal spending or guaranteed tax base. Equity

is and was focused on inputs.”1

Clune defines equity in traditional horizontal terms (refer to Background section). Further-
more, Clune notes that there has been a shift in concerns from equity to adequacy in school
finance, and several of the more recent school finance litigation cases reflect that fact. Al-
though Clune draws a distinction between adequacy and equity, he suggests that there are
links between the two concepts. The shift from equity to adequacy is being driven by an
emerging consensus that high minimum outcomes should be the orienting goal of both policy
and finance. Examples of this point are evident in various efforls under way in Wyoming, New
Jersey, Texas, Minnesota, lllinois, Oregon and New York. These states are trying to determine
how much an adequate education costs. When they do they plan to tie funding formulas to
those determined costs. It is this emerging emphasis on outcomes that has produced what
Clune refers to as a modified equity standard, which links the two concepts.

Another definition is offered by David Thompson, R. Craig Wood and Da’' ¢ Honeyman. "EqQ-
uity is the concept of a fair and just method of distributing resources among schoolchildren.
Yet not all facets of an equitable system of financing education have been discovered, nur has
any state achieved equity for students or taxpayers because our understanding nf equity contin-

ues to expand.

One method of determining how equitable the finance system of a state is comes from exam-

ining three different analytical measures:

1. The variation in revenue and spending across school districts that is not attributable to a

legitimate cost factor,
2. The relationship between revenue and wealth,
3. The relationship between revenue and spending and the tax effort.
"A system may be considered to be equitable that produces a low variation in revenue and

spending; or an equitable system may be one that produces a moderate variation in revenue
and spending provided that the relationship to wealth is low and the relationship to tax effort

is high.
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For example, if per-pupil spending levels of 10 school districts were analyzed it would be
possible to judge the 10 to be equitable if there were a negligible difference in their per-pupil
expenditures. However, if those same 10 districts had dramatically different levels of per-
pupil expenditures, and there was no rational reason for those differences, the obvious conclu-

sion would be that the 10 were spending inequitably.

Background

Examination of school finance litigation since 1989 shows there is no easy way to predict
whether a state’s school finance system will be ruled constitutional or unconstitutional by that
state's highest court. Judging from court rulings in 1989 and the early part of 1990, plaintiffs
challenging the constitutionality of school finance systems were consistently winning the suits.
This trend did not hold for very long, and now about half of the rulings are in favor of states

defending their financing system.

Court cases challenging state school finance systems are pending in 14 states and there does
not appear to have been a drop-off in the number of these suits since the 1989 "Big 3" deci-
sions in Kentucky, Montana and Texas (see table 1). Since 1989, the legality of state school

finance systems has been tested in 21 states.1

Some important trends in the school finance arena appear to be emerging. For example, the
data clearly indicate that wide disparities remain among states in the relative statc/local/fed-
eral mix of public school revenues and in the levels t per-pupil expenditures both within and
across states (see table 2). School finance experts are expecting these trends to continue.
Surprisingly, the disparities in per-pupil expenditures also exist in states that have had court
cases, although the gap between low and high spenders has been reduced. For example, in
New Jersey per-pupil expenditures ranged from a low of 55,900 to a high of $11,500 for the
1995-1996 school year.* In lllinois spending ranged from about 53,000 to 515,000 according
to Education Week/ Drawing from the court record in the Edgcwood litigation in Texas
(Edgcwood |, 1985-Edgewood V, 1995), a 700 to 1 ratio of assessed valuation per pupil be-
tween high-and-low spending districts existed before the lawsuit and will stand at 28 to 1
when Senate Bill 1 is fully implemented in 1999.* Turning to interstate spending differences,
Public School Finance Programs of the United Slates and Canada, 1993-94 reports revenue
per pupil varied from 59,814 in New Jersey to 53,810 in Utah. The state share varied from
90.9 percent in Hawaii to 8.3 percent in New Hampshire, and the local share varied from 88.9
percent in New Hampshire to 2.1 percent in Hawaii. In seven states, the state government
provided more than 70 percent of nonfedcral revenue, and in eight states the share was less
than 40 percent/ As these figures suggest, financing of elementary and secondary education
requires a lot of money. Inschool year 1993-1994, expenditures in all U.S. public elementary
and secondary schools totaled an estimated 5285 billion.'9 Education is the largest single-

budget category of spending in all the states.
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Tabic 1
School Finance Litigation Activity

States in which the School Finance System Has Beer F jlcd Unconstitutional
by the State's Highest Court:

Arizona (1994) New Jersey (1973, 1990)
Arkansas (1983) Tennessee (1993)
California (1971-original ruling) Texas (1989)
Connecticut (1977) Washington (1978)
Kentucky (1989) West Virginia (1979)
Massachusetts (1993) Wyoming (1980,1995)

Montana (1989)

(Note: Alabama's entire education system was ruled unconstitutional by a lower court
in 1993. The capital outlay provisions of Arizona’'s finance system was found unconstitu-

tional.)

States in which the School Finance System Has Been Challenged and Upheld
by the State's Highest Cruri:

Colorado (1982) New York (1982)
Georgia (1981) North Dakota (1994)*
Idaho (1975) Ohio (1979)

Illinois (1976, 1990,1996) Oklahoma (1987)
Kansas (1994) Oregon (1976,1991)
Maryland (1983) Pennsylvania (1979)
Mic* igan (1984) Virginia (1994)
Minnesota (1993) Wisconsin (1989)

eNote: Majority (three) ruled in favor of the plaintiffs but North Dakota requires four
jurticcs to declare statutory law unconstitutional. Nebraska Supreme Court upheld the dis-
missal of an appeal because the case didn't state a cause of action, but there was no ruling
on the constitutionality of the scnool finance system.

5ource: D. Vcrstegen, University of Virginia (Aug. 1, 1994). Compiled from interviews,
document analysis and Education Commission of the States, National Conference of State
egislatures and Center for the Study of Education Finance information.
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Tabic 2

School Revenue Including Federal Aid Excluding Federal Aid

Per Pupil Federal Stale local State Local

New England $7,1*5 51% 36.0% 58.9% 38.0% 62.0%
Connecticut 8,652 4.6% 39.5% 55.9% 41.4% 58.6%
Maine 5937 7.0% 48.5% 44.4% 52.2% 47.8%
Massachusetts 6,754 5.5% 36.0% 58.5% 38.1% 61.9%
New Hampshitc 6,380 2.8% 8.3% 88.9% 8.6% 91.4%
Rhode Island 7.016 4.5% 40.7% 54.8% 42.6% 57.4%
Vermont 7.204 52% 32.4% 62.5% 34.1% 65.9%
Mid-Atlantic 8,262 55% 40.5% 54.0% 42.9% 57.1%
Delaware 6,696 9.1% 65.1% 25.8% 71.6% 28.4%
Maryland 6.526 5.6% 39.0% 55.4% 41.3% SB.7%
New Jersey 9,814 4.2% 41.5% 54.3% 43.3% 56.7%
New York 8,629 5.6% 39.2% 55.2% 41.5% 58.5%
Pennsylvania 7.526 6.2% 41.4% S2.5% 44.1% 55.9%
Great Lakes 6.135 6.2% 38.5% 55.3% 41.0% S9.0%
lllinois 5,793 8.2% 32.9% 58.8% 35.9% 64.1%
Indiana 5.950 52% 52.1% 42.6% 55.0%/. 45.0%
Michigan 6.8*0 5.7% 32.1% 62.2% 34.1% 65.9%
Ohio 5,699 6.2% 43.4% 50.4% 46.2% 53.8%
Wisconsin 6,706 4.4% 38.7% 56.9% 40.4% 59.6%
Plains 5.481 6.0% 43.4% 50.5% 46.2% 53.8%
lowa 5,497 57% 48.4% 45.9% 51.3% 48.7%
Kansas 5,496 55% 49.7% 44.9% 52.5% 47.5%
Minnesota 6,113 5.1% 46.5% 48.5% 48.9% 51.1%
Missouri 5,232 6.6% 37.5% 55.9% 40.2% 59.8%
Nebraska 4,984 4.8% 39.1% 56.1% 41.0% 59.0%
North Dakota 4,761 11 5% 43.6% 44.9% 49.2% 50.8%
South Dakota 4,830 10.8% 25.3% 63.9% 28.4% 71.6%
Southeast 4,963 9.2% 52.8% 38.0%/* 58.2% 41.8%
Alabama 3.913 13.1% 65.4% 21.6% 75.2% 24.83".
Arkansas 4411 9.4% 63.1% 27.5% 69.7% 30.3%
Florida 5,838 7.7% 49.8% 42.4% 54.0% 46.0%
Ceorgia 5,125 8.4% 49.4% 42.2% 54.0% 46.0%
Kentucky 4,932 10.2% 67.2% 22.6% 74.9% 25.1%
Louisiana 4,608 12.3% 53.6% 34.0% 61.2% 38.8%
Mississippi 3.806 16.6% 53.8% 29.6% 64.5% 35.5*.",
North Carolina 4,950 8.9% 63.8% 27.3% 70.0% 30.0%
South Carolina 4,924 96% 46.9% 43.5% 51.9% 48.1 %
Tennessee 4,135 9.8% 489% 41.3% 54.3% 4S.7%
Virginia 5.271 6.6% 34.2% 59.2% 36.6% 63.4%
West Virginia 6.007 8.2% 64.6% 27.2% 70.4% 29.63".
Southwest 5.204 8.6% 46.4% 45.0% SO.8% 49.2%
Arizona 4,957 8.9% 42.3% 48.9% 46.4% 53.63".
New Memco 6,228 10.3% 61.8% 27.9% 68.9% 31.1%
Oklahoma 4,397 7.4% 63.3% 29.4% 68.3% 31.73".
Texas 5.303 8.5% 43.4% 48 1% 47.4% 52.63.
Rocky Mountain 5,107 6.8% 51.6% 41.6% 55.3% 44.7%
Colorado 4,966 5.8% 46.0% 48 2% 48.8% 51.23',
Idaho 4,027 8.1% 60.9% 30.9% 66.3% 33.7%
Montana 5.376 9.2% 53.8% 37.0% 59.3% 40.7%
Utah 3,810 7.1% 54.9% 38.0% 59.1% 40.9%
Wyoming 6,679 5.8% 52.2% 42.1% 55.3% 44.7%

Far West 5.524 8.3% 56.9% 34 8% 62.0% 38.03".
California 5,327 8.9% 54.9% 36.2% 60.3% 39.7%
Nevada 5.245 5.0% 360% 59.0% 37.9% 62.13.
Oregon 5,549 7.3% 41.0% 51.7% 44.3% 55.7%
Washington 6,140 5.9% 71.0% 23.0% 75.5% 24.53k
Alaska 8,189 12.6% 63.6% 23.8% 72.8% 27.2%
Hawaii 6,537 7.1% 90 9% 2.1% 97.8% 2.2%
United Slates 5,907 7.2% 46.0% 46.8% 49.6% 50.4%

Source: National Mutation Association, '994-9S Istimaies oi School Statistics (Washington, D C, 199SI.

p. 38
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Assessing the equity of a school finance system involves determining the type of equity to be
achieved. School finance equity can be described in terms ci cither taxpayer, horizontal or

vertical equity:

»  Taxpayer equity refers to an acknowledged sensitivity to the level or amount of taxes tha:
are paid by taxpayers in support of public education. Attention is focused on the amount
of property or other taxes that taxpayers pay compared with those paid by taxpayers in
other communities for public education.

« Vertical equity is defined as the unequal treatment of unequals. Itimplies that there can be
rational reasons for providing differing levels of per-pupil funding based on the needs of
individual students. The most common illustration of this concept is different treatments
required by special needs students, students in poverty and those who are eligible for early

intervention programs.

» Horizontal equity is defined as equal treatment of equals. The principle states that every
student is of equal value and should receive the same amount of programmatic funding
and educational services. (In reference to taxpayers, horizontal equity requires identi-

cally situated taxpayers to pay identical taxes.)”

The task of the policymaker is made difficult because the approaches to equity have compet-
ing interests that are very difficult to resolve. To achieve equity, states commonly use what is
known as the "foundation formula.” A foundation formula is designed to take into account a
measure of the local wealth of school districts, ensuring that the taxpayers relative tax burden
is considered when the state finance program is created Many of these formulas incorporate
"weightings" to account for the individual needs of students, using the concept of vertical
equity. Inthis wav taxpayer equity can be addressed, at 'east conceptually.

State Strategics

States have used a number of different strategies to address problems that arise from differ-
ences in school district spending, and often changes in strategy are prompted by adverse court
rulings regarding a state's school funding mechanism. Characteristically, these responses have
included appropriation of additional state aid to low-spending districts, capping the amount of
money that wealthy districts can spend and capturing "excess" local revenues from wealthy

districts for statewide school funding purposes.

Increasing State Spending in Low Wealth Districts

A majority of states have increased the amount 0t revenues appropriated for low-spendmg
districts. In fact most slates have increased spending in virtually all school districts over the
last decade.’l Inrecent years some states have increased the state share for K-12 education in
part, to decrease reliance on the politically unpopular property tax that funds most 0t the local
share 0l education co s. Others have enacted state lotteries that earmark percentages of

revenues for education, (tee appendix A).
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In 1994, the New jersey legislature was directed by its supreme court to appropriate additional
revenues to 30 "special needs" districts. "The remedy was highly compensatory, setting spending
in low-outcomc districts equal to wealthy suburban districts, plus an undetermined amount of
compensatory aid."” This was the third time since 1973 that the New Jersey Supreme Court
had deemed the funding system unconstitutional. The court gave the state until the 1997 -
1995 school year to achieve "substantial equivalence, approximating 100 percent,” in per-
pupil spending by wealthy and poor districts." The 1994 decision came after the state had
substantially increased state aid to education. The Center for Educational Policy Analysis
(CEPA) determined that state education aid increased nearly S900 million between 1990 and
1991. Aid to the target special needs districts increased S513 million in the same two-year

period.

A recently released GAO report, School Finance, Three States' Experiences with Equity in
School Funding, notes that Tennessee raised new revenue to increase funding in poorer dis-
tricts by increasing the sales tax 0.5 percent. An earlier plan to implement an income tax for
this purpose had been soundly defeated. In addition, the Supreme Court ordered the state to
equalize teacher salaries. Forty school systems received increases to address -n imbalance
between urban and rural teacher salaries. These policy changes were enacted in 1993. This
action followed disposition of a school finance lawsuit filed by 66 small school districts, in
which a chancery court, the court of appeals and the state supreme court all found that,
‘neither state nor local school funding is equalized to the point that it satisfies the state

constitution's mandate of providing a system of uniform schools."”

Placing Legislative Spending Caps on Wealthy Districts

Generally, the reason hr placing caps on additional revenue is to keep high-wealth districts
from disproportionately increasing their revenue above that of low-wealth districts. This ap-
proach has been criticized by those who 'ear that equity will be achieved by making better, or
higher-spending, schools worse and is referred to as "leveling down." Some policymakers
argue that there should be districts that can serve as models for others and that, without them.
well-to-d-» families will be more likely to leave the school system and send their children to
private schools. These model district' arc commonly referred to as ‘lighthouse districts.’

meaning that their often superior programs, facilities and achievement levels will entice other

districts to strive to achieve similar outcomes.

As pan of a legislative plan to reduce the reliance on propcny tax and close the gap between
low-and high-spending districts, the Wisconsin General Assembly, in 1995, adopted legi>la-
lion imposing a limit on the amount of revenue per pupil that each school district could raise
through a combination of state general school aid and property taxes. The maximum allow-
able increase per pupil is a specific dollar amount or the rate of inflation, whichever results m
a higher amount for the district. (5ce the Recapture section which refers lo Kansas' locjl
option budget provision that places a cap on the amount of revenues available to high-wealth

districts.)
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Recapture/Redistribution
Recapture is a feature in state school finance formulas whereby local districts that raise more

revenue than they can legally spend must make the excess amount available to the state for

redistribution to other school districts.

Ina 1993 decision inWyoming, District Judge Nicholas C. Kalokathis ruled that although the
overall system was constitutional, three programs within the school funding formula .iceded to
be replaced. The three programs were established to direct state aid in excess of the base
foundation amount to low-weallh districts. One of the three programs was a recapture pro-
gram that allowed some of these excess local property taxes to remain in wealthy districts.
The other two programs were the nethod the state used to calculating aid for school districts
in cities and a provision that allowed for locally levied property taxes. In December 1995, the
state supreme court not only agreed with the district court's decision but went further in find-

ing the funding system unconstitutional.

Many states include a combination of these strategies. In 1992, the state of Kansas imple-
mented a pupil-weighted school finance plan that contained a uniform property tax levy de-
signed to reduce expenditure disparities and the influence that school district property tax
base variations have on school spending decisions. Excess revenue produced in some school
districts by the uniform property tax rate are remitted to the state and are used in helping to
fund the state's obligation under the formula. Inaddition, the legislation allows a local option
budget of any amount up to 25 percent of the base amount, subject to approval by the local
school board and subject to a protest petition election procedure.

Ultimately the final plan to restructue the Texas financing system resulted in a combination of
caps on wealthy districts and a recapture clement.*' The legislature gave districts five choices
for reducing their property wealth to a level of $280,000 per weighted pupil:

1. By agreement, a high-wealth district rould voluntarily consolidate with a lower-wealth

district.

2. Byagreement, a school district could detach nonresidcntial property in order to lower its
property value. The detached property would then be permanently annexed to another

school district.

3. With the approval of the voters, a high-wealth district could purchase attendance credits
from the state as a surrogate method of reducing tax bate.

4. High-wealth districts could elect to contract for the education of nonresident students.

5. A high-wealth district could ask the voters of a n”*ion to agree to tax base consolidation,
similar to county education districts."
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A second tier of the Texas school-funding system is a guaranteed yield (CTY) to provide each
school district with the opportunity to supplement the basic program at a i->vel of its own
choice with access to additional funds for facilities.?* GTY programs are defined as matching
grants. The slate matches a percentage of funds raised for education by the school district
based on the fiscal capacity of the district. The higher the guaranteed revenue per pupil, the
greater the equalization effect and cost to the state.10 Two states (Indiana and Wisconsin) use
this formula approach as the primary mechanism for distributing basic support aid.

Pursuit of Court Directed Remedies

Whereas many states have enacted substantive changes to their education financing systems
because of legislative or executive initiatives, others have done so as a result of adverse court
rulings. The role that courts play differs across the country. Some have been unwilling to offer
specific suggestions to legislatures, not wanting to be seen as intruding on legislative branch
discretion since most state constitutions clearly designate authority and oversight of education
to the legislature. Other state courts have been more activist and have either given specific
strategies in the court opinion or have set deadlines by which the legislative branch is to act.

Three examples of court-directed remedies follow.

Texas
Texas Supreme Coun. although not telling the legislature specifically what to dot directed the

legislature to restructure the sys'*m to equalize access to funds among all school districts. The
court suggested the following limited options:

1 Total state funding. Anexample of this approach is the state of Hawaii, which is the only
state that provides almost 100 percent of the funds for K-12 education. No property tax
funds arc levied to support education, because state support for the operation of the public

schools comes from the state general fund.

2. 5fife*v/die property fax. Several states use statewide property taxes, which impose a uni-
form taxation rate across the stale. States that use this system include Arizona. Wyoming,

Kansas and Washington.

3. District consolidation. This approach consolidates or reconfigures school districts m or-
der to balance differences in property wealth.

< Limited fax-base consolidation combined with additions! state aid. Very complicated and
difficult to implement, this approach allows commercial property from one district to be
detached and placed in another district for taxing purposes. If necessary, the state would
then provide additional aid to bring the low-weallh district to (he statutory threshold for

assessed valuation per pupil.
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Kentucky

The Kentucky Supreme Court identified nine "essential” characteristics 0f an efficient system
of common schools as guidance for the Kentucky Gener.. Assembly in its attempt to design a
constitutional system (see appendix B). The nine characteristics stated that equal educational
opportunities must be provided to all children regardless of their place of residence or eco-
nomic circumstance; that all children have a constitutional right to a i adequate education;
and that the General Assembly is responsible for providing school funding sufficient to provide
each child with an adequate education.” Since the enactment of the Kentucky Education
Reform Act (KERA) in 1990, the state has allocated roughly S» billion in new revenues.

Alabama
Borrowing from the Kentucky decision, Alabama Circuit Court Judge Eugene W. Reese's 125-

page, 1993 opinion identified nine "essential principles and features of the liberal system of
public schools required by the Alabama Constitution"” (see appendix B).” To date, the remedy
order has not yet been implemented, and Governor Fob James filed a motion for appeal of the

order to the state supreme court.

Emerging Issues lo Consider

Funding to build school facilities, also referred to as school district capital outlay, is almost
totally dependent on local property taxes and voter approved levies. Recent litigation in
Arizona, Texas and Ohio indicates that states may have to determine how they can participate
more in the funding for facilities. The courts have broadened their view of equity to include
the condition of school buildings in the determination of equitable finance systems. Addi-
tional state support for school facilities could require significant state expenditure, given the
backlog of deferred maintenance, and the demands associated with current educational re-

forms, including educational technology.

Policymakers will face a difficult challenge resulting from the growth in elementary and sec-
ondary enrollments projected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The
center predicts that in one decade, "the nation will need an additional 6,000 schools, 190.000
teachers and SI 5 billion annually to serve elementary and secondary students. K-12 enroll-
ment will hit 51.7 million in the 1996-1997 school year and is expected to reach S4.6 million
by 2006.#n These numbers have significant implications for classroom space, school infra-
structure and personnel needs that states will have to jddress respectively.

Policy Recommendations

Legislative solutions to inequitable spending patterns need to be sensitive both to taxpayer
equity and to concerns for educational equity. The public's support for public education can
be maintained only if policymakers and educators mak-  greater effort to take their cate to
the public and explain how education reform, accountability and adequate revenues are rm-

portant to the reform strategy.
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The stability of the funding system must remain a key consideration at all times. A balanced
approach to school funding, where multiple sources of revenues contribute to financing schools,
reduces the likelihood that the burden for funding will alienate one segment of the populace.

Furthermore, burden sharing builds stability in finance.

e States should include a measure of school district fiscal capacity in their funding ap-
proach. In most states, the ability of a school district to fund education at the local level is
directly related lo its fiscal resources. In most states the only fiscal resource available to
school districts is property tax. Therefore, the most commonly used measure of district
wealth is a district's equalized assessed property valuation. Because differences in prop-
erty tax values have tended to be the major contributor to spending disparities, a measure
of school district fiscal capacity is a necessity. This will allow states to target aid to the
most needy districts while ensuring adherence to broader state educational policy goals.
‘Basic support aid, also referred to as state aid, is the main component of a state's educa-
tion finance system, in most cases providing the majority of aid. Basic support aid pro-
grams are designed to distribute aid in direct relationship with educational need and in-
versely to local ability to pay: that is, the greater the perceived educational need of the
district, the more aid it will receive compared to districts with less need; and the greater
the ability of a district to finance education, the less aid it will receive compared to dis-

tricts with lower ability."1*

- States need to examine both the positive and negative circumstances associated with the
use of earmarked lottery revenues for K-1? funding schemes. Lotteries are regressive and
will decline over time, thus states must be careful not to look to them as stable and pre-

dictable revenue sources.

e States should be attuned to the principle of program neutrality. The principle proposes
that the distribution of state funds not result in an unintentional shift of financial support
from one program to another. For example, a pupil-weighting plan understating the ac-
tual cost of special education p-ograms could result in the district diverting funds from the
regular instructional program to make up the difference.1*

« States should consider that funding systems in total will likely incorporate the principle of
fiscal variability. This means that a state school finance system may have several
dimensions-general and categorical *:d. equalized and noncqualized aid-thus allowing

for a variety of financial aid mechanisms.1*

e The distribution of state resources should be done in a manner that promotes the most

efficient use of those resources at the local level.
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A Broader Federal Role in Education Finance?

Reaching a solution to school finance equity may involve a redefinition of the federal role in
elementary and secondary education. The average amount of federal aid to K-12 education
is about 7 percent.” Hij;tor:cally, the federal government has provided categorical aid to help
school districts that have large populations of poor students, contain government-owned prop-
erty (for example military bases) that districts cannot include in their property tax bases and,
most recently, to help states finance educational reform efforts under the Coals 2000 legisla-

tion.

During the 1996 Republican National Convention, delegates approved a platform that would
offer the public an education 'warranty,’ guiding federal policy while handing state and local
policymakers most of the power to decide how to use a mix of vouchers, school prayer and
immigrant policy. The last two years have se”*n an unprecedented public debate about what
the role and direction of the U.S. Department of Education should be. The debate has been
played out in the national media by members of congress, the administration and former
secretaries of the department and was a legitimate campaign issue for the 1996 presidmtial
election. (Appendix D contains a complete list of federal funding t0- elementary and second-
ary education programs and a discussion of what a broader federal role in education might

look like).

Conclusion

In addition to school finance, state legislators are dealing with broader implications ot duca-
tional reform, including charter schools, voucher programs and the implementation of content
standards. Nonetheless, public interest in reducing the reliance on property taxes and the
pressure of constitutional challenges to the school funding system have ensured that there will
be a need for state legislators and governors to continue defending how schools are funded

while attempting to bring more equity to finance formulas.

As Jeffrey Katz noted, 'legislators are key participants in the process because the states solely
determme what constitutes educational equity.'™ Attempts to bring greater equity to all school
systems will continue to be a challenging task for state policymakers, both financially and
politically. States must craft plans to address equity while being sensitive to concerns in high-
spending districts that advancing equity will mean that their state aid will be cut or that local

revenues will be capped or recaptured.

On the other hand, because of the prohibitive costs it would take to boost all low-spending
districts, it will not be possible for most states to pursue a ‘leveling up* strategy as a lone
solution to closing disparities in per-pupil spending and educational resources, for example,
when the state of Michigan rewrote its finance system in 1994 it required additional state aid
to 41 of 556 school districts to bring them up to a minimum foundation allowance level of
$4,200 in school year 1994-1995.” When ranked with all school districts, these 41 districts

were at the very bottom of spending in 1993-1994.
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The problem of determining how to bring fiscal equity to states and districts will be solved
incrementally. It is our hope that this publication will give policymakers some insights

how to accomplish this formidable task.
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Appendix A
Nontax Revenues for Education

Slate lotteries are an important and lucrative source of educ. ion funding in a few states. In
fiscal year 1993, when NCSL carried out a 50-state survey on the topic, the following states
allocated the amounts shown to K-12 education (or related purposes) from lottery proceeds.

Percent of

Amount Total K-12

(millions Coming
State of dollars) Purpose from Lottery
California $502 K-12 education 1.8
Florida 831 Dept, of Education 7.4
Idaho 3 K-12 education 0.4
lllinois 588 K-12 education 5.9
Indiana 85 K-12 education 1.7
Massachusetts 533 Local Aid Fund 10.5
Michigan 427 School Aid Fund 4.1
Montana 18 K-12 education 26
New Hampshire 37 K-12 education 3.6
New York 961 Local governments

for K-12 education 4.2

Ohio 658 K 12 education 6.4
West Virginia 4 K 12 education 0.2
Wisconsin's 200 Property tax relief 3.7
Total $4,847

14 NCII fduolinn firtnrn Proftrt



Appendix B
Educational Coals for Kentucky

1.
2
3.
4.
5.
6

Us establishment, maintenance and funding are the sole responsibility of the Legislature.

it is free to all.

It is available to all Kentucky children.

It is substantially uniform throughout the state.

It provides equal educational opportunities to all Kentucky children.

It is monitored by the General Assembly to assure there is no waste, no duplication, no
mismanagement, and no political influences.

Schools are operated under the premises that an adequate education is a constitutional

right.
Sufficient funding provides each child an adequate education.
An "adequate education” is defined as one which develops the following seven capaci*

ties:

Communication skills necessary to function in a complex, changing civilization.

Knowledge to make economic, social, and political choices.
Understanding of governmental processes as they affect the community, state, and na>

tion.

Sufficient sclf*k jwledge and one’s mental and physical wellness.

Sufficient grounding in the arts to enable each student to appreciate his or her cultural
and historical heritage.

Sufficient preparation for students to choose and pursue their life's work intelligently.
Skills enabling students to compete successfully with students from other states.

Source: Opinion and Order of the Supreme Court of Kentucky, in Roie vs. The Council (or
Better Education Inc.
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Appendix C
Alabama Essential Principles and features of tbe "Liberal System of Public

Schools" Required by the Alabama Constitution

1. Sufficient oral and written communication skills to function in Alabama, and at the na-
tional and international levels, in the communication skills to function in Alabama, and
at the national and international levels, in the coming years;

2. Sufficient mathemalic and scientific skills to function in Alabama, and at the national and

international levels, in the coming years;

3. Sufficient knowledge of economic, social, and political systems generally, and of the his-
tory, politics and social structure of Alabama and the United States, specifically, to enable

the student to make informed choices;

4. Sufficient understanding of governmental processes and of basic civic institutions to en-
able the student to understand and contribute to the issues that affect his or her commu-

nity, state, and nation;

5. Sufficient self-kno'. edge and knowledge of principles of health and mental hygient to
enable the student to monitor and contribute to his or her own physical and mental well-

being.

6. Sufficient understanding of the arts to enable each student to appreciate his or her cultural
heritage and the cultural heritages of others;

7. Sufficient training, or preparation for advanced training, in academic or vocational skills,
and sufficient guidance, to enable each child to choose and pursue life work intelligently;

8. Sufficient levels of academic or vocational skills to enable public school students to com -
pete favorably with their counterparts in Alabama, in surrounding slates, across the na-
tion, and throughout the world, in academics or in the job market; and

9. Sufficient support and guidance so that every student feels a sense of self-worth and ability
to achieve, and so that every student is encouraged to live up to his or her full human

potential.

Source: Opinion and Order of Alabar.-a Circuit Court judge Eugene W. Reese, in A/abama
Coalition for Equity. Inc., vs. Guy Hunt. Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Alabama.
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Elementary Secondary Education Program and A Broader Federal Role in
Education Finance

Bilingual Education
Title 1 * Compensatory Education
Administration
Basic State Grants
Capital Expert*.'
Even Start
Handicapped Payments
Migrant Programs
Neglected and Delinquent Children
School Improvement
Dropout Prevention
Special Education
Basic State Grants
Preschool Grants
Infants and Children
Impact Aid
Basic State Grants
Handicapped Payments
Construction
Goals 2000: Educate America Grant
School-to-Work
Title VI: School Improvement Program
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Eisenhower Professional Development
Magnet Schools
Indian Education
Immigrant Education
Education for the Homeless Youth

Postsecondary Education

College Work Study

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
Perkins Loans

Pell Grants
State Student Incentive Crants
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A Broader Federal Role in Education Finance

Allan Odden, a national school finance expert and University of Wisconsin professor of edu-
cation administration has done some extensive work in fashioning several strategies that would
create a new federal role in K-12 education. He argues that the federal government should try
to address the most proncunced interstate disparities, which can be found in most of the
poorest states. These states now garner the highest percentage of federal categorical aid.
however, their needs for additional monetary assistance remain high. The Coals 2000 pro-
gram could serve as a vehicle for distributing additional money that is not earmarked for

existing categorical programs.

Other ideas include:

t>

Although costly, a new federal role in general revenue sharing could bo targeted to reduce
differences in state fiscal capacity. Odden acknowledges that critics will argue that until
fiscal capacity is more directly and strongly linked with differences in student achieve-
ment, a large and expensive new federal role is unwarranted. The general idea would be
for the federal government to ensure a per capita tax yield across the states for similar tax
efforts, similar to an intrastate guaranteed tax base program of school financing.

Another alternative would be for the federal government to bring base education spend-
ing up to some minimum level, such as the national average expenditure per pupil or the
median expenditure per-pupil level. Odden cautions that if fully funded, it would require
a large boost in federal education revenues but would leave intact current differences in
state education tax effort. To address this problem he suggests that federal revenue for
such a program could be contingent upon a state's exerting a minimum general tax effort,
using measures such as an amount of own source tax revenues per capita or a lax rate
index at or above 100 on the ACIR (Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-

tions) tax effort index.

A third, more direct alternative would be for the federal government to implement a na-
tionwide district or school-based foundation per pupil expenditure program. This pro-
gram would function just like a state foundation program. First, the federal government
would set a base spending level, or a foundation per-pupil expenditure level, for all dis-
tricts or schools. The amount could be adjusted using a state-by-stato cost-of-education
index. The federal government would make up the difference between this per pupil
amount and an amount that would have to be raised by the state. The latter amount could
be the vield from a statewide property tax, or it could be the yield from a statewide prop-
erty tax and an amount of state general fund revenues. Such a program would address

both inter-and intrastate spending differences.
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Appendix E
Glossary

Assessed Valuation: The value of a taxable property as determined by a government agency or
tax assessor. Taxes are paid on the basis of .1 property's assessed valuation. The assessed
valuation of property in most states and localities is usually less than the market value of the

property.

Equalization: The process of compensating for differences in order to make equal. Several
related concepts are useful. Capacity Equalization is the process of compensating for differ-
ences in school districts' ability to support rducation in order to achieve student equity and
taxpayer equity. Service and programmatic equalization is the process of compensating for
differences in the level of services or programs in a school or school district in order lo achieve

student equity.

Foundation Program: A state equalization aid program that typically guarantees a certain
foundation level of expenditure for each student, together with a minimum lax rate that each
school district must levy for education purposes. The difference between what a local school
district raises at the minimum tax rate and the foundation expenditure is made up in state aid.

Fiscal Capacity: The total economic resources available to a government for tax purposes. In
school finance, fiscal capacity is generally defined as property valuation per pupil, but several
states include income or other measures of wealth with property valuation as a measure of

fiscal capacity.

Recapture: A feature in state aid to education formulas where local districts which raise an
amount per pupil in excess of the state guaranteed expenditure per pupil would have to pay
back the excess to the state for redistribution to poorer school (i.e., those with less valuation

per pupil).
Required Local Tax Rate: A term indicating the mandated property tax rate equipped for
participation in the state aid sy'tctm. The required local tax is usually associated with a fojn-

dation program and is often expressed in terms of mills. A millage rate «$the amount of
property tax dollars to be paid for each $1,000 of assessed valuation.

Required Local Effort (RLE): A local tax that must be levied, local funds raised by the RLE arc
subtracted from the total foundation funds to determine the amount of state aid the district

receives.

Source: John Augenblick, Mary Fulton, and Chris Pipho. School Finance: A Primer. April
1991.
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Appendix F
Organizational Strategies to Address Equity

The National Education Association, (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
have both recently offered strategies for influencing ongoing educational reform and student
achievement. The unions hope these initiatives will positively influence stude eachievement
while also presenting a strong case for advancing educational equity. The NEA strategy in-
volves the development of a “quality index" that can be used by individual schools, districts
and the states to “help identify needs and priorities for how schools can gauge whether the
programs in place are sufficient to help students meet world class standards." Under a five-
year project the union has also released "Keys to Excellence in Your Schools" (KEYS) which
provides 35 indicators for identifying strengths, weaknesses and resource needs.10

The American Federation of Teachers has released the “lesson for Life Campaign." The na-
tional campaign is based on the public polling work of the Public Agenda Foundation and
seeks to establish equity and discipline in the learning environment in order to ensure high
academic standards. The initiative seeks to help all students by ensuring that the school
environment can focus on learning and achievement as opposed to disruptions within class-
rooms. Itincludes the AFT Bill of Rights and Responsibilities for Learning.

A special partnership between the U.S. Chamber of Commerce'; Center for Workforce Prepa-
ration, the accounting firm Coopers & Lybrand LLP and Fordham University professor Bruce
Cooper has produced a resource allocation model for use by local schools and districts. The
model seeks *o help districts track education spending from the central office into the class-
room. Such data could be used by policymakers to examine equity issues within a state and
within school districts. The software produces management reports that provide community
leaders, administrators and policymakers with information that can contribute to the under-
standing of how school districts use monetary resources. The model may have implications
for addressing equity and other Finance-related questions within school districts and states.

Other entities that have done similar expenditure flow analysis include the Washington. D.C.
based firm Pelavin & Associates as well as Palo Alta California, based education researchers
Jay Chambers and Tom Parrish. At lease three states-Ohia Oregon and Flonda-have used
uniform accounting systems as a means of tracking state expenditures.
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HB 148 School Funding Formula

Overvicw

1) Determine the size adjustment for the funding community based on the following table. Multiply
the ADM by the size factor.

Average Daily Membership (ADM) Funding Community Size Factor

10-20 2.75

21-40 2.20

41-80 1.90

81-160 155

161 -4H) 140

401*1.000 110

over 1,000 1.00

2) Determine the area cost factor assigned to the funding community listed in transition section 25.
Multiply the result of step | by the area cost factor for that community.

3) Repeat step 1and 2 for each funding community within a school district.

4) Determine if the funding community is the only one in the district and has an ADM less than 900.
If so. determine the single site adjustment based on the following table.

Average Daily Membership (ADM) Factor
1-250 112
251-525 108
526-91H 1.06

51 Add the results of steps | through 4.
6) Multiply step 5 by thespecial needs adjustment of 1.20.

7) Determine the student transportation factor assigned tothe school districtlisted in transition
section 26. Multiply step 6 by the student transportation factor forthat district.  The resultis the
school district's adjusted ADM. The adjusted ADM is multiplied by the student allotment to
determine the base allocation.

8) Intensive funding is determined for each funding community by multiplying ihe number of
students receiving intensive services by the area cost factor. Adding the results for each funding
community together and multiplying the result b> $22,500 determines the districts intensive

funding.

y) The base allocation computed in step 7 is added to the intensive funding calculation in step 8 to
determine the district’s need

10) District Need m (ADM X Si/e Adjustment X Area Cost factor X Single Site Adjustment X
Special Needs Adjustment X Transportation Adjustment) # Intensive funding

11 (State Aid = District Need = l.ocalContributions



Foundation Funding Calculations (CS SSHB 148)

Dcteimining District Need

Kashunamiut School District _ Area Cost FC adjusted
Funding Community ADM Size Factor  Factor ADM
Chevak 269.00 x 140 x 132 m 497.11
X X
X X
X X
X X
~sub total 497.11
Single Site Adjustment 1.08
_ subtotal 536 88
Special Needs Adjustment 1.20
~ subtotal 644 26
Student Transportation Adjustment 1.00
District Adjusted ADM 644 26
Student Allolment $3,400
Base Funding
Intensive Service Allocation Area Cost FC adjusted
Funding Community Enrolled Factor Intensive Count
Chevak 300x 132 396
X
X
X
X
Sub Total 396
Intensive Allotment $22,500

Intensive Funding

District Need equals Base plus Intensivo funding District Need

Determining Stato Aid o
District Need

Local Effort calculations the lesser of
Distnct Need 2279 584 « 350 o 197 854
Full Value Determination X 0003 m '
Local Effort
State Aid
Hold Harmless FY98 entitlements under existing formulas
__ Foundation 2,121,185
Pupil Transportation 3 119
Single Site 154 940
Hold Harmless Baso 2279 244
Hold Harmless % 100%

Hold Harmless comparison
Additional state aid duo
Total Sfato Aid

Chango in state aid

$2.190.484

$89 100
$2.279 584

$2279 584

$0
$2 270 584

$2,279.244
§0
$2 279 564

$340



Foundation Funding Calculations (CS SSHB 148)
Determining District Need

Bristol Bay School District . Area Cost FC a(gusted
Funding Community ADM Size Factor ~ Factor ADM
Bristol Ba% 303.00 x 140 X 1.0 593 88
South Naknek 18 00 g(( 275;(x 140 - 6930
X X - .
X X - .
~subtotal 663 18
Single Site Adjustment 100
, sub total 663.18
Special Needs Adjustment 1.20
, sub total 795.82
Student Transportation Adjustment 1.07
District Adjustod ADM 851.53
Student Allotment $3,400
Base Funding
Intensive Service Allocrtion Area Cost FC adjusted
Funding Community Enrolled Factor Intensive Count
Bristol Ba 200 x 140 - 2.80
South Naknek X 140 -
9 -
X n .
Sub Total 2 80
Intensive Allotment $22,500
Intensive Funding
District Need equals Base plus Intensive funding District Need
Determining State Aid o
. District Need
Local Effort calculations the lesser of
District Need 2958 202 x 35% - 1.035371

Full Value Determination 187.513 800 «x 0003 562 541
Local Effort

Stale Aid
Hold Harmless FY98 entitlements under existing formulas _
__Foundation 1884 665
Pupil Transportation 217.455
Single Site
Hold Harmless Base 212 120
Hold Harmless % 1C0%

Hold Harmless comparison
Addrtional siato aid due

Total State Aid

Chango m stato aid

$2.895202

$53 000
$2 958 202

$2 958 202

$562 541
$2 395 661

$2 102 120
§0
$2 395 661

$293 541



Foundation Funding Calculations (CS SSHB 148)

Determining District Need

Yupiit School District . Area Cost FC a%usted
Funding Community ADM Size Factor  Factor ADM
AkiachaK 172.00 x 140 x 132 m 317.86
Akiak 122.00 x 155 x 132 m 249 61
Tuljksak 122.00 x 155 x 132 s 249.61
X X m -
X X m '
sub total 817.08
Single Site Adjustirent 100
. sub total 817.08
Special Needs Adjustment 120
~ subtotal 980 50
Student Transportation Adjustment 100
District Adjusted ADM 980.50
Student Allotment $3,400
Base Funding ~ $3.333,700
Intensivo Service Allocation Area Cost FC adjusted
Funding Community Enrolled Factor Intensivo Count
Akiachak 1.00 x 132 132
X
X
X
~Sub Total 132
Intensive Allotment $22,500

Intensive Funding $29,700
District Need equals Base plus Intensive funding District Need ~ $3.363 400

Determining State Aid .
District Need ~ $3 363 400

Local Effort calculations the lesser of
District Need 3363400 « 3°-» m 1.177.190
Full Value Determination X 0003 - .
Local Effort $0
Stato Aid  $3 363 400
Hold Harmless FY98 entitlementj under exist ng formulas ,
__ Foundation 4279 034
Pupil Transportation ~
Single Site .
Hold Harmless Base 4.279.034
Hold Harmless % 100%

HokJ Harmless comparison ~ $4 279.034
Additional stale aid due $915 634
Total Stato Aid $4 279.034

Chango m state aid $0



HB14Q- PublLc School Funding Program - 4-7-97

Fiscal Note Analysis

CONTRACTUAL.: The department is requesting a one time appropriation of $498,600 in FY98 to commission
an educational cost study. The department believes it will take approximately 18 months to complote the study
Place holder area cost and transportation factors have been placed in transition sections 25 and 26 of this hill, it
If tho intent of the department to commission the study and adopt the results in regulation. Elements to
consider inan educational cost study may includod but are not limited to, ceitified and classified salaries,
benefits, geographic location, transportation, fuel, utilities and supplies.

GRANTS: The following table lists the assumptions used to prepare the fiscal note.

Bill Reference Sec. 29 Sec. 14.17.410(2) Sec. 27 Transition

Fiscal Year Student Allocation Required Local Hold Harmless Enrollment Growtn
FY9o8 $3,400 3.00 mills 100% FY98 Projections
FY99 $3,925 3.25 mills 80% 1.5%
FYQO $3,970 3.50 millr 60% 1.5%
Fyo1 $4,010 3.75 mills 40% 1.5%
FY02 $4,045 4.00 mills 20% 1.5%
FY03 $4,045 4.00 mills 0% 1.5%

Sectional Analysis.
Section 1- Defines the purpose of the proposed public school funding program.

Section 2 - Amends Alaska statuto 14.17. Listed under Section 2 are sections 14.17.300 through 14.17.990
that outline the proposed Public School Funding Program. Following is a list of the proposed sections and their

titles.

Sec. 14 17.300. Public school account.
Sec. 14.17.400. State funding for districts.

Sec. 14.17.410. Equalization funding.

Sec. 14.17.420. Special needs and intensive services funding.

Sec. 14.17.430. Stato funding for centralized correspondence study.

Sec. 14.17.435. Stato funding for stato boarding school.

Sec. 14.17.440. Local contribution.

Sec. 14.17.450. Funding communities.

Soc. 14.17.460. Funding community size factor.

Sec. 14.17.470. Area cost and transportation factors.

Sec. 14.17.475. Base student allocation.

Sec. 14.17.500. Student count estimate.

Sec. 14.17.505. Fund balance in school oporatmg fund.

Sec. 14.17.510, Determination of full and true value by f<epariment of Community and Regional Affairs.
Soc. 14.17,520. Miminum oxpendituro for instruction.

Sec. 14.17.600. Student counting periods

Soc. 14.17.610. Distribution of public school funding.

Soc 14.17.900. Construction and implementation of chaptor.

Sec. 14.17.910. Restrictions gov jrmng receipt and expenditure of district monoy.
Soc. 14.17.920 Regulations.

Sec 14 17.990. Definitions.
pg-200J



Ye.ir 1 1990 -CSSSHB 148

Student allocation $3,400

100% Hold Harmless
Req Local @ 3 mills

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER
CORDOVA

CRAIG
DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD
JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MAT-SU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBILOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST MARYS
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

YUKON FLATS
VUKON'KOYUKUK
YUPIT

ACS

MEHS

TOTAUS

FYPB Wt ADM
Pfolocted
ADM
568 00 1,353 03
3300 85 87
369 00 1008 67
46,790 50 58.539 67
390 00 74299
1,781 36 4.694 09
321 00 851 53
33200 792 35
160 00 423 78
759 50 1371371
530 00 853 85
44700 669 11
839 00 t 416 58
395 00 865 09
580 00 1.11408
16.350 50 20,171 23
180 00 456 01
442 00 658 75
274 00 527 22
107 50 235 15
436 00 1336 25
5599 17 6.987 7C
190 00 379 13
263 00 644 26
10579 00 14 856 10
283200 3534 34
220 00 434 65
2 811 00 4131 29
517 00 1436 83
51000 1695 66
3521 50 763700
184500 425788
1260500 17.278 67
170 00 382 89
771 00 1466 71
203700 4770 39
204400 487090
40 00 124 19
782 00 111605
211 00 582 96
1750 00 2 16400
130 00 284 36
264 00 73763
738 CO 1914 26
140 CO 384 97
100 CO 294 57
375 CO 92507
900 CO 1375 13
52500 756 62
174 00 384 42
462 00 1551 53
5%2 00 172251
4.6 00 960 50
1669 86 2003 83
28500 478 W
128 11969 19134568

Level 1 Student AHocafton

Level 1
Base

4.600.302
291,958
3429308
199034078
2.526 166
15959 906
2.895202
2,693 990
1.440.857
4.670.818
2903 090
2214 974
4823 112
2944.026
3.787.872
70 622 182
1550 434
2.239750
1.792 548
799.510
4543 250
23.758 384
1289042
2 190 484
50 510740
12016 756
1477.810
14 C46 386
4885 222
5765 244
25 965 800
14 476 797
50 747 478
13ul 826
4986 814
16 246 526
16 561 060
422 2.6
3794 570
1982 064
7425600
966 824
2507 942
6 508 484
1306 893
1001 538
3 145230
4675 447
2572508
1307020
5275202
5056 534
3333 700
6013022
1627920

Intenﬂye
Allocation

76.950

09 100
14.827 500

129 375
63 000
47,250

70.875
102.600
70 875
153.900

207.900
4680 000
89 100
70 875
236 250
23.625
148 500
1552 500
23625
89 100
1440 000
270 000
47 250
261 900
29 700
29 700
712 800
29 700
2542 500
25 650
29 700
313 875
97 875

90 000
63000
225 000

47 250
29 700

29 700
141 750
67 500
76 950

151 650
29 700
0
0

$650 575 317 §20 535 750

$) 400

Level 1

4,677 252
291,958
3.518 408
213 862.378
2.526,166
16 089.281
2958 202
2.741,240
1440 852
4.741.693
3.005,690
2.345 849
4.977.072
2944.026
3995.772
75302.182
1639 534
2310625
2020,798
823.135
4691.750
25.310 884
1.312.667
2279.584
51 950 740
12 286 756
1525060
14 306.236
4914 922
5794 944
26 678 600
14506 492
61 269 978
1327 476
5016.514
16 560 401
t6 658 935
422 246
3884 570
2045 064
7650600
966 824

2 555 197
6538 184
1308 898
1001538
3 174930
4817 197
2640006
1383970
5275202
1060 ISA
3363 400
6013022
1627 920

1996

Assessed Value

92 545.800
13.295 065 500

187.513800

166.181.680
78670 700

115814 500
135.180600
3.879 123 580
17707000
156 454 400
24 700.900
5.098 200

2093 307.500
17411 300

3714200 960
1090 044 100
15993 700
877 746 500

68 133 100

2339858 260
16 529 900
153 709 500
12 130 115460
263 071 000
15566 600
225 246 500

583 301 700
126 841 600

4 448 700
5900 100
351 372 100
953 915 450
133 739 200
32 101 900

$680 111067 $43 367 419 810

Assessed Value

(@3 Mills or
35% ol Level 1

0

0

217 637
39 885 197
0

0

562.541
0

0

0

498 545
236 012
0

347 444
405 566
11637 371
53 121
469 363
74 103
17695

0

6279 923
52 234

0

11 142603
3270 132
47 981
2633 240
0

204 399
0

0

7019 57f
49590
461 129
5796 140
789 213
46 700
675 748

1749905
338 388
0

0

13 346
17700
1054 116
1686017
401 218
96 305

OCDCoocoo

$98 290 190

Level 1
State Support

4677252
291.958
3240 171
173977 181
2526 166
16089 281
2 395.661
2 141 240
1440 852
4.741 693
2507 145
2109 037
4977072
2596 582
3.590 206
63 664 011
1586 413
1841 262
1954 695
805 440
4691 750
19030 961
1260 433
2219 584
40 608 137
9016 624
1477079
11 675 046
4914922
5590 545
26 678 600
14 506 492
54 270 403
1277 886
4555 385
10 764 261
15865 722
375 546
3208 830
2045 064
5900 695
628 436
2555 192
G538 184
1295 552
963 838
2120 822
3 131 175
2238790
1207672
5273202
6008 104
3363 400
4428 464
1627 920

$579436 314



Year 11998-CSSSHB 148

100% Hold Harmless State/Local AS 14 .17 AS 14.17 & .09
Student allocation $3,400 Proposed Existing Difference Proposed Existing Formula

Req. Local @ 3 mills Total Total Proposed less HB 148 projected Change In

State/Local State/Local Existing State Aid State Aid State Aid

ALASKA GATEWAY 5,771,740 5,771,740 0 5,711,740 5.711.740 0
ALEUTIAN REGION 773,299 773.299 0 768,249 768,249 0
ALEUTIANS EAST 4,517,068 4,517,068 0 3,801,968 3,801,968 0
ANCHORAGE 279,957,881 279,957.881 0 194,503,463 194.503.463 0
ANNETTE ISLANDS 2,576,166 1,834,264 741,902 2,526,166 1.784 .26 4 741902
BERING STRAIT 18,231,141 18,231.141 0 17,200,141 17.200,141 0
BRISTOL BAY 3.574,780 3,281,239 293,541 2.395,661 2,102,120 293.541
CHATHAM 2,781,240 2.736,944 44,296 °IF 2,741,240 2,696,944 44,296
CHUGACH 1,893,397 1,893,397 0 1,872,397 1,872,397 0
COPPER RIVER 6,627,803 6,627,803 0 6,542.803 6,542,803 0
CORDOVA 3.702.679 3,702.679 Cc 2,936,382 2.936,382 0
CRAIG 2,938.945 2.938.945 0 2,572,117 2,572,117 0
DELTA/GREELY 5,589,169 5,589,169 0 5,540,169 5540.169 0
DENALI 4,051.077 4,051,077 0 3,225,98% 3.225,984 0
DILLINGHAM 5,003,724 5,093,724 0 4,279,224 4.,279.224 0
FAIRBANKS 99.142.561 99.142.561 0 72,062,561 72,062.561 0
G'XLENA 2,268,955 2.268,955 0 1,930,422 1,930,422 0
HAINES 3,642,562 3,642,562 0 2.354.107 2,354,107 0
HOONAH 2.663,806 2,663,806 0 2,212,423 2,212,423 0
HYDABURG 1,270,222 1,270,222 0 1,078,255 1.078,255 0
IDITAROD 5,454.647 5.454.647 0 5,349,217 5,349,217 0
JUNEAU 36,417,809 36,417,809 0 22,091.809 22.091,809 0
KAKE 1,794,804 1.794,804 0 1.492.694 1,492.694 0
KASHUNAMIUT 2,357,584 2.357.244 340 2,279.584 2.279.244 340
KENAI 75.872.228 75,872,228 0 48,142,151 48.142.151 0
KETCHIKAN 17,665,366 17,665,366 0 10,365.300 10.365.300 0
KLAWOCK 1.820,059 1,820,059 0 1.693,207 1.693.207 0
KODIAK 18.924.918 18.924.918 0 14,014.888 14.014,888 0
KUSP UK 5.820.204 5.820.204 0 5.710,204 5,710,204 0
LAKE AND PENINSULA 8.135.645 8.135.645 0 6,877.145 6.877.145 0
LOWER KUSKOKW IM 40.567.281 40.567,281 0 39.867,281 39.367.281 0
LOWER YUKON 15.352.190 15.352.190 0 14,977.190 14,977.190 0
MAT-SU 84,767.919 84,767,919 0 64,013.187 64,013.187 0
NENANA 1.804.643 1.804.643 0 1,730.519 1.730.519 0
NOME 6,923,968 6.923.968 0 5,450.503 5.450.503 0
NORTH SLOPE 38.854.261 40382.357 (1.528.096) 10,764 .261 12.292.357 (1.528096)
NORTHWEST ARCTIC 21.134.063 21.134.063 0 18,099.143 18.099,143 0
PELICAN 671,628 671.628 0 614.834 614.834 0
PETERSBURG 5.317.626 5.317.626 0 3.602.176 2.602.176 0
PRIBILOF 2.062.064 2.056.134 5.930 2.045.064 2.039.134 5.930
SITKA 10.770.514 10.770.514 0 6.673,858 6.673.858 0
SKAGWAY 1.470,594 1470 594 0 851.641 851.641 0
SOUTHEAST 3.498.604 3498.604 0 3.423.504 3,423.504 0
SOUTHWEST 8.062.092 8.062 092 0 7.536.092 7.536.092 0
ST MARYS 1.619,534 1.619.534 0 1.579.534 1.579.534 0
TANANA 1,419.091 1.449.091 0 1,321.091 1.321.091 0
UNALASKA 3,808,251 3.808251 0 2.173.304 2.173,304 0
VALDEZ 7,722.421 7.722421 0 3.982.638 3.982.638 0
WRANGELL 3.843,553 3,843.553 0 2.746.823 2.746.823 0
YAKUTAT 1.854.557 1,854 557 0 1.516.557 1,516 .557 0
YUKON FLATS 6,814,646 6 814 646 0 6.447,719 6,447,719 0
YUKON/KOYUKUK 6.907.725 6.907 725 0 6.842,725 6.842,725 0
YUPIIT 4,399,921 4.399 921 0 4.279.034 4.279.034 0
ALYESKA CORRES 4.428.464 4.022,889 405 575 4.428.464 4.022.889 405.575
Mt EOGECUMBE 1.708,000 1.708.000 0 1.708.000 1,708.000 0
OTHER 27.245 135 27.245.135 0 27.245.135 27.245.135 0
TOTAL 944.390.224 944 426,736 (36 5121 698,191,948 698.228460 (36.512)

*22%72  «>14» COMPASFIEM



