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TABLE 4D:

SCHOOL DISTRICT

ADAK

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIANS
ANNETTE ISLAND
BERING STRAITS
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER
DELTA GREELY
IDITAROD
KASHUNAMIUT
KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENISULA

LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
PRIBILOF ISLANDS
ftAILBELT

SOUTHEAST ISLANDS

SOUTHWEST
YUKON FLATS
YUKON KOYUKUK
YUPNT

TOTAL

REAA ESTIMATED P.L. 81-874 REVENUE

ADM P.L 61-874 P.L 8’ -874 FYS7 P.L 81-874 AS
FY87 ESTIMATED ESTIMATED % OF TOTAL
REVENUE REVENUE PER ADM REVENUE

607 $2,104,016 $3,466 47%
516 $775,872 $1,504 17%
87 $355,000 $4,080 19%
413 $1,639,104 $3,969 53%
1,233 $4,141,068 $3,359 26%
306 $964,156 $3,151 32%
129 $140,000 $1,085 9%
575 $135,000 $235 3%
1,084 $1,252,226 $1,155 19%
399 $1,038,030 $2,602 19%
166 $750,000 $1,518 35%
408 $1,440,106 $3,530 27%
370 $1,322,008 $3,573 21%
2,675 $7,100,000 $2,654 23%
1,286 $5,413,552 $4,210 39%
169 $748,731 $4,431 41%
357 $100,000 $280 3%
458 $849,550 $1,855 20%
436 $2,155,859 $4,436 32%
377 $714,000 $1,894 12%
596 $1,721,696 $2,889 23%
285 $0 $0 0%
12,982 $34,860,024 $2,685 24%

P.L 81-874 AS
% OF FOUNDATION
REVENUE

101%
22%
26%

120%
37%
49%
10%

4%
26%
25%
53%
40%
28%
30%
73%
73%

3%
29%
51%
14%
32%

0%

34%

Ccw inor-rwr



TABLE 4E: RANKED REAA ESTIMATED P.L. 81-874 REVENUES PER ADM

SCHOOL DISTRICT ADM P.L 81-874 P.L 81-874 FY87 P.L. 81-8/4 AS P.L. 81-874 AS
FY87 ESTIMATED ESTIMATED % OF TOTAL 9% OF FOUNDATION

REVENUE REVENUE PER ADM REVENUE REVENUE

KASHUNAMIUT 1GG ' $750,000 $4,518 35% 53%
SOUTHWEST 486 $2,155,859 $4,436 88 % 51%
PRIBILOF ISLANDS 169 $748,781 $4,431 41% 73%
LOWER YUKON 1,2bo $5,413,552 $4,210 39% 73%
ALEUTIANS 87 $355,000 $4,080 19% 26%
ANNETTE ISLAND 413 $1,639,104 $3,969 53% 120%
LAKE AND PENISULA 370 $1,322,008 $3,573 21% 28%
KUSPUK 408 $1,440,106 $3,530 27% 40%
ADAK 607 $2,104,016 $3,466 47% 101%
BERING STRAITS 1,233 $4,141,068 $3,359 26% 37%
CHATHAM 306 $964,156 $3,151 32% 49%
YUKON KOYUKUK 596 $1,721,696 $2,889 23% 32%
LOWER KUSKOKWIM 2,675 $7,100,000 $2,654 23% 30%
IDITAROD 399 $1,038,030 $2,602 19% 25%
YUKON FLATS 377 $714,000 $1,894 12% 14%
SOUTHEAST ISLANDS 458 $849,550 $1,855 20% 29%
ALASKA GA EWAY 516 $775,872 $1,504 17% 22%
DELTA GREILY 1,084 $1,252,226 $1,155 19% 26%
CHUGACH 129 $140,000 $1,085 9% 10%
RAILBELT 357 $100,000 $280 3% 3%
COPPER RIVER 575 $135,000 $235 3% 4%
YUPIIT 285 $0 $0 0% 0%
TOTAL 12,982 $34,860,024 $2,685 24% 34%

csrmiptf-nnc



TABLE 4: REAA TOTAL REVENUE/ALL SOURCES

SCHOOL DISTRICT ADM FY87 STATE P.L 81-874 MISCELLANEOUS TOTAL TOTAL

FOUNDATION FY87 ESTIMATED REVENUE: TOTAL REVENUE: ALL REVENUE: ALL

ENTITLEMENT (EST) REVENUE ALL SOURCES SOURCES SOURCES/ADM

ADAK 607 $2,092,326 $2,104,016 $310,600 $4,506,942 $7,425
ALASKA GATEWAY 516 $3,559,313 $775,872 $347,205 $4,682,390 $9,074
ALEUTIANS 37 $1,370,960 $355,000 $158,728 $1,884,688 $21,663
ANNETTE ISLAND 413 $1,366,767 $1,639,104 $101,721 $3,107,592 $7,524
BERING STRAITS 1,233 $11,193,524 $4,141,068 $735,313 $16,069,905 $13,033
CHATHAM 306 $1,070,021 $964,156 $44,000 $2,978,177 $9,733
CHUGACH 129 $1,370,890 $140,000 $15,000 $1,525,890 $11,829
COPPER RIVER 575 $3,838,705 $135,000 $501,000 $4,474,705 $7,782
DELTA GREELY 1,084 $4,802,648 $1,252,226 $652,007 $6,706,881 $6,187
IDITAROD 399 $4,134,454 $1,038,030 $166,537 $5,339,021 $13,381
KASHUNAMIUT 166 $1,417,382 $750,000 $0 $2,167,382 $13,057
KUSPUK 408 $3,644,698 $1,440,106 $261,496 $5,346,300 $13,104
LAKE AND PENISULA 370 $4,647,795 $1,322',1JU8 $205,000 $6,174,803 $16,689
LOWER KUSKOKWIM 2,675 $23,996,368 $7,100,000 $402,441 $31,498,809 $11,775
LOWER YUKON 1,286 $7,426,071 $5,413,552 $1,193,480 $14,033,103 $10,912
PRIBILOF ISLANDS 169 $1,019,227 $748,781 $50,000 $1,818,008 $10,757
RAILBELT 357 $3,174,347 $100,000 $242,839 $3,517,186 $9,852
SOUTHEAST ISLANDS 458 $2,952,223 $849,550 $416,821 $4,218,594 $9,211
SOUTHWEST 486 $4,206,731 $2,155,859 $415,653 $6,778,243 $13,947
YUKON FLATS 377 $4,935,528 $714,000 $168,000 $5,817,528 $15,431
YUKON KOYUKUK 596 $5,429,081 $1,721,696 $297,369 $7,448,146 $12,497
YUPIIT 285 $3,667,899 $0 $60,000 $3,727,899 $13,080

*

TOTAL 12,982 $102,216,958 $34,860,024 $6,745,210 $143,822,192 $11,079

1 SOURCE: DOE
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TABLE 20:

SCHOOL DISTRICT

ANCHORAGE
BRISTOL BAY
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA
HAINES
HOONAH
HYDABURG
JUNEAU
KAKE

KENAI
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KLAWOCK
KODIAK
MATSU
NENANA
NOME
NO-TH SLOPE
NOIJHWEST ARCTIC*
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SAND POINT
SITKA
SKAGWAY
ST. MARY'S
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

TOTAL

"TRANSITION DISTRICT (REF:

ADM

40,674
241
390
186
465

13,431
146
351
214

97
4,700
202
8,548
2,439
120
156
2,278
9,366
126
850
1,155
1,526
54
597
115
1,654
136
115
78
141
791
451
157

91,950

AS14.17.210)

MAJOR REVENUE BY SOURCE FOR CITY/BOROUGH DISTRICTS

FY87 CITY/BOROUGH
APPROPRIATION
PER ADM

$1,561
$166
$1,603
$58
$215
$1,597
$34
$1,108
$47
$12

" $1,755
$74
$2,129
$2,213
$83

$0
$967
$2,078
$397
$242
$11,156
$0
$259
$1,095
$870
$1,801
$353
$0

$26
$1,227
$5,169
$1,193
$182

$1,756

STATE
FOUNDATION
PER ADM

$3,169
$8,950
$5,142
$7,265
$7,792
$3,599
$10,663
$5,917
$6,654
$8,975
$3473
$7,692
$3,446
$3,529
$9,215
$7,507
$5,344
$2,96(k
$9,150
$7,153
$8,485
$7,755
$11,333
$4,054
$7,775
$3,768
$7,140
$10,949
$13,583
$8,245
$4,334
$4,809
$7,979

$3,706

P.L. 31-874
PER ADM

$0.00
$1268.13
$30.38
$178.51
$860.22
$3.72
¥2939.91
$B5.47
$1146.29
$0.00
$7.66
$2253.71
$23.40
$8.20
$475.33
$t:«1.92
$116.93
$0.00
$47.62
$94.12
$5714.29
$2444 57
$0.00
$8.38
$0.00
$72.55
$0.00
$1739.13
$3005.81
$1347.52
$25.28
$0.00
$382.17

$152.75

TOTAL REVENUE
MAJOR SOURCES
PER ADM

$4,730
$10,384
$6,775
$7,501
$8,867
$5,200
$13,637
$7,111
$7,848
$8,987
$5,236
$10,020
$5,598
$5,750
$9,773
$9,168
$6,427
$5,044
$9,594
$7,489
$25,355
$10,200
$11,592
$5,158
$8,644
$5,641
$7,493
$12,688
$16,615
$10,820
$9,527
$6,002
$8,543

$5,615

SOURCE: DOE AND CRA
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TABLE 2A:

SCHOOL DISTRICT

NORTH SLOPE
TANANA
GALENA

ST. MARY'S
PEUCAN
UNALASKA
BRISTOL BAY
NORTHWEST ARCTIC*
KAKE

KING COVE
NENANA
VALDEZ
KLAWOCK
HYDABURG
DILLINGHAM
SAND POINT
YAKUTAT
HOONAH
CRAIG
SKAGWAY
NOME
HAINES
CORDOVA
KODIAK
WRANGELL
KETCHIKAN
SITKA

KENAI
JUNEAU
FAIRBANKS
PETERSBURG
MAT-SU
ANCHORAGE

TOTAL'

“ TRANSITION DISTRICT (REF: AS14.17.210)

ADM

1,155
78
146
115
54
141
241
1526
202
120
126
791
156
97
465
115
157
214
186
136
850
351
390
2,278
451
2,439
1,654
8,548
4,700
13,431
597
9,366
40,674

91,950

DISTRICT RANKINGS BY MAJOR

FYB7 CITY/BOROUGH
APPROPRIATION

PER ADM

$11,156
$26
$34

$0
$259
$1,227
$166
$0

$74
$83
$397
$5,169
$0

$12
$215
$870
$182
$47
$56
$353
$242
$1,108
$1,603
$967
$1,193
$2,213
$1,801
$2,129
$1,755
$1,597
$1,095
$2,078
$1,561

$1,756

STATE
FOUNDATION
PER ADM

$8,485
$13,583
$10,663
$10,949
$11,333
$8,245
$8,950
$7,755
$7,692
$9,215
$9,150
$4,334
$7,507
$8,975
$7,792
$7,775
$7,979
$6.81'
$7,265
$7,140
$7,153
$5,917
$5,142
$5,344
$4,809
$3,529
$3,768
$3,446
$3,473
$3,599
$4,054
$2,966
$3,169

$3,706

REVENUE SOURCES

P.L. 81874
PER ADM

$5714.29
$3005.81
$2939.91
$1739.13
$0.00
$1347.52
$1268.13
$2444 57
$2253.71
$475.33
$47.62
$25.28
$1661.92
$0.00
$960.22
$0.00
$382.17
$1146.29
$178.51
$0.00
$94.12
$85.47
$30.38
$116.93
$0.00
$8.20
$72.55
$23.40
$7.68
$3.72
$8.38
$0.00
$0.00

$152.75

TOTAL REVENUE
MAJOR SOURCES
PER ADM

$25,355
$16,615
$13,637
$12,686
$11,592
$10,620
$10,384
$10,200
$10,020
$9,773
$9,594
$9,527
$9,160
$8,987
$8,867
$8,644
$8,543
$7,848
$7,501
$7,493
$7,489
$7,111
$6,775
$6,427
$6,002
$5,750
$5,641
$5,598
$5,236
$5,200
$5,158
$5,044
$4,730

$5,615

SOURCE.DOEANDCRA



TABLE 2E:

SCHOOL DISTRICT

ANCHORAGE
BRISTOL BAY
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA
HAINES
HOONAH
HYDABURG
JUNEAU
KAKE

KENA
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KLAWOCK
KODIAK
MAT-SU
NENANA
NOME
NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC"
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SAND POINT
SITKA
SKAGWAY
ST. MARYS
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

TOTAL

“ TRANSITION DISTRICT (REF:

ADN LOCAL ADM AS

OF STATE ADK/
40.874 44.23%
241 0.26%
390 0.42%
186 0.20%
465 0.51%
13,431 14.61%
146 0.16%
351 0.38%
214 0.23%
97 0.11%
4,700 5.11%
202 0.22%
8,548 9.30%
2,439 * 2.65%
120 0.13%
156 0.17%
2,278 2.48%
9,366 10.19%
126 0.14%
850 0.92%
1,155 1.26°7,
1,526 1.66%
54 0.06%
597 0.65%
115 0.13%
1,654 1.80%
136 0.15%
115 0.13%
78 0.08%
141 0.15%
791 0.86%
451 0.49%
157 0.17%
91,950 100.00%
AS14.17.210)

DISTRICT P.L.

FEDERAL
REVENUE
P.L 01-874

$0
$305,619
$11,848
$33,203
$400,000
$50,000
$429,227
$30,000
$245,306
$0
$36,000
$455,250
$200,000
$20,000
$57,040
$259,260
$266,360
$0
$6,000
$80,000
$6,600,000
$3,730,416
$0
$5,000
$0
$120,000
$0
$200,000
$234,453
$190,000
$20,000
$0
$60,000

$14,044,982

81-874 REVENUE

P.L 81-874
PER ADN

$0.00
$1268.13
$30.38
$178.51
$860.22
$3.72
$2939.91
$65.47
$1146.29
$0.00
$7.66
$2253.71
$23.40
$8.20
$475.33
$1661.92
116.93
$0.00
$47.62
$94.12
$5714.29
$2444 57
$0.00
$8.38
$0.00
$72.55
$0.C0
$1739.13
$3005.81
$1347.52
$25.28
$0.00
$382.17

$152.75

SOURCEDOE



DxSTRICT BY DISTRICT
AND SCHOOL BY SCHOOL
ANALYSIS OF PUPILS
AND CERTIFICATED
EMPLOYEES IN SCHOOLS
OF VARIOUS SIZES

Where teachers are listed the total number of teachers at the
school is listed first, then within the first parentheses, the
number of adminstrator at the school 1is listed, and, within the
second parentheses, the number of special program personnel at
the school 1is listed-spec lal education, gifted and talented and
bilingual. The number of classroom teachers can be calculated by
subtracting from certificated employees the following:

(1) Adminstrators in the first pair of parentheses

(2) Special program personnel in the second pair
of parentheses

Source: Alaska Education
Directory 1986
Published by Alaska
Department of Education
based on enrollment
statistics for
1984--85 school year
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School District  *~~/~ 17~XV ft-20 7Y-7/2z0 20 <= _
Anchorage 19 4 4.7 39 3 13.0 34 4 8.5 216 25 8.6 39,577 2,523 157 40,562 88 46093
Urist 1 Bay 16 1 16.0 219 23 9.5 241 2 120.50
ordova 170 18 9.4 218 17 128 388 1 388.00
ralg 168 2 1.6 168 1 168.00
Dillingham 166 26 6.4 245 21 11.7 411 9 45.67
Fairbanks 40 6 6.7 177 17 104 571 56 10.2 11,074 755 12,708 34 373.76
Galena 138 22 6.3 138 2 69.00
llaincs 390 39 100 390 2 19500
Hoonah 211 19 11.1 211 1 211.00
Hydaburg 108 13 8.3 108 1 108. >
Juneau 13 1 13.0 37 5 7.4 4,519 317 143 4569 163.18
Kake ) 206 21 1.6 206 5 41.20
Kenai 21 2 105 120 14 86 43 4 io.e 297 30 9.9 5 5 9.6 7,085 482 147 8,130 27 301.11
Ketchikan 18 2 9.0 40 4 10.0 178 4 445 2,281 165 13.8 2,517 14 179.79
King Cove 114 15 7.6 114 1 114.00
Klawock 31 4 7.6 46 5 9.2 78 19.5 155 7 72.14
Kodiak 152 16 9.5 62 7 8.9 177 20 8.9 1,912 124 154 2,303 14 1*4.50
Mat-Su 13 2 13.5 72 10 7.0 5 6 9. 96 1 8.7 158 9 10.8 7,885 511 154 8,437 42 200.88
Kenana 184 22 8.4 184 1 18400
Nome 741 71 104 741 10 74.10
North Slope 96 23 42 1271 21 6.1 111 13 8.5 138 8 7.7 556 1 7.8 1,028 18 57.11
Pelican 42 6 7.0 42 2 71.00
Petersburg 571 46 12.4 571 1 571.00
sand Point 109 10 10.4 109 2 54.50
Sitka 221 17 13.0 132 8 165 1,298 86 151 1,651 3 550.33
Skaaway 134 11 122 13 3 4467
St. Mary's 29 6 4.8 2 5 144 101 4 25.25
Tanana 66 11 6.0 66 1 66.00
Unalaska 128 14 9.1 128 3 42.67
valdez 71 9 7.9 299 22 13.6 204 20 10.2 783 156.60
Krangcll 458 38 12.1 464 2 232.00
Yakutat 164 20 8.2 164 2 82.00

TOTAL 61 8 7.6 78 7 11.1 651 92 7.1 681 87 7.8 3,202 335 9.6 721 266 10.0 84,620 5,256 16.1 87,922 435 202.12
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School District / —*/6 5-"6 V-/-70 1/-/ao /‘]LI_
186 23 8,1 3-J5 27 12,3 531 4 132.75
Adak ) ) .
Alaska Gateway 60 %% 63 9.0 m 0 7.7 447 5 89.40
Aleutians 13 3 4.3 61 R 28 J 9.3 102 3 34.00
Annette Isl. 166 16 104 222 19 11.7 338 4 84.50
Bering Straits 18 1180 92 16 5.6 259 29 8.9 87 8 109 704 68 10.4 1,160 25 46.40
Chatham 14 5 2.8 62 7 8.9 161 20 8.1 270 2 135.00
Chunarh 24 12.0 29 73 55 7 7.9 108 4 57°00
Coprer Prver 9 19.0 23 7.7 30 15.0 118 11 10.7 11B 4 295 174 17 10.2 032 66 14.12 869 2 284.50
Delta Gr.el . 32 9 103.56
Idi tarod Y 61 10 6.1 24 2 12.0 31 10.3 135 15 9.0 %gg %tli 5796 ils’gg l% 29.92
Knshunamiut 83.00
Kuspuk 29 6 48 2 %50 83 11 7.6 104 13 8.0 114 13 8.8 352 14 25.14
Lake 1 Penisula D52 8 6.5 % - 59 11 159 23 6.9 ) 326 6 54.33
I.ower Kuskokwim 47 9 5.2 5.0 129 36 285 39 7.3 497 i 59 8.4 278 29 9.6 897 60 15.0 2,248 18 124.89
Lower Yukon 73 10 354 133 10.7 650 62 10.5 219 19 115 1,296 11 117.82
Pribilof Isl. 20 2 10.0 131 14 9.4 161 1 161.00
Railbelt 13 1 13.0 33 1.0 114 12 9.5 184 15 12.3 344 5 68.80
Southeast Ist. 54 10 54 82 10 8.2 35 8.6 64 7 9.1 92 10 92 327 1 29.73
Southwest 14 2 7.0 24 2 1%.0 76 11 6.9 44 5 8.8 187 23 8.1 136 15 9.1 496 12 41.33
Yukon Flats 39 7 5.6 32 4 .0 91 8 11.4 65 7 9.3 118 14 8.4 359 15 23,93
Yukon Koyukuk 13 2 65 60 7 8.6 38 5 7.6 226 26 8.7 102 1 9.2 439 23 19.09
Yupiit 39 ﬁ 7.8 152 16 9.5 88 7 12.6 128 1 128.00
U.K. Arctic 12 1 2.0 17 2 85 94 8.5 481 65 7.4 275 23 12.0 129 23 12.0 286 26 11.0 1,343 10 134.30
TOTAL 370 71 5.3 543 64 8.5 1,055 157 3,160 263 12.0 2,423 227 10.7 3,203 336 9.5 2,901 218 13.3 12,831 200 64.16
431 79 55 621 71 8.7 1,672 245 3,841 350 11.0 5,625 562 10.0 5,625 562 9.7 86,165 5,211 16.5 100,753 635 158.67



> norj*r f A~ ;3j$njis=irny- Vg

/- | , OA CeA , Chsf,ne(™
NEr” Ce.rf Class- PFF f&f A hashers*®
P/S-fncJ Bnrolh Ceri ro<T h t P , +r <
—¥ . °
I‘]-Anc.hc?r{*aie. | : JJSrb L;&%‘, S & &L o . o
D 2) fin Miad L~ 3 - 71 J AC.0 LI/T L.
- j..IY4 . -i/55 t.irzij i
JLfasmi -t 11.8 . %
151 Jmagé&ll. i " F3k ; \]tf4'-l__
j B fece'fcAjuv? -.ML&A /&7 ME<2 |

I\od! [0{k.



C/ais- (jhssfoorto
room §§< teacherr
fca’rj L2

J * 7



10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25

. 1AXrty
Sou frkea ff'lIs'lan </
uHuoeX~ /\ee”™ion
(AP r a g//
% 1L 0 1%

Lo GiEE tF/ilK

y'uA pn

x fu i

N MM opale.

Cevf .
e BTy
/'t fers CAT Schcerf JF
- N
m & $T VX
- LL 4-1- ™
m fa t~r M
u I X 11X
M- a lit.
U
\rO (}6
it M
18, X1
iS i M Mil
(M. Xn
tt
4 -f
*H*

Cer4
C.((ASS~  yers
room
foxefer]® pé&ptjs

y u
-3
XX
M

13i.C
X L

S .
%0
TT

<Ceri
per* cat
schoo!/

ﬁ&UU]

M IL

ilk

T 3

«

CM\ssraayn
TRACIt?rj
to /

usp.
Il.c

u X

Isu

LQ%
2 ft
m jS



1 BlIn

H> *

2
plas
Para
Para

- 0 s ) |
i o 3 ; |
W e Ty p
: fB w o ¢ gy . : I > 2
/-1 /7-j ~ -t- ! 2) - - -
ARG jzy 2S~d0 H-t-70 7/'120 /2) -200 2/57ph
1 Ahot Lop E 735 25 BLISW
p Airport Hta F 3st 23 3St X0J(i)
3 Aurora E 523 73 5X3 220KV
L Bartlett 35 1055 34 G
= Baxter E fte 72 %
1 Pnyrhorr E 40C X %O MOW
§ Box Valley E 4771 19 4g=I125VX0
B Bichwood E = tRH 33 474 A107D
0 Booth Second 2(oxt>
10 Campbell E 4-3 33 IN\3 2X08&)
11 Career Center 53 0 5%I1&)
ir Central WS o070 40 c70 vrrec
13 Ches. VallE  37¢ ¥ 3/V ncou)
u  Chinook E 52 2C 543 260)7)
ir. Chupach E 22\ 13 721 150)0)
u. Chuplnk E ot 27 at SJKOU)
7 Cuglnk 5 1302 70 >302 T(4)C7)
= Clark JHS I 47 %Sfe(l/:)((:)ﬁ\s
n College Cate F 355 & 31 1200V)
% Crkrlde Tak E 341 1B )
71 hiom

o JVinli Fnd F 200 7/



=

n L -
¢ ) % 2
R e . ®
«4 *a I-? - pl hd
4 0K *4 u H
*1 WA. ) «»H a 1* t !!; Tt
3 L a- N - t @
r@, ‘lt*(é»s\ X g % ftx %4 fd 0
H 00 o ne 0 0 M o a
?( .9 Su ﬁtb 0. y E« e. e. M f% \(/2 °
School Dlitrict W MR £ M e 2 r 2 % "
1"1C 17-21 Jz0t
hi Bod us 1357 W 1357 MOK'~:
Eagle River £ (053 12 C5C I12Ch(2)
East HS 171F 107 m 102(5/74
Falrvlew E ’3]7 n 7/7 110)62

Fire Lake E ZC icom

:r'%,l*“ﬁ'c

(@}

Glrriwood K-8 tw 3 1CD $0X0 Vi
Gladys Wood E &7J 33 £72 730)0)
sovet Hill £ 250 15 2*1150m
Crooning JIIS 7Z 17 * Oj
Ilanshcw JFS I22C C3 |77Ef\)’\c700(/:)))
Homestead E 555 15

Huffmnn E 502 25 S55 ai(I)O)
Inlet View E 255 11 505. 250XD

Jen L. Wm 1-12 3] 1 255 1 0J0)
ety £ 132 1 235 1T0KO
ante ¢ 510 Jt 566 310(5)

Lake Otis E 151 ZL . H51 2/Cyo)

M Kinley Hgts 17 1 17 r(ox:u - y
McLaughlin YC HO 17 I/C /Ttlxo

Mearr JIIS 313 55 m
IVunt I1linmna 211 ]5 m

Mur le=



t list

DM)

46

47

49
50
51
52

54
55
56
57

58

60
61
62
63
64
65

Soce

Mount Spur E 378

MI View E 6*5
Muldoon E 378
North StarE W

No. Lto. E 371
Northwood I K
Nunaka Valley I3*3

Ocean View E VP7
0"Malley E 525

Orion E
Prov. Hta 13
Ptarnigan E 3’)X

Rabbit Crk E
Rab.Crk OH 7-1

Ravenwood E C (5

Rigel SpecServ 25

Roger <ark E 373

Romig JUS £>a)

Russian Jock E 5a

Sand Larfe E 1—33
Sov 1 Prg 10-1 223

Scenic Park E m

°5c
©o
Soe

([@N

AOT />/«-
3?7-& "CiXxi.
C*5 350& 1
355 210X- -~
mi 230
271/ /S
m{i £5t0)0. N
3*5 I17axx k
950X0 k\
523 2.'0X5.

21C 1A

382 J20QX2

3HQM
i5 3 :
us

373m x y
(CO txtfto

X2 21 0
133 320)00

2%3 §ifC0"0
132 7g(i) &



School Dl.trict

* Senvice 8

37 13

mo
Spring 1M1 E
} Steller 18 23C
T Susilno E 165
I Tau E 155
m Tk E 537
1 Turegn E 555
- lirsa Hejor E 338
=UzaaHnor E 312
Worder J5  [082
- Wt Ath 8 (dC
R Wdey Center
1 Willavaw E

® Willow Qrest E 5]
< Witk Pak E 358

10,52
FAIRBANGS
1 AeBnE We
Auora E \71
hatliot +5 1150
hmiger Rid K 622
< Bmette E 155

<5,
Y
Fara

T3 ©
A
Soo
of Care.

vooA T

©oo
cog

Py q-(0AD) 2\C 75(2)(2

0

-2-

2/
ivo tmys_

*70Xz,
*3<; /foofo;
460 *70x5;
4# HCOLD)
637 710J0J
535 270)3)

358 31 (0©)
3*2 13(00J
1082 9KXX9
M W M

37 wexn
321 20(0(3
521 27(0(3,
353 710)0*
37577J5N FLA

510 2370(0

USD 770X5)

622- 320X7)
155 27(000



*1 111*

M)

School District M
T Eielson HS 533
7 Birch Sp.Ed K- HQ
3 chena E 230
3 Denali E 331
10 Fbka Alt 1-12 12(:
11 Ft wainvrightE /H'H
12 Hunter E 3'—\(
13 Hutch.Car.Ctr -
K Joy & 403
15 McKinley JHS 75
16 Nordale E 457
17 worth pote € 7(0
8 Ho Pole Mid6-8 Q77
lu North Pole HS CQ7
70 Pearl Ck E
21 mﬁlHEm E M*éf
7?2 Ryan widdle QS0
23 Salcha E 102
?Z]- Tanana JHS &f\
2. Taylor E 231
2(.

Two Rivera E (22
Iniv Park E 457

(€
27

22

2H
10

27

3C
52

50

7

BB &S

20 ©oxCy
o oL Jop_¥

* U0
@

o T

=

mg&
Cg;c

g 4

25-40

ho aocsj

ot C

8o

wt"70

73 1000Cd)

1200

g

(o] 0]
a &

/2./-jJz.oc

12£ °i()(0)
tm Bom

122 100)0.)

>fqj
$33 770Xt

250 20073)
321 22(0(&

331 270)0)

220X2)
H03 24 0)0)

4-8727(iX2)

7(0 300)0)
C77 ficQ M
uC7X00)3j

553 3! (0,
313 22 OX*
C3f 3z0)U

Jo*) 42(0(t
23! 1 xclx Xx

437330X?J



W. Valley HS

1 woodriver E

MATSU
Big Lake E
Butte E
Cottonud Ck E
Glacier View E
Idltarod E
Hatsu Corresp.
Palmer HS
Palmer JHS
Pioneer Pk E

) Pt McKenzie E 1

Il Sherrod E

i, Skwentna E

I§ Snoushoe E

U. Susitna V HS

K sutton E

ol Swanson E

- Talkeetna E

)/ Tannlna E

S 2f
507
13,70S

H5!

HHO
703
37

31H

137
HS1

CHf
13
C73
IS
71
513
1C

352

Vara

of Care.

c\

35
s=p 5fISTt

35
2
33
6

S
55
31
35
1 ]
31
1 0 10K)

3l

|f

C

37 a
il

Hrk-J)

z=

TO~CQX5]

J7 0(:0C5J

o u
0
o f E? N
® R ° R
5§/- 7. te - /?: F
- 177 i2(.3Ki)' ®57/ 5C0/I57)
1
L J
15/ //mOK5)
51
°frc JAOX-0

P

tj
aoxsj
507 J2(0(C)
11,70

W t 2S0X-Y
Yto -&C/XO

7C3 73(0(3)

1/61X0X3)

7=i m (p)
737 550N (3)
HU 310X6)

—B sfot/xg

W 31C0&

C7331(0(3)

5V 27(0(6)

rz2am &
/

Vj

Vo



m

School Mitrlct

(Jﬁ-h/\ll/

[=2]

Trapperr Ck E
Was ilia E

Was ilia HS
Wasilla JHS
UlLhoiv
KENAI
Bartlett E
Chapman E
Crop. Land.E
English Bay HS
Homer Int. 4-6
Homer JHS 7-8
Homer HS

Hope E
Kalifonsky B.
Kenai Ctral HS
Kenai E

Kenai JHS
McNeil Canyon
Moose Pass E

Nikirki F

sozoTjoro s

35

1045

J-b
8437

3S7 .

27
440
CSS
715
403
101
Jo
441

NlkolnevepkE/H si 34

Cexg il f<ozosl
c.g
S

>
o) P

©s IR B
o 9. 0
X *JU K
//-/¢£
4
8
74

72 l«pXisy

JQ 4 Co)Co)

27 A0)0)

10 3C0)CO)

C==

if1-7(0

5CL 6 (O)L5)

4-3 4<0)C0)

Yw©

Qo

7/-120

(/cow
£6 120Xi)

1

101 7d)(g)

0

O ¢
/71-700

1&"TOXi)
304 73(00,5)

134 //000)

Jzoopbj
1045 Tlpfei

760 5Cb) (D)

7&&S11CBX"M

308> 17(DHW

tzs ua) (i)

233 17(0(7)
357 JZOXV

tFOJKOte)

C8856&M)
715 210) ()

403 770) tv

m  310)15)

/



- & B

65 J3

—_w N =

I - N

[ts*

School Dlitrict

lilnilchik E (a)
Paul Banks E 447
Port Grahan E 27
Razdnlna E 21

Redoubt E 333

Seward E 737
Seward HS |53

Soldotna E 507
Soldotns HS 715

Soldotna JHS

[

Sterling E

Pterlinn Sears! 43
Susn B Eng.E/H; ”
Tur-tamena E 275
fl10
JINERID
A2* S 37
Auke Bay E 467
Cstltal E 316

Floy Dry. Mid
Gaelineau E

%

GInrler Vnl E

51

26
|

14

R

Fo=Ts

3\ 1(oKo)

Z\ 2(0)00

27 4 CoX®J

7ao~7n(dw

37 Xom

M
9 f
i1ff-"70 -7/-%Z0 /2-(-?a6
>70 170X3)
irznoxo
HO (10Ko)
H-3 HGX ) 717 700X1J 50% s13)©

701
44-723(0(5)

k

J7J8QKT) A
77771(0(8)

507Z W M t

35 54(HB)6) ~
433 4G V
267 FldJof) o
*31& om

25 [torn

7025 Wxfifcc)

tfcTIIQW
M 720)7)
S7=( W <&3)
7\5 110X7)
4/ 2600



[U»

M
Of 9
] %J} @@ Py i 3 b
0 oM t (&
% LU » 0
School Dlatricl KGK 0 ,Q rg B T - 261( it
i-t£ H-t"70 7/-/2.0 13.1-200 315 230%*-

Harbor View E 315 22 ]I:'I% g%\% N
Jun.Douglas HS 1(5? 55 HH5 220)(3)
Mar. M Drake H H73 33

Mpnden. RIv K-( HH5 33 ]3 |Q02£0) U
13 I
1 r. Judea ctr | a7 N I«/f 13 10O 37 5 Co)C0? HSIH 317022/ "
KETCHIKAN 178W)OJ 9%
Correspondence 172 H \
Fire Cove K-12 \Z 3 1P 3£0X q) 5’\0 310/3) al
Houghtallng E 5HO 31 G55 M*X3)
Ketchikan HS Cc35 56
Revilla HS HO H HO *t(oxo' XfrJUMJCE?
Schocnbar JHS 36 Z . 33 351 aoCOG)
Vajley Tk E 333 X 377)(0) (3)
J white Clifr E 372 X - V3\ /tPSXIt)
- _ F(oA 17# H(0)0)
2517 175 ih m7] iz 200 <f0 . T(0A0)
KODIAK
_ 25 jC°XO0
Akhiok K-12 25 3 -
Chiniak K-8 2* 5 22 5(0) (I)
East E 378 18
Knrluk K-10 30 3 30 3 (oXx*5)

3g 1 (oXo7
Ci-rri'Pl'ondenci 33 1



8In*

& .
A S h ” !
= Y l}K/B *5 M W M
0 N> H 9 0 ¥ o U
L T ) ]
X1 f;f% }? - 0 c? ? :) 0o ) ¥ v
School Dlitrict 1C == K 1K X
1-U 17-X5 26" HO 71-120 /2U-206 227(33?2/;7U-f
Kodiak JUS 273 25 m
Kodiak /AleutH 533 n 533 nom .
Larsen Bay K- 62 7 C2 7015) )
Mairi E 23 *® 8 Mbity \/V_*
old Harbor k- )06 12 )
Ouzlnkie 1-11 37 4 37 Ho x1)
loirrnon F 310 /7 3(6 1707/)
Port Lions K- 77 8 77 30XO0,, N
2303 T¢T 1+01.5%6 152 160M)17H 62 7 (00CAL 177 70(zXi) 1112 1*t(7MS) Uj
S3TKA
Baranof E *57 33 Y33 33(00)
Blatchley Jis 375 at 355 M $00
Etolin St E 107. i 107 HO W
Lincoln St E in C jlO G (0XO)
w eancconse 133 Z (32 3(0)W
Sitka HS 55+3U) (3)
-:-:E—f S|1: Tﬁ)_:{% = 107N 0 W ZH-6 H<pKi)- 15~ £57(H



chool Dimtrict

ADAK
Ann Stovens E

Hob Reeve HS

LEUTIAN
kuteri

tke

old Pay
r.lce fees
elcon Lagoon

ikolski

NNETTE ISLAND
otlakutna E

letlaka tna HS

to

21
25

I
JO

fol

Jaa
156
3Z-8

=

A G o
[ty

T xR

2h 6)
i ans
0 Shy
AR
P Pr
25
13
s, 132,75
H
3
J
3
15 3/3+
n
16
72//7~

*

to

R

2A09)

mo)
30>C*)

¢
u ft*
n
‘B 0 o
B | e IB
/7 -XS 2C- *0
12 TCoX
> 1S 3(6)
n 2 (0%
-/ox.v

\JIW  K/XpT

W

70

wQ

# £
\Fg
1 0 0
JZOCTlv-r

X J0)9)
180 13(1)0)

Tic lirfjur 3*5

~ 1 % X 3 J

tcc icdXi.e)

nco(?J
u was.



oo |it*

LiCH)

s J
w“w j it U 0
to O
w0, 0 )
J : S' 8 & 3
18 0 ' ft. t a \%
- . n
SE P : 9-
School DI*trict * ferfer T Q o ? @ t
: & k,
ALASKA " -
GATEWAY 1716 RPN 0 Ss'fo 171 /3U-?00 CZ00y>//j
1 Pot Lake 32 3(6XS) I
2 Fugle Coomuislt 3\ H (6)(5)

1 Menlnotn Lake
4 Waller Norlnun

< Tonncross

N X0J
21 3 QD)

N
$Ojﬁ$%
I B vwANT W

6 Tellln

7 Tok %7 M7*71) (0
. W - 60 c3 FFFIO 1 o tects 2*720(0(1)
LTKAITS

A anlguin a C a.5%2)

2 Anthony Androw: &7 S’ ~7 8 (0(0

1 Hrevlg Hlsslon 3* 0 sh tC&SI’)

4  Pionede IS H3 5 ¥3 3(0% m

« Gnahell m Q—I (33 HitM X

& Golovin 23 f <B tC-fXO

7 Jnaei: C lrabell *6 & (K 605X0)

Pre/lKnyuk Hnlenuli* 1 a) Q 73 a.5Xx0



nolrt-
)

9 B jomm 1%
10 Sekiolik 5
11 Shirhack nz
i? SEbire 170
13 Unlddest 173
u \desKigkee 18
\White Muntain 30
BRISIAL BY
i Bristol Bys (71
2 Nk E HO
3 Suth NIk E 16

1160

IIIm i

GHATHM
1 Agm M\
A Garer By —
3 8 FttonBgt -
Bfin By -
(staus 2C
( Kideen %
7 Tadoe M

~270

o2

oF

o]

Xo

° L[]
'
O Bo, oF Oevmgrp Ferge ,
'

8 ol

10 KoXo)
it; T(oi(0)

02 70vj;

=E

I

71- 120

(OX 1i"&Ch)

01 HeX*)
110 7Q¢ D

217 Viijt$>

L
&

0

X

21-200
13H ia8&Xi)

/38 "iKiXxo0
22 6 /FtiX.i)
173 T/X"X*)

t33~H(tW

101 20(1730

16\ 3W0&)



I 11l

CHUCACH
Chenega ]
0
Tatltlek Z !
Whittier 5b
loz
COPPER
RIVER
1 Chlstochina 30

2 Copper Center H-5
3 Correspondence W
£ Cakona 33
5 Clenallen E 11S
6 Glenallen 1IS n H
7 Kenny Lake E 05
8 Kenny Lake HS St

0 Tnxson

5C3
CORDOVA
1 Cordova HS 170
& ML Eccles E XIS
3*Z
CRAIG
1 Craig IIS i
a -

US «4

as w©y
I* S ai
W 4i u K
e a 2 u-
m; v C *4
00 #m 0 e
O’g 9 Vv

/-/£
2
+
7
13 r/0.7. oo
X
H-
X
H
17
1 ~ s(om
H ®2*5 T /cw

15
17
35 T358.0V
it
5U“ 17 KA.

=

ftc
17-2-t
XH 2(0X5)
g X cOX-5)
23 3(rt=r..
73 3(0?7(9)

]
M
v .
* u
m
0 0 u u
X X cu
25 -*0

211 5-0X0

| 55 AlX0)
071 'HOXO
30 2(6X0)
if5 tFoXO
5p. 36X0)
65 Mo)
v (1))
M som 6a 11COKO

7¢"72¢ (6U - 0L00
iz Htolo)
17§ TAEXO
lip hooxy  17H 17000
170 18000
\70 tzOXJ)

75 fl0X°)
Sor 110 @)
2% aiwXxXw

3.01 jofd

1

f1<ufy’
IN\Z~TTTIHTE



. W P
Vo 8 ‘?t fer 31 g
T B ° ;s
I I A T S
0 u w . Pm U fr U
- % 0 Qa e fe e e o
Lol W > o - W ) .
1 District Fﬂ :lOCf; 1’?*?;* ;(e‘ K6 ﬁ é)t 2O ftV: RD Op flth 20 t% u —
1-16 17-3-1 2.5-10 H-1~70 7 e 22 (-510 @  2.01

H 2(0X5)

iepa 2]. fl 10X0
71 )

0 fo. L 2(0X5) 2ft 10X0 L. L

i'ER
F.R

oomme 302 - 30 2(0XP)

rerrondrnee

ina 23 s 23 JCoXo).

nallen E \||7|S_| >|? /3 Hiolo)

e 05 . . 51 £()ld)

ny Lake HS 51 £
- "™ 17 . - 1K) o W) SCO(0] 12 1@(0 115 To@  17H muor

prr Center 15 15 ¥ (o X0
W 55 5X050)
65 5Coxo)

vova 170 8 Q (0
wdova HS 170 . 317 17(V%

e Y o A558,00 , 170 PoXi)

. 71 10)C)
i b Z77 ' &T 1iQ)

1B F v ia T o - <7S azcw rw






°11

11YUABURC
Hydaburg E
ikjebiui D B9y

IDITAROD
Blackwell
I)avlo-Levl3

Holy Ctobb

Correspondence
Innoko River
Line Village
HcGrath
Takotna

Telida

Top-Kuskokwln

KAKE
Kake E

Kake HS

KASTIUITAHIUT

Chevak

ICC.

\"10 d

IS &(0)(0)
tC £(0j(0)
T Kcjcod)

13 *fcayfa)

\0 1 a0)(0d

13z%@2 ZTW ffioT

5™1.20

7z3 00

2 H_2 (0)©)
2 .H”2 @I©"

31 S(0)(0)

H-70

at 5 AXxo0

il O

ac ?(°xcd
6=x 2 (0)(0

05 oW&n

71-12(2

R 1o

13.1-2,00

13& 15(1X0

iI"3'sTscnoi

too tococo

\20 lo[i)i

ta& 216&J
tea zko Cg)

Iv

»



«1l liio
DU)

: S .
c £ M m
! i . " i 7
«H 1b * to a 1 M a
0 . - - [o=3 p- p.
u n r-4 H - m . M
c M 4 0 n J I H o i, W
w ? 0 . E y H b M 0. Y E_ d M
v Cw'@ > v o ¢ v N v ¢ @ & u
“1 0 *4 04 04 04 04 V. M
0 b 0 0 UK 0 0o o0 6) o [} " T) \6 . CU ﬁ
u fri t . 1 . . R
: 0 0 . 0 o 00 u o o g o 0 U 0 0
School Dlitrlct Koo 0-0 . 1 PL K B K o* * x X X o~ X X
I-ic 2 5 '5 ° 5 (-7o0 71-120 /21-200
KING CUVt
1/5 iy(o)co
1 Kin Cove - .
’ JVH ,lé | H<i 15C0JUV
KLAWOCK .
7<X t(o)o1J
1 Klauock E 4 7z N 5
56 SCoJOJ
2 Klawock HS 5 *
X1 *f c
J  Klawock JHS 31... H (e3¢0 ‘ _
155 /3 31 ncCQtcs tc 5 (00 -73  f& Xri
KUSPUK

Y /if (30X5)

1 Anlak 13 .
I+ 25 2 c0ic0.

2 Chuathbaluk 25 3 1 .

31 H 0>o>
jt Crooked Creek 32 t 5x 80)0)
A Geo. Mgn Sr HS 52 8

22 HO0x0)

s Guo. Michael h 22

Correspondence 12

-+

—

12 10

6
52. *</>&& .
7 Lower Kalskag 52 5
8 Red Devil Z H X KO)CO) _ )
26 ‘tCojCe,

y Sleet Mute 20 .
V. Ulper Kalsug . A |(O)CO)

052 t7 HZS. W X1 6 Q Q@) 22 H()(QO) 33 11 (Pw1 [OH 13co(1.5) //~ 130X2)

LAKE AND

PEI\-“NS.ULA IX \] (0)(0)
oo hi 1Co)Co)

N
—l
w oL

2 Chignik Lagoon

e







19
20

21

>

21

Luk

JoAnne A Alexii
Kipnuk
Korigiganak
Kwetliluk
Kwigillingok
Lewis Atigapak ,
Napaklak

Nelson Island ,
Nightnute
Nunivaarniut
Oscarville

faul T. Albert*
Quinhagak

kucky Ht

T.. John Willia s

~ DB

LOHKK YUKON

Alakanak \7X 17
Aren Wide Voc 3
Lnmonak IS 17
Hooper Bay ias 17

\- (6 (7737
i
J
1
10 50)0)
(6 7.05X0
£7 10-5x0 2Q. H(°X0)

30

iH ]
-
o o I.1
ii-ro
7D
677 S QOCo)
gn ioCsXo)
30 1C1
65 1707.0)
3" 5(7X0
6 (5X0
1F13638 0 775 31 (HOW

RC
N t X X
~7(- (30 171 (-3.06
-
7, 7C5J0)
tU-7 18(00)
73 3(0(0
73 7(001

£7 100000
(L ((0-5)

107 /] 0X0
50*J(cO

, 77 (7(0Q)

@41170x 0

162 ¢(70) 0y

3.

CO

11V 1% ) XW  8)766(5X5)



I O0lso
»>

5 kotlik

T wMarshall

7 Ht Village

B Pilot Station

9 Pitka a Point
10 Russian Mission
11 Scannon Bay

12 Sheldon Point

NEMAHA
1 Honana E

2 Nenana HS

NOME
1 Nome E

2 None/Belts HS

NORTH SLOPE
1 Alak
2 Atgasuk
3 Barrow HS

1 cully

dnce

30
75

11

37
12.3%6

105
77

151

135

0,
~fTT

]
30

715

77

* IInrold Kaveolo* k7 C1

Q
e

Of Tes

oo gooe o< —-

0o,

\1
1

[$3]

1*7

13

2/\

25
b.

&
T %
H . .
v o {5 %b %ﬁ
& ¢ 0i o
*,
ﬁAg i w VI %
H coe ..
V- & Q 8 8

/
Ju7.82

/
n8s1.

10/7110

Hox
Ob fa
b Vv

g & 2
[

£COQ)

mG/ 5 COCO

J 0w w

fra x o j

77 <£(0CO

°i qcoco

o]
z
77-.t3f.

101 S0))
27 1 ad;

75 70X0
It 1 00)

J5+ 33C W

105 13C0X*J
73 1dXX)

w h m 7 w

1117 /J0 X t?

® 1°-X°0

1*1 w¥/0X0

650 aw &)

Rocpfa-

<*;7 W ftj

XITTH{D (Y

*7*75 ) X W

J(2EL~g,a>Cr

H1 610>



Hcervik HS

liV Arc Lrn Ctr
Selowik E
Selawik HS

Shungnk

IELICAN

Pelican

PETERSBURG
Petersburg E

Petersburg HS

PRIBILOF
St Georee

S1 Paul

RAILBEUT
Anderson
provns

Cnnlwell

Tri-Vnlley

g8
i/j
73 10
5
Ls- 8
m3 7
*
H7.
32\ z*
250 22
o<l ic,
16 C
1/7 I
13 I
33 3
18- 15
3% 3 g

o,
\-NX r
2 b
a .
H % B
h . .
B
10/13*00 12 1 (aJCo)
00
Z 161.00
13 1CoX0)
8/6810 13 1 Low

[Sieats

17 2-0)©)

20 ZCoKo)

20 2 @)Cor

X o, 8 Sxeh
=

Xgo o
>

If 1/©0)

33 3Cq)Co

33 3 @)

d Totle

o

7-1-70
77 3 (©u)
_ S CO0O)

50040
65 8(8X0

* 8\ askx B

x2 *0X0
*2 8 0)0)

to
0
! SO
77-/20 /21-200
13 worn
@Gl 1*0)0)
131 TFWIT
* ja.0xQ
157 15(00)
liLj. 120XV  13* 150)0)

0
z

30 /_//«—

ZCQJ&J

32( ZfOX*)

2.50 22(002
3JTWIW/

<F
rt

>m

~8



~rz

Y%



It rilt

I* «)

12

13

Howun Bay
Thorne Bay

Whale Pass

Aleknagik
Clarks Point
Koliganek
Levelock
Manokotak
New Stuyahok
Togiak

Wo w3on.H Nele

TANAIIA

Tanana

UNALASKA
Unalaska E

Unalaska HS

VALDEZ

Gibson JHS

o

Z0Z0

3*7

36

"H
H-H
HO
05

7 %

06

ZH
HOC

cc

63

\P?

IP.1

B
<
<e

X o= RTcx
Pocroor 0 § <p¢

>o ,

ol

10

. §
4 4
W ﬁ
i w
M u
Cre ft* u
X 0
Ix0 %
%2 0
4M 0 -
84 K °
I -K
- 6X0X0)
~ i Co)co)
ilM.73 5f 10(0) (©
7 4 = AC0)Q>)
7.
iyni_33 IH 2 (oxo)
\/U
yHZC7

* u
oo
* U

K
g o5 C
17-P-H

117 /y-cox?)

XH 2 Co)Co)
2H 2 (0J(0)

%

*, P4 4*
*9' U

325~*t0

3C 5(0)V)

5 CwJ

0f 7Co)(o)

H*t JCojCO
HO 6(0)01

SH  11C0X%)

66 1(0)0)
Tcrm ryur
63 70x 0

65 7(0XQ
I X?tH(oXV

77-/20

<32 10CoX0)

Fs (2 0X2)
02 170)()

IS7 23 VXD

XX

/z 1-zloo

iJc 130X0

130 (5(h)

121 70X s)



e 1) ax- *
0 - .
. X X
It Vi 4 9 .
< o* 5
25, s . g
o5 G . ;
3 %12 A o 94 o o
TovE e Ty P .
X . I« Xv* < N E N N m «
School Dlatrict M - x4 K )? * X % N 9 0 I ‘]i)_ L
;- 16 PS- H(-7cp 71-120 /21-200 2 of
2 Growderi-ltar.e 17 3 (3 178 130X0
3 Hutchins E 207 15 203 150X7)
L Hutchins SpEd 7/ 3 71 30(8)
B Valdez HS 2&H 70 cL
753 6C y/sza 71 3CX8;- m ZXWC\) Ll :EMl)
WRANGELL
1 Wrangell E ZH-0 b 2 HO 16Q0)
2 Wrangell HS 218 22 2 1S2200&)
h&h- 38
YAKUTAT
1 Yakutat E 77 3 g; %20’%
£ Yakutat HS 77 11 ' v
16H 20 yzp.l m ICH 30(20) 0
YUKON FLATS
1 Arc. Village yf > 3 3 * j(om, >>C
2 Beaver Crulk. 23 2 23 2(0)(0)
3 "re.itral %1 3 2S[ 3Com 1
4 Chalky!ltslk 28 2 28 2 (c)(© v
L circle 1P 2 IP 2(0X0)
C Fort Yukon 118 If US HCO(I)
7 lio. Lights 13 1 m
t Rampart 13 7 n 2 (b)(o

9 Stevens VIllug n |2 N1 2 (C)(O)



sat Ilia

ISM)

(]

School D litrict

Ipalook
Ilulgsut
Nunamuit
Tlkieaq
I 1ORTHWEST
ARCTIC
Ambler
Ambler 1IS
Buckl&nd HS
Buckland E
Deerino
Kiana E
Kiana HS
Kobuk
Kotzebue E
Kotzebue HS
Kotzebue JHS
McQueen E
McQuuun 1IS
Noatak E

Iloatak HS

IC nNi-orvik E

&
n

31
60)
_U.
138
10017

Cl
X?
17
50

"HZ

C7
HZ

Z8C

\oH

75

C3
H2

75

=bB=&F

ONO wo R <N oooNwo

H o
* N
9 Om
a U ¥ v
¥} Y 0
* 0, *
5 B o 59
9 0 o C 0 Ci
(77~ H 25-"16
73C5K3)
3 7 JC O X~
17 AOQJCo)
~ 5 cOx 7;
/A. " (0)ooO
.25

No
No
TES

CO 110X¥
cl Ic0)0)

a7 ZICVC3)

Cl CGfX0

50 6 (MO
H. C0)

£ 7 £ 0 x °)

~ 565 ;W

C3 COMO

t+5 H (QCoJ

-71-/7L0

Il /sort)

T(ox13

loi

75 £(5X0)

< AAAW?

wp

co
DC

No

ITU -p~ocC

138

135 1900W

16 00)

F%~WER-



Mool

<lm )
n tFITI :4 "
*s- ° 5 M » I«
i u £ 5
LU t
School District * K> * ke m k * > * s x
i"16 /-7 &1 dSr-10 CEI—%E))
It  Vbnelic 6,5 7 ﬁ:))
11 Yukon Fits VC 2 - &(oU0) )
h o [s/a3.12 HI 7 (0)(0) Hz HCo)(o}-~ g &m
YUKOM-
KOYUKUK
1 Allakaket 35 s ¢ 35 5 (0)10
2 butttes I'r 3 18 7 (0)(0)
13 2(o)(o
3 Hughes r3 2 ( )( ) . CI G&n/
4 Huslla 6l b .
5 Kaltag 68 5 6,8 8(0 XQ
23 3 (0X0)
C Koyukuk 23
7 Han. Hot Sprgs iH 2 /cj JXOXO)
8 Kangas 52 7 52 7&XX)
v Hinto H S 7 H5 5CoXc>)
10 Hulato 10} 1
hT 03//%07 g —~ 2 (W 60 1O 39 v lie 0O
YUPm b
1 Aklachak 55 7 U
2 articag 6\ . Cl XLIX'5)
s Peter E. HS 3°\ 5 3H S(oXl)
. Tulklsarnult E HJ 3 ‘J HI XLOM
s Tulklsnrm. HS SO ) ° SO 5.1-&P)

. I

ST 2% 1 27°8 wo BOW-W V~ 8(.50)

*



COMPARISON OF SCHOOL DISTRICT AVERAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT
SALARIES AND SALARY SCHEDULES WITH ANCHORAGE - FY 85-86

DISTRICT SALARY ANCH SALARY

T&E SCHEDULE BASE BASED ACTUAL DIFFER"

INDEX INDEX SALARY ON ANCH SALARY ENCE
Adak 1.412 1.072 26 078 36 822 44 673 1.21
Ak Gateway 1.425 1.093 26 078 37 161 45 549 1.23
Aleutians 1.413 1.235 26 078 36 848 51 466 1.40
Anchorage 1.598 1.000 26 078 41 673 41 673 1.00
Annette 1.384 1.000 26 078 36 092 41 673 1.15
Bering St 1.308 1.101 26 078 34 110 45 882 1.35
Bristol Bay mul.443 1.061 26 078 37 631 44 215 1.17
Chatham 1.446 0.894 26 078 37 709 37 255 .99
Chugach 1.325 0.914 26 078 34 553 38 089 1.10
Copper River 1.518 1.204 26 078 39 586 50 174 1.27
Cordova 1.517 1.017 26 078 39 560 42 381 1.07
Craig 1.308 0.956 26 078 34 110 39 839 1.17
Delta 1.450 1.058 26 078 37 813 44 090 1.17
Dillingham 1.484 1.109 26 078 38 700 46 215 1.24
Fairbanks 1.484 1.040 26 078 38 699 43 340 1.12
Galena 1.428 1.193 26 078 37 239 49 716 1.34
Haines 1.541 1.022 26 078 39 482 42 590 1.08
Hoonah 1.462 1.026 26 078 38 126 42 756 1.12
Hydaburg 1.234 0.962 26 078 32 180 40 060 1.24
Iditarod 1.481 1.070 26 078 38 622 44 590 1.15
Juneau 1.609 1.063 26 078 41 959 44 298 1.06
Kake 1.324 0.958 26 078 34 527 39 922 1.16
Kenai 1.547 0.971 26 078 40 343 40 464 1.00
Ketchikan 1.513 1.010 26 078 39 456 42 090 1.07
King Cove 1.477 1.057 26 078 38 517 44 048 1.14
Klowock 1.377 0.951 26 078 35 909 39 590 1.10
Kodiak 1.448 1.020 26 078 37 761 42 506 1.13
Kuspuk 1.410 1.085 26 078 36 770 45 215 1.23
Lake & Penn 1.357 1.079 26 078 35 388 44 965 1.27
Lower
Kuskokwim 1.383 1.078 26 078 36 065 44 923 1.25
Lower Yukon 1.398 1.222 26 078 36 457 50 924 1.40
Mat-Su 1.448 0.994 26 078 37 760 41 422 1.10
Nenana 1.483 1.015 26 078 38 682 42 298 1.09
Nome 1.524 1.151 26 078 39 743 47 966 1.21
North Slope 1.458 1.283 26 078 38 021 53 466 1.41
Northwest
Arctic 1.438 1.158 26 078 37 500 48 257 1.29
Pelican 1.535 0.941 26 078 40 029 39 214 .98
Petersburg 1.551 0.954 26 078 40 447 39 217 .97
Pribilof 1.538 1.149 26 078 40 108 47 882 1.19
Railbelt 1.491 1.020 26 078 38 882 42 506 1.09
Sand Point 1.388 1.113 26 078 36 197 46 382 1.28
Sitka 1.585 1.038 26 078 41 334 43 257 1.05
Skagway 1.407 0.965 26 078 36 692 40 214 1.10

EXHIBIT D, r



DISTRICT SALARY ANCH SALARY

T&E SCHEDULE BASE BASED ACTUAL DIFF
INDEX INDEX SALARY ON ANCH SALARY enc;
Southeast B
Island 1.442 1.023 26,078 37,604 42,631 1.13
Southwest
Region 1.451 1.066 26,078 37,839 44,423 1.17
St. Mary % 1.318 1.069 26,078 34,370 44,548 1.30
Tanana 1.430 1.111 26,078 37,292 46,299 1.24
Unalaska 1.541 1.095 26,078 40,186 45,632 1.14
Valdez 1.496 1.087 26,078 39,013 45,299 1.16
Wrangell 1.585 0.950 26,078 41,334 39,589 .96
Yakutat 1.403 0.960 26,078 36,587 40,001 1.09
Yukon Flats 1.419 1.114 26f078 37,005 46,424 1.25
Yukon/
Koyukuk 1.237 1.069 26,078 35,127 44,548 1.26
2
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SCHOOL DISTRICT

*CU'ES'BSROVSHSI___

ANCHORAGE
BRISTOL BAY
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA
HAINES
HOONAH
HYDABURG
JUNEAU
KAKE

KENA
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KLAWOCK
KODIAK
MAT-SU
NENANA
NOME
NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PaiCAN
PETERSBURG
SAND POINT
SITXA
SKAGWAY
ST. MARTS
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

REAAS;

ADAK

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTTANS
ANNETTE ISLAND
BERING STRAITS
CHATHAM
CHUGACH

COPPER RIVER
DaTA GREaY
IOITAROO
KASHUNAMIUT
KUSPUK

LAKE ANO PENISULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWERYUKON
PRIBILOF ISLANDS
RAILBaT
SOUTHEAST ISLANDS
SOUTHWEST
YUKON FLATS
YUKON KOYUKUK
YUPirr

fré& jL

STATE FOUNC). ONE MILL
ADPER  GENERATTOIV
ADI4 PER ADAA
*3.088 *476
*8.746 421
*5.054 *318
*7.188 201
*7.694 231
*3.531 %352
*10.563 *138
*5.828 *218
*8.600 *137
$8,508 *138
*3.406 %359
*7.668 $60
*3,361 457
*3.458 371
*9.113 1203
*1.451 37
*5,274 *243
*2.919 *290
*9.8;9 *144
*7.084 *178
*8.230 *11750
*7.691 *154
*11,163 *218
M
: *549
*3.714 *267
*6.973 *434
g
*7.958 *678
*4.203 2141
*4.746 241
*1,929 *118
*3,447
*8.898
*15.758
*3.309
*9.078
*8.438
*10.627
*6.676
*4.430
310.362
*8.538
*8.933
*12,562
8971
*5,175
*8,031
*8.892
*6.446
*8.658
*13.092
*9.109
*12.870
N\
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1041
155K

95*
120*
150*
113*
155*%
112*
112*
104*
104*
112%
104*
100*
140%
104*
135*
104*
125%
153*
175%
155*
110%

90*
115%
104*

80*
180*
140%
120%
us*

90*
115*%

128*
185%
145*
156*
125*
165*
160%
145*
150*
140*
1756*
120*
105*

0S*
126*
140*
100*
165%
126*
108*
115*

90*

P

r.s "ser

COSTOF  PERCENTAGE

& 3

/y

LIVINE

1007i
1297
1117
1027
1297
1037
1297
1057
1057
1027
1037
98*
101*
102*
126*
102*
106%
94>
129*
132*
144*
144*
105%
98*
126%
101*
105%
126*
129*
126*
111*
98*
105*

126*
139*
129*
139*
129*
129*
129*
132*
129*
126*
129*
126*
126*
126*
111*
111*
105%
100*
103*
102*
103*
102*

EQUALIZER

97.42994
97.72305
98.28228
98.91613
98.75047
98.09806
99.25575
98.49697
93.26166
99.25245
98.05796
99.67392
97.53099
97.99613
98.90154
99.79765
98.68941
98.43244
99.22371
99.03593
97.00000
99.16761
98.50010
98.77474
97.00000
98.55854
97.65409
99.79083
99.18555
67.00000
97.00000
98.69784
99.37571

100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000



EXHIBIT E

COMPARISON  OF SCHOOL -DISTRICT TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES BY
GEOGRAPHIC AREA WITH ANCHORAGE SALARY SCHEDULE AND WITH 1985
ALASKA GEOGRAPHIC COST OF LIVING DIFFERENTIALS PROPOSED GROUPINGS
BASED UPON EXISTING DIFFERENCES IN SALARY SCHEDULES.

Anchorage, Kenai Peninsula Borough, and

MatanuBka-Susitna Borough 1.00
Southeast Alaska boroughs and cities over

500 population, including Chatham 1.06
Southeast smaller and Isolated school

districts 1.12
Prince William Sound and Kodiak 1.12
Fairbanks and road served interior districts 1.12
Western Coast 1.20
Rural 124
Remote 1.40

1
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TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN DIFFERENT AREAS COMPARED TO ANCHORAGE

(1l :00)

Southeast teacher salaries compared to Anchorage salaries (1:00)

. Anchorage Ak. Geo
(1:00) Diff..
Wrangell .96 98
Petershurg .97 98
Pelican .98 105
Chatham .99 129
Sitka 1.05 101
Juneau 1.06 103
Ketchikan 1.07 105
Haines 1.08 105
Yakutat 1.09 . 102
Klawock 1.10 105
Skagway 7 1.10 105
Hoonah 1.12 105
Southeast Island 1.13 1.03
Annette 1.15 1.39
Craig 1.17 1.02
Kake 1.1b 98%
Klawock 1.10 102%
Alaska Gateway 1.23 1.39
Hydaburg 1.24 1.02

For Southeast cities -
Juneau, Ketchikan, Sitka, Petersburg, Wrangall,

Haines and Skagway - all municipalities with

more than 700 persons, use 1.06. Include Chatham
because of the large number of Hainea and Juueau
based pupils. Use 1.06

For isolated southeast school districts use 1.12.

Prince William Sound, and Kodiak teacher salaries compared to
Anchorage salaries (1;00T

Anchorage Ak. Geo

(1:00) Diff.
Cordova 1.07 111
Chugach 1.10 129
Kodiak 1.12 106
Valdez 1.16 111

Use 1.12
Consider use of 1.06 for Kodiak

Consider use of 1.12 for Prince William Sound



Matsu and Kenai teacher salaries compared to Anchorage
salaries(1:00)

Anchorage Ak. Geo.
(1:00) Diff.
Anchorage 1.00 100
Kenai 1.00 101
Matsu 1.10 94

Use 1.00

Fairbanks and road served interior district teacher salaries
compared to Anchorage salaries (1:00)

Anchorage Ak. Geo

(1:00). Diff.
Nenana 1.09 129
Railbelt 1.10 105
Fairbanks 1.12 103
Delta-Greely 1.17 129
Copper River 1.27 132

Use 112
Consider use 1.16 for Delta-Greely and Copper River
Consider use of 106 for Fairbanks

Western Coast teacher salaries compared to Anchorage salaries

(1l .00
Anchorage Ak. Geo.

(1.00) Diff.
Adak 1.21 126
King Cove 1.14 126
Unalaska 1.14 126
Southwest Region 1.17 103
Bristol Bay 1.17 129
Pribilof 1.19 111
Dillingham 1.24 129
Lake and Peninsula 1.27 126
Sand Point 1.28 126
Use 1.20



Rural districts teacher salaries compared to Anchorage sala—
ries fl .00)

Anchorage Ak. Geo
(1.00) Diff.
Bering Strait 1.35 129%
Iditarod 1.15 126%
Kuspuk 1.23 126%
Lower Kuskokwim 1.25 126%
Yukon Flats 1.25 102%
Yukon Koyuku = 1.26 103%
Northwest Arctic 1.29 144%
St Marys 1.30 126%
Galena 1.34 129%
Lower Yukon 1.40 111%
Kashunamuit 129%
Nome 1.21 132%
Yupiat 1.40 . 102%
Use 1.24

Remote district teacher salaries compared to Anchorage salaries
(1.00)

Anchorage Ak. Geo,

(1.00) Diff.
Aleutians 1.40 129%
North Slope 1.40 144%

Use 1.40



SCHOOL DISTHICT

t,-,,3/00ROUGHS:
ANCHORAGE
BRISTOL BAY
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA
HAINES
HOONAH
HYOABURG
JUNEAU

KAKE

KENAI
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KLAWOCK
KODIAK
MAT-SU
NENANA
NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PaiCAN
PETERSBURG
SAND POINT
SITKA
SKAGWAY

ST. MARY'S
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

REAAS:

ADAK

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIANS
ANNETTE ISLAND
BERING STRAITS
CHATHAM
CHUGACH

COPPER RIVER
DaTA GREaY
IDITAROO
KASHUNAMIUT
KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENISULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
PRIBILOF ISLANDS
RAILBELT
SOUTHEAST ISLANDS
SOUTHWEST
YUKON FIATS
YUKON KOYUKUK
YUPIIT

STATE FOUND

AIOPEf
ADA

$3,088
$8,748
S5.054
$7,188
$7,694
$3531
$10,583
$5,828
$8,605
$8,908
$3,406
$7,666
$3,361
$3,458
$9,.113
$7491
$5,274
$2,919
$9,079
$7,084
$8,230
$7,691
$11,163
$4,004
$7,541
$3,714
$5,973
$10,928
$13473
$7,998
$4,203
$4,746
$7,929

$3.447
$6,898
$15,758
$3,309
79.078
$8,438
$10,627
$6,676
$4,430
$10,362
$8,538
$8,933
$12,562
$8,971
$5,775
$8,031
$8,892
$5,446
$8,656
$13,092
$9,109
$12,870

ONE MIU
GENERARCfi
PER ADA

$478
$421
$318
$201
$231
$352
$138
$218
$137
$138
$359
$60
$457
$371
$203
$37
$243
$290
$144
$178
$11750
$154
$218
$221
$649
$267
$434
$39
$151
$678
$2141
$241
$116

INSTRUCTIONAt
UNrr ALLOT
AS14.17.058

10454
15554

95%
12054
15054
11354
15554
11254
11254
10454
10454
11254
10454
10054
14054
104%
135%
104%
125%
155%
175%
155%
110%

90%
115%
1C<%

80%
180%
140%
120%
115%

90%
115%

125%
185%
145%
155%
125%
165%
160%
145%
150%
140%
175%
120%
105%

95%
125%
140%
100%
165%
125%
108%
115%

90%

COST Of
LIVINC

DIFFERENTIALS

f1

10054
1295<
11154
1025!
12954
103%
12951
10554
10554
10254
103%

98%
101%
102%
126%
102%
106%

94%
129%
132%
144%
144%
105%

98%
126%
101%
105%
126%
129%
126%
111%

98%
105%

126%
139%
129%
130%
129%
129%
129%
132%
129%
126%
129%
126%
126%
126%
111%
111%
105%
103%
103%
102%
103%
102%

PERCENTAGE
EQUALIZER

97.42994
97.72305
98.26228
98.91613
98.75047
98.09806
99.25575
98.49697
99.20166
99.25245
98.05796
99 67302
97.53399
97.99613
98.90154
99.79765
98.68941
98.43244
99.22371
99.03593
97.00000
99.16761
98.50010
08.77474
97.00000
98.55854
97.65409
99.79083
99.18555
97.00000
97.00000
98.69784
99.37571

100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000
100.00000



EXHIBIT F - Ranked Analysis of District Extimated Expenditures by
Function - Operations and Maintenance (0&M)



TABLE 5: ANALYSIS OF REAA ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION

SCHOOL DISTRICT FUNCTION:  GENERAL SUPPORT GENERALSUPPORT FUNCTION OPERATION &i OPERATION 8
GENERAL SUPPORT  EXPEND. AS A % OF EXPENDITURES OPERATION 8  MAINT. EXPEND. AS MAINT. EXPEND.
TOTAL EXPEND BY ADM MAINTENANCE % OF TOTAL EXPEND BY ADM
[
ADAK $745,170 14.59% $1,228 $817,462 16.01% $1,347
ALASKA GATEWAY $664,800 12.56% $1,288 $1,277,961 24.14% $2,477
ALEUTIANS $435,306 23.10% $5,004 $322,037 17.09% $3,702
ANNETTE ISLAND $429,832 13.90% $1,041 $649,200 21.00% $1,572
BERING STRAITS $1,440,324 8.96% $1,168 $4,506,051 28.04% $3,655
CHATHAM $468,607 14.75% $1,531 $520,835 16.39% $1,702
CHUGACH $233,450 15.63% $1,810 $280,950 18.82% $2,178
COPPER RIVER $505,025 9.68% $878 5969,300 18.59% $1,687
DELTA GREELY $1,196,320 16.95% $1,104 $1,220,495 17.29% $1,126
IDITAROD $821,158 14.52% $2,058 $1,567,997 27.73% $3,930
KASHUNAMIUT $261,136' 9.81% $1,573 $775,711 29.14% $4,673
KUSPUK $665,065 10.33% $1,632 $1,470,211 22.93% $3,823
LAKE AND PENISULA $659,200 10.68% $1,782 $1,772,186 28.70% $4,790
LOWER KUSKOKWIM $3,452,342 10.86% $1,291 $7,796,353 24.52% $2,915
LOWER YUKON $1,433,186 9.57% $1,114 $3,720,414 24.86% $2,893
PRIBILOF ISLANDS $288,927 15.11% $1,710 $329,337 17.23% $1,949
RAILBELT $460,191 13.12% $i;3ii $609,417 19.32% $1,931
SOUTHEAST ISLANDS $467,625 10.18% $1,021 $908,738 19.79% $1,984
SOUTHWEST $616,174 8.58% $1,268 $2,147,789 29.92% $4,419
YUKON FLATS $602,160 9.42% $1,597 $1,571,507 24.60% $4,168
YUKON KOYUKUK $691,196 0.80% $1,160 $1,528,109 19.45% $2,564
YUPIIT $535,505 14.42% $1,879 $833,659 22.45% $2,925

TOTAL $17,081,499 11.29% $1,316 $35,684,219 23.58% $2,749
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TABLE 3:

SCHOOL DISTRICT

NORTH SLOPE
NENANA

ST. MARY'S
GALENA

KING COVE
PELICAN
UNALASKA
BRISTOL BAY
VAI OEZ

NORTHWEST ARCTIC**

KAKE
KLAWOCK
DILLINGHAM
YAKUTAT
HYDABURG
HAINES
SAND POINT
NOME
HOONAH
CORDOVA
CRAIG
SKAGWAY
KODIAK
KENAI
WRANGELL
SITKA
FAIRBANKS
KETCHIKAN
PETERSBURG
JUNEAU
MAT-SU
ANCHORAGE
TANANA

TOTAL

FUNCTION:  GENERAL SUPPORT ~ GENERAL SUPPORT
GENERAL SUPPORT EXPEND. AS A V. OF

$4,907,800
$218,992
$294,610
$431,816
$232,080
$151,480
$221,200
$290,705
$600,030
$1,747,221
$376,914
$226,753
$423,162
$245,031
$117,737
$364,876
$159,113
$650,930
$218,209
$447,072
$246,743
$184,847
$2,021,672
$6,281,548
$247,327
$1,187,340
$0,376,602
$1,397,532
$369,417
$2,602,212
$7,184,858
$20,622,021
N/A

$63,040,676

TOTAL EXPEND

16.67%
10.29%
15.91%
18.58%
13.94%
21.94%
13.35%
¢« 10.64%
7.29%
11.71%
19.17%
14.96%
9.76%
16.08%
13.40%
11.73%
16.18%
9.14%
12.31%
14.52%
17.24%
17.97%
12.99%
11.60%
8.80%
11.59%
t0.43%
9.61%
10.05%
10.38%
14.46%
10.25%
N/A

11.44%

EXPENDITURES
BY ADM

$4,249
$1,738
$2,562
$2,958
$1,934
$2,805
$1,569
$1,206
$759
$1,145
$1,866
$1,454
$910
$1,561
$1,214
$1,040
$1,384
$766
$1,020
$1,146
$1,327
$1,359
$887
$735
$548
$718
$624
$573
$619
$554
$767
$507
$0

$686

FUNCTION

RANH CO ANALYSIS OF DISTRICT ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION

OPERATION &

OPERATION & MAINT. EXPEND. AS
MAINTENANCE % OF TOTAL EXPENC

$0,051,900
$411,885
$402,200
$541,468
$392,150
$102,246
$284,800
$653,049
$1,865,431
$4,282,597
$355,582
$210,070
$704,709
$247,246
$300,545
$547,033
$150,904
$1,827,235
$298,222
$552,905
$284,994
$116,639
$2,859,480
$11,490,900
$424,906
$1,335,251
$12,716,287
$2,592,313
$691,692
$3,201,902
$0,409,172
$32,114,913
N/A

$98,580,626

27.35%
19.36%
26.05%
23.29%
23.56%
14.81%
17.10%
23.89%
22.67%
28.70%
18.08%
13.86%
16.26%
17.04%
34.42%
17.59%
15.35%
25.64%
16.02%
17.96%
19.92%
11.34%
18.30%
21.22%
15.11%
13.04%
15.84%
17.82%
20.32%
12.77%
17.09%
15.96%

N/A

17.88%

OPERATION i
MAINT. EXPEND
BY ADM

$6,971
$3,269
$4,193
$3,709
$3,268
$1,893
$2,020
$2,710
$2,358
$2,806
$1,760
$1,347
$1,516
$1,575
$3,098
$1,558
$1,312
$2,150
$1,39%4
$1,418
$1,532

$858
$1,255
$1,344

$942

$007

$947
$1,063
$1,159

$681

$906

$790

N/A

$1,072
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AN ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE
LEGISLATION IN ALASKA: 1958 to 1987

I INTRODUCTION

In considering a new school finance system it is desirable
to first create a budget for a single system of enterprises, in
this case, public schools, each with their salary and non-salary
costs and each with their costs of administration. Once an
Alaska education program for elementary and secondary schools has
been established ("basic need"), various formulas for allocating
the dollars to meet that need can be considered and anallocation
method selected. This 1is no different than arriving at a budget
for a number of schools within a school district.

IT the state does not choose to pay 100% of the costs of
each school district, formulas for allocating the remaining
portion of the costs among school districts can be compared and
decisions reached as to the share to be paid by local property
taxpayers. Previous school finance programs can be reviewed to
see if there have been logical and successful approaches. They
can also be reviewed for blind alleys that should be avoided.

This history heavily relies on a 1985 report entitled A

General History of Public School Finance in Alaska - Operating
and Capital Costs"™ prepared by Dr. Nathaniel H. Cole for the
Alaska Department of Education. Current education statistics are

derived from tables prepared by William Thompson of the Southeast
Resource Center in Juneau.

The major school finance acts have been:
ACLA 37-3 - School Reimbursement Program
Ch. 164., SLA 1962 -School Foundations Program
Ch. 238, SLA 1970 -Instructional Unit Program

AS H.17 as of June 30, 1982 - (Ch.238, SLA 1970 as
extensively amended)- Instructional Unit Program, as
extensively modified

Ch. 75, SLA 1985 - Schedule of per pupil funding for each
district

Ch. 75, SLA 1986 - Current formula

Since 1962 a consistent system has been used for assigning
section numbers to subjects in school funding acts. For
convenience references are made to the same section, e.g. AS
14.17.071, as various chapters are analyzed, it being understood
that the reference to the statute is to the statute as it existed
on the day the act was adopted, and not to that section as it
exists today or on June 30, 1983 the day before all previous

formulas were set aside.



Il TERRITORIAL REIMBURSEMENT SYSTEM

The Territorial reimbursement system of finance was in place
from 1929 (or before) until July 1, 1963. The legal basis for
the system was simple accounting for no more than a page and a
half of Alaska Compiled Laws Annotated (ACLA).

ACLA Section 37-3-62 provided for a refund of public
elementary and secondary school expenditures for operations - 75%
of the approved casts for larger school districts, 80% for middle
sized districts and 85% for small districts.

The other provisions were:

ACLA Sec 37-3-62. Amount of refund. Where the
total resident school enrollment by school year is less
than 150 pupils, eighty-five per centum and where it 1is
150 pupils or over and less than 300, eighty per centum
and where it is 300 pupils or over, seventy-five per
centum of the total amount expended for maintenance of
public elementary schools and high schools within the
limits of incorporated cities or incorporated school
districts or independent school districts shall be
refunded to such <city or school district from the
moneys of the Territory appropriated for such purposes.

ACLA Sec 37-3-63. Annual budget or statement of
proposed expenditures. The school board for each
incorporated city or incorporated school district shall
annually before the first day of July submit to the
Commissioner of Education a 1-dget or detailed
statement of proposed expenditures for the maintenance
of the schools of such incorporated city or
incorporated school district during the following
school year. Said detailed statement shall be
submitted 1in duplicate and shall set forth the salarj es
of teachers in each grade and of janitors or other
employees of the school district, and proposed
expenditures for fuel, [light, water, school books and
supplies, janitorls supplies, manual training, domestic
science, library, and for miscellaneous purposes. The
Commissioner of Education may disapprove or reduce any
items in the budget and shall approve for Territorial
refund only such parts of the proposed expenditures as
come within the purview cf this article, and are
reasonable and necessary. (emphasis added)

It 1is apparent that the Commissioner of Education would have
a thorough understanding of the actual expenditures of each school
district 1in each budget category. There would be a historical
record of such expenditures for each district for each vyear. A
change in proposed expenditure for which reimbursement would Dbe
sought would be easy to analyze in light of previous expenditures
of the school district and of similarly situated school districts.



On July 1, 1962, the State of Alaska“adopted a formula system

of funding. One byproduct of this decision was that the state
began to lose track of the expenditures of city and borough school
districts. In administering the program the commissioner would

obtain a clear record of how much in state, federal and local
revenues each district received because these amounts were
included in the formula, but there would be no good record of how

these monies were used.

In addition the Commissioner was directly responsible for the
budgeting for about one half of the schools outside of city,
borough and independent school, districts. As of statehood the
federal Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) operated about 60% of- the
rural schools with the state operating the other 4.0h. The State
of Alaska continued to operate its schools plus additional schools
acquired from BIA until 1976 when Rural Education Attendance Areas
(REAA®"s) were created in the “unorganized borough. At that time
the state department of education lost track of expenditures of

rural schools.



[11  FOUNDATION FOR ALASKA SCHOOLS - the total need recognized

In 1960 the State of Alaska received a grant from the Ford

Foundation for a school finance study. The State Board of
Education appointed an Educational Advisory Committee to oversee
the study. The committee consisting of educational, political,

governmental and lay citizen leaders of the state was headed Dby
Dr. Eric Lindman of the University of California, Los Angeles, and
was assisted by a group of nationally-known education finance and
administration consultants. The Committee worked for about a year
to complete a very comprehensive study, released by the State
Board of Education in September 1961 as: A Foundation for Alaska"s

Public Schools.

In 1962 the legislature accepted nearly all of the
Committee®s vrecommendations on changes in Alaska school finance.
The legislature enacted Ch. 164 ., SLA 1962, with a July 1, 1963

effective date.

The fiscal building blocks used in Ch. 164., SLA 1962 were
simple.

(a) Per pupil funding. The formula was almost entirely ADM
(average daily membership) driven. IfT there were more children,
more teachers would be needed, and, more teacher uni ™s would be
allocated. There would be enough funding from state, federal and
local sources to support about one teacher to a classroom with

about 23 pupils in the classroon.

) Additional funding for small schools. If there were
fewer than 100 elementary school pupils, a greater than average
number of teacher units would be allocated on the basis that
average class sizes would necessarily be small. The range started
at one teacher unit for 8 to 15 pupils and gradually increased to
6 teachers for 81-100 elementary school pupils. From 101-300
pupils there would be an additional unit for each 20 pupils, for
301 and over there would be one teacher unit for each 25 pupils.

(c) Additional per pupil funding for secondary pupils. The
schedule for smaller secondary schools was slightly higher,
allowing 7 teacher units for 81-100 pupils, allowing one teacher
unit for wup to 10 secondary students and at the upper end 7
teacher units for 81-100 teacher units.

()] Allowance for superintendents and assistants. For
school districts with more than 600 pupils, additional teacher
units were allowed for the superintendent and assistants, as

follows:

Total ADM Allowable Number of Teacher Units
601-300

3001-5999 2

Over 6000 3



(e) Principals and vice principals. In addition to
assigning teacher units as an allowance for superintendents and
assistants, provision was made for principals and vice principals
as follows:

¢D) School district with ADM of 700 or plus with
eight or more classrooms- one teacher unit.

() School district with one or more buildings
with 24 or more classrooms—- a teacher unit for each such building
for vice principal for such building.

(f) Area cost differential allotments. The final adjustment
in determining need was a per pupil payment to reflect area cost
differentials which provided additional dollars as follows:

(1) Southeastern Senate District- $140 x ADM.

2) Southcentral Senate District (includes
Anchorage)- $150 x ADM.

3) Central (Fairbanks) and Northwest (Nome)
Senate Districts and Southcentral west of 1520 latitude (Alaska

Peninsula)- $160 x ADM.

(@ Attendance center allotment. And, finally, there was an
allocation of $1000 for each attendance center (elementary or
secondary school which functioned .is distinct administratfve units

each with a principal).

The 1962 foundation act was simple and easy to understand.
It was almost entirely an ADM driven formula. There was little
room for manipulation of <classrooms or programs to increase

entitlements.

The foundation program established the need of a school
district without regard to sources of revenues to fund this need.

The last two steps established by the foundation formula were
simple. The local school district was required to provide a
"local effort” equivalent to what a 3-5 mill levy would raise on
the real and personal property in the district plus one-half of
any Public Law 874 monies received from the federal government.
To the extent this local effort did not raise sufficient monies to
meet the basic need, the state would make wup the difference
through annual appropriations from the "public school foundation

account".

As a practical matter, the ADM driven formula did not produce
results which were much different than the old Territorial
reimbursement program. To make the program politically
acceptable, the legislature added a relatively small amount of
funding so that there would be a number of winners and so that any
losers would lose very little. Anchorage, which at the time was a



relatively wealthy school district compared to other school
districts, may have been a loser, but, if so, by very little.

The historically poor school districts with high property tax
mill levies, mostly the seacoast “communities of Petersburg,
Wrangell, Skagway, Haines, Cordova, Valdez, Seward and Kodiak, did
well under the program and were able to reduce their property
taxes as the state now paid for a larger percentage of their basic

need.

Overall, the percentage of local dollars to state dollars to
federal dollars stayed fairly constant. In school districts such
as Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau and Ketchikan, the local taxpayers
continued to pay for about 25-30% of their school district
budgets, while in the middle sized school districts, the
taxpayers, the percentage of local contribution was more in the
15-20% range with the state paying the remainder from the school
foundation program. See Cole, supra, p.32 for sources of school

operating costs in 1962-1970.

Every school district contributed an amount -equivalent to
what a 3.5 mill property tax levy would raise on the real and
personal property tax within the school district. Very poor
school districts, with very little tax base, such as King Cove and
Nenana, contributed very small amounts in local revenues with a
3.5 mill effort, and the state paid close to 98% of their total

education budgets.

The wuse of a 3-5 mill property tax or equivalent as the
maximum a school district would have to raise would have major
financial consequences for higher "tax school districts today. The
results would be approximately as follows:

School Assessed Mill Present 3-5 3.5 Difference
District valuation levy local mill mill (in thousand

(in millions) effort levy levy

effort

Anchorage $19,343,000 3.28 $63,492 3.5 $67,700 (4208)
North Slope 13,571,000 .89 12,885 3.5 47,498 (34,613)
Fairbanks 4,727,000 4-54 21,449 3.5 16,545 4904
Kenai 3,905,000 4-66 18,202 3.5 13,668 4534
Matsu 2,716,000 7.16 19,462 3.5 9,506 9956
Valdez 1,693,000 2.41 4,088 3.5 5,926 (1838)
Juneau 1,689,000 4-88 8,250 3.5 5,911 2339
Ketchikan 904,000 5.97 5,398 3.5 3,164 2234
Kodiak 552,000 3.99 2,201 3.5 1,932 269
Sitka 441,000 6.75 2,978 3.5 1,544 1434
Total

See Exhibit A for assessed valuations.

The foregoing assessments have been adjusted by the state
Department of Community and Regional Affairs to bring them up to
100% of fair market value.



Any dollar savings to other city and borough school districts
as a result of a 3*5 mill cap would be minor, because their
present mill levies are either less than 3.5 mills or very little
in excess of 3*5 mills.



v AMENDMENTS TO THE 1962 SCHOOL FOUNDATION ACT - redefining
"basic education".

The legislature expanded the concept of a "basic education”
on two occasions.

The 1983 Legislature added special education before the new
School Foundation Act took effect. Ch. 70, SLA 1963.

Although a number of school districts, including Anchorage
and Juneau, provided kindergartens, the Legislature had never
regarded Kkindergartens as a necessary part of c "basic education”
until 1966 when kindergarten pupils were allowed to be counted 1in
the ADM allotment along with 1-12 pupils (Ch. 153, SLA 1966). The
state did not pick up 100% of the cost of kindergartens any more
than it did for grades 1-12 and, as a result, districts with
little district wealth and unusually high mill levies, such as
Matsu did not immediately add kindergarten to their programs even
though state funding covered 75% or more of the costs for those

districts. Matsu added kindergarten for a K-12 program in 1981
when 1its property tax mill rate was reduced from 6.9 mills to 4*9
mills.

The concept of a "basic education”™ was further expanded 1in
the 1970 % when "gifted and talented”™ and "bilingual”™ were added
to the educational program which the state would fund.



v 1970 INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS PROGRAM

The 1970 "instructional units"™ formula enacted by the 1970
Legislature was based upon recommendations of a second school
finance study, prepared by the State Board, the Department of
Education and the Governor, with a grant from the U.S. Office of
Education. As in the case of the 1962 effort, there was a council
composed of representatives of school groups. This council was
advised by the school finance consultants who had served on the
earlier 1962 study, headed by Dr. H. Thomas James, Dean of the

School of Education, S .inford University.
Among the recommendations of the study were:

2) that the state adopt an equalized
percentage method for determining the state"s
share of operating revenue for the basic program
for each district;

3) that the state share of oper
revenues for basic programs be set at a sta-°
average of 90%;

The following from a speech of H. Thomas James, Dean, School
of Education, Stanford University, entitled "An Agenda for
Approving Education in Alaska", given in Anchorage, August 13,
1969, gives an indication of the heady atmosphere of the times:

In addition to these normal indicators of the
increasing fiscal strength of the Alaska
Government, there is also the remarkable promise
of revenue potential in the oil discoveries on the
Kenai Peninsula and more recently on the North
Slope. I hesitate to enter the "numbers game™ but
some of the figures one hears now in Alaska are
truly startling. I am advised that state revenues
for fiscal year 1970 are estimated at 246 million,
which is probably a low estimate (Note: North

- Slope lease revenues came in at about 900 million
in 1969.) When one begins playing with some of
the more sensible estimates of what the North
Slope bonus might be, one gets 1into exciting
numbers games, such as noting that if $1 billion
was invested at 6%, the income would be more than
all state revenues in 1963-

The 1970 Legislature was prepared to relieve much of the
former tax burden of the local governments and, in addition, was
prepared to appropriate substantially more state monies to

education than before.

The report recognized the continued 1importance of local
effort, Dbut proposed that it be handled differently than in 1962.
Required lccal support had been repealed by Ch. 95, SLA 1969. The
1962-70 approach had required a local effort equal to the proceeds



of a 3.5 mill rate on taxable real and personal property. The
study recommended a new approach based wupon "an equalized
percentage that took into account the variation of district wealth
per pupil when compared to the average per pupil wealth of all
districts”. With this approach, the school districts with greater
district wealth would get less than 90% of their need from state
revenues probably as low as 80-85% of their need and districts
with below average district wealth would receive more than 90%, up
to 98% of their need. The statewide average would be 90%. This
would vyield a mix of state and local effort very similar to that
which existed during Territorial days and throughout the 1960s,
but overall it would provide more generous state funding. Final
Report and Recommendations of the Advisory Council on State
Financial Support to Public Schools (Juneau: Alaska Department of

Education, January 1970).

The legislature rejected the proposal that some districts
receive less than 90% and other districts receive more than 90%.
Instead, they established 90% as the floor for all school
districts, so that no district, regardless of wealth, would
receive less than 90% of "basic need"” from the state. However
there was some continuing recognition of the role of local effort
in school financing, presumably with respect to the 10% maximum
that a school district would be expected to be responsible for.
The legislature did enact a weak tax equalization provision
similar to today"s provision in Ch. 75, SLA 1986.

In the next legislative session the Legislature increased
this "floor"” from 90% to 100% of "basic need" supposedly with a
concurrent reduction of the 10% local effort to eliminate any need

for local taxation. Now, the state was supposedly shouldering the
full financial burden of providing a standard K-12 progranm,
including special education and kindergarten in every school

district in the state.

From the first day the legislature®s policies on 90% state
funding across the board, later 100%, proved to be fictitious.
The "foundation™ slipped out from under the Dbill. The actual
percentages of state funding for the larger school districts
almost immediately evolved into percentages similiar to those of
the 1960"s, but with state support being more generous. A school
district which formerly had received 65-70% state support now
received 70-75% state support. Total state expenditures for
education did increase. About half of the 900 million dollars
received by the state in 1969 for the Prudhoe Bay leases went into

additional funding for education.

There was now a major gap between form and substance. This
was to complicate all future efforts to adjust the formula so that
it would make sense for every school district. The total of the
instructional units now had no relationship to the ™"basic need" of
the larger school districts. Nor did the total of the
instructional units have any relationship to the achievement of
any state-wide educational goal.
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The 1962-70 formula had created building blocks of
approximately equal size- more students meant more building
blocks, more classrooms meant more principals and vice principals,
etc. All of these units were based on the costs of delivering

equal amounts of education.

The 1970 formula was intended to create fiscal building
blocks that would cover many measures of educational need other
than need that can be measured in number of pupils and
classrooms. Dr. Nathaniel H. Cole described the new

instructional unitconcept in glowing terms:

The instructional unit concept with its
definitions is flexible enough to address large groups,
small groups, general education needs, special

education needs, density, sparsity, etc. As lor-g as
the parameters of an educational program car Dbe

described, the program can be placed within the
instructional unit structure. The unit value can also
be adjusted for wvarying cost factors from one
geographical area to another. In other words, the

instructional unit concept is much more adaptable to
program needs and much less constraining as to how and
what resources are utilized to address program reeds
than the earlier system.

Ibid. p. 36.

The 1970 formula that accounted for the bulk of the
distribution was fairly simple. A base instructional unit would
generate $19,250 (the beginning salary of a teacher was then about
$10,000 a year). Basic instructional units were generated by
numbers of pupils (ADM) or number of class hours (FTE cr fulltime

equivalents).

In elementary and secondary schools (not school districts)
with under 1000 pupils, each 18 pupilswould generate at least one
unit each. Fewer than 81 perl8 pupils would generate morethan
one unit. (Under 10 would generate 1, 10-20 would generate 2, 21-

32:3, etc.)

In elementary and secondary schools (not school districts)
each 23 pupils would generate at least one unit each. Fewer than
3005 (100-3005) pupils would generate at least one unit per 19
pupils and fewer than 100 pupils would generate more than one unit
per 19 pupils. (Under 10:1; 10-20:2; 21-32:3, etc.)

Vocational education generated at least one additional unit

for each 50 full-time equivalent (FTE). Five to 10 full-time
equivalent pupils would generate one unit (5-10 FTE pupils would
be the same as 30-60 pupils enrolled and in average daily

membership .. a one hour per day vocational education program);
11-20 FTE would generate 2 units etc.
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Pupils enrolled in special education would generate at least
one additional unit per 9 pupils. Five to 8 pupils in ADM (not
FTE) would generate one additional unit, 9-15 would generate 2.

The 1970 formula used an odd term for area cost

differentials. The term was "Instructional Unit Allotment"” the
same term as was later used in Ch. 75, 1986. The multipliers
were:

Souteastern and Anchorage, Mat-Su,

Kenai area - 1.00
Central (Fairbanks and Interior) - 1.05
Northwest - 1.10
Any school district which does not 1.00,
have access to Anchorage, Ketchikan 1.05, or
or Fairbanks, byroad, railroad, 1.10
or ferry depending on

location plus
5%

The 5% isolation factor was dropped in 1977. (Ch. 90, SLA 1977)

There were also elaborate tax equalization provisions which
were repealed in subsequent years. The formula, had relatively
little effect on the amounts allocated to school districts. With
100% state financing of the basic need a tax equalization formula
should not have been necessary - there would be no need for local

taxation.

The 1970 Legislature, by abandoning local effort, and by
pretending that 100% of each school districts financial needs for
a K-12 education were being satisfied with state funding alone,
created a puzzle that no succeeding legislature or consultant

could solve.

This is the puzzle:

The need for a "basic education™ for all Alaska
schools shall be measured by instructional units
uniformly applied throughout Alaska. The need will be
the same regardless of the wealth or lack of wealth of
the school district.

The state will meet 100% of the "need” for all
Alaska schools, whether they are in wealthy schools
districts or poor school districts with little ability
to raise local revenues.

The state has to meet 100% of the basic need of
some very poor school districts, particularly after the
creation of Rural Education Attendance Areas (REAAs) in
1977, which lack the power to tax.



How can 100% funding of smaller poorer school
districts be achieved with only 75% state funding for
schools in Alaska?

Somehow the instructional units which would generate 65% of
Anchorage®s requirements for a "basic education” must supply 98-
100% of the cost of the "basic need”™ of the poor school district.
Otherwise the city school district with little taxable wealth will
have a 65% program- they will have a K-8 program or a 4-12
program, but they cannot have a K-12 program unless they combine
grades, have 50 or more pupils to a classroom, etc.

The legislature had broken the linkage between costs of
delivering an educational program and the number of instructional

units. There now had to be a mechanism for pumping up the number
of instructional units for some school districts, while not
permitting this to happen in other school districts. Somehow a

poor school district with the same number of pupils and the same
number of schools and classrooms as a wealthy school district had
to receive 20-30% more instructional units than the comparable

wealthy district.

Most of the many later amendments to Ch. 238, SLA 1970 repre—
sented efforts to back into a formula. First, the Legislature
conceived of different dollar amounts they would like each school
district to receive. Then the legislature provided for new types
of instructional units or new applications of units to generate
those dollar amounts.

The state fudged its numbers with respect to school districts
that have some ability to raise local tax revenues. From 1970 to
1976 large city and borough school districts were generally
wealthy, middle sized school districts were neither rich nor poor
and small districts were generally poor. Most of the problem
could be solved by being especially generous in allocating wunits
to the smaller school districts. To the extent larger school
districts did not receive enough state monies to meet their actual
requirements for a K-12 program, they could make up the difference
from property taxes and sales taxes just as they had done in the

1950"s and 1960°s.

This was similar to the Territorial approach - under the
Territoral program large school districts were reimbursed 75% of
their approved costs, middle sized school districts 80% and small

school districts 85%.

Unfortunately there were a few large school districts which
were also poor and at least one middle sized school district,

Valdez, which was rich. This adhoc solution was bound to break
down when 20 more school districts the Rural Education Attendance
Areas were created in 1976. Now there were some large school

districts which were as poor as any district can be since they
lacked the power to tax.



The 100% program was off of the tracks. Dr. James®" dream of
an oil wealth financed education system slipped away. Alaska now
had the same system that created inequities and lawsuits in many
other states - a system based upon a mix of state dollars - mostly
oil dollars - and local property tax dollars, a system where there
was no logical basis for the percentage of local tax dollars to be
supplied or the amount of the local property tax to be levied for
education. Alaska now had a much more inequitable school finance

system than it had in 1963*



VI MODIFICATIONS OF INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS APPROACH (1975-1982)

Despite its deficiencies the 1970 Instructional Unit approach
was kept intact for its first five years. In the first five years
the amendments dealt with changes in the basic instructional unit
value (1973-78, 80, 81) or with minor adjustments in the tables of
allowable instructional units (1972, 75,77, 78, 80-81).

The instructional unit wa. still largely based on classroonm
building blocks. Add enough pupils to generate a teacher and
there would probably be another fiscal building block - a unit
large enough to pay for the teacher, for the cost of janitor time
for the new classroom, heat and light for the new vroom and
supplies for the additional pupils. In 1975, after the creation
of twenty new rural school districts, this changed. Major
substantive changes came fast and furious after the creation of
the REAAs in 1975. The changes accelerated in 1980 as new oil

money became available.

Every school, no matter how small, would receive a minimum of
three instructional units - in the case of an eight pupil school,
enough money to pay for three teachers. Every school with more
than 20 pupils, would receive a second batch of instructional
units for a secondary school, even if there were no pupils
secondary school age pupils at the school. The number of
instructional units for special education pupils was increased.
Much of the effort was to create new instructional units to be
allocated to small schools and, to a much lesser extent, to take
instructional units away from larger schools.

The instructional unit now became less of a fiscal building
block. A group of pupils numbering eight could now generate three
new instructional units, far more than would be requiredto

provide a new teacher with the necessary support. A groupof
twenty pupils at a new school could generate six new units - three
for the elementary school and three for secondary school - again,
far more would be required toprovide teachers and classroom

support. Six teachers would not be hired to teach 20 pupils.

The additional money generated by these monies went mostly to
district headquarters, new hires at district headquarters and new

activities at that level.

These were not the only changes. Administrators were, fcr
the first time , given an opportunity to manufacture new units by
reconfiguring their enrollments - by counting pupils different
ways and by counting the same pupil two or three times onthe

basis of new programs.

Before describing the new opportunities for manipulating
units to generate additional entitlements, the cumulative effect
of the 1975-1982 changes will be described.

Robert Van Slyke, Deputy Commissioner Department of Educa-—
tion, in a memorandum to Marshall L. Lind, Commissioner Department

17



"VITTL

of Education, dated January 15> 1982 stated;

The cumulative result of eleven years of tinkering with
various bits and pieces of the original foundation
program structure has been that the original intention
of a simplified, equitable system of state support for
education has become neither simple, nor, in the minds
of many, equitable. While the writer may have
overlooked a few additional amendments to the program,
the above listing begins to reveal the nature and scope
of such changes and to give some indication of the
complexity of the current system.

First, the current program is essentially on "open
system”™; that is, changes over the years in unit
schedules have allowed districts a wide number of
options in configuring groups of students to generate

maximum amounts of funds. Such configurations focus
administrative attention of "body counts" and away from
program.

The "body count™ system results in the second major
problem; that the current system is no longer program
driven, even 1in the case of categorical funds which
were originally established to fund program needs of
special students (e.g., the handicapped, limited
English speaking, vocational oriented). In recent
years, changes in the jr. high definition as well as
the ability to count each elementary school separately
have encouraged districts to establish jr. high
programs for funding, rather than programmatic
purposes; and to consider multiple elementary
facilities for one or more elementary grades.
Finally, the existence of categorical revenues,
established with unfortunate similarity to the federal
categorical funding schemes., have encouraged boards and
adminstrators to consider such reveues as expenditure
"caps"™ for categorical programs, without particular
regard to the specialized needs of the target group
students.

This 1is a statement that education has taken a back seat to
manipulation of programs- manipulation of programs not to meet the
educational needs of pupils, but to generate as much in revenue as
is mathematically possible. It is also a statement that the state
has been wasting its educational dollars.

The new program placed a premium on a superintendent and
staff who concentrate on games playing and not the traditional
role of an educator of balancing programs to meet the educational
need of pupils. It diverted administrators from the task of
delivering the best possible education to the pupils.
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The easiest way to generate additional units was simply to
incorporate new programs in the school curriculum for which units
could be obtained in excess of additional costs incurred.

This 1is the way it works:

Assume six grades in 1-6, each with a teacher, a classroom
and 23 students. Under the typical average daily membership
driven finanacial program, each classroom would generate the same
number of units, say 1 unit for each 23 children enrolled in K-6

programs.

Assume that there are 8 children in each <class who can
qualify for special education and that funding formula provides
for one instructional unit for each 8 special education students.

The school district would apply for 6 instructional units,
one for each grade, because 8 pupils from each grade will now be
served by a special education program and be in "daily

membership™.

The school district would then, possibly, arrange for a newly
hired special education teacher to teach 8 persons from the first
grade between 9-10:00 a.m., 8 persons from the second grade from
10-11:00a.-m., 8 persons from the third grade from 11-12:00 p.m., 8
persons from the the fourth grade from 1-2:00 p.m., 8 persons from
the fifth grade from 2-3:00 p.m. and 8 persons from the sixth
grade from 3-4:00 p.m.

The school teacher would be teaching a total of 48 ~children
each day. The teacher would be serving 48 children per day, which
means that 48 children per day could be counted towards the
"average daily membership™ for special education. The full time
equivalent (FTE) for these students would only be 8, because the
teacher, on the average, would only be teaching 8 children
throughout the day. However, si. ce units aie being counted on the
basis of pupils served, and not the length any one student 1is
served, it would be possible to generate 6 units to cover the cost
of one teacher in a classroom.

The foregoing example is exaggerated because it would be
difficult for a special education teacher to schedule 8 students
each hour of the work week. Also the standard teaching load
sought for special education teachers in Anchorage is about 25
pupils to a resource teacher as opposed to the 48 pupils used 1in
the example. Nevertheless, the methodology for pyramiding
instructional units is accurate.

Now, assume that another 8 pupils in "each classroom can be
qualified for gifted and talented program. By following the same
process as used for special education students, it can be seen
that 6 units can be generated to generate revenues sufficient to
hire six teachers, in classrooms, finance 1 gifted and talented
teacher with a classroom.
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Low, assume that a group of 8 students from each classroom
can be qualified for a bilingual program. Once again, if 8
pupils will generate 1 unit, 1 bilingual teacher teaching 8
children per hour, for a total of 48 served per day, would gene—
rate enough money for 6 bilingual/bicultural teachers— the school
district could generate funding equal to that which would finance
6 regular classroom units. (This 1is exaggerated as a "weighted
averuge daily membership”™ is used for bilingual students which
means that the number of bilingual pupils counted is fewer than
the number served unless the pupil 1is in bilingual program 100%
of the time.)

Now, for contrast, consider what would happen if the state
separately funded vocational education students, not on the basis
of how many are served each day (pupils in ADM), but rather on the
basis of how many hours they are served (full time -equivalents).
This time assume that there are 8 pupils in each classroom which
can qualify for a vocational education program and assume that the
vocational education teacher has 8 pupils each hour of the day for
a total of 48 vocational education pupils served during the day.

Now, since the instructional units are not based upon
vocational education students in "average daily membership”™ or on
the basis of number of pupils served each day, but are rather
based wupon the number of hours of instruction, the 8 pupils per
hour will generate one unit and not six. The opportunity to
manipulate does not exist with the full time -eqivalent (FTE)

approach.

The cumulative total of units for these 138 pupils is 25,
4.15 pupils to a teacher. The funding for these units would also
include funding supporting personnel for these teachers, 1including
assistant superintendents, principals, secretaries, ana
maintenance personnel plus non-salary costs.

The 1970 instructional unit allotment program, as amended
after 1975, did provide for allocation of instructional units for
special education programs based upon special education pupils in
"average daily membership”. This created an opportunity for
pyramiding units which was aggressively pursued by some school
districts until 1983.

Ch. 75> SLA 1986, at AS 14.17.041 provides for vocational
education students being counted on a ADM basis, not an FTE basis,
special education students on a ADM basis, not an FTE basis and
bilingual education on a "weighted ADM"™ basis, which 1is closer to
"full time equivalent” basis than a ADM basis.

Under AS 14.17.041, as amended by Ch: 75, SLA 1986, 18
elementary school pupils will generate at least 1 instructional
unit per 18 pupils, 16 secondary school pupils will generate at
least 1 instructional unit, 5-10 vocational education students
will generate at least 1 unit, 1-15 special education students
will generate at least one unit, and 1-12 bilingual educational
students will generate at least 1 instructional uni,. There 1is an
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opportunity to pyramid units for vocational education and special
education and possibly for bilingual.

The first major change to Chapter 17 was enacted in 1975 to
provide state aid through the foundation formula to the newly
created REAAs. The 1975 amendments allowed REAAs 1) 100% of basic
need, 2) a flat payment per pupil in lieu of local tax (to provide
for more than 100% of basic need?), and 3) certain advantages 1in
the instructional unit tables to compensate for very small student
populat.ons. In addition new regional cost multipliers for REAA %

were added.
In 1977 the 5% isolation factor was repealed.

In 1980 it became apparent that Alaska was going to have much
more in oil revenues than in previous years. The second major
change occurred in 1980 with the passage of FCCS SB 199. The 1980
changes were intended to generate additional money for some school
districts. The major sections of SB 199 were:

a. Three instructional unibs minimum. Revised the
elementary formula to establish a minimum generation of three
instructional units- enough for three teachers regardless of the
number of pupils in the school. (An elementary school enrollment
could drop to 5 but enough state aid would be generated for a
minimum of three teachers.) AS 14-.17.031 (c).

b. Separate counting of elementary schools. Allowed
each elementary school to be counted asa separate attendance
area. AS 14..17.031(b) as amended by S6-8, Ch. 26 SLA 1980.

C. Reduction of ADM generated revenues. Revised, in

two-phases, the secondary formula which increased the minimum
units generated and compressed the number of ADM at the top of the
formula table- this increased the allocation to smaller school
districts and reduced the amount for larger districts. AS

u.17.041.

d. Tax relief. Established a supplemental
equalisation aid program tied to the area differential rate to
provide a form of "in lieu of local taxes"™ relief for all school
districts. AS 14-.17.023. This had a relatively insignificant
effect on school district revenues.

e. Additional units for junior high school. Defined
"jr. high school™ on the basis of ADM as opposed to program— if
there are 20 children in grades 5-8, at least three instructional
units will be generated for a secondary school even though there
are no secondary school students. AS 14*17.031(c).

f. Local effort repealed. Eliminated any reference
to required local effort. AS 14*17.070 as repealed by S21, Ch.
26, SLA 1980; AS 14*17.030 on required local effort had been
repealed by S11, Ch. 95, SLA 1969.
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. PL 81-874 monies. Allowed REAAs to "recapture"™ up
to 20% of the PL 874 payments. (This would provide, in some
cases, another 30%-40% in addition to the basic need being met by

+he state.)

h. 55% instructional expenditure requirement.
Required each district spend at least 55% of its operating budget
on instructional components. AS 14*17.081 added by S15, Oh. 26,

SLA 1980.

Items (a), (b), (c) and (e) made it possible to generate a
large number of additional units based on no or very few
additional pupils. The legislation enacted in 1970 contained, 1in
addition to regular elementary and secondary computation
schedules, separate schedules for vocational and special

education.

In 1978, the program was amended to include a separate
schedule for bilingual/bicultural education. I:> 1981, SB23
changed special education from its original FTE basis to an ADM
basis and -established two separate schedules based on district
total ADM. This opened the door to pyramiding of special

education units.

In addition to the above; the legislature made periodic
changes affecting 1) the area differential percentage schedules,
2) the differentials of specific districts, 3) the percentage of
required local effort, 4) final entitlement (e.g., first quarter

or year end "floor"), 5) revenue losses due to reduced
instructional wunit entitlement, 6) district and centralized
correspondence program funding, and 7) foundation support for

community schools programs.

Finally, successive legislatures have repealed several fund
generation mechanisms, e.g.,"mini" 874 (1980) and a 5% 1isolation

factor (1977).

The foregoing changes are summarized in a Memorandum of
Robert Van Slyke, Deputy Commissioner of Education to Commissioner
Marshall L. Lind, dated January 15, 1982, at pp. 1-2.
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VIl  SUSPENSION OF INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS PROGRAM

Robert Van Slyke, Deputy Commissioner of Education, in his
memorandum of January 15, 1982, recommended a suspension of the
1970 formula because of "assumed inequities 1inherent™ in the

program. He proposed

.. .that the department seek relief from the
requirements of AS 14-.17 for a two to three year
period, during which time state funding would be
allocated on a straight per ADM per district
allocation. The per ADM per district rate would be
established, based on FY 83 figures. ... Increases 1in
enrollment would generate the per ADM figure; decreases
would be adjusted on the same Dbasis. I the
administration and the legislature wish to increase
state support on some percentage basis, the percentage
of increase would be applied to the statewide ADM
figure as opposed to the instructional unit value.

It is also proposed that during the two-three year
exemption period, an intensive study of total state
funding for education be conducted which would
culminate in a new distribution system which addresses
the perceived current inequities in both operational
and capital state support programs.

At about the same time there was a great deal of newspaper
publicity about the steadily mounting fund balances of school
districts receiving a large amount of dollars per pupil. In 1983,
there was heavy newspaper coverage of the Bering Straits School
District exoenditures. That school district had sent a number of
pupils and adult chaperones on a trip to Europe. In addition, the
school superintendent had hired a consultant to act as acting
superintendent while the superintendent campaigned in Atlanta, New
Jersey for a seat on the executive board of the American Associa—
tion of School Administrators. School officials were, according
to the Alaska Professional Teaching Practices Commission, pres—
sured to contribute to the effort and were invited to fly to the
convention to campaign for the superintendent. Large salary in—
creases for administrators soon followed. Anchorage Daily News,
December 1985, C3. This suggested that revenues were outstripping

needs for traditional K-12 programs.

The 1983 Legislature acted upon the recommendation of Mr. Van
Slyke or of the State Department of Education and suspended the
1970 formula in favor of per pupil payments. Ch. 82,SLA 1983.
The 1984- Legislature also suspended the formula but increased all
payments by 4-*50. Ch. 6, SLA 1984-- The 1985 Legislature
reenacted the previous year program. Ch. 75, SLA 1985. Thus the
formula was suspended for a total of three years.
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