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The Reverse Pricing Method ofCost DifferentialResearch

The cost of living methodology isbased on the "reverse pricing”’ concept. This
concept s important because overall school district cost differentials are also
based on the reverse pricing concept. Reverse pricing is a differattial
measuring technique which considers the uniqueness of each, area (or school
district) of Alaska. Itmeasures what is consumed in each district ,md what
prices are paid for those 1tems. This unique expenditure pattem for each
district is then duplicated iIn the base district at base district prices. The
difference s the district differential .

Reverse pricing answers the question, ""How much would itcost to operate
your existing household (or school district) If itremained exactly as itisbut
was lo;ated in Anchorage?" In reverse pricing, the household (or school
district) would continue to buy the same Items in the same quantities as it
now does, except ttwould pay Anchorage pricess.

Reverse pricing allows the cost of living (or operating a school district) in
Nome, for example, to be compared with the cost of living (or operating a
school district) as one does iInNome but in Anchorage at Anchorage prices.
One cannot price out how one lives inNome and compare that equitably t
the cost of living as one does in Anchorage. The same is true for school
districts. Lifestyles, local conditions and expenditure pattems Inmany areas
are simply not comparable to those in Anchorage .

Just as it is impossible to duplicate and price out the Anchorage lifestyle in
each of 91 communities surveyed in 1985, it is likewise impossible to invent
and price out microcosms of the Anchorage school district in 53 regions of
Alaska. Reverse pricing eliminates this need which has tended to produce
unrealistic results in some past Alaska cost of Jiving studies.

The advantage of reverse pricing is that it respects the expenditure pattems of
households (and school districts) ineach location. ltmeasures how people
actually live and what isconsumed and th  compares local prices to
Anchorage prices for these 1tens.

Forward pricing, on the other hand, imposes the expenditure pattems of the
base district onto other areas of Alaska, few of which resemble Anchorage. It
then prices how much rtwould cost to live an Anchorage lifestyle in other
locations in Alaska. The truth is, inmuch of Alaska, people don"t live an
urban lifestyle and therefore do not have the same expenditure pattem as
Anchorage households. Further, many items consumed in the urban lifestyle
are simply not available or are at least not commonly purchased in many
areas of Alaska. On the other hand, most everything purchased in other areas
of Alaska is actually available in Anchorage and can be priced for comparison

using reverse pricing.
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For households, this means continuing t buy the same mix of food, size and
type of housing, types of transportation, clothes, entertainment/recreation,
medical services and miscellaneous items which the household currently
buys inNome, Craig, Dillingham or wherever.

For school districts, this means continuing t educate the same number of
children with the same staff in the same buih lings with the same
professional/technical services, communications, Insurance coverage,
utalities, supplies, materials, media ar.d equipment as the district now has In
Nome, Craig, Dillingham or wherever. The reverse pricing comparison is
simply the difference between paying local vs. Anchorage prices for the
household (or school district) market basket as texists today in itshome

location.

Methodology for Household Expenditure Categories

Methodologies from the 1985 Alaska Geographic Differential Study for
measuring household cost of living differentials in the seven major
Consumer Price Index (CPI) expenditure categories are described below. This
is included so readers can gain a basic understanding of how cost of living
research is conducted and how the computations are made. The seven
household expenditure categories are housing, food, transportation, clothing,
entertainment/recreation, medical and miscellaneous.

Housing
ltwas necessary tc develop a separate methodology for Lousing costs in the

Alaska. Unlike 1tems in most other expenditure categories, housing has no
readily available standard unit for price comparisons. Housing does not come
by the pound, gallon, 16-0z. can or dozen. Housing throughout the state
varies greatly by size, type and quality. While no measurement exists for
housing quality, one does exist for housing quantity - square fest.

The standard unit of price comparison for the housing differential is cost per
square foot. All monthly housing costs related to srelter, fuels and utilities
were collected through interviews with each household in the sample.
Households revealed their spending on srelter costs (mortgage and/or rent
payments, mobile home space rental, condo fess, taxes and insurance), fuels
(amount spend on fuels whether ail, gas, wood or propane) and on utilities
(water, sewer, electricity, garbage, basic cable TV charge and telephone). These
monthly costs were then totalled and a cost per square foot calculated. This
cost in each districtwas then compared to the cost per square foot of housing
In the base district, Anchorage. The difference is the housing differential in

each district.
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Using this methodology, the per gallon price of heating fuel is not compared
directly to an Anchorage price for each of the several types of flel. Instead, the
cost of heating a standard unit of housing (a square foot) Is compared between
Anchorage and each district, regardless of the type of fuel used. This
simplified the virtually impossible task of quantifying consumption, pricing
the mix of fuels and adjusting for burning efficiency of each of several fiels
used by Alaska households. The housing methodology also had the
advantage of compensating, t some extent, for differences in housing quality.
Poor quality housing, while usually cheaper in terms of mortgage or rent
payments, Is often more expensive to heat. The square foot method considers
the difference iIn heating costs rather than just the difference in fuel prices.

For shelter aosts, the amount households actually paid for mortgages and/or
rent was the amount used. Some households held older, cheaper mortgages
or none at all if the house was paid off. These amounts were averaged in with
all other mortgages payments -many of them recent and with high interest
rates. Shelter cost averages also included households paying subsidized rental

or mortgage rates.

The important thing for readers to understand is that the 1985 study
measured the cost to the household, whatever that cost was. ttdid not
measure the cost to other entities such as school districts which may bear
some of the cost of delter. ttalso was not a survey of current market rates for
home owners. Htwas a study of what Alaskan households pay for their
housing. Any altemative would have involved measuring an amount which
was not paid for housing -an example being the rental equivalent of the 2/3
of all Alaska housing which isowner occupied. Measuring an amount not
actually paid by a household was not acceptable methodology for the 1985

Housing expenditure weights vary from 19% to 34% of household
expenditures. Ironically, more of total income is spent on housing In urban
areas than In remote areas and this is true for several reasons. Itis due partly
1o the fact that other expenditure 1tems (food, transportation, clothing) take
less of the family budget because of lower prices inurban aress. This allows
the urban household to spend more on housing. Secondly, housing tends to
be more expensive In high density urban areas where land costs and property
taxes are high when compared to remote areas. Third, in urban areas most
homes pay for the full complement of utilities including water, sewer and
garbage. Some rural areas do not have there amenities available and therefore
do not pay for them. Fourth, urban housing tends to be significantly larger
than rural housing. The average Anchorage house is twice as large as the
average Bethel home. Therefore, greater quantities of heating fuel, electricity
and water are consumed, Increasing the ttal expenditure weight of urban

housing.
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Finally, housing expenditure weights tend to be income sensitive. The higher
the Income, the greater proportion of it is spent on housing. While
expenditures on the basics of firid, clothing and transportation generally level
off when income increases, the extramoney usually gets spent on larger,
better quality housing. Thus, in urban areas where incomes are higher, more
of 1t is spent on housing. Conversely, iIn remote areas with lower income, a
smaller proportion is spent on housing while relatively greater percentages
are spent on the basics of food, transportation and clothing.

Housing cost differentials varied from a low of .70 10 1.00 for the base district
t© 1.41 ina remote area of the state. In fact, 12 districts had per square foot
housing costs lower than the base district. Several factors explain this
including urban vs. rural land aosts, property taxes, age and condition of
housing, local economic conditions, housing stock availability, housing
quality, age and rates of average mortgages, population stzbility, housing
subsidies and home ownership pattems. Perhaps the most notable example of
Anchorage housing being relatively expensive is the comparison to housing
in the MatSu Valley. There, land costs are lower and many areas do not have
(and do not pay for) the full complement of housing utilities. As a result of
living outside of the densely populated Anchorage urban, area, MatSu
residents pay 22% less per square foot for their housing than Anchoragites.

Clearly, Anchorage households are in a trade-off situation. They pay more for
housing by living in a dense urban area but in tum enjoy the benefits of
lower prices and more selection in the retail sector.

Finally, housing isby far the single most influettial factor in the difference In
cost of living between Anchorage and Seattle. In 1.9%, Anchorage housing
costs (1.00) were nearly twice those of Seattle (53 price differential) and
accounted for nearly ail of the 16% difference between the locations. In 1983,
with the significant decline in Anchorage residential real estate values and
rentals, the difference from Seattle could be as littke as 10%.

Food
The food market basket of 67 1tems was taken from the larger market basket of

the University of Alaska Cooperative Extension Service (CES) which has been
conducting food cost surveys in Alaska since after statehood. Items selected -
after consultation with the CES food survey expert - were those 1tems most
commonly consumed and most likely to be available in most of Alaska. This
maximized the number of direct price comparisons which could be made
between all other districts and Anchorage.

To 1dentify local consumption pattems, food was broken down into groups
and the household expenditure pattem for each food group was factored into
the final food differential. For example, If residents of the Nome districts
purchased more meat and less produce than Anchorage residents, this was
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accounted for by weighting Nome*®s meat and produce expenditures
accordingly. This technique is part of the reverse pricing methodology which
respects and accounts for local consumption and expenditure pattems. The
food groups were meat, cereal (grains, breads, cereals), dairy, fruits and
vegetables (produce), non-alcoholic beverages (soda, coffee, teq, juice),
prepared foods (canned and frozen including soups, mayonnaise, jelly, sugar,
cooking oils and deserts) and food away from home (restaurants). Restaurant
food comparisons included comparison pricing of the most common meals
such and the standard breakfast of bacon/eggs/hashbrowns/coffee. Food away
from home accounted for as much as 30% of some urban food budgets down
to almost nothing in some rural districts with few restaurants.

Food outlets surveyed were those where households said they did most of
their shopping. The number of food stores surveyed varied from 3 t §,
depending on the size of the community. Obviously, in communities with
less than three autlets, all existing ones were surveyed. Again, this technigue
measures what people actually paid in the autlets in which they actually
shopped so local expenditure pattems were preserved in the data. For
example, iF60% of the households in a community shopped at one store, the
prices of that store were given 60% of the price weight for that community.

Food expenditures vary from 22% of the typical household budget in
Anchorage the base district to 36% in the most remote districts with the
highest prices. Part of the reason for the high food weights in remote areas
has to do with income lewels. The poorer the district, the lower the 1ncome
spent on housing and the more is spent on food. Another factor is the absence
of other consumer expenditure opportunities in remote areas with weak
economies. 5ome income Is not spent simply because there Isno selection

spend 1ton.

Food price differentials varied significantly, from 1.00 in the base district to a
high of 1.67 in the Barrow/Kotzebue district. Price differentials in seven
remote districts exceeded 1.38. In contrast, food prices before sales tax in the Six
largest urban areas varied by less than 7% in 1985. Most of the population of
Alaska, which lives in these six urban areas, pays about the same food prices.

Transportation

The third largest household expenditure category, behind housing and food,
Is transportation. The transportation market basket In the Alaska Geographic
Differential Study consisted of 25 1tems in standard categories used in the
Consumer Price Index. Inrtally, some 36 transportation market basket r1tems
were included in the survey and from these, the items most effectively
measuring differentials in most districts were selected. These 25 items were
grouped Into seven categories under local transportation and one under
nonlocal transportation (air fare). The seven local transportation categories
were gasoline (regular and unleaded), parts and repairs (batteries, tires, ail,
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antifreeze and hourly auto repair shop rates), insurance (rate for a specific
model car and specific driver, automobiles (sale prices of 12 models of new
and used cars and trucks), snowmobi les/ATVs, boats (16-ft aluminum siff)

and bus /taxi transportation.

The nonlocal transportation category included the cost of air fare from each
district to Seattle compared with an Anchorage to Seattle fare. While a more
comprehensive measure might have included costing out places where most
people iIn a district traveled to, the complexity of the interviewing and
multiple fare calculations and weighting were beyond the scope of the study.
For the relatively small portion of the average household budget allocated to
air trael, the district-Seattle differential was considered representative.
Districts with more air travel in the typical budget received credit by having
greater weights assigned to air travel asts.

Transportation market basket prices were collected on the local costs of each
of these i1tems by means of the retail price survey. In cases where items were
not purchased locally, prices in the locations where they were purchased, plus
freigit, were used. For example, many remote districts purchased their
vehicles of all kinds in Anchorage, Fairbanks and Seattle, then shipped to the
buyer*s local area.

Households were surveyed to determine how much spending was done on
each of the eight transportation categories. This way, districts spending more
on snowmobiles and boats than on cars, for example, were credited with those
expenditure weights as well as the differentials between local and Anchorage
prices. This, of course, IS reverse pricing. Local consumption pattems are
identified and quantified, then compared to Anchorage pricss. Districts
spending more than normal on air travel are credited in the same manner.

Total transportation expenditure weights vary between 16% and 25% of
household expenditures, depending on the district. Most of this twtal is local
transportation expenditures. Nonlocal transportation expenditures, even In
the most remote districts, do not usually exceed 10% of all expenditures. Only
In remote districts which are literally devoid of other consumer spending
opportunities, such as the Aleutians and Bristol Bay, do nonlocal
transportation expenditures exceed 11%. A typical urban household budget in
Anchorage or Juneau, for example includes 5-7% for nonlocal transportation
compared to about twice that for local transportation expenditures. For
example, the typical Anchorage household spends about 12% of their budget
on automotive transportation and 5% on nonlocal trael.

Clothing
The clothing market basket consisted of 59 apparel and footwear 1tems and six

clothing upkeep services including coin laundry and dry cleaning. The
clothing differential isweighted in three groups In accordance with the
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Anchorage CPI subcategory expenditure weights for womens®/girls® clothing,
mens®/boys® clothing and upkeep. The typical household spends about half of
their clothing budget on womens®/girls Tlothing, 35-40% on mens*/boys ~
clothing and 10-15% on upkeep, mostly dry cleaning.

Clothing items selected for the market basket ranged from pants, dresses,
sweaters and blouses of differing fabrics to blue jeans, insulated winter boots,
running shoes, work shirts and underwear. Thirty seven items were

womens 7girls” clothing and footwear and 22 were mens 7boys™. The itemns
were kep"- generic to allow for wider regional pricing coverage. I specific
brands, sizes and styles had been specified, coverage would have been limited
1o the urban areas which have a wide selection. On the other hand, using
generic products caused some problems because prices ranged widely for some
of the 1tems. However, ftwas found that about 80% of the 59 1tem market
basket was useful for measuring differattials. The other 20% of the 1tems

were not used.

Differences in household expenditure weights for clothing were fairly
modest. Three fourths of all districts spent 7% or 8% of their household
budget on clothing. The lowest was 6% in Palmer/Wasilla and Fairbanks and
the highest, 12% inWade Hampton. In general, rural households spent
slightly more of treir budgets on clothing than urban households, indicating
that the typical rural budget goes more for the besics.

Prices were collected in the retail price survey in the same manner as grocery
prices. Households were asked where they purchased their clothing and these
outlets were weighted accordingly. In districts except Anchorage, which has
the greatest selection, significant percentages of clothing were purchased
outside the community - by catalogue and in major regional centers while
traeling. The percentage purchased outside the community was weighted
and freight added to the catalog, Anchorage or Seattle prices where the itemns

were purchased.

Clothing differentiads tend to be low because clothing has low shipping
weight (and therefore low shipping aost) in relation to total value. Clothing
differentials are further modified by the Alaska traditions of catalog shopping
and shopping when traveling to major cities. As a result, what households
actually pay for clothing is some combination of local, catalog and urban
prices. Clothing price differentials for most districts fall into the 1,10 t0 1.20
range. Only two districts have differentials higher than 1.20 and five are

below 1.10.

Recreation and Entertainment
The goods and services in this market basket are those considered

representative of what typical Alaskan households might be expected to buy
In support of their leisure time needs. Sixteen items including a rifle, pistol,
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softall bet, ball and glove, basketball, sport fishing rods and reels, cable TV
subscriptions, records, tapes and videos and movie tidets were selected.
Following the retail price sunvey, ten of these items were considered adequate
measures of price differentials for most districts. These are the basis for
recreation and entertainment differentials. Items from all major categories -
hunting, sport fishing, sports and home entertainment - were included in

this final selection.

Household expenditure weights on recreation and entertainment clearly
reflect differences in district lifestyles and consumer selection. Households in
the largest urban areas had the highest expenditures, 6% to 7%. This
obviously reflected the variety of commercial opportunities for recreation and
entertainment as well as the urban lifestyle of purchase goods and services for
enjoyment. The lowest spending on recreation and entertainment - nearly
half of all districts spent 3% t©4% -occurs In rural districts where the
commercial fun opportunities are sparse and where lifestyles and spending
are more oriented to the besics. Further, recreation and entertainment m

rural areas tend to be more along noncommercial lines.

Price differentials are very modest in this category, ranging from sligtly less
than the base district in one case t a high of 1.21. Only two districts had

differentials over 1.14.

Medical
Medical services included in the medical market basket included both

hospital and other medical 1ters. The market basket consists of a physician$
office all, the most common surgery, dentist x-rays, examination and most
common procedure, optical exam, a pair of eyeglasses plus the daily rates for
hospital private, semi-private and ward rooms. From this selection, the 1tems
found to be most effective in measuring differentials were the physician®s
office cll, dental exam and most common procedure (a fillirg), eye exam,
eyeglasses and daily rates for private and semi-private hospital rooms.

House), "old medical expenditure weights reflected racial differences in health
care programs as well as the effects of consumer aailability. Native Alaskans
have complete coverage while other racial groups pay health care policy
premiums and/or deductibles or some remain uninsured. In gereral, urban
consumers spend much more heavily on health care than do rural
households, partly as a result of availability and partly due t premiums and
incomplete coverage. Households in three-fourths of all districts pay between
5% and 7% of their household budget on medical costs of ail kinds.
Households in five districts, all of thrsm remote rural areas with high Alaska
Native populations, pay out from 2% t 4% of their budgets for medical care.
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Miscellaneous
The CPI category of miscellaneous includes i1tems which are mostly associated

with personal care and its opposite, tobacco. Eight 1tems were ultimately used
In this market basket - shaving cream, lipstick, toothpaste, shampoo, toilet
paper, laundry and bath soap and a carton of regular size filter cigarettes.

Household expenditure weights varied moderately with households in three-
Tourth of the districts spending between 4% and 6% of their budget on
miscellaneous i1ters. The range was also limited from 4% to 8%. No
discemible urban/rural pattems were apparent.

Price differentials ranged widely and were similar to food price pattems.
Many of these 1tems are found in both food stores and drug/variety stores.
Prices were collected from both types of autlets and averages. Prices for the
same 1tems tended to be higher in drug/variety store™ than in food
stores.They ranged from the base district 1.00 to rem te rural differentials as

high as 1.45. Miscellaneous differentials in eight rural districts topped 1.30.

Methodology for Computing
School District Personnel Differentials

As described In the previous section, the 1985 Alaska Geographic Differential
Study data base was disaggregated from 19 1053 distnds. The data from 2,500
household interviews in 91 communities and 2,100 retail price surveys in 54
communities were recombined into the 53 Alaska school districts. This task
was accomplished by a complex computer reprogramming process from the
University of Southern Califomia mainframe to an inhouse PC system. In
the process, the weighting system for communities within the new districts
was revised as well as the weighting of the retail autlets for food and clothing.
Several hundred professional hours were required to perform the process of
converting data for 19 districts into 53 districts.

Programs for the original data base were SAS and SPSS-X. Programs used to
produce the firal detailed differentials for each of the 55 districts included Z-
Basic and Lotus 1-2-3. Firally, the results were converted to Excel for
Macintosh desktop publishing of the final document.

Expenditure Weights Adjustments
Several procedures were followed when converting the original data base

Into expenditure weights for the seven household expenditure categories In
each of the 53 districts.

In most cases, household expenditure weights resulting from the

reprogramming fell within the normal ranges shown in the previous section.
In districts where the expenditure weight for any of the seven household
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Items appeared outside normal ranges, further analysis was done to
determine if these weights were appropriate for those i1tems in those
particular districts. When weights wen- outside the normal range or ifno
household surveys existed in the school district a set of rules were applied.

1 IFno surveys existed in a district household expenditure weights from the
closest similar district were used. Similar means similar in terms of sodal,
economic and geographic daracteristics. Thus, nearby similar district weights
were used a proxies for those with missing data.

2. I the sample of households in any district produced an atypical weight in
any category, the nature of that districtwas studied to see ifthe weighv was
Justrfied. Ifnot, then a proxie was assigned from the closest most similar
districtor group of districts.

3. Ifadistrictwith a small household sample size had more than one weight
outside the normal range, then the entire set of expenditure weights were
replaced with those of the closest most similar district or district.

4. In cases where weighting data appeared atypical and the closest, most
similar district also had small sample size problems, weights from the larger
original election district in the 1985 study were substituted.

Readers should be cautioned that the sample sizes in many of the small
districts are not large enough for precise statistically results. However, what
makes the expenditure weights in most districts valid is the fact that
expenditure patterms in a given area vary little from household to household.
When variance is minimal, small sample sizes (less than 30), can closely
reflect the true mean of the population being sampled.

Retail Price Data Adjustments
The retail price survey data base from the 1985 Alaska Geographic Differential

study was disaggregated in the same manner as the household expenditure
data base. Prices from 2,100 outlets in 19 districts were reorganized and
programmed into price data for the 53 school districts. The weights of retail
outlets were recalculated based on the populations of their respective
communities in the new districts.

Price data does not have sample size problem and therefore is not subject to
the same error as household expenditure weight data. In small communities
surveyed virtually every outlet of significance was surveyed, therefore the
coverage was quite complete. And insmall conmunities where residents do
a significant share of their shopping in urban areas and/or through catalaogs,
those prices (plus shipping) were also averaged in. For larger communities
with many autlets, four to eight outlets in each category were surveyed and
those selected were the autlets where households did most of their buying.
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For example, in Anchorage, eight food stores were surveyed and this included
chain stores in which Anchorage households did nearly 100% of their food

shopping.

The primary problem with price data was the lack of itinmany districts and
communities. Only 54 communities had price surveys conducted in them,
compared to 91 with household surveys. Further, the limited retail offerings
In many surveyed communities means that a number of goods and services
simply were not present to have prices 1 be surveyed.

Price adjustments were made using rules very similar to those for the
household expenditure weights. For districts without price data, prices of the
closest similar district are used. Further, when a price differential falls outside
the normal limits of the original 19 districts, an analysis of that district is done
o see 1fthe price is justified. Hnot, then a price froir, the closest similar
district isused. When prices from the closest similar district do not appear
complete or within the reasonable range, then the pnce(s) of the larger
original election district was substituted.

Tables n-2 and H-3 give the household expenditure weights (1I-2) and the price
differentials (11-3) are for each district. The firal differential is calculated In
Table 114 at the end of this chapter. This isdone by multiplying the weight in
each category in Table n-2 by the price of that category in Table H-3. These
seven products are then added together in Table H-4 and their sum Isthe
district personnel differential.
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Summary ofResults
School District Personnel Differentials

Study results and adjustments to district household expenditure weights and
retail prices by district groups are described below:

Southern Southeast: Craig, Klawock, Hydaburg, Annette Island and
Southeast Island are all assigned Craig household expenditure weights since
Craig was the only community among these districts to have a significait
number of households surveyed in the 1985 study. CraigSweights were
adjusted to compensate for an overweight in medical and an underweight in
Tood expenditures. These weights now reflect typical rural Alaska pattems
which include high food expenditures and minimal out of-pocket spending

on medical oosts.

For prices differentials the retail prices of the Craig survey are used in all five
smal! southern southeast districts. In gereral, price levels compared to
Anchorage are higher for all categories of 1tems except housing and
transportation. The lower housing costs in these small communities reflect
something in common with most areas of rural Alaska. (See housing
discussion under methodology in previous section).

In short, the higher retail prices representing this group of districts isbalanced
out by treir lower-than-Anchorage cost of housing. The resulting household
cost of living differetials for these five districts fall into the range typical of
virtually the entire region, 1.0L.

Urban Southeast: Household expenditure weights from the 1985 study were
used for Ketchikan, Juneau and Sitka. The original Wrangel l-Petersburg-Kake
election district was disaggregated into three separate district, each with their
own community weights. Petersburg and Wrangell weights are specifically
from these respective communities. Wrangell™s medical prices were out of
range at the low end and Petersburg”s (1.09) were substituted.

The region®s five largest districts - Ketchikan, Wrangell, Petersburg, Sitka and
Juneau - have about the same household cost of living ranging from a low of
.97 for Wrangell to a high of 1.08 for Juneau. Given the methodology and
degree of accuracy of this type of research, numbers in this range are
considered virtually the same. Variations are due largely to the differences iIn
what residents of Juneau pay for housing (per 5. ft) compared to residents of
other southeast urban communities.

In general, residents of larger urban communities pay more for housing and

less for food and other retail items than do residents of smaller urban
communities. There isno question that everyday retail prices in Juneau and
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Anchorage are lower than in other southeast locations but this advantage s
balanced out by higher urban housing costs on a square foot besis.

Central and Northern Southeast: Kake, Hoonah, Chatham and Pelican are
placed In this group and household surveys were conducted inHoonah,
Angoon (Chatham) and Kake in the 1985 study. The expenditure weights
used were those calculated from the sample ineach of these first three
districts. In the case of Pelican, where no surveys were conducted, expenditure
weights from the closest community -Hoonah -were used.

Food price adjustments were made in Hoonah and Angoon by combining the
prices in both communities, thereby increasing the i1tems and outlets
surveyed. The same food price differettial was assigned both districts.
Clothing prices in these two districts were outside the range at the low end
and Kake"s clothing prices were substituted.

These communities showed a very typical rural Alaska pattem of lower
expenditures on housing and a significantly higher proportion of the
household budget spent on food. In rural Native aress, housing mortgage and
rent payments tend to be very low compared t Anchorage due to subsidies of
various kinds, Iittleor no land costs due to Native entitlements and a quality
of housing which does not command top price. Even though utilities are
often quite expensive In rural communities itisnot enough to offset the low
mortgage/rent payments. Therefore housing in rural areas is often cheaper,
especially in Southeast Alaska where the climate ismild compared to most of

rural Alaska.

For example, in both Hoonah and Angoon the proportion of total spending
on housing ranges from 15-20%. In co: .trast, residents of these communities
spend 40% of their budget on food - partly because food prices are significantly
higher than in Anchorage and partly because expenditures on housing are
lower, making food a larger than normal portion of the budget. Kake exhibits
a similar pattem, 16% spent on housing and 36% on food. This pattem is

typical throughout rural Alaska.

Because of more spending on higher priced food and less spending on lower
priced housing, the cost of living differential for these districts is somewhat
higher than in urban southeast and in southern southeast. These central and
northern communities have less access to the regional center and do not
benefit from road systems in their aress. Their differentials are somewhat
higher and include 1.03 (Hoonah and, by proxy, Pelican), 1.06 (Kake) and 1.07
(Chatham) .

Other Southeast: Haines and Skagway are small communities but berefit
from being on the mainline ferry and highway transportation systems. As a
result, their cost of living falls into the same range as the region™s urban
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communities. Haines and Skagway expenditure weights also resemble the
regional urban pattem more than the rural regional pattem. Expenditures on
housing In these districts are 26% of the household budget, significantly
higher than that of the rural communities in the region. But food
expenditure weights in Haines and Skagway are lower reflecting lower retail
prices than inHoonah and Angoon, for example.

Prices are also typical of smaller regional urban communities with housing
oosts less than Juneau (and Anchorage) while retail prices are higher. The
result is household cost of living differentials of 1.02 for Haines and 1.03 for
Skagway. Both of these are sligtly lower than the larger original election
district differential of 1.06. However, when rural areas are disaggregated out of
the Haines-Skagway data, Itisobvious that Yakutat especially raised the
differential for the whole district.

Yakutat is usually considered a Southeast regional community but in terms of
geography, access and economy itmore resembles small Prince William
Sound communities. Hsexpenditure weights and prices reflect its isolation
and lack of economical freight transportation. Further, both expenditure
weights and prices for Yakutat housing are significantly higher than in other
communities (Hoonah, Haines, Skagway) in Yakutat"s original election
district. They begin to resemble housing data from more northern
communities. Yakutat food prices are significaitly higher than those in any
other Southeast community, the differential being 1.58 compared to the next
highest in Hoonah and Angoon at 1.%5.

Yakutat"s household cost of living differential is calculated at 1.20.

Prince William Sound: Cordova, Valdez, Chugach and Copper River are in
the same geographic area but each represents a different type of districtand
their household cost of living differentials reflect those differences. Valdez,
with a stable oil-based economy and on the main Alaska road system, shows a
typical urban pattem of household expenditure weights and prices. Housing
Isweighted more inValdez than in the isolated Prince William Sound
communities and Valdez housing costs are sligitly less than in Anchorage.
Food in Valdez is higher than in Anchorage but not as high as in Cordova or
the Copper River district (which uses Glennallen pricss).

No household or price surveys were conducted in the Lnugach district in the
1985 study so proxies were taken from the Copper River district for boih
household expenditure weights and retail prices. Neither the Copper River
nor Cordova proxies were completely satisfactory for Chugach and the fact
that Chugach®s central office is located in Anchorage complicates the selection
of a similar district’s data. The Copper River district, like the Chugach district,
Is a nulti-site district of small schools. Primarily for this reason Copper River
was considered the closest similar district.
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An upward price adjustment was made to the medical category in the Copper
River district t better reflect typical prices of nearby districts. Cordova §
clothing price data were adjusted downward to 1.15 because the original data
base included prices outside the high limits of the original districts. Since
Cordova S other retail prices were moderately but not excessively higher than
those in Valdez itwas judged the original data did not accurately reflect
Cordova“s owerall price differentials.

Cordova § differential was significantly different from Valdez"s for several
reasons. With the exception of housing costs where the two communities
were essentially the same, Cordova®s prices were higher in all six other
household expenditure categories. Also, Cordova®s household weights were
more typical of isolated coestal fishing communities than more urban
communities with stable economies. As a result, significantly more weight
falls on food which ismore expensive in Cordova. Finally, access to
Anchorage via highway has the effect of modifying retail costs in Valdez, as it
does in all communities within driving range of Anchorage.

Anchorage Urban Economic Influence Area: The Anchorage, Matanuska-
Susitna Borough (MatSu) and Kenai Peninsula Borough districts encompass
the majority of Alaska"s population and are economically integrated to a
significant degree. They are connected by both highway and everyday
commercial activity. Further, these areas are subject to abour the same climate
conditions (a Iittle colder in MatSu) and many of the same economic
influences.

While they do not resemble one another physically or in population terms
their respective household oosts of living are essantially the same. As inmost
other districts in the state when compared, to Anchorage, MatSu and Kenai
Peninsula housing is less expensive on a per square foot basis (22-24% less
expensive). However, this isbalanced out by sligitly to moderately higher
retail costs in most other expenditure categories. Food costs are the same In
MatSu and Anchorage (Car"s, for example, has the same pricing policy in
MatSu, Anchorage, Kenai/Soldotna and Fairbanks). But food prices are
slightly higher on the Kenai due to the smaller, more expensive stores In
several smaller conmunities. Costs of transportation and clothing - the next
most Important expenditure categories - are moderately higher than
Anchorage in both MatSu and the Kenai Peninsula.

The household expenditure weights on the Kenai Peninsula resemble those
of moderate sized coastal communities which normally have smaller weights
for housing and larger ones for food when compared to Anchorage. This is
logical since most of the population of the Kenai is distributed among several
small tomedium sized urban aress. MatSu, on the other hand, reflects the
suburban lifestyle prevalent there with housing expenditure weights equal to
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those in Anchorage which are the state”s highest among urban aress.
Anchorage and MatSu households spend 8% more of their total budget on
housing than do residents of the Kenai Peninsula.

It should be recognized that the Kenai Peninsula area has some locations
where retail prices are more than slightly higher than Anchorage"s. However,
the populations of these small conmunities, when weighted into the total
Peninsula population, do not have much influence on the firal calculations
for the Kenai Peninsula Borough. In short, itcosts about the same to live on
the Kenai Peninsula (1.01 differential) as 1tdoes to live in Anchorage (1.00).

In the MatSu Borough, which benefits from lower housing costs as well as
virtually the same retail prices as Anchorage, the cost of living is actually
lower (0.%) than in Anchorage. However, as in the case of Wrangell in
Southeast Alaska (0.97) the study team agrees with the State arbitrator’s
decision 1n 1985 and recommends that a 1.00 differential be assigned these two
aress. Itshould not be implied that any cost of living research s accurate to
within a point or two of the mathematical results of these complex
calaulations. The true differettials in these two areas of exception might well
be closer to 1.00. Therefore, ifthere iIssome risk that residents in these areas be

penalized, a 1.00 level 1ssuggested.

Further, the reason the MatSu housing is less isnot so much the lower cost of
housing but the size of the housing. A separate analysis of the data showed
that larger housing iIn the Anchorage-MatSu economic area tends to be less
expensive per square foot and houses In MatSu are larger than those In
Anchorage. This likely accounts for the difference rather than any true cost
advantage InMatSu. Since Anchorage and MatSu are essentially the same
economic community, mtwould not be reasonable to set a separate differential
for a part of a single economic area. In the case of Wrangell, the closest most
similar districts (Petersburg and Ketchikan) have differentials of 1.00 or more
and there isno obvious reason for the Wrangell differential to vary
significantly from the 1.00 leel.

Kodiak: The Kodiak Borough district is in a unigue geographic and economic
situation. ltdoes ''ot experience the transportation and lifestyle hardships of
the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian region discussed below. Itisamedium
sized coastal urban area with good community infrastructure, some degree of
retail competition, strong fishing and military industries and is reasonably
well served with freight and passenger transportation systems. However, it
does not enjoy road access to a regional center and has a location of some
disadvantage. In short, Kodiak is in a similar situation as some medium sized

Southeast communities.

Kodiak household expenditure weights are normal for a community of its
size with the key housing and food weights well within what would
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normal ly be expected. In fact, Kodiak expenditure pattems almost exactly
duplicate the coastal community mtmost resembles in size and economic
composition, Sitka. While Cordova s closer, it is less than one-third the size
of Kodiak and this alone eliminates comparison, especially of retail prices.

Kodiak price leels are also typical with retail prices running moderately
above Anchorage leels. For example, food prices were 18% higher,
transportation, 22% and miscellaneous retail 21%. However, Kodiak housing
costs are nearly 20% lower on a square foot basis when compared t©
Anchorage. This means Kodiak housing is stll more expensive than Kenai
Peninsula, MatSu and Petersburg (also a fisning port) housing but less
expensive than Cordova or Valdez housing.

Overall, with no adjustments to either weights or prices, the household cost
of living differential in Kodiak is 1.06.

Alaska Peninsula and the Aleutians Islands: With the exception of Kodiak,
Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian districts fall into a general group characterized
by small scattered conmunities, expensive access to the regional center
(Anchorage), inclement weather and lack of an economical freighit

transportation system.

This group of districts includes Adak, Aleutian East (anew district combining
the present districts of Sand Point, King Cove and most of the Aleutian
Region district), Pribilofs, Unalaska, Lake and Peninsula, Southwest Region,
Bristol Bay (King Salmon) and Dillingham. In the 1985 study household
surveys were conducted in five of these communities -Unalaska, Sand Point,
St. Paul (Pribilofs), King Salmon and Dillingham. Household surveys were
conducted in five additional communities In this group but the number of
surveys was so limited "die data is not used. Retail price surveys were
conducted in four communities -Unalaska, Sand Point, Naknek and

Dillingham.

The Pribilofs, Adak and Aleutian East were assigned Sand Point household
expenditure weights and a combination of Unalaska and Sand Point retail
prices. This was done because the more limited Sand Poin £selection
prevented pricing some items. Two adjustments to the Sand Point household
data were made to modify medical and housing weights falling outside the
normal parameters. Once these adjustments were made, Sand Point
household expenditure weights closely resembled the typical remote rural
patterm common in many districts in Western and Southwestern Alaska.
Unique to the Aleutian districts s the expenditure weight (31% of the
household budget) for transportation, highest in the state.

Aleutian prices also reflect actual conditions on the Chain with housing being
well above Anchorage but food (1.37) and especially transportation (1.49) even
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higher. Though the Sand Point sample was small, household weights and
prices seem to be a fair reflection of economic and lifestyle conditions in the
region. Overall, the Aleutian cost of living differential computes 1.2, a
level between districts in less severe conditions but less than the highest
differentials of the most inclement and distant districts.

Unalaska weights and prices were retained for that district with no
adjustments made due to the satisfactory sample of both households and
retail autlets. Unalaska housing weights were higher and housing costs were
lower when compared to smaller communities The net result is a differential
for Unalaska of 1.30. Likewise, Dillingham weights and prices were retained
and the resulting differential was also 1.30. Both Dillingham and Unalaska
showed somewhat higher expenditures on housing than in the smaller
village communities in the region. This also isa common trend, the larger
the community, the higher proportion of the budget households spend on

housing.

Bristol Bay weights and prices were used as proxies for the Lake "nd
Peninsula and Southwest Region districts following the closest most similar
district rule. Bristol Bay household expenditure weights required no
adjustment. On the other hand, retail prices from Dillingham were used as
proxies in four categories inwhich Bristol Bay (King Salmon) data were
incomplete or not available. Bristol Bay S original prices were retained in the
most important categories of food and housing as well as In the
miscellaneous category. The household cost of living differential for Bristol
Bay was 1.3, also assigned to Lake and Peninsula and to the Southwest
Region. Though the Southwest region surrounds Dillingham, its likely
expenditure weights would more closely resemble those used for the Lake

and Peninsula district, a similar type of district.

Though the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Island region covers vast
territory and includes a number of different types of conmunities, it isnot
surprising that these district differentials fall in a fairly narrow range -1.30 t
1.35. All communities surveyed suffer the same factors which increase living
costs - climate, geography, small community size (therefore lack of selection
and of retail competition), rime consuming and expensive access to the
regional center and Jack of economical freight transportation.

It is suggested that the Pribilofs, as the most remote location in the district and
without the luxury of Adak Smilitary presence, be granted additional cost of
living points. No price data was collected on the Pribilofs but clearly freight
and passenger access aosts exceed those of Unalaska and Sand Point, the
closest most similar communities.

Yukon and Kuskokwim Delta: Lower Kuskokwim, Yupiit, Kashunamiut,
Lower Yukon and St. Mary*®s schov. districts cover the coastal geographic area
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from Cape Newenham on the South to the southern shore of Norton Sound
on the north. The area lies between the Bristol Bay/Aleutians district group
and the arctic districts which start with the Bering Straits district. Kuspuk was
considered as part of this group but isperhaps more similar t the inland
grouping of districts. Also Kuspuk was included originally in the
Yukon/Kuskokwim election district which consists of the inland reaches of

these two great river \alleys.

The area is characterized by cold but not arctic climate, small subsistence-
oriented communities with the exception of Bethel (which is large but sill
partially dependent on subsistence), long distance and expensive access to the
regional center of Anchorage, no road systems, relatively expensive freight
transportation systems, generally poor economies with low household
income, and lack of retail price competition and selection.

District boundaries in this area are somewhat inconsistent The largest
district, Lower Kuskokwim, includes 26 sites including Bethel but does not
include the Yupiit district. Strangely, Yupiit isnearly surrounded by other
Lower Kuskokwim locations, is near Bethel and could easily be included in
the larger district with perhaps a significait adninistrative savings.
Kashunamiut (150 students) is in a similar situation. Serving a single small
community, Chevak, itis located on the lire dividing the Lower Kuskokwim
and Lower Yukon districts and could easily be included as part of erther
district. St. Mary®s, the largest community on the Yukon delta, has itsown
district with about 100 students while the Lower Yukon district surrounds it
with several other sites with a total of 1,300 students.

Household and retail price surveys were conducted in 1985 in Bethel,
Mountain Village and St Mary®s among the communities in this group of
districts. Bethel household expenditure weights and retail prices were used
for Lower Kuskokwim, Yupiit and Kashunamiut. Bethel expenditure pattems
and prices were somewhat different than pattems typical of smaller isolated
communities. In particular, housing expenditure weights as well as housing

oosts were higher than expected.

Living costs in Alaska tend to be highest not in the remote villages but in the
village trade centers of Bethel, Kotzebue, Nome and Barrow. In these more
urbanized locations, residents tend to buy a greater variety of goods and
services locally but do so at very high prices. Ev<m though these village
centers are larger they sl suffer from the same disadvantages as smaller
villages. Those disadvantages include lack of retail price competition, climate,
expensive passenger and freight transportation, lugh utility costs and poor
quality housing which isexpensive t heat and maintain. Finally, the village
centers tend to have more cash economic activity and therefore higher
incomes. Households with higher incomes demand and are willing to pay for
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more goods and services. In remote rural Alaska larger does not mean less
expensive.

The Bethel housing differential is the highest in the state, 1.41, and IS
confirmed by the higher than average Bethel housing weight. This Bethel
housing factor raises the overall cost of living differential for this area to 1.3,
above that of the Bristol Bay districts to the south and the inland districts to
the northeast. Otherwise, Bethel prices for food and transportation and
clothing are similar t those In most other remote districts in the same area of

the state.

The original election district of Wade Hampton, which encompasses the
Lower Yukon and St. Mary $ districts, had the smallest total sample size in the
1985 study. As a result, household weights and retail price data were studied
carefully before new differentials were calculated for these districts. The
Mountain Village sample was larger than that of St. Mary"s so the firal
weights used were a combination of the Mountain village sample and that of
the larger original district. Revisions to the weights included Mountain
Village housing weights and prices as these more closely resembled those of
the three closest most similar districts. Then original district weights were
used for transportation, clothing, recreation and medical. The firal weights
used fell well within normal ranges for the most remote small districts in the
western and northern areas of the state. This includes high weights for food
and transportation and a moderate weight for housing expenditures.

Price data used we re primarily those of the Mountain Village retail survey
which reveals higher-than-Bethel costs of food (1.65) and transportation (1.55)
but somewhat lower housing costs. This isa typical pattem when comparing
prices of a smaller community with those of a larger one. Only clothing does
not have a significant differetial because of the heavy use of catalogs in
remote areas with Iittle local selection. In summary the differential assigned
o the Lower Yukon and St. Mary*"s districts was 1.38, nearly identical to the
Lower Kuskokwim differential of 1.30.

Interior Remote: This group falls into two general aress. One area isthe
lower interior districts of Kuspuk and Iditarod. The other area is the arctic
interior districts of Yukon-Koyukuk, Galena, Tanana and Yukon Flats. This
entire group shares small remote locations, no road systems, severe winter
climates but particularly so in the arctic interior aress, generally poor
economies, expensive transportation but doser-than-Bethd access to the
Fairbanks and Anchorage regional centers. Lack of retail price competition
and lack of selection are also conditions shared by all six districts. There s
some variation in access ease and cost with the Yukon Flats and Tanana
having relative advantage in time and cost of getting to Fairbanks.
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In the lower interior districts, household and retail price surveys were
conducted inAniak and McGrath and data from these surveys were used for
computing differentials in the Kuspuk and Iditarod districts, respectively.
Household sample sizes for the expenditure weight data were small in each of
these districts. Household and retail price surveys were also conducted in
Nulato, Tanana, Galena and Fort Yukon though the household sample size

In each of these was v ry limited.

A detailed examination of the household expenditure weights in all six of
these districts was conducted. While most weights stayed within the normal
range for remote rural household expenditure patterms, the small sample
sizes presented more variance than considered reasonable. In addition, the
oost of housing, which is taken from the household survey rather than the
retail price survey, was also affected by the small samples -a small as four
households for Fort Yukon, for example. In total, 43 hors"inolis in 10
communities were surveyed but no single community had a significant

sample siz.

For the reasons listed above, the study team felt the most accurate and fair
cost of living data would be generated by using the original Yukon-Koyukuk
election district household expenditure weights rather than trying to salvage
usable weights from each community which might result inwide differences
among similar districts in the same geographic urea. The original election
district household expenditure weights are classic for these small remote
interior districts stretching from the middle Kuskokwim River Basin to the
Upper Yukon River flats near the arctic circle. The election district weights are
classic rural Alaska weights - ligit on housing, heavy on food, transportation
and clothing and light again on recreation/entertainment and medical.

Retail price data, which Isnot dependent on sample siz, showed some
variation but in each category they were grouped in fairly close ranges. For
example food price differentials ranged only from 1.49 (Galena) to 1.62 (Fort
Yukon), high differentials typical of small remote communities. Retail prices
In each of the six districts were retained except when prices for individual
categories were not available. In such cases the category price from the closest
most similar districtwas used. The exception was housing where the data was
affected by extremely small household sample sizs. Instead, the original
district housing cost differential (1.06) was assigned to all six districts.

The net result of these adjustments to both household weights and price data
Is the difference in cost of living among these six districts in due strictly to
differences in everyday retail prices. Galena and Iditarod (McGrath prices) had
1.32 overall cost of living differentials, primarily due to sligitly lower food
prices. Tanana was assigned the proxy of nearby Galena, 1.2. Kuspuk®s
differential of 1.37 nearly matches the adjacent Lower Kuskokwim number of
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1.30. It s higher than Galena due to higher food (1.61) and miscellaneous
retail (1.47) prices.

The difference between the Kuspuk and Iditarod differentials is of some
concem. These districts are adjacent and very similar geographically, they
both have the same freight transportation system and share the lack of price
competition because they contain only small conmunities. Also, only one of
the several locations in each district had price survey data. The data from
those single locations may not accurately reflect the similarity in costs. The
true cost of living iIn the Iditarod district should more closely resemble that of
Kuspuk rather than Galena, a single site location with military influence in

the economy.

Finally, both Yukon-Koyukuk (Nulato prices) and Yukon Flats (Fort Yukon
prices) scored a 1.3 owverall household cost of living differential. These were
higher than expected, especially since both have reasonable cost access t©

Fairbanks and Fairbanks prices.

However, an inspection of the everyday retail prices in these communities
shows very high food prices in particular as well as high shelf prices for
clothing and miscellaneous 1tems. It is likely the small household surveys iIn
these communities did not reflect the amount of shopping actually done in
Fairbanks and through the catalogs. Had this been the case prices of clothing,
transportation vehicles and some food would have been lower for these
districts. Correctly, Fort Yukon®s transportation price differential was lower
than other more remote districts but other local prices more than made up for
the lower transportation costs. Though Fort Yukon was surveyed in 1985 as
part of the Fairbanks-Fori Yukon election district, the Yukon Flats school
district most closely resembles the remote communities of the original
Yukon-Koyukuk ekfctiun district. For this reason, that district’s household
consumption weights were assigned to Fort Yukon.

Interior Road System: Nenana, Railtelt, Delta/Greely and Gateway districts
are in the general category of districts on the main Alaska road system but
with small communities which lack the retail competition and selection
advantages of urban Alaska. Their economies are stronger than in most
remote districts, they have frequent and reasonably priced freighit
transportation and some price competition exists both locally and as a result
of nearby urban centers.These districts have a far lower cost of living than the
remote districts in interior Alaska but do not enjoy the daily retail price
advantages of the major urban centers of Fairbanks and Anchorage. On the
other hand, reasonably convenient highway access to Fairbanks and
Anchorage means residents of these districts pay urban prices for many major
goods and services as well as some food purchases.
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Clearly, tht expenditure pattems of the interior road system districts should
resemble something between the urban and remote rural pattems. Compared
o the urban pattem, road system districts are likely to be lower in hoijsing
and higher in food and transportation. Compared to rural remote districts,
road system districts should have expenditure weights higher in housing,
lower in food and similar in transportation. On average, housing, food and
transportation account for about three-quarters of all household expenditures.

Both household and price surveys were conducted in 1985 in Delta/Fort
Greely and Nenana. Household surveys but not price surveys were also
conducted in Healy, Cantwell, Clear, Tok and Northway. Readers should
recall that the sample selection for the 1985 survey was to Insure accurate
results on an election district besis, which itdid. But itwas not designed to
provide accurate household expenditure weight data in small communities
with very small samples. The Tok, Northway, Healy, etc. household surveys
were part of a statistically determined sample which totalled up to 300 per
election districtand was extremely accurate for those districts. However,
taking tiny pieces of the sample and applying those result”, to small districts
such as Alaska Gateway or Railbelt invites statistical variance which may not
be truly representative of these small distnids.

To overcome the small household sample problem, the largest samples -
Delta/Greely and Nenana -are combined and an overall typical road system
district pattem of household expenditure weights are calculated. They are iIn
tum applied t all four Alaska road system distriicts. These new weights
definitely take the middle ground between the urban and remote rural
household expenditure pattems and appear quite* reasonable for these
highway districts which are neither truly remote nor urban. Housing and
food weights fall in the middle and transportation iswithin four percentage
points of both the rural and urban typical weights.

Price data in the Nenana retail price survey are applied to both the Nenana
and Railbelt districts whi le Delta/CGreely price survey data isapplied to both
the Delta/Greely and Alaska Gateway districts. Prices on the Alaska Highway
side of the road system are sligitly lorer. Reasons likely include highway
freight transportation costs and more local retail competition. Major
settlements in the Alaska Gateway and Delta/Greely districts have more
developed retail sectors than the major communities in the Nenana and
Railbelt districts. The most significant price difference is in food which
accounts for virtually all the difference in differentials.

In summary, the Nenana cost of living differential is 1.14 and Railbelt
receives this Nenana differential as a proxy. Delta/Greely"s cost of living
differential is 1.10, reflecting the slightly lower retail prices. Alaska gateway Is
assigned the Delta/Creely drfferential.
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Fairbanks: As invirtually all of urban Alaska, the cost of living in Fairbanks. ,
the state™s second largest urban area, is essentially the same as in Anchorage,
1.08. This places Fairbanks In the same category as Anchorage, the Kenai
Peninsula, MatSu, Juneau, Sitka and Ketchikan. Prior to the development of
the TransAlaska Pipeline and the restructuring of the urban Alaska economy
which accompanied it, some moderate differences in cost of living existed
between Anchorage and other major urban areas. Before the pipeline,
Fairbanks generally scored 6 to 9 points higher than Anchorage.

However, with the change in scale of the Fairbanks economy and the intense
retail expansion and competition accompanying it, daily retail prices became
very similar to but slightly higher than those in Anchorage. Carr"s food store
chain, for example, charges the same prices throughout the railelt region. In
1985, housing in Fairbanks on a square foot basis is slightly less expensive
than in Anchorage. This isdue to lower rent/mortgage payments per square
foot, slightly larger housing size due to a greater proportion of single family
units and probably lower land costs than inmore densely populated
Anchorage. These factors more than balance out the higher heating costs
caused by climate and fuel oil prices. Fairbanks heating fuel costs are double
those of Anchorage but stall accounted for a very small proportion of the total
household budget. Fairbank™s lower-than-Anchorage housing costs are typical

of most areas of the state.

Fairbanks® household expenditure pattem is nearly identical to that of
Anchorage. Slightly less is spent on housing and sligitly more on food but
the difference 1s not statistically significait. As noted, Fairbanks housing costs
were lower and food prices slightly higher (1.(2) than the Anchorage base
district. Prices of transportation, clothing, recreation/entertainment and
miscellaneous retail were moderately higher ranging from 1.08 to 1.2
Medical prices were about the same as in Anchorage.

Finally, some rural households and outlets were included in the 1985
Fairbanks/Fort Yukon original election district and may have had an upward
bias effect on the Fairbanks numbers. However, the weight of these rural
surveys was almost insignificant. A separate run of just Fairbanks surveys
confirmed the differential sall at 1.03 without the rural bias.

Arctic: The North Slope and Northwest Arctic districts are the most arctic of
all districts. However, both the Nome and Bering Straits districts are included
In this group because they share some similarities with the true arctic
districts. Bering Strarts could also have been included with the Kuskokwim
and Yukon River Delta group but this district actual ly extends to the arctic
circle and surrounds Nome, giving itmore ties wi;h the arctic group.

The arctic districts are characterized by extreme climate, very long air
distances from the regional centers of Anchorage and Fairbanks, the presence
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ismuch further south and has a somewhat more mild climate than the true
arctic distnds. In fact, the cost of housing in this district is nearly identical
(1.13vs 1.11) to that in the closest districts to the south, St Mary®s and Lower
Yukon.

Food prices are the highest in the state In the arctic districts with Barrow
topping the listat 1.71 and Northwest Arctic the lowest at 1.99. These arctic
food prices combined the results of both the 1985 differential study and the
University of Alaska™s Cooperative Extension Service surveys done at the
same time. This resulted inmore items and outlets being included in the
data. Transportation costs were also some of the highest in the state with
Barrow"s being the highest of the arctic group. As expected, Barrow"s overall
retail prices were moderately higher than Kotzebue®s and Nome*s. This
confirms the results of past studies which place Barrow at the top of the cost
of living scale for Alaska.

Kotzebue and Nome owverall cost of living differentials computed out the
same, 1.41. Bering Strarts" household differential was 1.34, mostly because of
lower housing aosts, while the North Slope district topped out at 1.53, the

state"s highest.

Table 114 shovis the last step in computing the district personnel for each
district. As explained earlier m this chapter. The weight for each distnds”
expenditure category inTable 1I-2 ismultiplied by that category®s price
differential in Table n-3. These seven category products are then summed in
Table n-4 to arrive at the total Personnel Differential for each district.
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of high-cost village service centers (Nome, Kotzebue and Barrow), no road
systems, and scattered small conmunities. The economies of these village
trade center communities are fairly strong compared to the smaller
communities in these arctic districts. The village economies are typically
subsistence dependent with low average household incomes.

Household expenditure weights for the arctic group tend to be high for both
housing and food; housing because the climate requires substantial fuel and
utality costs and food due to the highest local food prices in the state. In spite
of the high cost of transportation tc regional centers, transportation
expenditure weights are moderate in the arctic. Clearly, food and srelter
rather than transportation are the priorities in these districts and over 60% of
household spending ison these two categories.

Household expenditure weights and retail prices forNome and Barrow were
used for the Nome and North Slope districts, respectively. Composites of
several communities were calculated to provide household and price data for
Bering Straits and Northwest Arctic districts. Both household and price
surveys were conducted in Unalakleet, Gamble and Shishmaref. The results
of these surveys were weighted by the population of those respective
communities and the totals are the household expenditure weights and retail
prices for the Bering Straits district. Using the same composite technique for
Northwest Arctic, household and price survey results from Kotzebue,
Selawick and Noorvik were combined and weighted to form the data for that

district.

Predictably, the Bering Straits district showed the most rural pattem of
household expenditure weights while Nome weights were the most urban in
nature with slightly higher weights on housing than on food. Northwest
Arctic and North Slope weights &l in between these extremes. Actually, the
range of expenditure pattems among these four districts was fairly moderate,

confirming the methodology used to compute them.

As expected, housing cost differentials for this group are the highest in the
state except for the Bethel differential of 1.41. Barrow (1.39), Northwest Arctic
(1.3 and Nome (1.36) were very doss because they are village trade center
communities in similar dimate conditions. Uniformly, village trade centers
have the highest housing costs in the state. The housing cost exception
among the arcticgroup was the Bering Straits district with a differential of
1.13. This accounts for virtually all of the difference between this district™s
differential and those of the other arctic districts. Two reasons explain the
lower Bering Straits housing differettial. Throughout the state, housing costs
are lower invillage areas than in village t "'de centers. There is less demand
for housing and less adility to pay for itin smaller coomunities. Also,
housing stock is generally of lower quality, something which can"t be
measured in cost of living research. Finally, most of the Bering Straits district
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i, Nonpersonnel Differentials

Introduction

All previous school district differentials have been based solely on the
differences in household cost of living throughout Alaska. Since the bulk of
the typical school district budget is spent on personnel, this makes the
household cost of living reasonably relevant as a measure for distributing
school funding. From 59% (Aleutian Region) to 88% (Anchorage) of the total
school district operating funds are spent on personnel. The use of household
differentials to determine school district funding assumes that operating
households and school districts should cost about the same in any given
district. This isnot always an accurate assumption.

In short, the question of nonpersonnel costs has never been addressed iIn
school district differential formulas. The exception was a 1981 study by
Homan-McDowel 1l which quantified personnel, media (textbooks, trael, efc.)
and fecilities operations cost differentials. However, results of this study were
not Incorporated into the school funding formula. Therefore, comparative
costs of utalities, trael, freigit, insurance, teaching and janrtorial supplies,
professional services, equipment and maintenance have never been a part of
school district differentials.

This current study, Alaska School District Profiles and Differential Study,
addresses the nonpersonnel cost side of school operations to the same extent
as household costs have been addressed in other school district differential
studies. By the study team doing so, the Alaska Legislature and other decision
makers now have a credible information base for total school cost differettial
decisions. Using virtually the same methodology for school nonpersonnel
cossas 1sused in household cost of living research, the study team calculated
the differences in cost of operating school districts in 53 areas of Alaska. As a
result, cost differential data now exists for the 12% (Anchorage) to41%
(Aleutian Region) of each district’s budget which is spent on nonpersonnel
Items.

The nonpersonnel differettial portion of the study was conducted in five
phases, all following standard cost of living methodology:
L Selecting Nonpersonnel Market Basket
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Establishing District Nonpersonnel Expenditure Weights
Collecting Price Data

Developing Methodologies for Measuring Differentials of
Nonpersonnel Market Basket items.

5. Calculating Nonpersonnel Cost Differentials

Ll SN

Table IH-1 presents the results of the nonpersonnel differential research and
analysis conducted in this study. The methods used in each of the five study
phases are explained in detail following Table HI-L, below.
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Selection of the Nonpersonnel Market Basket

Just as the household market basket consisted of 310 1tems in seven major
expenditure categories (housing, food, transportation, clothing,
recreation/entertainment, medical and miscellaneous), a nonpersonnel
market basket had to be developed for purpose of cost comparisons.

A nonpersonnel market basket was designed which included eight major
expenditure categories and 30 individual items. The eight major
nonpersonnel expenditure categories, which include virtually all
nonpersonnel expenditures from the School Operating Fund (01 fund), were
taken directly from the Department of Education standard account codes for

objects of expenditure.

The 30 market basket 1tems were selected to represent subdivisions of the
major account codes. A larger group of 38 items was first selected by the study
team with input from educational professionals, including officials of the
base districts, Anchorage. Next, the market basket was pretested by means of
site visits to the central offices of three districts - Juneau (urban), Hoonah
(rural single site) and Chatham (an REAA) . Tested were ease of retrieving
purchasing data from district fiks and the relevance of each i1tem for
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measuring cost differences among districts. After pretesting, a refined market
basket was included in the school district sunveys. Once the surveys were
returned and analyzed and the vendor survey completed, a firal
nonpersonnel market basket of 30 i1tems was selected. Final selection ariteria
included common use among districts, quality of data provided by districts,
aurtability for differential comparisons and available vendor data.

Nonpersonnel Differential Market Basket

Mujor Category

Market Basket Item

Professional and Technical Services (Code 400)
Inservice Training Professional Services
Legal Services
Audit Services

Commumcatlons ]0?
ong D|stance Telephone

Local Telephone
Postage
Insurance §4]5)
Proger y Insurance
Liability Insurance
Travel(
Intradistrict Administrative Travel
Outside of District Administrative Travel

Utilities (430)
EIectr|C|t
Heatin
Other t|||t|es
Other Services [-(2440) ,
Equipment ’oalr and Maintenance Service

Sup]phes Matenas and Media (450
each mtg Supplies
Cable )
opying Paper
EleEnyen(t]arYF\)Norkbook
Office Supp les
Legal Pads
Copying Paper
Envelopes
Maintenance and Janitorial Supplies
Paper Towels
Tollet Paper
Floor Compound
Disinfectant
Textbooks
Textbooks
Teacher's Manual

70  Alaska School District Profilesand DirrcwomAL Study



Equipment (510)
omputer
VCR
VCR Camera
Copier

Nonpersonnel District Expenditure Weights

The nonpersonnel differential must first involve an accurate estimate of the
expenditure pattems of each school district. Just as each district had t'sown
unique pattem of household expenditures, each school district liss a unique
pattem of nonpersonnel expenditures. Some districts must devote a larger
than normal share to utilities costs and travel while others tend to spend
more on teaching supplies, equipment or professional/technical services. The
expenditure pattem isa function of local choice and of necessity dictated by
the climate, sodal values, economic conditions and funding leels.

The unique district expenditure weights allow the reverse pricing concept to
be used on the nonpersonnel side as well as on the household side of the
district differential . Essentially, reverse pricing isa method of computing
differentials which respects the local expenditure pattem but prices rtout as if
the local districtwere located in Anchorage. It isa concept which assumes
each district pays Anchorage prices for the exact mix of personnel, buildings,
good and services which rtcurrently buys in its local area. Readers should
refer to the discussion of reverse pricing in Chapter n. Consistency In
methodology is attical to the credibility and results of the study so the reverse
pricing concept isused for both personnel and nonpersonnel differentials.

District expenditure weights for FY 1988 were used. Since the study was being
done well inadvance of FY 1988 audit reports, each district was asked inMay
1988 to estimate their spending by budget dbject code for the nearly completed
fisal year. These estimates were considered to be more accurate than the only
other altemative which was District Budget Reports done prior to the fisal
year and which include estimated planned expenditures for FY 1988. The
results provided by districts in the survey should closely resemble FY 1988
audits since the fisal year was nearly complete at the time of the survey.

FY 1988 was selected because itwas the most recent available data. ttalsowas
the second year following the severe budget cuts of FY 1987. Though a
complete set of audit reports was available for FY 1987, atypical expenditure
pattems in some districts caused by the cutbacks would not have been a good
basis for differential weighting. ltwas assumed that by FY 1988 expenditure
pattems would more closely resemble future pattems than FY 1987 data.

In summary, actual district survey results were used for the expenditure
weights. In the small proportion of the 01 fund budget not covered by the
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eight major categories, the extra weight was distributed proportionally among
the eight categories. This means that the portion of the budget for which there
was no differential work done received a differential equal to the average for

that district.
In the case of the four districts which did not reply - Pelican, Yupiit, Tanana

and King Cove -nonpersonnel as well as personnel expenditure weights of
the closest most similar district were assigned.

Table m-2 details the nonpersonnel expenditure weights for each of the eight
major categories by district. Each district’s weights add to 100%, accounting
for all of the nonpersonnel market basket.
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Collection ofPrice Data

Two methods were used for the collection of comparative price data, a survey
of district expenditures and a vendor suney.

School districts were provided a survey which they filled out describing the
market basket items they purchased, inwhat quantities, prices paid for both
purchase and shipping, and which vendors they most commonly used. This
portion of the district survey was comprehensive and took concerted effort
for districts to complete. In total, 51 of the 55 districts in existence inFY 1988
answered the survey, most of them with sound data. In caces where districts
answers were incomplete or when they clearly were not using typical item
oosts, substitute data was used from the vendor survey, the closest most
similar district or average costs for district groupings.

In gereral, school districts throughout the state showed some very similar
pattems for many of their major nonpersonnel expenditures. In the services,
for example, 35 districts used just four accounting firms for their audits. Also,
Tour legal firms did the legal work for 38 of the 51 reporting districts. Two
Insurance agencies service 32 districts and two airlires - Alaska and Mark Air
-provide interdistrict routes for nearly all districts.

For supplies and equipment a similar pattem emerged. Seven office supply
companies are the vendors for 35 districts while just five companies are
Janitorial supply vendors to 37 districts. Teaching supply vendors are even
more concentrated with five firms supplying 40 districts. J*nd firelly,
Northwest Textbook Depository supplies textbooks and workbooks to all of

the reporting districts.

More districts than those shown above are serviced by those dominant
vendors. Four districts did not report and several provided incomplete
information on their vendors.

The fact that most districts used the same vendors for most categories places
much more importance on the vendor survey data as the besis for
nonpersonnel prices. This provided an unexpected opportunity for setting
standards for nonpersonnel differential i1ters. By identifying these fairly
standard vendor use pattems, the study team was able to develop standard
costs and shipping pattems for most categories of nonpersonnel goods and
services. Widle some districts use other vendors and pay prices which may
vary from the standards, all districts have the choice of purchasing from the
vendors used by most districts. When the standards are usied as the price
differentials, districts which make other choices are neither penalized for
efficiency nor rewarded for inefficient purchasing practices.
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The survey of school district vendors was done to determine current prices,
typical shipping methods, quantity discounts and school district purchasing
practices from the vendor"s viewpoint. The survey was conducted primarily
by telephone and involved vendors answering a series of questions about
prices, rates, typical quantities purchased, shipping practices and aosts, and
travel pattems for professional assignments. Vendors were also asked to
provide the study team with catalogs, rate sheets and other material used In
assessing school expenditures on each of the 30 market basket items. The
survey was conducted by staff economists on the study team.

Results of the vendor survey and the district nonpersonnel cost survey are
discussed in the next section. Further, the results play a role in determining
the methodology for each of the 30 market basket 1tems.

Table m-3 shows the price differentials for each major category ineach
district. A detailed explanation of how prices were determined for all 30
1tems and 8 major categories follows Table EI-3.
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Table 111-3continued CoL . . .
District Nonpersonnel Price Differentials
(Anchorage District Prices - 100)
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Methodology for Expenditure Category Pricing

Professional and Technical Services (Budget Code 400)

The market basket for professional and technical services consists of legal
service fees and expenses, audit fees and expenses and inservice training
contract services. This major nonpersonnel budget category accounts for 5%
© 20% of most district™s nonpersonnel budget

Legal Services
Hour ly rates for lead attomeys were collected from the school district survey

and verified by the four major legal firms which account for most school
district work throughout the state. Rates for lead attomeys were fairly
consistent and the most common rate paid was $135 per hour, regardless of
district. These finms are located in the state”s regional centers, especially
Anchorage, and their lawyers trael to outlying districts. Interviews with
these firms revealed that about 1/3 of all professional time for outlying
districts is spent onsite at the district offices and that 2/3 is spent at the urban
offices of the legal firm. Interviews further established a typical legal
assignment done onsite lasted a full day at the $135 hourly rate. Travel was
priced at the full fare from the fim"s office t the location of each districtS
office and per diem setat $100. The actual hourly rate paid was used unless it
was exceptionally high or low. In those cases the $135 standard was used.

The method for calculating the cost differential for legal services assigned a
constant $135 per hour to 2/3 of all legal expenditures, meaning all districts
paid the same for this portion. For the 1/3 of senkes performed asite, the
price differential was the cost of an 8-hour day at $135 ($1,080) plus air fare
and one day"s per diem ($100). Therefore the total legal differential averaged
the 2/3 at .Anchorage prices and the 1/3 at onsite prices for an overall legal
services differential.

I districts had used local legal services exclusiwvely, treir differential was 1.00.
Legal cost differentials ranged up to 1.33 for the most remote and expensive to
reach district, the Pribilofs.

District expenditure weights for legal services varies dranatically. Twenty-
one districts spend less than 1% of their nonpersonnel funds for legal
services. Thirty-nine districts spend less than 3%. Copper River and Hydaburg
at the other extreme each spent 8% on legal services.

Audit Services ) ) ) )
Four audit firms were interviewed representing the audits of nearly three-

quarters of all districts. In addition, the district survey asked the cost of the
most recent annual audit (FY 1987) and the expected cost of the FY 1988 audit
report. This audit cost data provided by the districts varied widely depending
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on the type and size of district, the caliber of inhouse accounting personnel
and on specific circumstances occurring In each district.

Spending on audit services varied from 0.13% (Anchorage) t 8% of the total
nonpersonnel FY 1988 budget for a small Southeast Alaska single site district.
The majority of districts pay from 1% 4% of their nonpersonnel budget for
audit services.

For the majority of districts, however, audit costs fell into general ranges
reflecting district size. But the sizable number of exceptions outside these
ranges meant that actual audit costs were not a good differettial measure. For
example, two small districts similar in size and type had audit costs which
differed by over 300%. Therefore, an altemative to actual costs paid was

necessary.

Interviews with leading school district audit firms established typical lengths
of audit assignments based on the size of the district budget. Then travel to
the district office and per diem were added to account for the expense of audit
Tirm personnel in the field. Districts were grouped into four size categories
based on budget size. Then standard audit costs for each category were
estimated by the fii ns based on professional time and the average hourly rate

for school adits.
Audit Cost Categories for Districts

District Class Budget Professional Time Base Fee
Total Onsite (@ $30)
Small <3 m. 140 Hrs 5Days z 8,400
Medium $3-10 m. 200 Hrs 10Days 12,000
Large >$10 M. 300 Hrs 15Days 18,000
Borough Negotiated including trawvel 40,000

These are the amounts districts in each of these size categories could expect to
pay for a typical audit For those districts not using local firms, trael to the
district office and per diem for the specific number of onsite work days was
added to the base asst. The exception isborough district audits which are
customarily negotiated at a fixed fee which includes trael, per diem and
other expenses. A typical borough audit runs approximately $40,000, according
o the accounting fimms, a figure assigned to all borough districts. Smaller
districts are compared only to their own budget size category base price, not to
the price of a borough audit in Anchorage.

Again, using these standards districts are neither penalized for efficiency and

strong 1nhouse accounting capability nor rewarded for poor price shopping,
intemal inefficiencies or unusual one-time-only oosts.
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Using the reverse pricing technigue, the base price for each district was the
amount appropriate for its budget siz. This was then compared to the same
amount plus the trael and per diem for that district. Audit differentials were
modest and ranged from 1.00 to 1.22 but most &l into the 1.08 to 1.15 category.

Inservice Training Services
Inservice training contracting practices and fees varied widely throughout the

state, according to responses In the district nonpersonnel cost survey. Further,
district expenditures on iInservice training contractors ranged from nothing
for five districts to a high of 10% (Pribilofs) of the FY 1988 nonpersonnel
budget. However, some of these districts which paid nothing to contractors
dill conducted inservice training using inhouse or agency professionals for
which the cash cost was nothing. Larger urban districts identified at least one
out-of-state vendor as being among treir three most commonly used
Inservice contract vendors. This s used as a base for establishing a cost
standard for this budget item.

Due to the variation in daily professional rates - apparently due to local choice
- a standard was considered the fairest measure of inservice training cost
differentials. The district surveys, while revealing a wide variation in rates
paid, did show the rate of $250 per day was by far the most common for
contract inservice training professionals. The surveys also showed that a
typical training assignment involved three days of professional time.

The differential is based on the use of an out-of-state expert from a common
point (Chicago) to each of the districts including the base districts used in this
calculation - Anchorage, Juneau, Fairbanks and Ketchikan. Therefore, the
base cost becomes the cost of air fare to each base location (which is
approximately the same from Chicago) plus per diem and $250 per day iIn
professional fees for three days. Total cost for base districts is$2,000. For other
districts, the additional cost of air fare from the closest base location is added.
For the more remote districts where additional travel time is significait, one

day of per diem ($100) isadded.

Inservice cost differentials varied from 1.00 for large urban districts to the
range of 1.20 to 1.42 for the most remote districts in the arctic and Western
Alaska. The highest costs are in the Aleutian Chain area.

Professional and Technical Services Summary

Costs of these three 1tems - legal, Inservice and audit -were weighted
proportionately, based on their respective expenditure weights in each
district. The resulting price differettial was then applied to each district’s total
expenditure weight for professional and technical services (code 400) as
reported by the district in their survey.
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The overall professional and technical services differential varied from
slightly less than the base of 1.00 for Fairbanks, Nenana and MatSu to 1.21 for
Adak and the North Slope and 1.40 for the Pribilofs. Over half of all
professional and technical service differentials were under 1.10.

Total district expenditure weights for the code 400 category, professional and
technical services ranged from just 2% for the Kenai Peninsula t 20% to 26%
for five small rural districts which acquire virtually all of their professional
services work from vendors outside the district. Nearly half of ail districts -
most of them small -spend between 10% and 20% of their nonpersonnel
budgets on professional and technical services. Anchorage the base district
spends 7%, Fairbanks, 10%.

Communications (410)

The market basket for communications consists of postage, long distance and
local telephone charges. Overall the communications budget is relatively
consistent from district to district. The expenditure weight varies from 2% to
6% for all but one district, Alaska Gateway, which has a satellite
communications system. Anchorage, the base district spends a very typical 4%

on communications.

The expenditure weights used for each of the 1tems were those provided by
the districts In their survey responses. The weight of communications
expenditures on other items was distributed proportionately among the three
market basket items. In cases where communications weights were missing,
those from the closest most similar districts were used.

Long Distance Telephone Charges

In most Alaska districts, long distance charges are the most significant of the
three communications market basket 1tems with weights running from 1% t
3% of the typical nonpersonnel budget. In fact, the most extreme case was just
3.1%. Districts were asked for the most common calls for both intradistrict (in
the case of nultisites) and out-of-district long distance. Because of the
complexity of calculating nultisite intradistrict calls and lack of detailed
district survey responses on this question, all long distance expenditures were
priced at out-of-district rates. Normally, intradistrict callingwas a small share

of total long distance charges.

Long distance out-of-district ceiling pattems were very consistent Most calls
went to Juneau and Anchorage with Fairbanks being the third most
frequently called instate location. Fairbanks is the regional center for interior
and northern Alaska and the site of the University of Alaska main campus.
Therefore, the standard district market basket became one call to each of three
location - Anchorage, Juneau and Fairbanks. The cost of calling each of these
Trom the district office of each district was priced at daytime weekday rates for
a 10-minute cll. The average price of these calls became the price differetial.
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For the three urban locations, the price was the cost of calling the other two
and this sum was divided by three. This takes Into account the urban
advantage of local calling in one of the three locations.

Long distance differentials ranged from 1.00 t 1.98 (Adak) with halfof all
districts above 1.90.

Local Phone Service
Local phone expenditures were under 2% of the nonpersonnel budget in all

but nine districts and no districtexceeded 4.2% (MatSu). Anchorage spent
3.2% on local phone service. Half of all districts spent less than 1% on local

phone service.

The local phone market basket was difficult to determine because of the
variety of systems in use throughout the state. In order t have some basis for
cost comparison local phone companies were consulted and a very common
system was suggested. A three-trunk rotary roll-over business phone system
monthly charge was selected as the basis for local phone cost comparisons.
This system is one that might be used in small to medium sized district
officss. Then all local phone companies were surveyed for their rates for this

systen.

No uniformity was apparent and nearly half of the district paid less than
Anchorage prices for this system. In fect, ifany trend was apparent itwas that
urban prices for business phone systems were higher. Local phone
differentials ranged from 0.60 (Skagway) to 2.27 (Galena, Yukon-Koyukuk and

Unalaska).

Postage (and postal shipping)
Postage budgets are small, averaging less than 1% of the nonpersonnel budget

with the highest expenditure weight being only 1.2-1.4% (Annette Islad,
Southeast Island, North Slgpe). This indicates high use of parcel post in these
districts.

Two methods were used to calculate the postage differential - one for
multisite and the other for single site districts. For single site districts, sixty
percent of all postage was considered stamps and priority mail of less than
two pounds iInweight. The price differential for this half is 1.00 for all districts
since the unit cost is the same.

The remaining forty percent of the postage budget was split 2Q%-20%. The cost
of sending two four pound packages - one via parcel post and the other by
priority mail - to Juneau became the price for one 20% share. The cost of
shipping the same two packages to parcel post zone 8 became the price for the
other 20% share. Postal shipping inexcess of two pounds ischarged at
different rates depending on the distance from the originating point. This
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distance from the originating point isexpressed in terms of parcel post zones.
Each district has itsown zones and the higher the zone number the longer

the distance.

For nultisite districts the methodology was the nearly the same. Since
Intradistrict postage was a factor, the 60% portion was split into two parts.
Thirty percent was allocated for normal aut-of-district postage of stamps and
parcel post under two pounds. The other 30% was considered intradistrict
postage. The rate for this intradistrict portion of the budget was the cost of
parcel post and priority mail over two pounds (again the four pound
packages). These four pound packages were sent from the district office to
zones 2 and 3 within each multisite district. Finally, the remaining 40% was
priced exactly as in the single site example.The multisite differential was the
weighted average of the three parts -30% normal, 30% Intradistrict over two
pounds and 40% out of district over two pounds.

Postage differentials were negligible and ranged from 0.%4 t 1.13 with most
districts clustered around 0.97-1.08.

Insurance (415) ) )
District nonpersonnel expenditure weights for insurance varied considerably

from 0% for two districts reporting no insurance expenditures (Kodiak and
Haines) to a high of 25% of the total nonpersonnel budget for St Mary®s and
Nenana. Eight districts, all of them small rural ones, reported spending
between 20% and 25% of the nonpersonnel budget on insurance.

Urban district insurance expenditure weights also vary from 6% for
Anchorage t 10% for Fairbanks and 17% for Matanuska-Susitna. Some
districts - Juneau isan example - have either their property or lizbility
Insurance covered by their local government.

Property insurance rates were quoted by the two companies which insure the
majority of districts. Essantially, three rates prevail for Alaska school districts -
urban, remote sites with good condition buildings and remote sites with poor
condrtion buildings. The urban rate ismuch lower than the remote rates but

the remote rates are only about 10% gpart. Districts were divided into the
three groups based on the urban - remote criteria and the condition of remote
district buildings was taken from the district survey of fecilitieswhich rated
buildings on a four-point condition stale. Each rate assumed the same

deductible ($100,000).

Then the rates were adjusted to avoid double compensation for fecilities asts.
The foundation formula already compensates for the inefficiency of small site
districts (see discussion in Chapter 1V) by having a declining formula the size
of funding communities increases. Unless the unit prices of fadlities-related
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oosts are indexed, the foundation formula plus the differential result in
mathematical ly exceptional funding levels for small districts.

The adjustment index Is the number of square feet per student. The unit price
of insurance isdivided by this index t come out with the actual property
insurance differential used in this study.

Liability insurance, though included in the expenditure weights of school
districts, s given the base differential because liability rates are not sensitive
to geographic location.

After adjustment for student density, insurance price differentials range from
the base 1.00 for several urban districts to a high of 1.40 for four rural districts -
Craig, Kuspuk, Iditarod and Southwest. Twenty-nine other districts showed
total insurance differentials of 1.30 to 1.20.

Travel (420)
The travel differential is limited to adninistrative and professional trael

and does not include erther student transportation or extra curricular trael.
Neither of these categories are funded by the school operating fund (01 fund)
under study in this report. Questions concerning extra curricular trael were
asked on the district survey and an attempt was made todevelop a
differetial since some 01 funds were used for it in some districts. However,
Tiguring the destination, number of passengers, rates and frequency of each
district’s basketball team travel quickly became overwhelmingly complicated
and the attempt was scrubbed.

Administrative and professional travel consumes from 2% fckagway and
Anchorage) t 19% (Lake and Peninsula and Chugach) of the nonpersonnel
budget. However, only ten districts spent more than 10% and nearly half ()
districts spent under 5% on this major nonpersonnel expenditure category.

In their survey responses districts provided the most common destinations
and the percentage of treir total travel to each point for both intradistrict and

out-of-district trael.

Out of District Travel
The out-of-district trael pattems were extremely consistent and rtquickly

became dear that virtually all districts trael primarily to Anchorage and
Juneau. Air fare to Anchorage and to Juneau from the central office of each
districtwas researched and priced. Then a weighted tidet price was computed
based on the frequency of trips to the two locations. For example, ifa district
went t Anchorage three times as often as to Juneau, the two tidet prices
were weighted 75% and 25%, respectivdy. Then a typical school business trip
to each of these locations was estimated to consume three days so per diem of
$300 was added 1o the price of the air tidet to each of these locations. The
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asea [ﬁf eargn ust gescriped above.

m are Istrict are taken
i[(h e rrced rentrasar contal ed Lre(r)f%) this ¢ ate[]
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Table 1114 o
District Nonpersonnel Differential Sums
(Sum ol eight categories - District Differential)

District Prof &Tech  commurt-  tourwxx Travel Utilities  other Supples Jotal .
Swwicas calon Services Met & Media Differential

Southern Southeast

Annette Island 017 0.07 0.28 0.19 0.20 0.00 0.25 0.07 1.23
Craig 0.29 0.03 0.09 0.17 0.36 0.04 023 0.03 1.25
Klawock 0.16 0.06 0.16 0.10 0.57 0.04 0.22 0.04 1.35
Hydaburg 0.12 0.02 0.26 0.09 0.53 001 0.17 0.07 127
Southeast Island 0.15 0.06 0.16 0.06 0.65 0.03 0.20 0.05 1.36
Urban Southeast
Ketchikan 0.05 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.33 0.09 0.26 0.10 1.00
Wrangell 0.19 0.07 0.18 0.08 0.26 0.07 0.19 0.03 1.08
Petershurg 002 003 0.15 0.06 0.29 0.06 023 0.20 1.05
Sitka 0.10 003 0.07 021 011 0.16 0.18 0.17 1.03
Juneau 0.17 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.23 0.07 0.26 0.14 098
Central and Northern South east
Kake 0.27 0.04 014 0.06 0.49 0.13 0.13 0.05 130
Chatham 0.16 003 0.15 0.13 0.37 0.07 0.19 0.10 121
Hoonah 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.64 003 0.18 0.07 124
Pelican* NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Other Southeast
Haines 0.15 0.04 0.00 0.02 044 012 0.24 0.06 107
Skagway 0.09 0.03 013 0.02 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.05 111
Yakutat 0.13 0.07 0.14 0.07 051 0.05 021 0.02 1.19
Prince William Sound
Cordova 0.09 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.72 012 0.22 0.06 137
Chugach 0.14 0.05 022 042 0.24 0.03 021 0.04 1.36
Valdez 0.04 003 012 0.02 0.50 0.07 0.37 0.02 117
Copper River 0.16 003 0.19 0.04 0.28 0.05 0.22 0.14 112

Anchorage Urban Influence Arts
AnchoraE Base District) 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.29 0.16 031 0.04 1.00

Matanuska-Susitna 0.05 0.06 017 0.02 031 0.04 0.33 0.02 101
Kenai Peninsula 0.02 0.03 012 0.02 022 041 015 0.03 101

Kodiak 013 0.05 0.00 0.00 040 0.05 0.35 0.09 115



Table 1114 continued S
District Nonpersonnel Differential Sums
(Sum ol eight categories « District Differential)

District Prof4Tech  conrrjrt- taurance  Travel Utilities ~ Other
Services csSen Services
Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands
al . 0.02 0.15 0.10 0.20 0.14
Pribilots 0.30 0.04 0.17 0.24 0.27 0.04
Aleutian (Region) East 014 0.04 0.16 0.30 015 033
Unalaska 0.10 0.06 022 0.08 0.38 011
D|Kfn?ham 013 0.06 0.16 0.06 046 0.05
Bristol Bay 0.27 0.03 0.23 0.07 040 0.03
Lake and Peninsula 0.05 0.03 024 0.34 0.23 0.04
Southwest 0.12 0.04 0.25 0.16 0.45 0.05
Yukon and Kuakokwim Delta
Lower Kuskokwim 0.04 0.07 0.18 0.20 047 0.03
Yupit* NA NA NA NA NA NA
Kashunamiut 0.16 0.06 024 013 045 0.08
Lower Yukon 0.03 0.03 013 0.20 048 001
&.Mag% 0.04 0055 0.34 0.16 053 0.05
Interior Remote
Kuspuk 0.10 0.05 018 015 0.31 0.05
|ditarod 011 0.06 0.20 012 0.37 0.08
Galena 0.14 0.08 0.32 0.09 050 0.04
Yukon-Koyukuk 0.09 0.05 014 0.19 0.29 0.04
Yukon Flats 0.13 0.05 0.19 0.15 041 021
Tanana* NA NA NA NA NA NA
Interior Road Syatam
Alaska Gateway 0.06 0.22 0.08 0.09 0.23 0.08
DeBa/Grcaly 0.09 0.0'S 0.27 0.03 0.30 0.18
Nenana 012 0.08 0.34 0.08 0.29 0.06
RaifoeM 0.08 0.03 0.30 0.04 0.20 013
;ahﬁanka 0.10 0.03 0.10 0.02 0.25 0.32
retic
NonhsmPe 0.15 0.06 0.04 0.18 047 0.14
Northwest Arctic 011 0.04 0.20 0.16 0.69 0.04
Nome 0.05 0.03 021 0.06 061 0.07
Bering Straits 0.07 0.05 013 0.23 0.60 015

“Not =ail&fc’y Baiad on data proYkJad by dilrich.

Supples
Met 1‘1) FIJ\/Iedia

.
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Total
Differential

125
138
137
127
124
131
131
127

143
NA
131

135
135

123
122
133
118
132

NA

114
114
122
114
101

1.34
149
118
153
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V. Analysis of Selected District Statistics

(Selected Fiscal. Enrollment. Personnel and racflltlee data for FT 1968)

Introduction

Thou hnot re urred art ofthe ccontract hrschgpter 1S mcluded 10)
srs sn%tdata rom the Drstne trftrc? Pae
ume ment personne an acll]
esen ed nmar usIn ratres per ve[]age Dal 8/
ersc be Tound on the next to last
pageo eac IStri pro em umen

Districts ar rou ed geo raJJhrcaH se of reference and CP ganson
However ser ous eade gt fomeo he most relev
rn[parrsonsb viewing dis rrct) of similar e .:ollment and of similar type -
Ite, single Site. remote, urban, districts under 200 students,

students and so torth

The source of st dat 3 usse |ntrs chapter is th ﬁun{ey

one sparto J a ly ool |stnct reﬁo terr choo

oundation tun B es rvey. this data, all fiscal co ansons
are generatey. A l\/Ian |n tructrona unrt at Was | ken om

aS 3 ment O%E ducatio ers ne certr cted and
drf Sy Dictrict

classitie % came from rso Y]en ory
sect\ona mstructrona ormation wa Herive rom
Facilities Inventory secton of e same SUrvey.

T eADI\/I omgansons are nat |Htended to be a]c mparative easurﬁ of
efficien ration. Instea %sef these data 1S tQ 'S owte
?,n ifferences amon dt tncso %nnﬁ [XPe and srzes as well
kin | Warrtl samon trrcs edat ?]howte
|m ac ocalcorceo r%rvt Ieve secon n/urposeo tc ter 1S to
alltqprlvctsrstncts t0 assess thelr own operatrons relative to those of similar



BudgetAnalysis perADM (See Table IV-1)
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TablelV-1

District Statistics For School Foundation(01

District

Southern Southeast
Annette Island

Southeast Island

Urban Southeast
Ketchikan
Wrangell
Petershurg
Sitka

Juneau
Central and Northern Southeast
Kake
Chatham
Hoonah
Pelican*
Other Southeast
Haines
Skagway
~Yakutat ™
Prince William Sound
Cordova
Chugach
Valdez
Copper River
Anchorage Urban Influence Area
Anchora&e Base District)

Matanuska- Susitna
Kenai Peninsula

Kodiak

FY 1988
Per Average Daily Membership (ADM)

Total Budget
Per AD

7,319
6,784
1,384
9,330
11,739

6,999
13,355
9,786
8,316

4591
4815
5369

6,396

Personnel
$per ADM

Nonperaomei
$Per ADM

1,845
1547

Fund)

State Funding
$Per ADM

2,151
5,898
5960
8447
9154

Other Fundni
$Per AD

5168
885
1423
883
2,585

1,687
1,265

N1
1,259
1,850



Enrollment, Personneland Facility Analysis (See Table IV-2)
Table V-2 sh varr o co terms 0 enroII
S A R R
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on formuaarh [Fere tia at}%m t 0. omge]r(tjsa or the same

|he co lle t ation Tor u | 4to compensate
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com ensat ng or oth price and nefficiency. The results are revealing In t
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Table V-1 continued
District Statistics For School Foundation (01 Fund) FY 1988
Per Average Daily Membership (ADM)

District Toes) Budﬁet Pemnrwi Nonperaoml| State Funding Other Funding
PM-AD

| | $per ADM (Per ADM (‘Per ADM ( Per ADM
Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Island
Adak 7,140 4,904 2,237 3210 3931
Pribilofs 12014 7,375 4639 8533 3481
Aleutian (Region) East 19,202 11,269 7932 15,280 3921
Unalaska 9,349 6,649 2,700 6,362 2,987
Dillngham 7,838 6,210 1627 5920 2618
Bristol Bay 10,478 6,685 3,793 6,510 3,968
Lake and Peninsula 16,093 10519 5574 12,242 3851
Southwest _ 13,588 9,684 3,905 9,791 3,798
Yukon and Kuskokwim Delta
Lower Kuskokwim 12,252 8,656 3596 9,764 2/488
Yupiilx NP NP NP NP NP
Kashunamiut 10,989 1,683 3,306 7,980 3,009
Lower Yukon 12,351 8,394 3,957 6,721 5630
St, Mary's 14,438 9192 5247 11,769 2,669
Interior Remote
Kuspuk 14,780 9,989 4791 10528 4,252
|ditarod 13,579 9,305 4274 10495 3,085
Galena 12,522 9,222 3301 6,476 60-17
Yukon-Koyukuk 13,731 8,615 5116 9891 3841
Yukon Flafs 16,638 10475 6,163 13,566 3071
Tanana* NP NP NP NP NP
Interior Road System
Alaska Gateway 10432 7,127 3,306 8,456 1977
Delta/Greely 5,896 4879 1,017 4814 1,082
Nenana 8,803 6,617 2,186 8,328 475
Raifoelt 9,408 7,012 2,396 8831 577
Fairbanks 5774 4359 915 3561 2,213
Arctic
North Slope 19477 15163 4314 6,167 13,310
Northwest Arctic 10,165 7,225 2,940 7,187 2,979
Nome 7,565 5,807 1,758 6,096 1469
Bering Straits 12535 8472 4,063 8,707 3827

Source: School CXilfka Survey, Aluka School District ProSee end DMereniiel Study
«N\ot provided.
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Table IV-2
District Enrollment, Personnel And Facilities Statistics

FY 1988
District 1st Count Total Inst. Fundng  Certificated Pers  Classified Pers  Total Pers InstrSp
ADM Units Comm. Per 100ADM Per 100ADM  Per 100ADM GSFper
Southern Southeast
Annette Island 415 40 1 8.7 40 12.6 239
Craig 213 23 1 94 31 125 NP
Klawock 170 20 1 11.5 6.5 179 168
Hydaburg 109 17 1 10.8 59 169 154
Southeast Island 465 80 16 11.5 111 22.6 112
Urban Southeast
Ketchikan 2531 208 1 7.0 24 94 176
Wrangell 507 46 1 81 32 113 209
Petershurg 630 58 1 14 2.8 109 165
Sitka 1617 133 1 6.8 24 92 171
Juneau 4,493 373 1 6.2 2.7 8.9 142
Central and Northern Southeast
Kake 22 1 110 6.1 17.1 264
Chatham 316 50 9 113 8.3 122 269
Hoonah 240 26 1 7.6 36 112 296
Pelican* NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Other Southeast
Haines 366 38 2 9.7 35 131 255
Skagway 142 17 1 10.6 21 127 261
_Yakutat 134 17 1 132 70 201 384
Prince William Sound
Cordova 429 40 1 8.0 41 121 208
Chugach 107 21 4 12.2 103 224 244
Valdez 693 57 1 94 6.1 155 303
Copper River 536 67 7 9.6 4.6 141 222
Anchorage Urban Influence Area
AnchoraEe Base District) 38,734 3115 3 6.2 31 93 131
Matanuska-Susitna 8,606 686 7 6.5 35 100 148
Kenai Peninsula 8,003 744 19 71 2.8 98 209
Kodiak 2,285 218 8 71 48 120 184
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TablelV-2 continued o
District Enrollment, Personnel And Facilities Statistics

FY 1988
District 1st Count Total Inst. Funding  Certificated Pers Classified Pers Total Pers Inslr Space
ADM Units Cenm Per 100ADM  Per 100ADM Per 1J00ADM  GSF per ADM
Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Island
Adak 604 52 1 7.8 31 10.9 127
Pribilofs _ 152 24 2 10.0 6.1 16.1 266
Aleutian (Region) East 105 24 6 115 79 19.3 361
Unalaska 153 19 1 10.0 35 135 292
D||||ng1ham 463 43 1 9.3 3.3 12.6 210
Bristol Bay 245 29 2 10.7 54 16.1 283
Lake and Peninsula 347 66 14 135 114 24.8 534
Southwest , 480 82 10 136 59 19.6 242
Yukon and Kuskokwim Delta
Lower Kuskokwim 2,606 372 22 99 110 209 174
Yupiit* NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Kashunamiut 169 22 i 10.7 4.7 154 118
Lower Yukon 1,282 168 n 10.1 9.2 194 239
St. Mag's 112 17 1 112 124 235 395
Interior Remote
Kuspuk 375 61 8 12.0 75 195 321
|ditarod 399 64 9 111 109 22.0 265
Galena 151 19 1 154 6.0 21.3 323
Yukon-Koyukuk 545 85 1 10.6 9.3 19.8 215
Yukon Flats 361 63 il 118 12.8 24.6 365
Tanana* NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Interior Road System
Alaska Gateway 502 69 7 8.7 6.2 14.9 239
Delta/Greely 930 80 1 6.9 31 10.0 146
Nenana 201 24 1 9.2 6.0 15.2 174
Railbelt 364 45 4 9.6 50 14.6 284
Fairbanks 13,195 1,057 5 6.8 2.7 95 143
Arctic
North Slope 1,252 137 8 12.8 17.1 300 414
Northwesp Arctic 1,540 181 NP 9.2 75 16.7 NP
Nome 725 63 1 74 25 92 338
Bering Straits 1,259 186 15 108 95 20.2 200

Source: Setmot District SUrvey and Alaska Dopartment ol Education.
‘Not provided
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Bering Straits Schools
ENES
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Scale In Miles

rL_ n_n i
0 SO . 100

Location:
Thedstrictis lacated inthe Bering Struts/Norton Sound subregionof the state. Itinduckes the
villages an Seward Peninsula and Norton Sound aswell asonSt Lavrence, St Micheel ad
Little Dionrecke Idands The entire (fistrict liesjust southof the Arctic Girde andexdencs west to
the U.S7U.S.SJL bouncary.

BOUNDARIES:
The district contairs the areawithinthe Bering Straits Native Corppondon boundaries, exdusive
ofNome City.

ELECTION DISTRICT:
Houk District23, Serete DistrictL
Regional Corporationt Bering Straits Native Gorporation

FUNDING COMMUNITIES:
Brevig Mission, Koyuk, ct-hhins, Diomede, Savoongg, Teller, Him, Shaktoolik, Unelakdet,
Gaodll, Sisharef, Wales, Goloving St. MicLael. White Mountain
Bxtrees The districtexdands fraomShishimitrefin tre narthito Stelains inthe southind fram
Gamdl inthe esst to Undlaect in thewest. Garrboll, 34S airmiles fromUnelaldect via
Norg, is tre furthemrost site framithe district headopartea,

AlaskaSchoolDstncrPaorua ai© Dt/mamM .Sruor



Governance:

Bering Straits Schools is anREAA withinthe Unorgarized Borough. AHofthe schodl site
villages are 2ddass does, aganizdintre late 1980s ardeady 1970s

land Status:

The distraindudks the 28 million acre Bering Land Bridge Nationel Morurent. Millage
entitlerents uncker ANCSA tod 18 millionaoes Himadtre villages onSt Lavece Idard
have Indian Reservation StatLs, with fee Sinple title to anadditiordl 1433932 ages of lad

Lifestyle/Employment:

Thevillages of the district have anixed sUbsstEe/casheconarmy. VBjor IndLEtries
Govermrent service (feckral, State andlocal) is the largest incLstry in the areg, acoounting for
tre bulk of paidendoyrent thraugout tre year. SetfFenployrent goportunities generdlly
parttime ad/arssesord, ae gareraied by comrerad fishing, taqarngadNetive atsed
aafts The district aantains 14 reincsarharcs with gopradnrately 20000 aninds which
prouck asource of arpoyrertinsareconunities Enployars The sdhod distriais e
lagestsangeenployer inttearea. Qhersignificant pudicendoyers are tielocal aties adtie
Bureau of Land Maregenent (sunmrer-firefighting). Private edloyers indude village stores;

village retive carporatias adlocal tram, jriation conpanies

SUBSISTENCE:

The Bering Straits araalis are of the nost traditiondl sUbastee aress intte state, with
sUsistence prodLats providing much of tre annldl food aarsunation For eandle,
Departirent ofFish andGane cataindicate subsisteee henvests for St Lavwrence Idad
aamrunities arounting to around 1,000 pouncs per cgataaually. Mgjor susstae
henests for tre areaare walrus, sedl, fish ofvarious oedes andarab, Polar bear adwhele are
hernvested insone conunities

AVERAGE INCOME:

(1985 cHta): The amdH average adjustied grass inoone (AGI) perwege earer forttedistnalis

$14,336, abaut half the state average of $28693. Reported average AQ's for the aommunities

of St Micheel ad Uralaldest, witheconaies kessdoncommrerad fishing, are between

$5,000 to $6,000 higher trenather distria communities. Unalaldects average AGI of 20656

is the highest in tre distriawhile Diarece's averape AGI of 38256 is tre lowest By contrast

ﬁaw whichis inthe regon atihoughinot apart of the sdhod district hes anaverage AGI of
619

UNEMPLOYMENT:

POPULATION:

Unenpoyment for tre Nonmre Ganaus Areawves 11.3% as of April, 1988 conpared toa 9,.9%
Sate aerage Honever, the rqparted figure is derived largely framNone celg urerdoyrent
rates for villages intre craus area are ucouaedy much higher:

Total: Diitriapcpjaim 154,639 (as rgaorted by communities in 1983 for revanLe daning
PUrPosss).

Ethnidty: Distnia: fUHtinre resicents areprinrarily AlaskanNatives. The Native population
ranges fram 10 at Darece to 8 inTeller (1980 U.S. Gareus dita).

Commrunity Size: The largest comrunity inthe schodl diistrialis Unelaldest with 79 parsars
reported Gther large villages are Savoaga (487) and Ganrodll (494). Golovin with 139
residents, is tre sdlest sdod site

Alaska Schocc DtsnocrPhottlesatd DimxExnAL Shmnr



Transportation
Air AHaommunities canlboe reeded by dertered airaraft framettiher None or Unelakdect
Diareck, whichhes o ainpart, canlboe reeded by sedane, weather panritting Most of tre
larger aamrunities are serviced by regulanty-sadeduled niaflAcsssedgar senvice franNore
Water All caunities are acoessible by watey. Barge aocess is garerdlly possible at leest ™
ofthe year, exogptat Diarede, whare restrictive ice canaitions, log ad/ardogpy sses diten
prahibart barge delivery. Few of trearedis villages have dock fdlities, sofreigitmustke
lightered ontie beech ard rargoarted Yo toseveral miles to tre village. Sdiffs ad sl boets
are usd for coestd ad niver trafficdunng e summ e,

Roed System The distrid’s anly reedlis the 72 mile gravel highway franNonre to Teller. Land
travel withincommunities is by sovimrediire inwinger adthreembheder insunmer.

Cljmate :
dinmete Type The reganis dineteis trangtiad, with less tarparaurevanation tren
aontirenta andlless daudiress, loner predipitation andless huidity thennraritine
Tenmparatures Winter meennonthly tenparatiures throughout the regionvary dlightly between
mns 5 adminus 155 unmernean aeintrelov&sfortre
region's mainland communitiessadintrelow idad comunities
Predipitatiort Vartine influences affect the regian's predpitation rates whichrage frama
highof 189" peryear intheNorsa Sound aconmruntties toalowof 7.2" at St M ichael.
Sowfall vanies framalowof32" avidlyi t Shishmareftoahighof98.2" atGanell

AmLA Heating Degree Days: The avenge beating cegyree chys eeryear meesLre forthe district
Is 1500055 which compares with astatenice avenge of 10856

Topography:
The Bering Straits regionaapessss ail waterd etk draining ino Norton Sound adtire
Bering Sea.
Kivers. The Bering Straits regionix arissarassed by nven, arogte nostinportantofwhich
arethe Unalaldect, Koyuk FAsh, Kuztrin Agigouk and Sarpentine draineges.
Mountain Ranges: The district inducks the Kighiaik Mountairns intre southemSanard
Peninsula, with peeks nising to4,000 feet
Other The districtis gererdly tredess ardrelatively flat Most oftrevillages are located anwet
tudraregars near the coast

Main Service Center

Adoae
Distance franCantral Office: Unelaldect hes sdredUled air senvice to Andhorage, 36 milesto
the southesst

References:

ADCARA, Community Proffitt, Buing Strain Kaftan

ADR, Federal Income Tax Pryor Profile, 19*1

ADOL, Aluki Population Overview, 1982' Estimates, 1987

ADOL, WinMr/Summer 1987 Employment ntd Wafa Information _ _
ADFAG, Subsistence In Alaska, Arctic, Interior, Southcentral, Southwester ind Weetarn Regional
Summon**, 1987 _ _ .

Alotka Climate Canter, Technical Note #3: Alaska Climate Summaries, 1986
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District Statistics— FY®88
Bering Straits SchoolD istrict: ADM 1259.40

Instructional Units & Differential Summary

piwil

*Per ADM
$12334.73

$8472.00
$4,06300

$8,707.00
$3827.00

Per 100in ADM

1.79
919
0.66
139
10.77

131
433
109
032
331

04
945

2032

1174
6437

251,881
200
6297

Instructional Unit No. Differential Summary
K-12 15809 TOTAL INST. UNITS
Bilingual 1142 DISTRICT DIFFERENTIAL
Special Education 1404
Vocation Education 233 WEIGHTED INST.UNITS
Financial Summary—School Operating Fund (01 FUND)
%OfBudget
TOTAL BUDGET $15,786,241.00 100%
Expenditures
Salarg & Benefits $10,669.813.00 68%
Non Personnel costs $5116428.00 3%
Revenues ,
State Foundation $10,965970.00 6%
Local, PL374  Other $4820371 00 31%
PERSONNEL SUMMARY— SCHOOL OPERATING FUND (01 FUND)
No.
Certified
Re?ular Classroorj Teachers 95.12
Total Teachers Salary Schedule 11568
Districtwide Administrators 839
Total Administrators 1997 °
Total Certified 13565
Classified
Regular Instruction Aides 19.06
Total Aides 5439
Secretarial 1376
Business Serviced/Data Proc. 4
Maint/Custodial 4166
Transportation/Other 5
Total Classified 11901
TOTAL PERSONNEL 254,66
Other Funds & Personnel (Not 01)
Other Funds Other Personnel (FTE)
EFood Sera” Activities, etc.) $2,724,170.00 Certificated
erADM $2163.00 Classified
Facilities Summary
Total Bufidinp 62 Instractianal(GSF)
Total Groat S 409624 Instructional GSF Per ADM
Total Bldgs Per Math E 3 Instructional GSF Per Bldg
Custodial (FTE) Per Inst Bldg 044 Instructions! GSF Per Custodial FTE 14263

AlaskaSchool DormerProrlksakdDraawruiSncr



Funding Communities Summary— Facilities & Enrollment

Funding . Grade Instruction Other Teaching Enrollment
Conundnities Levels Buildings Bldgs. Station$ Oct. 1987
Brevig M. P-12 2 2 11 45
Dkxnede K-12 2 2 12 51
Elim K-12 4 NP 16 79
Gambell K-12 3 5 13 125
Golovin K-12 4 1 7 3
Koyuk P-12 2 2 13 6l
Savoooga P-12 2 1 15 1A
ShaktooHk K-12 1 1 9 51
Shishmaref P-12 4 1 18 1%
SI Michael P-12 3 1 15 104
Stebbins P-12 3 2 16 127
Teller K-12 2 3 1 47
Unalakleet P-12 3 3 21 197
Whales K-12 2 1 7 36
White M1 K-12 3 2 10 3l
Totals 40 27 1% 1261

Am * aSchool DwnccrPxoraxs and EHtfejxntial Study



District D ifferential Summary

Bering strait

Personnel (Cost of Living) Differential

Household nditure District Cost-Of-Etucation
Item Ights Differential ~ Differential
Housing 024 113 027
Food = 029 164 048
Transportation 018 141 05
Clothing 010 0% 010
Recreation 006 112 006
Megiical 009 117 on
Miscellaneous 00 131 007
Total 100 134
Nonpersonnel (Operations) Differential
Expense Item
Professional and Tech. Services  0.06 112 007
Communications 0.04 138 006
Insurance and Bonding 009 13 013
Travel 010 2.3 023
Utilities _ 032 18 0.60
Other Purchased Services 01 1% 015
Supplies, Materials and Media ~ 0.23 107 05
Equipment 00 103 00
focal 100 153
District Differential Summary
Personnel Differential 063 134 091
Nonp/ Tsonnel Differential 03 153 048
Total District Differential 100 140
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