State Claims it Provides $73.5 Million

Annual “Tax Subsidy” to 28 School Districts
(Prepared by the Ketchikan Gateway Borough Manager — August 2009)

On January 26, 2009, the Education Committee of the Alaska State House of Representatives took
up the issue of local “contributions” required of boroughs and cities that are obligated by State law
to operate school districts. During the committee meeting, the Department of Education and Early
Development (DEED) repeatedly claimed that taxes levied by 28 of Alaska’s 53 school districts are
being increasingly subsidized by the State. The Minutes from that committee meeting are attached
(discussion begins on page 6 of the Minutes).

At issue is a provision in State law known informally as the “50 Percent Rule,” which is codified as
AS 14.17.510(c). That law, adopted by the Alaska Legislature in 2001, provides that 100 percent
of the value of taxable property as of January 1, 1999, and 50 percent of any increase in that value
will be used to calculate the 4-mill local “contribution” required of certain school districts. For
background on required local contributions, readers are encouraged to review Required Local
Contributions for Schools — Why the Current System is Unfair, prepared by the Ketchikan Gateway
Borough Manager.

In FY 2001 (the year before the 50 Percent Rule took effect), the 28 boroughs and cities directly
affected by the 50 Percent Rule were required by AS 14.17.410(b)(2) to contribute $139,298,073.
In the current fiscal year, those 28 boroughs and cities will be required to contribute $213,144,894.
That represents an increase of $73,846,821 (53 percent) over nine years. Without the 50 Percent
Rule, the required local contribution for the 28 boroughs and cities would have more than doubled
(increasing by $147,362,568 or 106 percent from $139,298,073 to $286,660,641).

It is critical to understand that the “contributions” required by AS 14.17.410(b)(2) exclusively benefit
the State Treasury, not local school districts. The amount of State Education Aid paid to a district
is reduced dollar-for-dollar by the amount of the required local contribution. Thus, higher required
local contributions mean lower costs for State Education Aid. The required local contribution is — in
effect — a State tax imposed on boroughs, home-rule cities in the unorganized borough, and first-
class cities in the unorganized borough. The required local contribution is often the largest
expenditure of local governments in Alaska that operate municipal school districts.

It is also important to note that the local contribution required by AS 14.17.410(b)(2) is distinct from
the 2-mill/23% of basic need voluntary contribution allowed by AS 14.17.410(c). The voluntary
contribution directly benefits local school districts, the former does not.

It should be recognized that DEED is likely to bring increasing pressure in the years ahead to
repeal or amend the 50 Percent Rule. In its first year, the 50 Percent Rule reduced required local
contributions by only $3,595,242. In FY 2010, the figure will be $73,515,747 — more than 20 times
the amount in the first year. The figure will continue to grow in the years ahead. DEED made that
point clear to the House Education Committee on January 26, noting that the 50 Percent Rule has
“a compounding effect that is making funding a more difficult issue” and that “The Education
Funding Task Force has had in-depth discussions about the compounding effect issues.”

By expressing concern to the legislature about “a disparity of benefits among the districts” affected
by the 50 Percent Rule, DEED ignored far greater disparities involving other districts. As is shown
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in the second attachment, the mill rate equivalents of the required local contribution for the 28
districts that directly benefit from the 50 Percent Rule vary from 2.69 mills to 3.96 mills. That is a
range of only 1.27 mills. Yet, the mill rate equivalents of the required local contribution for all 53
districts in Alaska actually vary from 0.00 mills to 4.00 mills. That 4.00 mill range is more than
three times the range for the 28 districts about which DEED raised concerns. DEED did not share
that information with the House Education Committee on January 26. If DEED is concerned over a
disparity of 1.27 mills among the 28 districts, why is it not concerned over a disparity more than
three times that level among all 53 districts?

Without question, the issue of required local contributions is arcane, complex, and has been the
subject of intense public policy debate for decades.

The third attachment ranks each of Alaska’s 53 districts in terms of contributions per student. A
comparison of the second and third attachments shows, for example, that the three municipal
school districts with the lowest mill rate equivalent of required local contributions (column “L” of
second attachment) rank among the top four districts in terms of required contributions per student
(column “F” of third attachment). Thus, obviously, mill rate equivalents are not always necessarily
the best measure of a fair required local contribution.

The second and third attachments also show that 19 of Alaska’s school districts make no
contribution. While the State forced the creation of boroughs in some regions and forced the
reclassification of some cities, it inexplicably applied a more benevolent policy toward the rest of
Alaska. Most Alaskans were not given a choice, they were mandated to form particular types of
local governments. Those mandatorily formed governments were then compelled to take on
responsibilities for schools. Further, despite a promise to the contrary in law by the Alaska
Legislature and Governor, those local governments were deprived of State revenues — they were
mandated to make local “contributions” to relieve the State of much of its fiscal burden for schools
($230 million in FY 2010).

The dichotomy in terms of State policy regarding local obligations for schools lacks a rational basis.
It is not based on fiscal resources, administrative capacity, or any other legitimate standard.
Former State Senator Gary Wilken, a strong advocate for an equal measure of local responsibility
among all school districts, stated in a letter dated August 28, 2007, to the Alaska Local Boundary
Commission:

In a recent filing, the State Attorney General's Office pointed out that "the fiscal
resources, particularly the value of taxable property, of the proposed Deltana
Borough would be the envy of most organized boroughs in Alaska. . . .

Given the remarkable fiscal capacity of the region, the action by Deltana voters [by
which 90.6% of the voters rejected a proposal to incorporate] shines a glaring
spotlight on the State's long-standing irrational public policy regarding the extension
of borough government in Alaska. The framework of government for our nation and
our state rests on the fundamental principles that all people are treated equally and
fairly and that all persons have corresponding obligations to the people and to the
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State. (Alaska Constitution, Article I, Section 1.) Regrettably, those principles have
not carried forward . . . .

DEED also acknowledged at the January 26, 2009, session that, “Clearly, there are REAASs in the
state that do have tax bases; however, they are not incorporated and are not required to make a
local contribution” (see Minutes).

Before DEED and the Alaska Legislature ask the 28 districts that are directly affected by the 50
Percent Rule to “contribute” another $73.5 million (i.e., to suffer a $73.5 million cut in State
Education Aid); they need to resolve far greater disparities concerning required local contributions.

Attachments:

Minutes, January 26, 2009, Meeting of the House Education Committee

Table Showing FY 2010 Required Local Contributions Ranked by Mill Rate Equivalent
Table Showing FY 2010 Required Local Contributions Ranked on a Per Student Basis
AS 14.17.410(b)(2); AS 14.17.410(c); AS 14.17.410(d); and AS 14.17.510(c)
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EDDY JEANS, Director

School Finance and Facilities Section

Department of Education and Early Development (EED)

POSITION STATEMENT: Presented the formula for calculating the
required local contributions to public schools.

ACTION NARRATIVE
8:02:17 AM

CHAIR PAUL SEATON called the House Standing Committee on

Education meeting to order at 8:02 a.m. Representatives Munoz,
Wilson, Edgmon, Keller, Buch, and Gardner, were present at the
call to order. Senator Davis and Representative Kelly were also

in attendance.
8:02:51 AM

OVERVIEW (S) : PATRICK F. TAYLOR FOUNDATION MERTIT BASED
SCHOLARSHIP

CHAIR SEATON announced that the first order of business would be
an overview of the Patrick F. Taylor Foundation Merit Based
Scholarship program.

8:04:54 AM

MS. PHYLLIS M. TAYLOR, LL.B., Chairman and President, Patrick F.
Taylor Foundation, introduced the scholarship plan by having the
committee view a video presentation.

8:06:28 AM
[A brief video was viewed by the committee.]
8:15:45 AM

MS. TAYLOR described the success of the Tuition Opportunity
Program for Students (TOPS) plan and explained that it is both
merit and needs based. Statistics indicate that children are
interested to attend college, but are unable to plan to further
their education. The at risk students that TOPS has served, now
represent over 40,000 Louisiana students. Additionally, twenty
other states have adopted, and are successfully utilizing, some
version of the Taylor Plan.

8:17:42 AM
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[Senator Davis came forward to join the committee.]
8:17:52 AM

MS. TAYLOR continued to explain how students who once took six
years to complete college, are now able to finish a degree
program in four years. She attributes this to the fact that
TOPS provides funding for only four years, has a requirement
that students maintain a certain number of hours each year, and
that high school students aspiring to the plan are fully
prepared to enter college. She reported how statistics
illustrate that graduates of TOPS have gone on to become
productive members of the work force; not necessarily in the

state from which they graduated. Parallels can be drawn between
the needs of students in Alaska and Louisiana, she opined,
including: per capita income, and young people who have not
been considered for post secondary educations. The program

offers support to students who continue on to four year
colleges, community colleges, and technical college pursuits.
Students attending private schools may also receive support.
She cited Wyoming’s Hathaway Plan as the most successful Taylor

Plan in existence. It is permanently endowed for $400 million,
and 1includes a ©particular needs based aspect, which she
attributes to the 1level of success it has attained. She

finished by stating:

If there is anything that a state can do to address

all of the ills of its community ... the Dbest
solution, 1is to keep 1its young people within the
state, and give them a chance to have a good
education. ... There are now over 300,000 students who
have graduated from Louisiana as a result of the TOPS
program.

8:22:07 AM

CHAIR SEATON asked her to address the topic of reduction and the
necessity of remedial courses in the colleges.

MS. TAYLOR said that twenty years ago, the Louisiana colleges
had an open enrollment policy. Regardless of high school
performance, any student could enter the college system. This,
she noted, caused many unprepared students to fail and drop out
of college. In an effort to stem this problem, universities
offered remediation courses, requiring a significant amount of
time, effort, and expense. Today there are no remediations
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courses taught at Louisiana State University (LSU), based on the
requirement standards that are now maintained for college

entrance. The ancillary benefit, of not offering remediation
classes, 1s a significant savings to the state. These are
courses that students should have attained proficiency in during
their high school education. Requiring that a student be

properly prepared, she conjectured, gives them a step up and
allows them to finish their college career in four vyears.
Another reason that a student may take more than four years, is
when they need to by employed while attending college, which a
TOPS student would not find necessary.

8:24:53 AM

CHAIR SEATON asked for clarity of the minimum standards and core
curriculum regquirements.

MS. TAYLOR responded that a 2.5 grade point average must be
maintained in high school, and the minimum score for the ACT
[originally known as the American College Testing Program,
Inc.], or Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) be attained.

CHAIR SEATON stated his understanding that because students have
met the requirements, remedial classes are no longer necessary
at the college level.

MS. TAYLOR elaborated that, in some cases, high schools were not
offering the necessary classes for students to be appropriately
prepared for college, making the remedial classes altogether
necessary. It is an additional “plus” of the, Taylor Plan, that
this situation has been corrected at the high school level.

8:26:34 AM

REPRESENTATIVE GARDNER asked 1if assistance 1s exclusive for
attendance to Louilisiana schools.

MS. TAYLOR said that only schools in Louisiana are eligible.
She clarified for the committee that Wyoming has established a
perpetual endowment of $400 million, and made it a permanent
part of the Wyoming state constitution.

8:27:21 AM

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON reported that she has fielded complaints
from Alaskan students who would like to finish a degree in four
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years, but that it 1is not possible given the class schedules,
and asked how the Taylor Plan meets this type of problem.

MS. TAYLOR said that the program has not experienced a lack of
required classes being offered at a four year college to allow
for a timely graduation. Her previous point, she said, was in
reference to appropriate high school c¢lass offerings. She
suggested that if this situation exists, perhaps the issue needs
to be addressed with college administration.

8:28:40 AM

SENATOR DAVIS queried the enrollment policies, and remedial
class needs of Louisiana wuniversities, other than LSU., and
requested a statistical report.

MS. TAYLOR agreed to provide the committee with a report packet
that will detail the information by university and year. She
specified that colleges, outside of LSU, do not require the same
entrance standards and are still experiencing a need for
remedial classes. The flexible admission standards, although
not the same open enrollment policy once utilized, still result
in the arrival of unprepared students.

8:29:39 AM

CHAIR SEATON said that TOPS information will be posted on the
committee web page for easy statewide access, and asked that the
statistical packet will contain an analysis of the percentage of
students who graduate and remain in-state.

MS. TAYLOR wunderscored that the foundation has no personal
agenda behind offering this plan, other than to further national

educational standards. In reply to the Chair Seaton’s gquestion,
she said that there has not been specific tracking of students
who remain in-state for employment. The university alum

associations are being requested to participate in gathering
this type of information, for future reference.

8:31:40 AM

CHAIR SEATON said that the top ten percent of graduating high
school students, within Alaska, are served by Project Grad,
providing them the opportunity to attend the University of
Alaska (UA). Project Grad, currently being run as a pilot
program on the Kenai Peninsula, has the benefit of addressing
cultural needs.
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MS. TAYLOR stressed that the Taylor Foundation is interested in
learning how the plan can work in Alaska. Student motivation
continues to be a national problem, she said, and any plan that
addresses this issue is of interest to the foundation.

OVERVIEW (S) : REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

8:33:58 AM

CHAIR SEATON announced that the final order of business would be
an overview by the Department of Education and Early Development
(EED) regarding required local contributions.

8:34:13 AM

The committee took a brief at ease from 8:34 a.m. to 8:35 a.m.

8:35:25 AM

EDDY JEANS, Director, School Finance and Facilities Section,

Department of Education and Early Development (EED), explained
how local contribution effort is required under the current
public school funding formula. Since 1988 the, standard
contribution has been a 4 mill tax rate. Through the funding

formula, he said, EED calculates an entitlement based on a
number of different adjustments for each public school,
including: size, location, and the special needs population.
The adjusted average daily membership (ADM) is then multiplied
by the base student allocation (BSA), which is set in statute,
to arrive at the product known as basic need. Directing
attention to the committee packet handout, titled “Components of
Basic Need (Who Pays?), he explained that basic need funding is
drawn from three components: 1) .004 mill required 1local
contribution, 2) federal impact aid, and 3) state aid.

8:37:36 AM

MR. JEANS continued on page 2, and said that, in FY2002, a
change was made for calculating the required 1local effort.
Since the 2001 enactment of SB 174, 1999 has been used as the
look back/base year to determine the full value of a community.
The base value is compared to the current year full wvalue, to
determine the difference, which 1is then divided in half and
added back into the base vyear. The calculation is illustrated
on page 3, using the city of Nome’s 2008 full wvalue for the
example. He said the final figure, in this case $238,924,950,
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is what the .004 mills is then applied to in order to derive the
required local effort. The Nome example is completed on page 4,
to arrive at $955,700; the amount Nome is required to contribute
to support public school education in the 2010 school year.

8:39:03 AM

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON asked whether the 4 mill rate wvaries
between school districts.

MR. JEANS responded that the majority of municipal school
districts pay 1less than a true 4 mill equivalent, as will be
demonstrated on another schedule of the presentation.

8:39:45 AM

CHAIR SEATON inquired 1f the calculations are Dbased on
individual school districts.

MR. JEANS clarified that the calculations of basic need are
figured at the school level, and are the adjustments done with
regard to economy of scale; noting that the geographic cost
differential is at 20 percent. He said once the calculation has
been completed, the number is multiplied by the base student
allocation, as established in statute, and the product is the
basic need. He reiterated that basic need is paid from three
components including the local contribution. Municipalities may
contribute additional revenue above what 1is required, with no
effect on the amount of state aid received. He stated his
understanding that today’s discussion is 1limited to the
component that effects the amount of state aid received by a

public school. In response to Chair Seaton’s follow-up
question, he said geographic/political subunits wvary within
districts. A first class city may have a single building in the
community that is the public school, or there may be multiple
cities and schools, in a district, to be considered. However,
the required local effort is based on the property wvalue within
a borough or first class city. The property values are what

dictate the required local contribution, he explained.
8:41:58 AM

REPRESENTATIVE BUCH queried if the figure presented in the
example using Nome, is proximal or actual.

MR. JEANS replied that the Nome example 1is based on actual
projections for 2010, representing 676 students.
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CHAIR SEATON pointed out that all of the districts are included
in the packet.

8:43:58 AM
REPRESENTATIVE WILSON asked whether the subject of student
fluctuations within a community, would be covered and how that

may effect property taxes.

CHAIR SEATON stated that the educational task force would
include that in a future presentation.

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON added that she feels the inequity is very
unfair and it needs to be addressed this session.

CHAIR SEATON replied, "We will."

8:45:35 AM

REPRESENTATIVE MUNOZ inquired whether Mr. Jeans will have the
opportunity to talk about funding for small schools of under 150

students that are part of a larger district.

MR. JEANS suggested that his presentation "Foundation Formula

101," would prove beneficial to the committee to answer the
guestions being raised that are not directly related to the
required 1local effort; today’s topic. In response to Chair
Seaton's agreement, Mr. Eddy said he would schedule the
presentation.

8:46:05 AM

MR. JEANS drew attention to page 9 of the foundation overview
document. He noted that the total of $230 million under Column
c, labeled Required Local Effort, is the amount that
municipalities are required to contribute to public education
within their community. Column C 1is subtracted from Column B,
labeled Basic Need, and then Column F, labeled Impact AID, is
subtracted from that, he explained, and what is left over is
Column G, labeled State AID.

8:47:14 AM
MR. JEANS further explained that the department now goes back to

1999 - the base vyear - and calculates 50 percent of the
difference in property value since that time. Prior to 2001,
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the department looked at the property value every single year
and required [each municipality] to contribute 4 mills to public
schools. Basically, this provision has provided a tax subsidy
to municipalities that have increasing property wvalue, he said.

8:48:11 AM

MR. JEANS called attention to the committee packet and the EED
chart titled "State Cost™". He noted that the first column,
labeled FY02 Increased State Aid, reflects the financial benefit
that municipal school districts received in the first year under
Senate Bill 174; approximately $3.6 million. The bill language
established a base vyear, which has resulted in a compounding
effect that is making funding a more difficult issue. For
example, the $3.6 million went to $9 million in FY 03, $12.5
million in FY 04, and now for FY 10 the department is projecting
a $73.5 million subsidy through the foundation program. The
Education Funding Task Force has had in-depth discussions about
the compounding effect issues.

8:49:30 AM

MR. JEANS then referred to the same committee handout with the
attached chart titled "Mill Equivalent Change," which shows how

mills are to be adjusted across the state. He said the
calculations are the mill equivalent on each district's current
full wvalue, not on the education. For example, based on current

property values, it 1is projected that in FY10 the Aleutians East
Borough will be required to contribute 3.5 mills to support
public education, Anchorage 2.9 mills, and Bristol Bay will
remain at 4 mills due to declining property values. It can be
seen from this chart, he explained, that those areas
experiencing growth and increased business and personal property
values are getting a greater benefit under this provision than
areas that are not growing.

8:50:31 AM

CHAIR SEATON surmised that the formula provides a balances for
who pays.

MR. JEANS confirmed, “That’s exactly correct, it’s who pays for
basic need.” For instance, had this provision not been passed
in 2001, Aleutians East Borough would have received $62,000 less
in state aid in FY 10 and Anchorage $38.5 million less, as
illustrated by the FY 10 column on the “State Cost” chart.
Also, on the FY 10 column of the “Mill Equivalent Change” chart,
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the mill would have remained at 4 throughout. In other words,
prior to 2002, each district was required to contribute the
equivalent of a 4 mill tax levy of its current property values.
However, since 2002 a state subsidy has been creating a
compounding effect. Therefore, the range of the required
contribution from one organized area to another organized area
varies based on how much the community has grown.

8:52:55 AM

CHAIR SEATON highlighted the struggle the [legislature] has had
with geographic cost differentials and observed that the
situation is being reversed with the compounding effect of this
bill. He asked if there is any comparison that can be made, and
whether this offsets the small school differentials such that
the small schools in the Bush are being funded with state aid.
He calculated that that there is a 25 percent differential.

MR. JEANS related, “I guess the way that I’'ve looked at it is:
if we’re going to have a required local contribution in the
State of Alaska for municipal governments, it should probably be

uniform.” The policy call for the legislature is where to set
the rate. Mr. Jeans related that his concern is due to the
different rates for different parts of the state, and thus a
disparity of benefits among the districts. He then pointed out

that $38.5 billion appears generous for Anchorage schools, until
it is viewed on a per student basis; noting the districts 55,000
students. “To say that they’re getting additional funding over
rural schools that wasn’t adjusted for in the cost
differentials, I guess I'm just not ready to go there,” he said.

8:55:07 AM

REPRESENTATIVE KELLER related that he represents a growing
school district and has an appreciation for the plight it faces.

8:55:33 AM

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON opined that the shift was made to help the
areas that experienced an influx of students. However, the
reality is that when there is an influx of people into an area,
there are more people to help pay the property taxes to raise

the money for the municipality. Conversely, communities that
are losing students have to provide the same services, but there
are less people to pay property taxes. Representative Wilson

characterized the aforementioned as unintended consequences that
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deserve review in order to ensure that [the formulal] is fair to
everyone.

8:57:23 AM
REPRESENTATIVE EDGMON expressed his agreement with
Representative Wilson’s comments. He pointed out that in 2001

the Bristol Bay School District had 285 students and in 2009 it
has declined to approximately 130, but the district is still
required to pay the full 4 mills while the [mill rate] for the
Mat-Su School District is 2.7 and the Anchorage School District
is 2.9. Furthermore, the later two districts heat their schools
with natural gas. He expressed a desire to review the fairness
of this situation.

8:58:30 AM

CHAIR SEATON pondered the wisdom of using 1999 as the fixed year
base.

MR. JEANS stated that if the formula were calculated on a one or
two year look back, it would help areas that are experiencing an
influx of growth immediately. It appears that there have been
unintended consequences incurred by stipulating 1999 as the base
year. He said the state is paying an additional $73.5 million,
in FY2010, than it would had this provision not been adopted.
Also, by using this artificial, low required local contribution,
some municipalities are getting closer to their local cap. In
the next two or three years, hub cities, such as Anchorage, will
be achieving their caps and, he predicted, seek financial relief

from the legislature. He clarified that 1law disallows
additional 1local contributions due to the cap. This occurs
because the bottom part of the formula creates an artificially
low requirement. For example, citizens are being asked to
contribute $800 to public schools on a $200,000 home in areas
where the required local effort is four mills. Where the mill
rate is lower, as in Anchorage, the contribution is less. He

stressed that wages don’t always rise with the wvalue of a home,
and opined that there should be a uniform application to
calculate the required local effort, without using a base year
established 10 years ago.

9:02:39 AM
MR. JEANS directed the committee's attention to the table, in

the committee packet, titled ™“National Center for Education
Statistics” [Table 1.] In 2006, audited revenues from local,
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state, and federal sources indicate that Alaska is ranked number
five nationally, with 24.3 percent of its revenue for education
coming from local sources. This percentage includes operating
and special revenue funds, but not capital expenditures such as
bond reimbursement.

9:04:01 AM

CHAIR SEATON clarified that Alaska ranks five from the top of
the states with the 1least 1local effort [towards supporting
education.]

9:04:49 AM

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON asked for a comparison to other states
that takes into account the fact that Alaska does not have a
state income tax.

MR. JEANS stated that the formulas across the nation wvary and
there is no easy means for comparison; however, it is clear that
when comparing local support for public schools, Alaska ranks
fifth in the nation. In response to a question, Mr. Jeans
confirmed that the last column of the table indicates the [17.0]
percentage of federal support received by Alaska.

9:06:39 AM

CHAIR SEATON asked whether this percentage includes Federal
Impact Aid.

MR. JEANS said that the percentage includes all federal sources,
Federal Impact Aid, and special revenues.

9:07:07 AM

REPRESENTATIVE BUCH requested Alaska's ranking of state and
federal support for education.

MR. JEANS said that the department will provide that
information.

9:07:39 AM
CHAIR SEATON asked whether there are calculations on what the FY

10 spreadsheet would look 1like if "we carried it forward one
year or two years."
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MR. JEANS offered to provide a projection; however, he opined
that a one-year "look-back [is] going to be around the four [or]
five million dollars, just like the first year was. If you add
a two-year 1look-back, it's going to be somewhere around ten
[and] fifteen."

9:09:06 AM

CHAIR SEATON theorized on how a new borough, formed in 1999,
would not have a tax base. He asked whether, in that case, the
new borough would only be paying on 45 percent of the assessed
valuation "forever."

MR. JEANS agreed that it appears the statute would require a 4
mill contribution; clearly, such a scenario would require
guidance from the legislature.

CHAIR SEATON further asked whether this situation is the same as
the annexation of new property.

MR. JEANS said no, and stipulated that with annexation, the
borough already has a base; therefore, the annexed property
would only provide 50 percent of the increased value.

9:10:36 AM

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON observed that Wrangell became a borough
last year and asked whether its contributions will be changed.

MR. JEANS answered no, because Wrangell's property values will
be rolled forward.

9:11:44 AM

CHAIR SEATON spoke of the $100 increase in the base student
allocation and asked for the projected cost of that increased
allocation.

MR. JEANS noted that the $100 increase per student amounts to a
little over $22 million annually. Additionally, there are
increases scheduled for FY 10 and FY 11.

CHAIR SEATON surmised that the relative impact is that this

change requires approximately four times the amount of state
funding than does the increase in the base student allocation.
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MR. JEANS agreed, and pointed out that the funding increases in
the base student allocation, cost differentials, and intensive
needs total $57 million.

CHAIR SEATON stressed that education funding should be a
statewide component that 1s fair across the state, and he
encouraged discussion of the philosophy of education funding.
The Education Funding Task Force is counting on this committee
to review this complicated issue and determine a fair and
equitable plan for all of Alaska's children, he said.

9:15:24 AM

MR. JEANS concluded his presentation and then referred to a
letter to the governor from Mr. Dan Bockhorst, Borough Manager,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough. In summary, the letter explains that
when boroughs were [incorporated] in the state they were
promised not to be penalized [monetarily] by the incorporation.
Mr. Brockhorst stated that "required local effort" is a broken
promise and the Ketchikan Gateway Borough has been disadvantaged
in the amount of over $5 million - the amount of the required
local contribution to schools. Although the governor's response
to the letter is unknown, Mr. Jeans recalled that in 1988 the
Matanuska-Susitna  Borough  brought an unsuccessful lawsuit
against the state over a similar provision. He opined that the
required local contribution is legal. Moreover, taking the
required local effort out of the formula would leave the state
with two options: 1) providing additional state money to make
up the difference or 2) prorating to school districts the
remaining amount of money. Mr. Brockhorst’s suggestion to
remove required local contributions would reduce the education
budget by approximately $290 million; $230 million of 1local
funds, and $60 million in Federal Impact Aid.

9:18:36 AM

CHAIR SEATON referred to the response from Lynne Smith, Special
Staff Assistant, Department of Commerce, Community & Economic
Development (DCCED), to Mr. Brockhorst and asked Mr. Jeans to
determine whether the 1letter includes a request for a 1legal
opinion [on the 1legality of the required local contribution.]
He further asked for a comprehensive explanation of Federal
Impact Aid, its philosophy, the source of funding, and its
distribution, percentages, and caps, if any.

9:20:03 AM
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MR. JEANS said that Federal Impact Aid is in 1lieu of 1local
property taxes. The federal government pays to support schools
in areas of the state that are non-taxable due to federal laws
or regulations, such as communities in lands that were conveyed
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), or
communities within the Tongass National Forest. Federal funds
contribute to public schools on behalf of residents living on
non-taxable land, based on the resident student population.
Payment is made directly to school districts and is treated as a
local contribution, with some restrictions. About $60 million
statewide is received through this program for a total of $120
million to school districts; however, the department does not
consider the $60 million as a local contribution wunder the
funding formula.

9:22:24 AM

CHAIR SEATON assumed that military bases are considered non-
taxable and asked where that funding is reflected.

MR. JEANS clarified that military base funding is counted in the
state funding formula and "is in addition to the 4 mills." The
department budget starts with [the amount of] basic need,
subtracts [the payments of] required local effort and impact
aid, and the remaining balance is the amount of state aid. He
reminded the committee that Federal Impact Aid is non-taxable
and, as such, has nothing to do with the 4 mill local tax.

9:23:52 AM

REPRESENTATIVE GARDNER asked for an explanation of school
districts that have no mill rate requirements as shown on the
chart titled Mill Equivalent Change.

MR. JEANS explained that the areas that do not have a mill
number are the Regional Education Attendance Areas (REAAs) that
are not organized and do not have taxing authority. Clearly,
there are REAAs in the state that do have tax bases; however,
they are not incorporated and are not required to make a local
contribution. In response, Mr. Jeans further explained that
there are also areas that do not receive Federal Impact Aid
because they do not qualify or they have elected not to apply.

9:25:26 AM
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CHAIR SEATON observed that the percentage of aid for Haines
[shown on page 9 of the Public School Funding Program Overview,
Updated January 2009] seemed to be a conflict.

MR. JEANS assured the committee that the information provided in
the overview will be clarified during the Foundation Formula 101
presentation. In response to a question, he said the ratio
calculation, based on the actual local contribution and divided
by the required local contribution, is required by the federal
government.

9:27:41 AM

MR. JEANS, in further response, informed the committee that the
state can deduct 90 percent of the eligible impact aid. An REAA
is one category of the nineteen unorganized school districts
within the state; there are fifty-three school districts in all.

9:28:18 AM

REPRESENTATIVE BUCH observed that the committee must face the
dilemma of an economically and geographically diverse state. He
expressed his hope that members will be able to raise their
understanding of the capabilities of each region.

9:29:17 AM

REPRESENTATIVE KELLER asked for the definition of "impact aid
percent."

MR. JEANS responded that the impact aid percentage is the
required local contribution divided by the actual local revenue
collected to support public education in those communities. For
example, he noted that the Aleutians East Borough is eligible
for $718,000. Its impact aid percentage - the required 1local
effort divided by the actual local contribution - yields 35.72
percent. The department multiplies $718,000 by 35.72 percent,
then multiplies the product by 90 percent to arrive at the
deducted amount of $230,000. Furthermore, if the Aleutians East
Borough were an REAA, the calculation would be $718,000
multiplied by 90 percent. He then remarked:

Because they make a local contribution above what
they're required to do, we calculate that ratio, that
ratio is extended over to the impact aid, so they get
the same benefit under the impact aid program that
they get with their own local revenue.
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REPRESENTATIVE KELLER observed that a local contribution serves
to lower the percentage, and also as an indicator that the local
residents are "kicking in."

9:32:29 AM

REPRESENTATIVE BUCH turned the committee's attention to the
influence of energy costs on school district's budgets and
requested information from the Alaska Energy Authority (AEA)
regarding its findings on local energy costs. He suggested that
the committee obtain a more comprehensive view of possible long-
term local impacts on the cost of education.

CHAIR SEATON informed the committee that a task force mission
has been identified to scrutinize energy <costs and the
foundation formula. He stated his intent to bring up this issue
at a later date.

9:35:37 AM

REPRESENTATIVE EDGMON asked whether the 2004 Institute of Social
and Economic Research (ISER) study, that investigated the energy
cost differential, could be reviewed by the committee.

MR. JEANS advised that the energy component within the
geographic cost differential is to measure the ©relative
difference in costs throughout the state, not to compare the
rising costs of energy. Therefore, addressing increasing energy
costs and its effect on the cost of education is Dbetter
accomplished by supplemental appropriations.

REPRESENTATIVE EDGMON brought up the question of the energy cost
environment for 2009.

MR. JEANS offered to provide statewide energy cost data and to
explain how it fits as a component in the overall operating
budget. Energy costs routinely represent between less than 5
percent and up to 17 percent of the total operating budget.

REPRESENTATIVE BUCH reiterated the previous point that the
impact of energy costs on different regions must be part of the
overall view.

CHAIR SEATON added that high fuel costs punish Bush communities

for the year after purchase, whether the price of o0il goes down
or not.

HOUSE EDC COMMITTEE -17- January 26, 2009



9:39:56 AM

REPRESENTATIVE MUNOZ asked whether there have been community
incentives for energy efficiency in school projects through
Capital Improvement Projects and Debt Reimbursement grants.

MR. JEANS answered that grant programs are available for energy
efficiency efforts; unfortunately, those projects are not ranked
as high as projects for life, safety, and code upgrades, on the
department's priority list.

CHAIR SEATON asked whether new schools are required to be built
to an energy efficiency code level.

MR. JEANS said no, however, districts tend to employ architects
who have energy efficiency in mind. One issue that arises 1is
that new schools are generally 1larger than the ones being
replaced, and energy costs increase due to the expanded size of
the facility even though it is built to be energy efficient.

9:42:21 AM

REPRESENTATIVE WILSON expressed surprise that larger schools are
being built considering the current loss of population.

MR. JEANS assured the committee that every school construction
project is based on student population and projected population;
some schools are presently operating at 200 percent of building
capacity.

CHAIR SEATON noted the points of discussion for future meetings.
9:44:09 AM

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the committee, the House

Standing Committee on Education meeting was adjourned at 9:44
a.m.
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FY 2010 REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION DATA RANKED BY MILL RATE EQUIVALENT (COLUMN L)

COLUMN A COLUMN B COLUMN C COLUMN D COLUMN E COLUMN F COLUMN G COLUMN H COLUMN | COLUMN J COLUMN K COLUMN L
FY 2010 FY 2010 REQUIRED FY 2010 FY 2010 CHANGE IN PEE:E(’;‘.IE-/TI?E MILL RATE
DISTRICT REQUIRED N STJYBZS?éS’" CONTRIBUTION PROJECTED ADM Féé?\‘]:rORIR;UQTLf(IDRNED CONTRIBUTION REF(;Uzl??OElD CORl\El'QRllJéTJ?IJON REQUIRED JANUARY 1, 2008 FULL| EQUIVALENT OF
LOCAL CLAIMED BY DEED PLUS FY 2010 (EXCLUDING PER ADM (B/E) PLUS "SUBSIDY" CONTRIBUTION _FY 2001 TO CONTRIBUTION AND TRUE VALUE REQUIRED LOCAL
CONTRIBUTION "SUBSIDY" (B+C) |CORRESPONDENCE) PER ADM (D/E) FY 2001 TO CONTRIBUTION (B/K)
FY 2010 (B - H)
FY 2010 (I/H)

Alaska Gateway REAA $0, $0, $0, 343.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00|
Aleutian Region REAA $0, $0, $0, 37.00] $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00|
Annette Island REAA $0 $0 $0 268.00) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00% Not Formally Determined 0.00
Bering Strait REAA $0, $0, $0, 1,653.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00)
Chatham REAA $0 $0 $0 154.00) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%|  Not Formally Determined 0.00
Chugach REAA $0, $0, $0, 70.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00|
Copper River REAA $0, $0, $0, 454.25 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00|
Delta/Greely REAA $0, $0, $0, 785.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00|
Iditarod Area REAA $0 $0 $0 193.00) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%|  Not Formally Determined 0.00
Kashunamiut REAA $0 $0 $0 318.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00% Not Formally Determined 0.00
Kuspuk REAA $0, $0, $0, 326.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%|  Not Formally Determined 0.00
Lower Kuskokwim REAA $0 $0 $0 3,948.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%|  Not Formally Determined 0.00
Lower Yukon REAA $0 $0 $0 2,038.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00% Not Formally Determined 0.00
Pribilof Islands REAA $0 $0 $0 106.00) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%|  Not Formally Determined 0.00
Southeast Island REAA $0 $0 $0 167.00) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%|  Not Formally Determined 0.00
Southwest Region REAA $0, $0, $0, 633.50 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00|
Yukon Flats REAA $0 $0 $0 270.80) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00% Not Formally Determined 0.00
Yukon/Koyukuk REAA $0, $0, $0, 274.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| _ Not Formally Determined 0.00)
Yupiit REAA $0, $0, $0, 450.00 $0.00| $0.00] $0.00| $0, 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
North Slope Borough $11,158,305) $0 $11,158,305) 1,571.00 $7,102.68] $7,102.68 $8,741,954.00| $2,416,351 27.64% $12,970,040,362 0.86
City of Valdez $3,254,652) $0 $3,254,652) 682.00) $4,772.22] $4,772.22 $2,571,754.00| $682,898 26.55% $2,111,125,540 1.54
Municipality of Skagway $662,121) $0 $662,121) 95.00 $6,969.69] $6,969.69 $524,241.00 $137,880) 26.30% $327,866,300 2.02
Matanuska-Susitna Borough $23,355,306 $11,436,170] $34,791,476) 15,079.00 $1,548.86 $2,307.28 $11,919,135.00] $11,436,171] 95.95% $8,697,868,950 2.69
City of Saint Mary's $34,565) $16,562) $51,127| 180.00 $192.03 $284.04 $18,002.00 $16,563) 92.01% $12,781,800 2.70
Municipality of Anchorage $101,145,807| $38,501,977| $139,647,784] 47,464.25| $2,130.99] $2,942.17 $62,643,830.00| $38,501,977| 61.46% $34,911,945,900 2.90
Fairbanks North Star Borough $27,131,178 $8,274,493 $35,405,671] 14,075.00 $1,927.61 $2,515.50 $18,856,685.00| $8,274,493 43.88%) $8,851,417,870 3.07,
Denali Borough $702,934] $211,954] $914,888, 234.00 $3,003.99] $3,909.78 $490,981.00 $211,953 43.17%) $228,721,900 3.07,
Kenai Peninsula Borough $23,192,450] $6,988,799 $30,181,249 8,112.00] $2,859.03] $3,720.57 $16,203,652.00| $6,988,798) 43.13%| $7,545,312,290 3.07,
City and Borough of Sitka $3,604,320) $1,061,249 $4,665,569 1,268.00 $2,842.52] $3,679.47 $2,543,072.00| $1,061,248) 41.73% $1,166,392,200 3.09
City and Borough of Juneau $13,816,916) $3,841,730) $17,658,646) 4,840.00] $2,854.73] $3,648.48 $9,975,186.00| $3,841,730) 38.51% $4,414,661,600 3.13
Northwest Arctic Borough $2,105,556) $580,813 $2,686,369 1,854.00 $1,135.68] $1,448.96 $1,524,744.00| $580,812) 38.09% $671,592,200 3.14
City of Hoonah $139,041 $37,754 $176,795 115.00 $1,209.05| $1,537.35 $101,288.00 $37,753) 37.27% $44,198,700 3.15
Haines Borough $1,081,719 $148,961 $1,230,680) 261.00) $4,144.52] $4,715.25 $792,247.00 $289,472) 36.54% $342,797,800 3.16
City of Galena $95,616) $23,684 $119,300) 234.00) $408.62 $509.83) $71,933.00 $23,683) 32.92% $29,824,900 3.21
City of Nenana $95,907| $23,601 $119,508, 187.00) $512.87, $639.08) $72,306.00 $23,601 32.64% $29,877,100 3.21
City and Borough of Yakutat $231,990 $54,806) $286,796 101.00 $2,296.93] $2,839.56 $177,185.00 $54,805) 30.93% $71,699,000 3.24
City of Nome $955,700) $187,995 $1,143,695) 668.00) $1,430.69] $1,712.12 $767,704.00 $187,996 24.49% $285,923,800 3.34
Ketchikan Gateway Borough $5,259,305) $915,009 $6,174,314] 2,060.00 $2,553.06 $2,997.24 $4,344,296.00| $915,009 21.06% $1,543,578,500 3.41
City of Tanana $27,918 $4,582 $32,500) 40.00 $697.95 $812.50) $23,336.00 $4,582 19.63%) $8,125,000 3.44
City of Petersburg $1,147,665) $172,270 $1,319,935) 510.00 $2,250.32] $2,588.11 $975,396.00 $172,269 17.66% $329,983,800 3.48
Kodiak Island Borough $4,353,652) $606,712) $4,960,364] 2,535.00 $1,717.42] $1,956.75 $3,746,940.00| $606,712) 16.19% $1,240,091,000 3.51
Aleutians East Borough $450,128, $62,434 $512,562) 256.00) $1,758.31 $2,002.20 $387,694.00 $62,434 16.10%) $128,140,600 3.51
City of Cordova $755,869 $94,609 $850,478, 365.00 $2,070.87] $2,330.08 $661,261.00 $94,608) 14.31%) $212,619,390 3.56
City of Unalaska $1,674,958 $171,587| $1,846,545) 410.00 $4,085.26 $4,503.77 $1,312,800.00| $362,158, 27.59% $461,636,200 3.63
City of Dillingham $631,792) $46,718) $678,510 508.00 $1,243.69] $1,335.65 $585,075.00 $46,717| 7.98% $169,627,500 3.72
City of Kake $77,607| $5,349 $82,956) 95.00 $816.92 $873.22) $72,257.00 $5,350 7.40% $20,739,000 3.74
City of Klawock $137,801 $8,707 $146,508, 119.10 $1,157.02] $1,230.13 $129,095.00 $8,706 6.74% $36,626,900 3.76
City of Wrangell $624,990 $32,874 $657,864] 305.00 $2,049.15| $2,156.93 $592,117.00 $32,873) 5.55% $164,465,900 3.80
City of Hydaburg $34,396) $1,503 $35,899 60.00 $573.27, $598.32) $32,892.00 $1,504 4.57% $8,974,800 3.83
Lake & Peninsula Borough $279,808, $2,845 $282,653 364.00 $768.70 $776.52) $276,964.00 $2,844 1.03% $70,663,200 3.96
City of Craig $397,755 $0 $397,755 332.00 $1,198.06 $1,198.06 $413,016.00 -$15,261 -3.70% $99,438,800 4.00
Bristol Bay Borough $806,424] $0 $806,424] 140.00 $5,760.17] $5,760.17 $840,184.00 -$33,760) -4.02% $201,605,900 4.00
City of Pelican $46,270) $0 $46,270) 16.00 $2,891.88] $2,891.88 $49,161.00 -$2,891/ -5.88% $11,567,400 4.00
TOTAL $229,470,421 $73,515,747 $302,986,168| 117,624.70 $1,950.87] $2,575.87|  $152,438,383.00) $77,032,038 50.53%




FY 2010 REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTION DATA RANKED BY CONTRIBUTION PER STUDENT (COLUMN F)

COLUMN A COLUMN B COLUMN C COLUMN D COLUMN E COLUMN F COLUMN G COLUMN H COLUMN | COLUMN J COLUMN K COLUMN L
CHANGE IN PERCENTAGE MILL RATE
FY 2010 " SFUYBZSOI:[l)OY" FYCE)?\IJ-SRT:L?:IIC?I\IIED FY 2010 PROJECTED | FY 2010 REQUIRED CONiT?lZBOS'?'ION FY 2001 REQUIRED CRHEg’C‘J?REEl[I)\‘ JANUARY 1, 2008 EQUIVALENT OF
DISTRICT REQUIRED LOCAL CLAIMED BY PLUS FY 2010 ADM (EXCLUDING CONTRIBUTION PLUS "SUBSIDY" REQUIRED CONTRIBUTION - CONTRIBUTION - FULL AND TRUE REQUIRED LOCAL
CONTRIBUTION DEED "SUBSIDY" (B+C) CORRESPONDENCE) PER ADM (B/E) PER ADM (DIE) CONTRIBUTION |FY 2?)[1:(; '(l';)- " FY EY 2001 TO VALUE CONT(I;I/i;JTION
FY 2010 (IH)

Alaska Gateway REAA $0 $0 $0 343.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Aleutian Region REAA $0 $0 $0 37.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Annette Island REAA $0 $0 $0 268.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Bering Strait REAA $0 $0 $0 1,653.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Chatham REAA $0 $0 $0 154.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Chugach REAA $0 $0 $0 70.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Copper River REAA $0 $0 $0 454.25 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Delta/Greely REAA $0 $0 $0 785.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Iditarod Area REAA $0 $0 $0 193.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Kashunamiut REAA $0 $0 $0 318.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Kuspuk REAA $0 $0 $0 326.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Lower Kuskokwim REAA $0 $0 $0 3,948.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Lower Yukon REAA $0 $0 $0 2,038.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Pribilof Islands REAA $0 $0 $0 106.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Southeast Island REAA $0 $0 $0 167.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Southwest Region REAA $0 $0 $0 633.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Yukon Flats REAA $0 $0 $0 270.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Yukon/Koyukuk REAA $0 $0 $0 274.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
Yupiit REAA $0 $0 $0 450.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 0.00%| Not Formally Determined 0.00
City of Saint Mary's $34,565 $16,562 $51,127 180.00 $192.03 $284.04 $18,002.00 $16,563 92.01% $12,781,800 2.70
City of Galena $95,616 $23,684 $119,300 234.00 $408.62 $509.83 $71,933.00 $23,683 32.92% $29,824,900 3.21
City of Nenana $95,907 $23,601 $119,508 187.00 $512.87 $639.08 $72,306.00 $23,601 32.64% $29,877,100 3.21
City of Hydaburg $34,396 $1,503 $35,899 60.00 $573.27 $598.32 $32,892.00 $1,504 4.57% $8,974,800 3.83
City of Tanana $27,918 $4,582 $32,500 40.00 $697.95 $812.50 $23,336.00 $4,582 19.63% $8,125,000 3.44
Lake & Peninsula Borough $279,808 $2,845 $282,653 364.00 $768.70 $776.52 $276,964.00 $2,844 1.03% $70,663,200 3.96
City of Kake $77,607 $5,349 $82,956 95.00 $816.92 $873.22 $72,257.00 $5,350 7.40% $20,739,000 3.74
Northwest Arctic Borough $2,105,556 $580,813 $2,686,369 1,854.00 $1,135.68 $1,448.96 $1,524,744.00 $580,812 38.09% $671,592,200 3.14
City of Klawock $137,801 $8,707 $146,508 119.10 $1,157.02 $1,230.13 $129,095.00 $8,706 6.74% $36,626,900 3.76
City of Craig $397,755 $0 $397,755 332.00 $1,198.06 $1,198.06 $413,016.00 -$15,261 -3.70% $99,438,800 4.00
City of Hoonah $139,041 $37,754 $176,795 115.00 $1,209.05 $1,537.35 $101,288.00 $37,753 37.27% $44,198,700 3.15
City of Dillingham $631,792 $46,718 $678,510 508.00 $1,243.69 $1,335.65 $585,075.00 $46,717 7.98% $169,627,500 3.72
City of Nome $955,700 $187,995 $1,143,695 668.00 $1,430.69 $1,712.12 $767,704.00 $187,996 24.49% $285,923,800 3.34
Matanuska-Susitna Borough $23,355,306 $11,436,170 $34,791,476 15,079.00 $1,548.86 $2,307.28 $11,919,135.00 $11,436,171 95.95% $8,697,868,950 2.69
Kodiak Island Borough $4,353,652 $606,712 $4,960,364 2,535.00 $1,717.42 $1,956.75 $3,746,940.00 $606,712 16.19% $1,240,091,000 3.51
Aleutians East Borough $450,128 $62,434 $512,562 256.00 $1,758.31 $2,002.20 $387,694.00 $62,434 16.10% $128,140,600 3.51
Fairbanks North Star Borough $27,131,178 $8,274,493 $35,405,671 14,075.00 $1,927.61 $2,515.50 $18,856,685.00 $8,274,493 43.88% $8,851,417,870 3.07
City of Wrangell $624,990 $32,874 $657,864 305.00 $2,049.15 $2,156.93 $592,117.00 $32,873 5.55% $164,465,900 3.80
City of Cordova $755,869 $94,609 $850,478 365.00 $2,070.87 $2,330.08 $661,261.00 $94,608 14.31% $212,619,390 3.56
Municipality of Anchorage $101,145,807 $38,501,977 $139,647,784 47,464.25 $2,130.99 $2,942.17 $62,643,830.00 $38,501,977 61.46% $34,911,945,900 2.90
City of Petersburg $1,147,665 $172,270 $1,319,935 510.00 $2,250.32 $2,588.11 $975,396.00 $172,269 17.66% $329,983,800 3.48
City and Borough of Yakutat $231,990 $54,806 $286,796 101.00 $2,296.93 $2,839.56 $177,185.00 $54,805 30.93% $71,699,000 3.24
Ketchikan Gateway Borough $5,259,305 $915,009 $6,174,314 2,060.00 $2,553.06 $2,997.24 $4,344,296.00 $915,009 21.06% $1,543,578,500 3.41
City and Borough of Sitka $3,604,320 $1,061,249 $4,665,569 1,268.00 $2,842.52 $3,679.47 $2,543,072.00 $1,061,248 41.73% $1,166,392,200 3.09
City and Borough of Juneau $13,816,916 $3,841,730 $17,658,646 4,840.00 $2,854.73 $3,648.48 $9,975,186.00 $3,841,730 38.51% $4,414,661,600 3.13
Kenai Peninsula Borough $23,192,450 $6,988,799 $30,181,249 8,112.00 $2,859.03 $3,720.57 $16,203,652.00 $6,988,798 43.13% $7,545,312,290 3.07
City of Pelican $46,270 $0 $46,270 16.00 $2,891.88 $2,891.88 $49,161.00 -$2,891 -5.88% $11,567,400 4.00
Denali Borough $702,934 $211,954 $914,888 234.00 $3,003.99 $3,909.78 $490,981.00 $211,953 43.17% $228,721,900 3.07
City of Unalaska $1,674,958 $171,587 $1,846,545 410.00 $4,085.26 $4,503.77 $1,312,800.00 $362,158 27.59% $461,636,200 3.63
Haines Borough $1,081,719 $148,961 $1,230,680 261.00 $4,144.52 $4,715.25 $792,247.00 $289,472 36.54% $342,797,800 3.16
City of Valdez $3,254,652 $0 $3,254,652 682.00 $4,772.22 $4,772.22 $2,571,754.00 $682,898 26.55% $2,111,125,540 1.54
Bristol Bay Borough $806,424 $0 $806,424 140.00 $5,760.17 $5,760.17 $840,184.00 -$33,760 -4.02% $201,605,900 4.00
Municipality of Skagway $662,121 $0 $662,121 95.00 $6,969.69 $6,969.69 $524,241.00 $137,880 26.30% $327,866,300 2.02
North Slope Borough $11,158,305 $0 $11,158,305 1,571.00 $7,102.68 $7,102.68 $8,741,954.00 $2,416,351 27.64% $12,970,040,362 0.86
TOTAL $229,470,421 $73,515,747 $302,986,168 117,624.70 $1,950.87 $2,575.87| $152,438,383.00 $77,032,038 50.53%




ALASKA STATUTES
PERTAINING TO REQUIRED LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR SCHOOLS

AS 14.17.410(b)(2) states:

[T]he required local contribution of a city or borough school district is the
equivalent of a four mill tax levy on the full and true value of the taxable real
and personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second preceding
fiscal year, as determined by the Department of Commerce, Community, and
Economic Development under AS 14.17.510 and AS 29.45.110, not to exceed
45 percent of a district's basic need for the preceding fiscal year as
determined under (1) of this subsection.

AS 14.17.410(c) states:

In addition to the local contribution required under (b)(2) of this section, a city
or borough school district in a fiscal year may make a local contribution of not
more than the greater of

(1) the equivalent of a two mill tax levy on the full and true value of the
taxable real and personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second
preceding fiscal year, as determined by the Department of Commerce,
Community, and Economic Development under AS 14.17.510 and AS
29.45.110; or

(2) 23 percent of the district's basic need for the fiscal year under (b)(1)
of this section.

AS 14.17.410(d) states:

State aid may not be provided to a city or borough school district if the local
contributions required under (b)(2) of this section have not been made.

AS 14.17.510(c) states:

Notwithstanding AS 14.17.410 (b)(2) and the other provisions of this section, if
the assessed value in a city or borough school district determined under (a) of
this section increases from the base year, only 50 percent of the annual
increase in assessed value may be included in determining the assessed
value in a city or borough school district under (a) of this section. The limitation
on the increase in assessed value in this subsection applies only to a
determination of assessed value for purposes of calculating the required
contribution of a city or borough school district under AS 14.17.410 (b)(2) and
14.17.490(b). In this subsection, the base year is 1999.
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