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February 18, 2004

The Honorable Gene Therriault The Honorable Pete Kott
Senate President Speaker of the House
Twenty-Third Alaska State Legislature Twenty-Third Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol, Room 111 State Capitol, Room 208
Juneau, Alaska  99801-1182 Juneau, Alaska  99801-1182

Dear President Therriault and Speaker Kott:

The 2003 Alaska Legislature directed the Local Boundary Commission (LBC) and the Department of
Education and Early Development (DEED) to address matters relating to school consolidation.  Specifically,
the directive (page 10, section 1, chapter 83, SLA 2003) states as follows:

It is the intent of the legislature that (1) the Local Boundary Commission identify
opportunities for consolidation of schools, with emphasis on school districts with fewer
than 250 students, through borough incorporation, borough annexation, and other
boundary changes; (2) the Local Boundary Commission work with the Department of
Education and Early Development to fully examine the public policy advantages of
prospective consolidations identified by the Local Boundary Commission, including
projected cost savings and potential improvements in educational services made possible
through greater economies of scale; and (3) the Local Boundary Commission with the
Department of Education and Early Development report their findings to the legislature
no later than the 30th day of the Second Session of the 23rd Legislature.

The LBC and DEED joint report in response to that directive follows the conclusion of this letter.

The LBC and DEED recognize that certain risks were inherent in assigning joint responsibility for this
study to two separate agencies.  Notably, it was evident early on that divergent policy views by the two agencies
might lead to differing conclusions.
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In the end, however, that proved not to be the case.  In fact, requiring the two agencies to co-produce the
report resulted in a better product.  The LBC and DEED commend the Legislature (particularly Senator
Gary Wilken, the architect of the legislative directive) for undertaking review of this important public policy
matter and for having confidence in the two agencies assigned to the task.  Senator Gary Wilken was an
active participant in the study effort throughout the course of the project, including discussions concerning
the need for a few additional days to complete the report.

In the course of the study, DEED analyzed the economic effects of consolidating 10 small city school
districts (districts with fewer than 250 students).  The LBC reached the following conclusions regarding the
effects that consolidation would have on those districts.

State education costs would be reduced by $262,833 each year, or more than $190 per student in the
10 city school districts.

Consolidation would increase basic need (the entitlement for education funding) for the students in
the 10 small districts by $1,038,240, or more than $750 per student.

Consolidation would free up local taxes in the 10 cities by $1,088,642 annually, or nearly $800 per
student.

The sum of the economic gains noted above equals $1,740 per student each year, but prospective
benefits of consolidation extend well beyond that gain.

Many of the 10 small city school districts and the four regional educational attendance areas that
encompass those city school districts do not meet the statutory requirement for a minimum of 70 percent
instructional spending.  If consolidated, those fourteen districts would be merged into four larger
regional districts.

Creating four larger regional districts might improve programs and offer other educational benefits to
students.

Circumstances suggest to the Local Boundary Commission that the future of small school districts in
Alaska is unlikely to improve without leadership from the State Legislature in terms of school
consolidation.  Those circumstances include growing administrative burdens on school districts, generally
shrinking student populations in smaller school districts, and competition for increasingly scarce financial
resources.

Details regarding those conclusions are found on pages 65 - 69 of the report.

More than four decades ago, Governor William Egan, former President of Alaska’s Constitutional
Convention, made the following remarks in his State-of-the-State address to the 1963 Legislature:

The Honorable Gene Therriault
The Honorable Pete Kott
February 18, 2004
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Local government problems continue to be [the] subject of deep and understandable
concern.  Many areas need improved school systems, sanitation, fire protection, planning
and zoning, water and flood control, community water and sewer systems.  Organized
boroughs can provide these local government services.

Just weeks ago, Governor Murkowski echoed similar sentiments in his January 2004 State-of-the-State
address.  He noted that the key to Alaska’s future is financial stability.  Two components of his plan to
achieve that stability relate to issues underlying the study of school consolidation.

The third element of my program is that the costs of government should be borne as
much as possible by the direct users of services.

• My fiscal program expects that those who directly benefit from state services pay a
fair share — through modest fees and taxes that do not interfere with personal
savings and investment.

The fourth cornerstone of my program is local responsibility for local needs.  Local
governments should look first to local revenue sources to help fund schools, public
facilities, fire and safety services.

The LBC and DEED take the view that considerable benefit has already resulted from this school consolidation
study effort, and the potential future benefits are beyond measure.  Under Alaska’s Constitution, education
is a State function and a State responsibility.  How far the State Legislature pursues this matter will be
decided in time.

The LBC and DEED have one regret with respect to this study – time and circumstances did not allow the
two agencies to hold public hearings on the topic of school consolidation.  The LBC and DEED are in a
position to hold public hearings on the matter following the completion of this report in the event that the
Legislature wishes the two agencies to pursue the matter.

Alternatively, of course, the State Legislature could formally request the LBC to consider specific local
government boundary changes that would have the effect of school consolidation (e.g., borough incorporation,
borough annexation, city reclassification, etc.).  Under AS 44.33.812, the Commission would be obligated
to formally address such requests, which would entail a thorough review of the proposal and a local public
hearing in each affected area.

The LBC has outlined the following general recommendations to the Legislature regarding school
consolidation:

The Honorable Gene Therriault
The Honorable Pete Kott
February 18, 2004
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The Honorable Gene Therriault
The Honorable Pete Kott
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(a) Promote borough government.

(b) Establish threshold for school districts to relinquish school powers.

(c) Establish formal procedures for REAA boundary changes.

(d) Address the establishment of federal transfer REAAs through apparent local and special legislation.

(e) Remove disincentives for school consolidation from the education funding formula.

(f) Create incentives for school consolidation.

Details concerning those recommendations are presented on pages 51 - 59 of the report.

The report and other information relative to the school consolidation effort are posted on the Commission’s
Web site at <http://www.dced.state.ak.us/dca/lbc/lbc.htm> under “School Consolidation.”  The report is
also available on CD and may be obtained by contacting LBC staff at 907-269-4560.

Cordially,

Darroll Hargraves Roger Sampson
Chair Commissioner
Local Boundary Commission Department of Education and Early Development

cc:  The Honorable Frank Murkowski, Governor, State of Alaska
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Part I – Background

I am challenging all of Alaska’s educators, parents,
school board members, community leaders, and
residents to take a hard look at how our schools are
run.  We need to get more dollars from
administration into the classroom. Why do some
school districts exceed the state requirement of using
more than 70 percent of the funds they receive in
the classroom, and others do not? There is great
disparity in student performance from school to
school and district to district. Why are some of our
schools only able to show less than 10 percent of
their students proficient on a benchmark exam, while
other schools are able to show more than 90 percent
of their students proficient on the same exam?

The 2003 Alaska Legislature directed the Local
Boundary Commission (“Commission”) and the
Department of Education and Early Development
(“Department” or “DEED”) to review matters
relating to school consolidation. This document
constitutes the joint report of the Commission and
the Department to the 2004 Alaska Legislature on
the matter of school consolidation.

Part I of this report provides details regarding the
legislative directive for this school consolidation
study.  Part I also provides background information
about the structure of school districts in Alaska.
Additionally, Part I addresses the State’s central role
with respect to education through a synopsis of the
history and law.

A.  Introduction.

Public education is one of the essential
responsibilities of the State of Alaska.  Article VII,
Section 1 of the Constitution of the State of Alaska
sets out the State’s duties regarding public education
as follows:

The legislature shall by general law establish and
maintain a system of public schools open to all
children of the State, and may provide for other public
educational institutions. . . .

One key measure of the State’s commitment to
public education is found in the level of funding
provided for that purpose.  In the current fiscal year
(FY), the State appropriated $729,255,000 for public
education (K-12 support and pupil transportation).
That figure represents 33.23 percent of all general-
purpose appropriations for the State of Alaska during
FY 2004.1  The State spends more on education
than on any other service.

In a press release dated
June 6, 2003, Governor
Murkowski noted that sac-
rifices were made in other
parts of the State’s FY 2004
budget to fully fund educa-
tion.  The Governor stated,
“With full funding, I expect
full accountability by the education community in
improving student proficiency.”  In a letter to
Alaska’s school superintendents the same day, Gov-
ernor Murkowski noted that although
K-12 education was being held “harmless from the
budget reductions taking place in this year’s operat-
ing and capital budgets,” the education community
was expected to undertake a critical review of school
operations so that resources might be shifted from
administration to teaching.  Specifically, the Gover-
nor wrote:2

1 Source:  State of Alaska, Legislative Finance
Division.

2 The press release and Governor’s letter are included
in this report as Appendix A.
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B. Legislative Directive and
Proceedings for Review of School
Consolidation.

1.  Legislative Directive.

The 2003 Alaska Legislature directed the
Commission and the Department to address matters
relating to school consolidation.3  Specifically, the
legislative directive, which appears on page 10,
Section 1, Chapter 83, SLA 2003, provides as
follows:

It is the intent of the legislature that (1) the Local
Boundary Commission identify opportunities for
consolidation of schools, with emphasis on school
districts with fewer than 250 students, through
borough incorporation, borough annexation, and
other boundary changes; (2) the Local Boundary
Commission work with the Department of Education
and Early Development to fully examine the public
policy advantages of prospective consolidations
identified by the Local Boundary Commission,
including projected cost savings and potential
improvements in educational services made possible
through greater economies of scale; and (3) the Local
Boundary Commission with the Department of
Education and Early Development report their
findings to the legislature no later than the 30th day
of the Second Session of the 23rd Legislature.

The legislative directive calls for particular emphasis
to be placed on school districts with fewer than
250 students. In reviewing this directive, it is
important to recognize that the “250 student”
threshold is not a random or arbitrary number
selected merely for purposes of this review.
AS 14.12.025 provides:

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a new
school district may not be formed if the total number
of pupils for the proposed school district is less than
250 unless the commissioner of education and early
development determines that formation of a new
school district with less than 250 pupils would be in
the best interest of the state and the proposed school
district.

Numerical limitations (either minimums or maxi-
mums) set by the Legislature are considered under
the standard rules applicable to interpretation of
statutes (presumption of constitutionality) as well as
plain meaning.  A moving party arguing for a posi-
tion other than the plain meaning of a statute or
rule bears the burden of establishing legislative his-
tory that supports departure from the plain mean-
ing. K.L.F. v. State, 790 P.2d 708, 711 (Alaska
1990), rev. dismissed 820 P.2d 1076 (Alaska 1991).

The adoption of a number (e.g., a minimum of
250 students) is considered to be a reasonable num-
ber.  Courts will not infer that such a number is
arbitrary, but will presume it expresses legislative
intent over a proper subject to be governed by the
legislature. Courts give such numbers a reasonable
application.

Given the current limitation on creation of school
districts, directing that emphasis be placed on study-
ing those districts with fewer than 250 students has
a rational basis for analytical purposes.

Cathy Brown with the Associated Press wrote an
article framing many of the fundamental issues con-
cerning the legislative directive regarding school
consolidation issues.  The article, published on
June 6, 2003, in the Anchorage Daily News stated as
follows:

Consolidating school districts eyed

SAVINGS: Cutting administrative costs might
send money to classes.

Two state agencies are looking at whether Alaska’s
smallest school districts should be combined with
other districts.

Gov. Frank Murkowski and Senate Finance Co-
Chairman Gary Wilken, R-Fairbanks, are pushing
the idea, which is almost certain to be opposed by
many communities that would be affected.

3 Appendix B of this report provides background
information about the Commission and the
Department.
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‘Very frankly, we have too many school districts in
this state,’ Murkowski said at a recent news
conference. ‘I know it’s very
nice for each community to
have its own district, but there
are certain limits to how we can
best spend our dollars, and we
can reduce substantially
administrative expenses.’

Wilken included language in
the state budget calling for the
Department of Education and
Early Development and the
Local Boundary Commission
to look at opportunities for
consolidation, particularly in
districts with fewer than
250 students. The agencies are
to report back to the Legislature
in February 2004.

Seventeen of Alaska’s
53 school districts have fewer than 250 students, said
school finance manager Eddie Jeans.

Wilken said the study might lead to legislation
combining districts, perhaps as part of a rewrite of
the state’s overall school funding formula. But he
said he’s really just looking for information right now.

‘This is really a baby step to see if there are some
consolidation options out there,’ Wilken said. ‘It’s
always been a bit of concern to me that we have so
many school districts for so few children.’

In particular, he questions the need for four school
districts on Prince of Wales Island — Craig, Klawock,
Hydaburg and Southeast Island Schools. All but
Craig have fewer than 250 students.

‘That’s sort of the poster child for consolidation,’
Wilken said. ‘Why couldn’t school districts get
together and use common payroll, common
personnel, common purchasing departments?’

Other districts with fewer than 250 students are
Pelican, Aleutian Region, Tanana, Chugach,
Skagway, Pribilof, Yakutat, Kake, St. Mary’s, Hoonah,
Nenana, Chatham, Bristol Bay and Galena. Galena
and Nenana have larger enrollments if
correspondence students are counted.

Several of those districts are in Rep. Albert Kookesh’s
Southeast Alaska legislative district, and he’s not
happy with the talk of consolidation.

It threatens local control and raises a community’s
fears about losing its school, which is often the cen-

tral gathering place where ac-
tivities from basketball
games to dances happen,
said Kookesh, an Angoon
Democrat.

‘It’s the lifeblood of the com-
munity,’ he said. ‘Everything
centers around the school.’

Klawock Superintendent
Richard Carlson believes
any savings in administra-
tion would be eaten up in
transporting students and
remodeling buildings.

And he does not believe
education would be im-
proved. Klawock is proud of
its school, which has pro-

duced doctors, lawyers and graduates of prestigious
East Coast colleges, Carlson said.

‘The people of Klawock are fiercely independent and
feel very strongly that they should have the authority
to run their own school,’ Carlson said.

It’s not clear that consolidating school districts would
save the state a lot of money.

Under the state school funding formula, districts
receive money based on the number of students they
have, so the state would spend about the same
amount of money, regardless of which rural district
those students attend, Jeans said. However, he said,
if the combined districts had lower administrative
costs, more money might reach the classroom.

A 1992 legislative budget and audit report found that
about $5.3 million in administrative costs might be
saved through consolidation of schools that are not
in organized boroughs. That was about 1 percent of
what the state was spending then on its school
funding formula.

The report concluded that ‘relatively modest’ savings
was not enough to warrant extensive restructuring
of the state’s education system and the loss of local
control.
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Details concerning the legislative directive were
provided by Senator Gary Wilken in a letter to the
Commission and Department dated November 6,
2003.4  Senator Wilken noted that the legislative
directive consists of three distinct elements.  He
described the first of those as follows:

The first requires “the
. . . Commission [to]
identify opportunities for
consolidation of schools,
with emphasis on school
districts with fewer than
250 students, through
borough incorporation,
borough annexation, and
other boundary
changes.”

The language regarding
this first component of
the directive is not in-
tended to exclude par-
ticipation by the De-
partment . . . .  Indeed,
active involvement by
the Department is as
critical to the fulfill-
ment of the legislative
intent for the first com-
ponent as it is to the
other two components
of the project.  In this legislative directive, student
populations should be based on resident average daily
membership figures.

The term ‘boundary changes’ used in the directive is
to be broadly construed in a manner consistent with
constitutional records, rulings of the Alaska Supreme
Court, opinions of the Attorney General’s office, and
the previously expressed views of the . . .
Commission.  Specifically, ‘boundary changes’ may
include any action under the jurisdiction of the . . .
Commission (i.e., municipal incorporation,
annexation, dissolution, merger, consolidation,

detachment, and city reclassification).  For purposes
of this effort, the term may also include annexation,
dissolution, merger, consolidation, and detachment
to or from a regional educational attendance area.

Senator Wilken wrote that the second component
of the legislative directive calls for an objective re-

view of the arguments
for and against school
consolidation.  Specifi-
cally, he stated:

The second compo-
nent of the legislative
directive requires ‘the
.  . .  Commission [to]
work with the Depart-
ment . . . to fully exam-
ine the public policy ad-
vantages of prospective
consolidations identified
by the . . . Commission,
including projected cost
savings and potential
improvements in educa-
tional services made pos-
sible through greater
economies of scale.’  As
is reflected in the lan-
guage, this component
should also be a joint
effort between the . . .

Commission and the Department . . . .  I want to
stress that the language is not intended to limit the
examination to just ‘public policy advantages’ of con-
solidation.  The review by your two agencies should
be balanced and, therefore, address any public policy
‘disadvantages’ associated with school consolidation.

Senator Wilken noted that the final element of the
directive calls for the Commission and the
Department to issue a report on the findings of the
two agencies.  He urged the Commission and
Department to conduct joint hearings in at least
some of the potentially affected communities.
Specifically, he wrote:

The last component of the legislative directive requires
‘the . . . Commission with the Department . . . [to]
report their findings to the legislature no later than the
30th day of the Second Session of the 23rd Legislature.’
The deadline for submission of the report to the
Legislature is February 10, 2004.  I recognize that

4 Senator Wilken is the author of the legislative
directive.  A copy of his letter of November 6, 2003,
is included in this report as Appendix C.
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both the . . . Commission and the Department . . .
have heavy workloads and limited resources.
Nonetheless, it would be ideal if the agencies held
joint hearings in at least some of the communities
that could be affected by consolidation.

2.  Proceedings.

Following receipt of the November 6, 2003, letter
from Senator Wilken, Commission Chair Hargraves
and Department Commissioner Sampson wrote a
joint letter inviting input on the issue of school
consolidation from 150 interested individuals and
organizations.5  The letter was sent to the following
individuals and organizations on November 10,
2003:

Mayors of each of the 16 organized boroughs;

Mayors of each of the 18 home-rule and first-
class cities in the unorganized borough;

Presiding officers of each of the 53 school boards
in Alaska;

Superintendents of each of the 53 school districts
in Alaska;

Executive Director of the Association of Alaska
School Boards;

Executive Director of the Alaska Council of
School Administrators;

Executive Director of NEA-Alaska;

President of Alaska PTA;

President of Alaska Association of School
Business Officials;

President and Executive Director of Citizens for
the Educational Advancement of Alaska
Children;

Director of the Mt. Edgecumbe High School;

Acting Director of Alyeska Central School; and

Executive Director of the Alaska Municipal
League.

Noting that Senator Wilken’s November 6 letter
“provides important details concerning the legislative
directive,” Commissioner Sampson and
Commission Hargraves included a copy of Senator
Wilken’s letter in their joint November 10
communiqué to the 150 recipients noted above.
Recipients were urged to comment on school
consolidation.  They were asked, in particular, to
address the following two issues:

1. Given the considerable administrative and
managerial duties associated with operating a
public school district, at what point does the
best interests of Alaska’s children and the best
interests of the general public compel school
consolidation?

2. If some form of school consolidation is directed
by the Alaska Legislature, what options should
be considered first?

In terms of the first question, the November 10
letter from Commissioner Hargraves and
Commissioner Sampson noted that the 2003
legislative directive called for emphasis to be placed
on school districts with fewer than 250 students.
The letter noted that the 1986 Legislature had also
prescribed that new school districts must have at
least 250 students unless the Commissioner of the
Department determined that formation of a new
district with fewer students “would be in the best
interest of the state and the proposed district.”

The November 10 joint letter noted that no
standards or criteria have ever been adopted to guide
determinations when the creation of new school
districts with fewer than 250 students “would be in

5 See Appendix D for the joint letter, along with the
names and addresses of the recipients.
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the best interest of the state and the proposed school
district.”  Commissioner Sampson and
Commissioner Hargraves invited views on criteria
that should be considered with regard to school
consolidation.

Concerning the second question, the November 10
joint letter noted that school consolidation could
be brought about in a number of ways.  It again
referred to Senator Wilken’s November 6 letter,
noting that it “carefully outlines a multitude of
options.”

The Commission and Department recognize that
the two questions posed to the 150 individuals in
the November 10 joint letter were somewhat
nebulous.  To some extent, it may have been more
difficult for some of the recipients to respond in a
detailed manner without background and reference
materials, such as those provided in this report.

Moreover, the Commission and Department
acknowledge that some recipients may have been
deterred in responding to the November 10 letter
since it seemed to offer only a brief period for
response.  Specifically, the letter stated, “Because
the 2004 legislative session is fast approaching, it
would most helpful if you submitted your comments
to us by November 26, 2003.”

Eleven sets of written comments were submitted to
the Commission and Department by November 26.
Seven additional sets of written comments on school
consolidation were provided to the Commission and
Department subsequent to November 26.  All
comments are included in this report.6

The Commission and Department carefully
considered the written comments along with other
information prepared for this review, including
detailed profiles of each school district in Alaska7

and data regarding a number of school district
characteristics that are relevant to the issue of
consolidation.8

The Commission and Department met on the
following five occasions regarding school
consolidation.  Those were:

October 29, 2003;

December 17, 2003;

January 16, 2004;

February 6, 2004; and

February 13, 2004.

An initial draft of this joint school consolidation
report was posted to the Internet for public review
and comment on December 3, 2003.  A subsequent
draft of the joint report was made available in the
same fashion on January 29, 2004.

At a public meeting on February 6, 2004, the Com-
mission and Department discussed with Senator
Wilken the need for a short extension of time to
complete and submit the school consolidation re-
port to the Legislature.  Senator Wilken interposed
no objection to a brief extension.

Given the time and resources allotted to the task,
the Commission and the Department take the view
that the two agencies have accomplished as much
as is practicable with respect to the legislative directive
regarding school consolidation.  If the Legislature
wishes the Commission and Department to pursue
any aspect of this school consolidation review,
including hearings in potentially affected
communities, the Commission and Department are
prepared to undertake any additional efforts directed
by the Legislature.

6 See Appendix E.

7 See Appendix F.

8 See Appendix G.
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C.  Types of School Districts in
Alaska.

There are four different types of school districts in
Alaska.  They are (1) borough school districts, (2) city
school districts, (3) regional educational attendance
areas (“REAAs”), and (4) federal transfer regional
educational attendance areas (“FTREAAs”).

The four types of districts have certain distinguishing
characteristics.  In terms of this report, two
fundamental distinctions are particularly noteworthy.
The first concerns the geographic area served by the
different types of school districts.  Two of the four
types of districts are regional in nature.  Those are
borough school districts and REAAs.  In contrast,
city school districts encompass only a community.9

With regard to the fourth type of district, despite
their designation as federal transfer regional
educational attendance areas, the existing FTREAAs
clearly lack regional characteristics.

The second fundamental distinguishing
characteristic noted here relates to requirements for
local financial support of schools.  City and borough
school districts are required to make a local
contribution to aid their schools.  Specifically,
AS 14.17.410(b)(2) provides:

[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 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.

In contrast, REAAs and FTREAAs rely exclusively
on State and federal funding for operation of schools.

9 Appendix H provides additional information about
city and borough governments that is relevant to
this report.

Naknek School within the Bristol Bay Borough School District.
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An overview of the four types of school districts in
Alaska follows.

1.  Borough School Districts.

AS 14.12.010(2) provides that “each organized
borough is a borough school district.”  Additionally,
AS 29.35.160 provides:

(a) Each borough constitutes a borough school
district and establishes, maintains, and operates a
system of public schools on an areawide basis as
provided in AS 14.14.060. A military reservation in
a borough is not part of the borough school district
until the military mission is terminated or until
inclusion in the borough school district is approved
by the Department of Education and Early
Development. However, operation of the military
reservation schools by the borough school district
may be required by the Department of Education
and Early Development under AS 14.14.110. If the
military mission of a military reservation terminates
or continued management and control by a regional
educational attendance area is disapproved by the
Department of Education and Early Development,
operation, management, and control of schools on
the military reservation transfers to the borough
school district in which the military reservation is
located.

(b) This section applies to home rule and general
law municipalities.

There are 16 organized boroughs in Alaska, all of
which are listed on the following page in Table 1.
Each borough school district is ranked in column 1
of the table in ascending order with respect to
FY 2004 resident average daily membership (ADM).

The public school funding components for each
borough school district are also shown in Table 1.
Column 2 shows the basic need (i.e., the amount of
education funding to which each district is entitled
under Alaska’s education foundation funding

formula) for each district.  The glossary provided in
this report offers a detailed definition of the term
basic need and other technical terms used in this
report.

Column 3 of Table 1 shows the required local
contribution that borough school districts must pay
under AS 14.17.410(b)(2).  The required local
contribution does not increase the level of funding
for a borough school district.  Instead, it offsets the
reduction in State financial aid imposed exclusively
on borough and city school districts.  In that regard,
the required local contribution is, in effect, a State tax
levied exclusively on organized boroughs and home-
rule and first-class cities in the unorganized borough.

Column 4 of Table 1 lists the portion of federal
impact aid (PL 874) generated within each district
that is applied to the basic need for that district.

Column 5 equals the State aid for borough school
districts.  It is the difference between basic need,
minus the required local contribution, minus deductible
federal impact aid.

Borough school districts are permitted under
AS 14.17.410(c) to make voluntary local
contributions in support of their schools (within
certain constraints) to increase funding beyond the
level of basic need.   Column 6 of Table 1 lists the
voluntary contributions of organized borough school
districts for FY 2004.  Unlike the required local
contributions, voluntary contributions do increase the
level of funding for local school districts.

Column 7 lists the total funding (combined basic
need and voluntary local contributions) available to
the districts.
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T
able 1

A
D

M
 and Funding C

om
ponents for B

orough School D
istricts in A

laska
Fiscal Y

ear 2004

C
olum

n 1
School D

istrict
C

olum
n 2

B
asic N

eed
C

olum
n 3

M
inus

R
equired Local

C
ontribution

A
S 14.17.410(b)(2)

C
olum

n 4
M

inus
D

eductible
Federal Im

pact
A

id (PL-874)*

C
olum

n 5
E

quals
State A

id

C
olum

n 6
V

oluntary Local
C

ontribution
(A

S 14.17.410(c))

C
olum

n 7
B

asic N
eed and

V
oluntary

C
ontributions

C
ity and B

orough of Y
akutat

(resident A
D

M
 125)

$1,153,354
$201,923

$37,651
$913,780

$225,077
$1,378,431

B
ristol B

ay B
orough

(resident A
D

M
 195.4)

$1,956,553
$767,940

$236,252
$952,361

$273,315
$2,229,868

A
leutians East B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 280)
$3,906,853

$371,742
$302,952

$3,232,159
$528,258

$4,435,111

H
aines B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 304.9)
$2,473,968

$829,391
$0

$1,644,577
$508,833

$2,982,801

D
enali B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 305.8)
$4,296,905

$551,138
$1,944

$3,743,823
$725,512

$5,022,417

Lake &
 Peninsula B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 415.3)
$6,313,158

$255,003
$248,291

$5,809,864
$603,432

$6,916,590

C
ity and B

orough of Sitka
(resident A

D
M

 1,443.7)
$9,182,714

$2,677,839
$8,006

$6,496,869
$2,112,024

$11,294,738

N
orth Slope B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 1,810.5)
$18,991,880

$8,759,133
$1,604,082

$8,628,665
$14,232,835

$33,224,715

N
orthw

est A
rctic B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 2,023.2)
$22,697,537

$1,526,769
$1,584,520

$19,586,248
$1,688,724

$24,386,261

K
etchikan G

atew
ay B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 2,346.9)
$14,833,469

$4,488,957
$2,836

$10,341,676
$2,768,812

$17,602,281

K
odiak Island B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 2,621.6)
$18,734,235

$3,880,880
$606,794

$14,246,561
$4,227,476

$22,961,711

C
ity and B

orough of Juneau
(resident A

D
M

 5,360.1)
$32,450,120

$10,755,240
$0

$21,694,880
$7,110,060

$39,560,180

K
enai Peninsula B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 8999.3)
$59,983,705

$17,843,057
$0

$42,140,648
$13,783,066

$73,766,771

M
atanuska-Susitna B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 13,354.7)
$85,762,042

$13,404,794
$0

$72,357,248
$18,576,130

$104,338,172

Fairbanks N
orth Star B

orough
(resident A

D
M

 14,373.9)
$90,567,373

$19,800,718
$5,436,019

$65,330,636
$14,744,982

$105,312,355

M
unicipality of A

nchorage
(resident A

D
M

 48,586.2)
$279,387,870

$69,729,060
$5,323,297

$204,335,513
$51,761,574

$331,149,444

T
O

T
A

LS
(resident A

D
M

 102,546.50)
$652,691,736

$155,843,584
$15,392,644

$481,455,508
$133,870,110

$786,561,846

*
Public Law

 874, 81
st C

ongress, Septem
ber 30, 1950, or Pub. L. 81-874.
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2.  City School Districts.

AS 14.12.010(1) provides that, “each home rule and
first class city in the unorganized borough is a city
school district.”  Additionally, AS 29.35.260(b)
states:

A home rule or first class city outside a borough is a
city school district and shall establish, operate, and
maintain a system of public schools as provided by
AS 29.35.160 for boroughs. A second class city
outside a borough is not a school district and may
not establish a system of public schools.

There are 18 home-rule and first-class cities in the
unorganized borough.  Like organized boroughs,
home-rule and first-class cities in the unorganized
borough are required by AS 14.17.410(b)(2) to make
local contributions in support of their schools.
Table 2 on the following page provides the same
information for city school districts as Table 1
provides for borough school districts.

3.  Regional Educational Attendance
Areas (REAAs).

AS 14.12.010(3) provides that, “the area outside
organized boroughs and outside home rule and first
class cities is divided into [REAAs].”

AS 14.08.031 provides as follows regarding REAAs.

(a) The Department of Community and Eco-
nomic Development in consultation with the De-
partment of Education and Early Development and
local communities shall divide the unorganized bor-
ough into educational service areas using the bound-
aries or sub-boundaries of the regional corporations
established under the Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act, unless by referendum a community votes
to merge with another community contiguous to it
but within the boundaries or sub-boundaries of an-
other regional corporation.

(b) An educational service area established in
the unorganized borough under (a) of this section
constitutes a regional educational attendance area.
As far as practicable, each regional educational at-
tendance area shall contain an integrated socio-eco-
nomic, linguistically and culturally homogeneous
area. In the formation of the regional educational
attendance areas, consideration shall be given to the

Wrangell High School is located in the City of Wrangell School District.  The City of Wrangell is a home rule
city in the unorganized borough.
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T
able 2

A
D

M
 and Funding C

om
ponents for C

ity School D
istricts in A

laska
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C
olum

n 7
B
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C
ity of Pelican

(resident A
D

M
 15)

$276,405
$46,251

$0
$230,154

$0
$276,405

C
ity of T

anana
(resident A

D
M

 63.3)
$940,151

$22,973
$21,909

$895,269
$0

$940,151

C
ity of H

ydaburg
(resident A

D
M

 87.1)
$771,098

$32,980
$85,010

$653,108
$19,020

$790,118

C
ity of Skagw

ay
(resident A

D
M

 105.8)
$1,028,576

$459,390
$0

$569,186
$391,189

$1,419,765

C
ity of K

law
ock

(resident A
D

M
 147.0)

$1,338,999
$129,004

$132,926
$1,077,069

$207,462
$1,546,461

C
ity of K

ake
(resident A

D
M

 155.2)
$1,311,151

$72,538
$96,768

$1,141,845
$187,940

$1,499,091

C
ity of Saint M
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(resident A

D
M

 159)
$1,728,718

$17,869
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$1,131
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C
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D
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C
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D
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C
ity of C
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M
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$64,062

$4,601,866
$692,024
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C
ity of W
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(resident A

D
M
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$2,720,106

$593,989
$235
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$2,930,469

C
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$3,400,653
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C
ity of C
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D
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$685,035
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$4,215,984

C
ity of D
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$514,145
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$0
$3,544,210

$941,115
$5,426,417

C
ity of N
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e
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D

M
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$5,920,522
$798,141

$19,973
$5,102,408

$622,436
$6,542,958

C
ity of V

aldez
(resident A

D
M
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$6,070,356

$2,610,516
$2,742

$3,457,098
$2,072,168

$8,142,524

T
O

T
A

LS
(resident A

D
M

 5,775.2)
$64,246,542

$9,100,979
$645,919

$54,499,644
$8,506,840

$72,753,382
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transportation and communication network to fa-
cilitate the administration of education and commu-
nication between communities that comprise the area.
Whenever possible, municipalities, other governmen-
tal or regional corporate entities, drainage basins,
and other identifiable geographic features shall be
used in describing the boundaries of the regional
school attendance areas.

(c) Military reservation schools shall be included
in a regional educational attendance area. However,
operation of military reservation schools by a city or
borough school district may be required by the de-
partment under AS 14.12.020(a) and AS 14.14.110.
Where the operation of the military reservation
schools in a regional educational attendance area by
a city or borough school district is required by the
department, the military reservation is not consid-
ered part of the regional educational attendance area
for the purposes of regional school board member-
ship or elections.

(d) U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs schools shall
be included in a regional educational attendance area
boundary.

Currently, there are 17 REAAs. Table 3 on the pre-
vious page provides the same information for REAA
school districts as Tables 1 and 2 provide for bor-
ough and city school districts.   As reflected in
Table 3, unlike borough and city school districts,
REAAs are exempt from the requirement of mak-
ing a local contribution in support of schools un-
der AS 14.17.410(b)(2).

4.  Federal Transfer Regional
Educational Attendance Areas
(FTREAAs).

In 1985, the Alaska Legislature passed a special act
(Chapter 66, SLA 1985) authorizing four villages in
the Lower Kuskokwim REAA (Akiachak, Akiak,
Tuluksak, and Chefornak) to form a single
FTREAA.  The same act authorized the village of
Chevak in the Lower Yukon REAA to form a sepa-
rate FTREAA.  Legislative “findings and purpose”
for the special act were set out in Section 1 of that
Act, as follows:

Section 1.  FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.  Fed-
eral transfer schools formerly funded through the
Bureau of Indian Affairs in the villages of Akiachak,
Akiak, Tuluksak, Chevak, and Chefornak will no
longer receive federal funding after fiscal year 1985.
The legislature finds that these villages have success-
fully operated the schools on their own through con-
tracts with the Bureau of Indian Affairs.  Therefore,
it is the purpose of this Act to give these villages the
opportunity to continue to operate these schools on
their own by forming federal transfer regional educa-
tional attendance areas.

Creating “FTREAAs” by carving out relatively tiny
enclaves from longstanding REAAs established
under the standards in AS 14.08.031 is inconsis-
tent with those very standards.  The 1985 act pro-
vided that the proposed FTREAA in the Lower
Kuskokwim region could be comprised of as many
as four noncontiguous villages.10  The four villages
were defined in terms of the boundaries of the sec-
ond-class cities serving those villages at the time.11

The boundaries of those four cities encompassed a

10 Akiachak, Akiak, and Tuluksak are, respectively,
approximately 15, 20, and 45 miles northeast of
Bethel; Chefornak is approximately 100 miles
southwest of Bethel.

11 The territory within the proposed new district was
defined in terms of the corporate boundaries of
the four second-class cities serving the respective
villages (see Order and Notice of Election for REAA
# 23, Villages of Akiachak, Akiak and Tuluksak,
Office of the Lieutenant Governor, Division of
Elections, August 29, 1985).  The boundaries of
the city governments serving Akiachak, Akiak,
Tuluksak, and Chefornak encompassed,
respectively, 12, 3, 4, and 6 square miles (a total of
25 square miles).  Voters in Chefornak ultimately
rejected the proposition to be included in the federal
transfer regional educational attendance area, while
voters in the other three villages approved the
proposition. Thus, the new district (named the
Yupiit Regional Educational Attendance Area) was
comprised of three noncontiguous communities
encompassing a total of 19 square miles.  (The City
of Akiachak was dissolved on January 31, 1990;
and the City of Tuluksak was dissolved on March 7,
1997.)
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total of 25 square miles, which represented only
one-tenth of 1 percent (0.10 percent) of the 23,811
square miles within the Lower Kuskokwim REAA
that had been established a decade earlier.

In the Lower Yukon region, the disparity in size of
the proposed new FTREAA district to the
longstanding REAA was even greater than was the
case with the Lower Kuskokwim region.  For pur-
poses of implementing the 1985 act, the village of
Chevak was defined in terms of the boundaries of
the City of Chevak, a second-class city encompass-
ing only 700 acres (1.1 square miles).12  That area
represented less than six one-thousandths of 1 per-
cent (0.0057 percent) of the 19,303 square miles
within the Lower Yukon REAA that had been cre-
ated in 1975.

The 1985 special act purported to override the
statutory standards set out in AS 14.08.031
regarding establishment of REAAs as follows:

Sec. 2.  (a) Notwithstanding AS 14.08.031, the
villages of Akiachak, Akiak, Tuluksak, and Chefornak
may hold an election to determine if the villages shall
form a single regional educational attendance area
and the village of Chevak may hold an election to
determine if it shall form its own regional educational
attendance area, for the purpose of operating schools
in the villages. A regional educational attendance area

may be formed only if a majority of the villages of
Akiachak, Akiak, Tuluksak, and Chefornak vote to
do so in an election held no later than August 13,
1985. An election may be held in the villages of
Akiachak, Akiak, Tuluksak, and Chefornak, and the
villages in which a majority of the qualified voters
vote to form a regional education attendance area
shall combine to form a single regional educational
attendance area. If an election is not held by August
13, 1985, or if the villages vote not to form a regional
educational attendance area, the federal transfer
schools in each village become part of the regional
educational area in which the village is located.

In addition to the apparent conflict with the
boundary standards in AS 14.08.031, the creation
of a school district in the unorganized borough with
boundaries identical to those of a second-class city
seems to conflict with the spirit of AS 29.35.260(b).
The statute provides that, “A second class city outside
a borough is not a school district and may not
establish a system of public schools.”  While the

12 See, Order and Notice of Election for REAA # 22
Chevak, Office of the Lieutenant Governor, Division
of Elections, August 29, 1985. Voters in Chevak
approved the creation of the new district.  The
district was named the Kashunamiut Regional
Educational Attendance Area.

Table 4
ADM and Funding Components for FTREAA School Districts in Alaska

Fiscal Year 2004

Column 1
School District

Column 2
Basic Need

Column 3
Minus

Required Local
Contribution

AS 14.17.410(b)(2)

Column 4
Minus

Deductible
Federal Impact
Aid (PL-874)

Column 5
Equals

State Aid

Column 6
Voluntary Local

Contribution
(AS 14.17.410(c))

Column 7
Basic Need and

Voluntary
Contributions

Kashunamiut FTREAA (Chevak)
(resident ADM 365.6)

$3,606,810 $0 $1,186,336 $2,420,474 $0 $3,606,810

Yupiit FTREAA (Akiachak,
Akiak, and Tuluksak)
(resident ADM 439)

$5,152,092 $0 $1,626,399 $3,525,693 $0 $5,152,092

TOTALS
(resident ADM 804.6)

$8,758,902 $0 $2,812,735 $5,946,167 $0 $8,758,902
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second-class City of Chevak does not technically
operate the Kashunamiut FTREAA, the effect of
creating the district with boundaries that are
coterminous to those of the City of Chevak has a
similar effect.

In the case of the Yupiit FTREAA, it initially
operated exclusively within the boundaries of three
second-class cities.  Two of the three cities were
subsequently dissolved.  The jurisdictional area of
the Yupiit school district remains unchanged, but it
currently operates in two unincorporated
communities and one incorporated community in
the unorganized borough.

Only two FTREAAs were ever created. Table 4 on
the previous page provides the same information
for FTREAA school districts as Tables 1 - 3 provide
for borough, city, and REAA school districts. As
reflected in Table 4, unlike borough and city school
districts, FTREAAs, like REAAs, do not make a
local contribution in support of schools under
AS 14.17.410(b)(2).

When reviewing the 1985 law that allowed the
creation of the FTREAAs, one cannot help but
question whether it was local and special legislation
and, thus, unconstitutional.13 The following
summarizes the details that lead to this question.

1. The five communities named in the law are either
unincorporated or second-class cities in the
unorganized borough and had Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) schools;

2. under AS 29.35.260(b), supra, second-class cities
in the unorganized borough are not classified
as school districts and may not establish a system
of public schools;

3. under AS 14.08.031(d), supra, BIA schools are
included in an REAA boundary;

4. under AS 14.08.031(a), supra, the entire
unorganized borough is to be divided into
REAAs; and

5. under the last sentence of Section 2 of the 1985
special act, supra, the federal transfer schools
will be part of the existing REAAs in which the
villages are located if no election is held or the
villages vote not to form the authorized
FTREAAs.

In fact, in his review of the bill14 authorizing the
creation of the two FTREAAs, Attorney General
Norman Gorsuch questioned the constitutionality
of the legislation.  He stated:

In addition to the difficulties of implementation, the
bill presents a serious constitutional question under
art. II, sec. 19, of the Alaska Constitution. That
section provides that the Legislature shall pass no
local or special act, if a general act can be made
applicable.

Article VII, sec. 1, of the Alaska Constitution
mandates that the legislature shall provide for public
education in the state.  AS 14.08 is the expression of
a law of general application to the problem of
providing education services in the unorganized
borough. Indeed, the application of that statute has
resulted in the operation of the local high school in
each of these villages by an REAA. If AS 14.08 is
followed, all of the schools in each of the communities
would be operated by the existing REAA. The impact
of HCS CSSB 208(HESS) is to carve a special
exception out of the general statutory pattern to
accommodate the circumstance that the BIA chose
to operate these five day schools under contract with
the local village entity, which has no relationship to
the rationale behind the creation of the REAA’s under
AS 14.08.

13 Article 2, Section 19 of the Alaska Constitution
provides in pertinent part: “The legislature shall
pass no local or special act if a general act can be
made applicable.”

14 HCS CSSB 208(HESS) (Chapter 66, SLA 1985)
authorizing four villages in the Lower Kuskokwim
REAA (Akiachak, Akiak, Tuluksak, and Chefornak)
to form a single FTREAA.  The same act authorized
the village of Chevak in the Lower Yukon REAA
to form an FTREAA.
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The prohibition against local and special legislation
found in art. II, sec. 19, of the Alaska Constitution
limits all powers that the legislature might otherwise
exercise under the powers conferred upon it by the
constitution, State v. Lewis, 559 P.2d 630 (Alaska
1977), cert. denied 432 U.S. 901 (1977). While the
legislature has broad power to regulate public
education, it may be argued that this specific
application of its power is improper.

To avoid the prohibition against local and special
legislation, a bill does not require even application
in all areas of the state, but rather it must be
reasonably related to a matter of common interest to
the whole state, State v. Lewis, supra and Abrams v.
State, 534 P.2d 91 (1975).

Under Abrams, HCS CSSB 208(HESS) could be
found unconstitutional.  In Abrams, special
procedures were enacted for the establishment of a
new borough in the Eagle River area which was
already in the Greater Anchorage Area Borough. In
fact, the statute had no application, as here, in any
other locality and was at a significant variation from
existing statutory procedures governing the creation
of boroughs. These considerations led to the court
holding that statute unconstitutional. While it is a
valid legislative purpose to maximize local control of
public education, serious questions can be raised
when that local control, as in the case of HCS CSSB
208(HESS), is furthered without regard to the factors
that led to the creation of the state’s existing REAA’s
and without regard to the impact upon other school
districts of the transfer of BIA schools in general.

A better legislative response to the transfer of the
BIA schools to the state’s system of public education
would be the amendment of AS 14.08. By those
amendments, the impact of the BIA transfers could
be accommodated and considerations of local control
could be addressed throughout the unorganized
borough.

Notwithstanding our comments, if you sign the bill
into law or let it become law without your signature,
we believe that the legislation may be defended in
good faith. We reach this conclusion because of the
imprecision with which courts have addressed local
and special problems. However, its successful defense
is by no means certain. If you wish to veto this bill,
a draft veto message is enclosed for your use.15

Despite this caveat, Governor Sheffield signed the
bill into law.  To the Commission’s knowledge, the
legislation has not been tested in the courts.

D. Education in Alaska:   History
and the Law.

A study of school consolidation necessarily entails
an examination of the laws governing education in
Alaska.  The Alaska Constitution is the legal basis
of State education in Alaska.  The two provisions in
the Alaska Constitution that deal with education
are Article VII (Health, Education and Welfare) and
Article XV (Schedule of Transitional Measures).
Section 1 of Article VII provides in pertinent part:

The legislature shall by general law establish and
maintain a system of public schools open to all
children of the State, and may provide for other public
educational institutions. . . .16

Article XV, Section 3 provides in pertinent part:

Cities, school districts . . . and other local subdivisions
of government existing on the effective date of this
constitution shall continue to exercise their powers
and functions under existing law, pending enactment
of legislation to carry out the provisions of this
constitution. . . .

15 HCS CSSB 208(HESS), First Session, 14th
Legislature (Alaska 1985); letter from Attorney
General Norman C. Gorsuch to Governor Bill
Sheffield (May 21, 1985) (Department of Law File
No. 388-052-85), pp. 3 - 4.   The letter is attached
to this report as Appendix I.

16 In its entirety, Article VII, Section 1 of the Alaska
Constitution provides:

The legislature shall by general law establish and
maintain a system of public schools open to all
children of the State, and may provide for other
public educational institutions. Schools and
institutions so established shall be free from
sectarian control. No money shall be paid from
public funds for the direct benefit of any religious
or other private educational institution.
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As discussed earlier in this report, the public
education laws adopted by the Legislature are set
out in Title 14 of the Alaska Statutes.  Among other
things, those statutes create the Department;17

address the organization, government, local
administration (school boards), financing, and
construction of public schools; and provide for
education in the unorganized borough and military
reservations in the state. Those statutes also designate
each organized borough and each home-rule and
first-class city in the unorganized borough as a
municipal school district, required to establish,
maintain, and operate a system of public schools
throughout the boundaries of the borough or city
school district.  Outside those municipal school
districts, education in the unorganized borough is
provided through REAAs, which are also established
in Title 14, and FTREAAs as discussed elsewhere
in this report.

Consideration and adoption of educational oversight
provisions during the Constitutional Convention
were not without controversy, specifically in the
context of local government and control of schools.
The following is a description of that process made
during a study of the education question in Alaska
in 1968:

Such a provision [regarding school district oversight]
naturally met with great opposition from some
members of the convention. Delegates with close ties
to educational organizations, such as school board
members or school attorneys, objected most.

The classic arguments were all used:  Education is
the most important service government gives to the
people and should therefore be independent of the
rest of government. . . .  Education should not be in
an ‘inferior’ position to the general government and
its governing body.

Attempts were made to give school systems fiscal
autonomy, representation on the assembly, and full
local government power as equals to boroughs and
cities.

These arguments were rejected by the convention,
and schools were given neither corporate status nor
fiscal independence.  This should have ended the
question.  But it, of course, did not.

Education is a State responsibility primarily delegated
to local governments.  There is no legal question
that schools could be taken entirely out of local
control and operated and financed from the State
level. . . .

. . . .

 . . . [I]f the legislature decides to delegate school
functions to the local areas . . . , it is bound by the
constitutional provisions relating to local government.
Recognizing this, the state delegated to the boroughs
the school functions, while retaining certain authority
itself . . . .18

In a related review of education and local control,
the following observations were made:

We would . . . particularly note that in the Alaska
constitution, as in that of every other state, education
is a State function and a State responsibility.  The
State cannot abdicate its responsibility by delegating
complete control of education to local government.

. . . .

. . .[I]t would appear that the zeal of some to provide
unique features in Alaskan government, particularly
with regard to education, should be critically
examined.  We should urge some of the late-comers
to Alaska to review the tapes and transcripts of the
Constitutional Convention, which make it quite clear
that the framers of the Constitution did not intend
that education be a subordinate and subservient arm
of local government.19

17 The Department includes the Commissioner; the
State Board of Education and Early Development,
and staff necessary to carry out the functions of the
department (AS 14.07.010).

18 Billy G. Berrier, “Education and the Borough:
Integration,” in Ronald C. Cease and Jerome R.
Saroff (eds.), The Metropolitan Experiment in Alaska,
A Study of Borough Government, Frederick A.
Praeger, Publishers, New York, 1968, pp. 196  -
197.

19 Donald M. Dafoe, “Education and the Borough:
Autonomy,” The Metropolitan Experiment in Alaska,
pp. 235 - 236.
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In an analysis of legislative oversight of education
made shortly after statehood, a survey team of
educators and others prominent in Alaska’s
education community asserted the following:

Quite clearly, the Legislature has a continuing
responsibility for public education which it is not
free to delegate wholly to the uncertainties of home
rule. It would appear that it is free to abandon,
modify, or continue the present pattern of school
organization . . . . In 113 A.L.R. 1401 it is stated:
‘The school system or school districts are but agencies
of the state legislature to administer its constitutional
duty to maintain a system of public schools . . . .’ In
47 Am. Jur. 302, the authority of legislatures to
reorganize school districts is set forth with such
statements of the courts as, . . . ‘schools may be
continued or discontinued, and the school system
changed, or one system substituted for another as
often as the legislature may deem it necessary or
advisable,’ and ‘The fact that the legislature has always
intrusted [sic] the management of school affairs to
local organizations will not preclude it at any time
from changing the system so as to remove them
(schools) from local control.’ This seems to be the
situation in Alaska under Article VII and Article XV.
Local agencies for the administration of schools may
be reorganized under the constitution in any pattern
and at such times as the Legislature decrees by general
law. There is direct authorization for it and no
prohibition against it anywhere in the constitution.
There is a prohibition against extending to any local
school districts the unwarranted status of a local or
home-rule government.

. . . The Minutes of the Constitutional Convention
reveal no controversy over the mandate in Article
VII. Indeed, the status of local school districts did
not enter any extended discussion until Article X,
dealing with the power of local civil government, was
presented by the Local Government Committee. By
this time Article VII had already been endorsed and
delegates undoubtedly were aware of it as they debated
Article X. The minutes of January 19th (p. 16) quote
a delegate of the Local Government Committee as
defining committee policy to design a borough ‘by
which the people could largely exercise the broad
degree of power, except those especially reserved to
the state.’  Article VII obviously makes such a
reservation of public education to the state rather
than to local or home-rule government.

. . . .

With these discussions taking place after the adoption
of Article VII, it is difficult to find any implication
that any part of the constitution was intended to limit
the power of the Legislature to organize or reorganize
the school district structure of the state. Even in regard
to fiscal autonomy for school districts, the power of
the Legislature was regarded by delegates as
supreme.20

In the years since statehood, the Alaska Supreme
Court has, on several occasions, addressed education
issues and the intent of Article VII, Section 1 of the
Alaska Constitution.  Of specific note, the Court
has observed:

[The] constitutional mandate for pervasive state
authority in the field of education could not be more
clear.  First, the language is mandatory, not
permissive.  Second, the section not only requires
that the legislature ‘establish’ a school system, but
also gives to that body the continuing obligation to
‘maintain’ the system.  Finally, the provision is
unqualified; no other unit of government shares
responsibility or authority. That the legislature has
seen fit to delegate certain educational functions . . .
in order that Alaska schools might be adapted to
meet the varying conditions of different localities does
not diminish this constitutionally mandated state
control over education.21

The principle underlying the foregoing is that it is
the Legislature that oversees education in Alaska,
not school districts or school boards.  Those bodies
are creatures of the Legislature and have only the
powers and responsibilities delegated by the
Legislature.

Juxtaposing the law and history of education to the
school consolidation issues facing Alaska today, it
is interesting to note the argument against school
consolidation by the education community; e.g., the
Alaska Association of School Boards (AASB) and

20 Erick L. Lindman, et al., A Foundation for Alaska’s
Public Schools, Los Angeles, CA: Ford Foundation,
September 1961, pp. 55 and 56 (hereinafter,
Foundation Study).

21 Macauley v. Hildebrand, 491 P.2d 120, 122 (Alaska
1971) (footnotes omitted; emphasis added).
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22 Foundation Study, p. 57.

23 http://ltgov.state.ak.us/constitution.php.

the Alaska Association of School District
Administrators.  The AASB states that it “is opposed
to mandated school consolidation because it will
significantly reduce local control for a majority of
school districts in Alaska.”

That same argument was made during the
Constitutional Convention and during the transition
from a territory to a state.   The Foundation Study
conducted shortly after statehood succinctly
concluded:

The constitution, itself, stipulates in Article XII,
Section 9, ‘The provisions of this constitution shall
be construed to be self-executing whenever possible.’
Article VII is to be executed solely at the discretion
of the Legislature.  It seems quite evident that school
districts can be created, dissolved, or reconstituted
whenever the Legislature has time to study the
problems and decide upon solutions.  It may, if it
chooses, tie them into local boroughs but it is free to
decide otherwise.  Schools must be maintained
throughout Alaska whether cities continue or
disband, whether organized boroughs are created or
are voted down at every referendum, and regardless
of what form local government may take under
Article X or what laws the Legislature may enact in
the interests of local government.  Public education
is not a local municipal function except and until
the Legislature chooses to declare it so.22

The fact that the Legislature has granted a measure
of local control to school districts and school boards
does not mean that such control has become vested
by the passage of time with a level of autonomy that
cannot now be changed by the Legislature.
Education is specifically not a right granted to local
government or “local control” under the Alaska
Constitution.  The minutes of the Constitutional
Convention are replete with discussions dealing with
local government powers and are too numerous to
cite and discuss here.  They are available on the
Lieutenant Governor’s Web site23 and should be
reviewed by everyone dealing with educational and
local government issues.

In considering the foregoing, however, it is worth
noting that the mandate to the Commission and
the Department is to consider matters relating to
consolidation of school districts; it is not a mandate
to consider a diminution of authority extended to
school districts or school boards by the Legislature.
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Part II — Opportunities for School Consolidation
and Recommendations

(a) Indirect Circumstances that Might Lead to
Consolidation of Particular Schools.

Senator Wilken used the construction of a new road
linking two nearby communities as a hypothetical
example of indirect circumstances that might lead
to consolidation of particular schools.  Senator
Wilken noted that, “Since it is difficult to anticipate
such indirect circumstances, there is no need to
address them in the report to the Legislature.”

The Commission and Department recognize the
difficulty and futility in attempting to address indi-
rect circumstances that might lead to school con-
solidation.  However, information is provided be-
low regarding one specific instance where an indi-
rect circumstance might bring about consolidation
of particular schools.  The issue is addressed here
simply because the specific instance in question pro-
vides details on a broad range of effects that school
consolidation might bring about.

A proposal has been developed to construct a
29-mile road connecting the Nelson Island
settlements of Nightmute, Toksook Bay, and
Tununak.  The following is an excerpt from the
Nelson Island Subregional Transportation Plan
addressing the potential for school consolidation if
the 29-mile road is constructed:24

A.  Introduction.

Part II of this report addresses opportunities for
school consolidation.  Part IIB provides a largely
abstract overview of the various options for school
consolidation.  Part IIC addresses opportunities for
consolidation of specific schools, school functions,
and school districts.

B.  School Consolidation Options
– a Largely Abstract Overview.

Senator Wilken’s previously referenced letter of
November 6, 2003, identifies three specific options
for consolidation of schools.  Those are
(1) consolidation of particular schools,
(2) consolidation of school functions, and
(3) consolidation of school districts.  Each of those
options is addressed below.

1.  Option One – Consolidation of
Particular Schools.

Senator Wilken indicated in his November 6 letter
that consolidation of particular schools could occur
as a result of a number of situations.  He listed
three specific areas.  Those were: (a) indirect
circumstances, (b) formal boundary changes, and
(c) cooperative arrangements between districts.  Each
of those is addressed below.

24 Kuskokwim Architects and Engineers, Inc., Nelson
Island Subregional Transportation Plan (January 2003
(“Plan”)), Section 7.6, pp. 1 – 2.
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The road system connecting the Nelson Island
communities would be well received by the local
school district (Lower Kuskokwim School District).2

In the event that the communities were connected
by a road system, the school district would have the
opportunity to build a centralized high school with a
more effective distribution of students and teachers.
Presently the teachers must allocate themselves
amongst the student age population, which is not
evenly distributed.  Consolidation of the schools
would dramatically reduce operating costs for the
communities, allow for more diverse curriculums
[sic], and increase student comprehension and
educational level.

Reduction of operating costs would be observed
because a road connecting the villages would allow
the students to travel to a central location to attend
school.  This would eliminate the need for three
separate school locations.  Operation of one, rather
than three facilities would reduce the operation and
maintenance costs by a minimum of 50%. . . .

At the present time, the three study communities
have a student education level that ranks well below
that of Alaska overall.  The results for the years 1999
to 2001 rank the study communities on average of
75% in the lower quartile of the standardized
California Achievement Test, Version 5 testing.3

This means that 75% of the students tested ranked
at the bottom of the scale.  The state of Alaska, in
comparison, ranks less than 25% of the students in
this particular level.  Many factors are responsible
for the educational level of a student.  One of the
most significant reasons is the student teacher age
distribution.  The community teachers are responsible
for teaching many levels of students instead of
focusing on a particular age and intellectual level.
Another problem faced is the limited educational
curriculums [sic] that can be offered.  If a teacher
observes that a particular student has the capability
to pursue advanced studies, he or she does not have
the luxury of spending extra time with a particular
student in the hopes of advancing their educational
level.  If the communities were combined and a
central high school were established, those gifted
students could unite and participate in more advanced
curriculums [sic] such as those offered in other parts
of Alaska and the rest of the United States.  There
exists in all communities at least one exceptional
student that within the particular community he or
she would not be offered the opportunity to excel.
There exist numerous factors that these students must
face and overcome everyday.  It would be in the best

interest of the children of the Nelson Island
communities to do all that is possible to give the
students the opportunity that would otherwise be
denied them. 25

(b) Formal Boundary Changes that Might Lead
to Consolidation of Particular Schools.

Senator Wilken indicated in his November 6 letter
that consolidation of particular schools might also
occur through annexation or other formal boundary
changes.  One example where consolidation of
particular schools could theoretically occur through
a boundary change exists with regard to the southeast
Alaska schools at Mosquito Lake and Klukwan.

Unlike the Nelson Island schools discussed above,
the schools at Mosquito Lake and Klukwan are
already linked by road.  The two schools are roughly
8 miles apart.  It is not the lack of transportation
facilities that has impeded consolidation of those
two schools, but rather a matter of school district
jurisdictional boundaries.

The Commission and Department recognize that
issues surrounding the prospect for consolidation
of the Klukwan School and the Mosquito Lake
School are complex.  The head teacher at the
Klukwan School expressed the view that, “Our
legislators need to understand that there is more to
consider than mere dollars when addressing our
Alaskan children’s education needs.”26

25 In the Plan, footnotes 2 and 3 read as follows:

2 Mr. Damon Thomas, Lower Kuskokwim
School District  543-4800

Ms. Beverly Williams, Director Academic
Program, Lower Kuskokwim School District
543-4800

3 www.eed.s ta te .ak .us/DOE_Rolodex/
schools?ReportcardDetails.cfm

26 Personal communication (11/24/03), Cheryl
Stickler, Head Teacher, Klukwan School.
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The Klukwan School is operated by the Chatham
REAA, which has its central office in Angoon.
Angoon is approximately 150 air miles south of
Klukwan.27  The Mosquito Lake School is operated
by the Haines Borough, which is headquartered in
nearby Haines.

That peculiar jurisdictional arrangement exists
because the 892.2-acre (1.4 square mile) area
encompassing Klukwan is excluded from the
2,357 square-mile Haines Borough.28

The current school at Klukwan was constructed in
1985.  It has the capacity to accommodate
approximately 50 students.  However, at one point
in the 1980s the Klukwan School served about
55 students.  To serve that number of students,
storage rooms and offices were converted to
classrooms.

Forty students are presently enrolled at the Klukwan
School.  Enrollment in the Klukwan School has
increased significantly in recent years.  In 1999, only
12 students attended school at Klukwan. At that
time, the total population of Klukwan was 136.
Three years later, enrollment at the Klukwan School

had increased to 41 (a
241.7 percent increase).
The significant enrollment
increase occurred despite
the fact that the total popu-
lation of Klukwan de-
clined by 25 (a loss of
18.4 percent) during the
same period.

It is noteworthy that most
of the students that attend
the Klukwan School live
in the Haines Borough.
Specifically, 29 of the
40 students currently en-
rolled in the Klukwan
School (72.5 percent) re-
side within the Haines
Borough.

Klukwan School operated by the Chatham REAA.

27 There is no road connecting Angoon and Klukwan.
To travel to Klukwan from Angoon, it is necessary
to fly to Haines or travel to Haines by ferry, then
drive to Klukwan.

28 Klukwan has been an enclave surrounded by the
Haines Borough since the Haines Borough
incorporated in 1968.  Although former statutory
borough boundaries standards (former
AS 07.10.030(2)) required the exclusion of “all areas
such as military reservations, glacier, icecaps, and
uninhabited and unused lands unless such areas
are necessary or desirable for integrated local
government,” current law (3 AAC 110.040(d))
creates a rebuttable presumption that a proposed
borough with enclaves fails to meet applicable
borough incorporation standards. Today, the
Haines Borough is the only borough government
in Alaska with enclaves.  Appendix J provides a
summary of the incorporation of the Haines
Borough and the exclusion of Klukwan therefrom.
It also allows the reader to understand that forming
borough governments under the “local option”
process may necessitate concessions that might not
be required under the legislative review method.
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Representatives of the Klukwan School and the
Haines Borough School District cited a number of
circumstances often given as reasons that the
Klukwan School attracts students from Haines.29

Those are listed in Table 5.

While enrollment at the Klukwan School increased
significantly from 1999 to 2002, enrollment at the
Mosquito Lake School declined from 17 to 11
students (a loss of 35.3 percent) during the same
period. The school at Mosquito Lake was built in
1982.  It was designed to accommodate up to
30 students. Given its small and declining
enrollment, the Mosquito Lake School has often
faced the prospect of closure during the past four
years.

Historically, some students living in Klukwan,
particularly those in high school, have elected to
attend schools operated by the Haines Borough.
According to Haines Borough School District
officials, there are currently three students from
Klukwan attending Haines Borough schools at the
high school level. Klukwan students are attracted to
the Haines Borough schools because of the variety
of extracurricular activities offered.

Financial challenges in the Haines Borough School
District are not limited to the Mosquito Lake School.
Enrollment in all schools operated by the Haines
Borough, including the Mosquito Lake School,
declined from 425 students in 1999 to 331 in 2002
(a loss of 22.1 percent).  A portion of the enrollment
decline was likely attributable to a 4.6 percent drop
in population during the same period.  However,
in relative terms, the enrollment decline was far
greater (4.8 times) than the general population drop.

In February 2003, the Haines School Board voted
to layoff six teachers and one principal to cope with
declining financial resources.  School Board
members vowed to work to overcome the difficulties,
in part, by halting the loss of students to the Klukwan
School as reflected in the following article published
in the February 13, 2003, edition of the Chilkat
Valley News:

Table 5

Reasons Given That Haines Borough Students Are
Attracted to the Klukwan School

Cited by
Haines

Cited by
Klukwan

Klukwan class size is smaller and students receive individualized
instruction
Tlingit language/culture program offered at Klukwan
Some students do not find success in larger school settings but
thrive in a system that is small enough to meet their needs
Klukwan relies on traditional values and mores, students have
an opportunity to work in an environment that reinforces
respect for elders, peers, and the environment
Problems with bullying, harassment at Haines Elementary,
especially at the 6-8 grade level

Dissatisfaction with individual teachers

Availability of free transportation – most parents would not
transport their students to Klukwan at their own expense

29 Personal communication (11/24/03), Cheryl
Stickler and Haines Borough School Principal
Charlie Jones.
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Six teachers and a principal will lose their jobs
under a staffing plan approved by the Haines
Borough School Board Tuesday. . . .

But it could have been worse. After three hours’
discussion and an hour consulting with their
lawyer, the board restored the job of [a] physical
education and math teacher . . . shaving the district’s
fund balance by $63,000 to do so. . . .

Members said they hope to restore further jobs by
boosting enrollment, finding grants and convincing
the Legislature to boost education funding. . . .

Board members reiterated their distaste of the
layoffs and vowed to work hard to attack the budget
shortfall in other ways.

Lobbying the Legislature, stemming loss of students
to Klukwan, privatizing some janitorial work, and
enhancing Mosquito Lake School as a magnet site
are among the options being studied.

The Principal at the Haines Borough schools
noted that the loss of students from Haines to
Klukwan has adversely affected the finances
of the Haines Borough School District.
Specifically, he noted that the Haines Borough
School District could have avoided the recent
layoffs if the twenty-nine Haines Borough
students enrolled at the Klukwan School would have
attended school in the Haines district.30

The Haines Borough School District Principal
indicated that the administration and School Board
have been working on solutions to address the
matter.  Those include: (1) staff development to
address the bullying/harassment issue (resulting in
establishment of a “zero tolerance” approach to the
problem); (2) establishment of a “crossover
program” using the Borough’s special education
teacher to assist those students who are having
difficulties; (3) investigating and working to solve
any teacher/methods difficulties that are identified;
and (4) investigating the possibility of alternative
programs and financing/grants to start them.

If the Haines Borough annexed Klukwan, the Haines
Borough would be responsible for the delivery of
educational services to the community.  The Borough
would have the opportunity to consolidate the
schools at Klukwan and Mosquito Lake.
Consolidating the two schools would result in a
student population that would exceed the design
capacity at the Mosquito Lake School and would be
at or just above the historical capacity of the Klukwan
School.

Location of Mosquito Lake and Klukwan schools.

30 Personal communication (11/24/03), Charlie
Jones, Principal, Haines Borough School District.
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(c) Cooperative Arrangements between
Districts that Might Lead to Consolidation of
Particular Schools.

Senator Wilken noted a third circumstance in his
November 6 letter under which particular schools
might be consolidated.  That circumstance is related
to AS 14.14.110(a), which provides as follows:

When necessary to provide more efficient or more
economical educational services, a district may
cooperate or the [Department of Education and Early
Development] may require a district to cooperate with
other districts, state-operated schools, or the Bureau
of Indian Affairs in providing educational or
administrative services.

The preceding example of the prospect for
consolidation of schools at Klukwan and Mosquito
Lake also serves as an example where particular
schools might be consolidated through cooperation
between districts or through the imposition by the
Department of a requirement to cooperate.

2.  Option Two – Consolidation of
School Functions.

Senator Wilken wrote in his letter of November 6,
2003, that:

A second option for ‘school consolidation’ involves
the prospect for combining particular education-
related duties and activities.  Examples of such might
include consolidation of professional services such
as district management, accounting functions, grant
writing, or fulfillment of reporting requirements for
all districts in a particular region.  Another example
might be the opportunity for bulk purchases such
as supplies or fuel for districts in a large region.
While the . . . Commission might have contributions
to make concerning this option, the Department . . .
should take the lead with respect to the prospect of
consolidation of school functions.

3.  Option Three – Consolidation of
Specific School Districts.

Senator Wilken wrote as follows with regard to this
option for school consolidation:

In reviewing this option, emphasis should be placed
on the prospect for consolidation of school districts
with fewer than 250 students.  As noted earlier, the
review should be based on resident students, not
correspondence students.

In its routine reporting activities, the Department . . .
has, of course, already identified districts with fewer
than 250 students.  In addition to this list of districts,
the Department . . . should determine whether
consideration should be given to the prospect of
consolidating any school district with 250 or more
students.  If so, the department should advise the . . .
Commission.

The . . . Commission should address opportunities
for consolidation of school districts with fewer than
250 students and any other districts identified by the
Department . . . .  Consideration should be given to
the prospect of consolidation of school districts
through borough incorporation; borough or REAA
annexation; borough or REAA merger; borough
consolidation; borough, city, or REAA dissolution;
city reclassification1 or any other means that may be
appropriate.  Consideration should also be given by
your two agencies to possible legislative actions that
would accomplish school consolidation.31

The options noted above are generally described
below.

(a) Borough Incorporation.

Borough incorporation involves the creation of a
regional municipal government.  With regard to the
effect of borough incorporation in terms of school
consolidation, as was noted earlier, AS 29.35.160

31 In Senator Wilken’s letter, footnote 1 read:

1The terms ‘REAA’ and ‘regional educational
attendance area’ used in this letter include districts
formed under AS 14.08.031 and ‘federal transfer
REAAs’ formed under Chapter 66 SLA 1985.
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provides that, “each borough constitutes a borough
school district and establishes, maintains, and
operates a system of public schools on an areawide
basis.”  In other words, each borough government
constitutes a single school district that operates all
schools within the boundaries of the borough.
Within two years of incorporation, the new borough
must integrate all city school districts and REAA
school districts within its boundaries.  (AS 29.05.130
– 29.05.140.)

A region may be incorporated as a borough
government if it meets the standards established in
law (Article X of the Constitution of the State of
Alaska, AS 29.05.031, AS 29.05.100, 3 AAC
110.045 – 3 AAC 110.065, and 3 AAC 110.900 –
3 AAC 110.980).

Alaska’s Constitution calls for boroughs to embrace
large, natural regions.  To incorporate as a borough,
a region must have an adequate economy,
population, transportation, and communication
facilities to support the proposed borough
government.  Moreover, the population of the region
must be socially, culturally, and economically
interrelated and integrated in a regional context.  The
proposed boundaries must embody the
characteristics required of borough governments.
Also, the borough incorporation proposal must serve
the best interests of the state.

Alaska’s Constitution encourages the creation of
borough governments in areas that meet the
standards noted above.  There are two general
methods for the establishment of boroughs.  One is
through the local option method under
AS 29.05.060 – 29.05.150.  That method involves
a borough incorporation petition initiated at the local
level.  Under the local option method, approval of
both the Commission and local voters is required
for the establishment of a borough.

The second method is the legislative review method
under Article X, Section 12 of the Alaska
Constitution.  Under the legislative review method,
a petition may be initiated by the State Legislature;
the Commissioner of the Alaska Department of

Community and Economic Development; the staff
to the Commission or a person designated by the
Commission subject to 3 AAC 110.410(d); a
political subdivision of the state; a regional
educational attendance area; a coastal resource service
area; or voters.  Following review of the petition,
the Commission may submit to the Legislature a
recommendation for incorporation of the region.
In accordance with Article X, Section 12 of the
Constitution, if the Legislature does not reject the
recommendation, it takes effect.

Because of substantial disincentives to form
boroughs, the local option method has been
generally ineffective.32  During 44 years of statehood,
boroughs have been formed under the local option
method in which only 4 percent of Alaskans live.
In contrast, boroughs, in which 83 percent of
Alaskans live, were formed under the legislative
process over the course of a few months.

(b) Borough Annexation.

Borough annexation involves the expansion of the
corporate boundaries of a borough government.
Annexation results in the extension of borough
services, regulation, voting privileges, and taxing
authority to the annexed area.

Borough annexation may result in school
consolidation by bringing additional city, REAA,
FTREAA, or even borough school districts into a
single areawide borough school district.

32 For details, see The Need for Reform of State Laws
Concerning Borough Incorporation and Annexation,
Local Boundary Commission, January 2001
(hereafter “Reform Report”) and Unorganized Areas
of Alaska that Meet Borough Incorporation Standards,
Local Boundary Commission, February 2003
(hereafter “2003 Unorganized Borough Report”).
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Annexation is a constitutionally-established means
of fulfilling the purpose of Article X, Section 1 of
Alaska’s Constitution, which is “to provide for
maximum local self-government with a minimum
of local government units, and to prevent duplica-
tion of tax-levying jurisdictions.”

Alaska’s Constitution (Article X, Section 12) and
State statutes provide that corporate boundaries of
boroughs (and cities) may be adjusted.  Borough
annexation allows a regional government to accom-
modate growth and adapt to changing jurisdictional
needs and conditions.

Just as the Constitution encourages the formation
of boroughs, the Constitution also promotes the
expansion of existing organized boroughs within the
constraints of constitutional, statutory, and regula-
tory standards.

The same two general methods described earlier for
borough incorporation also exist for borough an-
nexation.  Again, those are the local option method
and the legislative review method.

(c) City Reclassification.

City reclassification means to change the classifica-
tion of a city.  Currently, there are three classifica-
tions of city governments in Alaska: home-rule, first-
class, and second-class.

Reclassification of any of the five home-rule cities in
the unorganized borough or the thirteen first-class
cities in the unorganized borough as second-class
cities would result in school consolidation.  As noted
earlier, any home-rule or first-class city in the unor-
ganized borough must operate a city school district,
while the law expressly prohibits a second-class city
in the unorganized borough from operating a school
district.  Thus, if a home-rule or first-class city in the
unorganized borough reclassifies as a second-class
city, the city school district is dissolved and respon-
sibilities for education will be transferred to the
REAA in which the city is located.

The same two general methods for city reclassifica-
tion exist as described for borough incorporation
and annexation.  Again, those are the local option
method and the legislative review method.  A city
may be reclassified if it meets the standards estab-
lished in law (AS 29.04.040, AS 29.05.011,
AS 29.05.021, AS 29.05.100, 3 AAC 110.340 –
3 AAC 110.370, and 3 AAC 110.090 – 3 AAC
110.150).

 (d) City Dissolution.

City dissolution means the termination of the
existence of a city government. As was the case with
reclassification, dissolution of any of the five home-
rule cities in the unorganized borough or thirteen
first-class cities in the unorganized borough would
result in school consolidation.

A city government may be dissolved if it meets the
standards established in law (AS 29.06.470,
AS 29.06.500, 3 AAC 110.280 – 3 AAC 110.300,
and 3 AAC 110.900 – 3 AAC 110.980).

(e) Municipal Merger.

Merger means the dissolution of a municipality (city
or borough) and its absorption by another existing
municipality.  Merger results in the rights, powers,
duties, assets, and liabilities of the dissolved
municipality (municipalities) being taken over by the
municipality remaining in existence.

School districts may be combined under this process
if two or more municipalities with education powers
merge.  Merger may occur through the local option
process or the legislative review process described
earlier.

(f) Municipal Consolidation.

Consolidation means the dissolution of two or more
municipalities and incorporation of the area within
the dissolved municipalities into a single new
municipality.  Consolidation results in the rights,
powers, duties, assets, and liabilities of the dissolved
municipalities being taken over by the new
consolidated municipality.



February 2004            School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

29

School districts may be combined under this process
if two or more municipalities with education powers
consolidate.  Consolidation may occur through the
local option process or the legislative review process
described earlier.

(g) REAA Boundary Changes.

There are no express provisions in law for REAA
boundary changes, except that AS 14.08.031(a)
provides that a community may vote “to merge with
another community contiguous to it but within the
boundaries or sub-boundaries of another regional
corporation.”33  Nonetheless,  as noted earlier, the
1985 Legislature detached two areas from existing
REAAs and established them as separate FTREAAs.

Further, on July 1, 1997, the former Department of
Community and Regional Affairs ordered the
extension of the jurisdiction of the Aleutian Region
REAA over the area formerly occupied by the Adak
REAA.  That order stated as follows:

Whereas, AS 14.08.031 requires the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs, in consultation
with the Department of Education and local
communities, to divide the unorganized borough into
educational service areas using the boundaries or sub-
boundaries of the regional corporations established
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act; and

Whereas, the Adak [REAA] has been without pupils
since 1994 as a result of the closure of the Adak
Naval Air Station; and

Whereas, the Adak REAA was terminated on
September 30, 1996 by order of the Alaska Superior
Court; and

Whereas, upon consultation with the Commissioner
of the Alaska Department of Education, I have
determined that it is appropriate to include Adak
within the boundaries of the Aleutian Region REAA;
and

Whereas, a duly noticed public hearing was
conducted by the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs on June 30, 1997, and all objections
expressed therein have been considered:

ORDER

I, Mike Irwin, hereby order that the jurisdiction of
the Aleutian Region REAA is extended to include
the area formerly occupied by the Adak REAA.

The action taken by the former Department of
Community and Regional Affairs could be
alternatively described as an REAA annexation or
merger.

C.  Opportunities for
Consolidation of Specific Schools,
School Functions, and School
Districts.

1.  Opportunities for Consolidation of
Specific Schools.

(a)  Opportunities for Consolidation of Specific
Schools through Boundary Changes.

In his letter of November 6, Senator Wilken called
upon the Department of Education and Early
Development to “advise the . . . Commission of
particular schools in Alaska that might lend
themselves to consolidation through boundary
changes.”  The Senator stated that once the
information is available, the “ . . . Commission
should then address the prospects for accomplishing
consolidation of those schools through boundary
changes.”

33 In its entirety, AS 14.08.031(a) states:

The Department of Community and Economic
Development in consultation with the Department
of Education and Early Development and local
communities shall divide the unorganized borough
into educational service areas using the boundaries
or sub-boundaries of the regional corporations
established under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act, unless by referendum a community
votes to merge with another community contiguous
to it but within the boundaries or sub-boundaries
of another regional corporation.
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The Department of Education and Early
Development declined to advise the Local Boundary
Commission of specific schools that might benefit
from consolidation through boundary changes.
Instead, the Department took the position that its
role in this study effort would be limited to providing
financial analysis of consolidation proposals only
after the Commission or others have identified
specific opportunities for school consolidation.

(b)  Opportunities for Consolidation of
Specific Schools through Voluntary or Directed
Cooperation.

In his letter of November 6, Senator Wilken called
upon the Department to identify opportunities for
consolidation of particular schools through
AS 14.14.110(a) which states, “When necessary to
provide more efficient or more economical
educational services, a district may cooperate or the
[Department] may require a district to cooperate with
other districts, state-operated schools, or the Bureau
of Indian Affairs in providing educational or
administrative services.” Of course, if the
Commission has views on the topic, those views
should also be considered.

The Department did not identify specific
opportunities for consolidation of particular schools
through AS 14.14.110(a)(2).

2.  Opportunities for Consolidation of
Specific School Functions.

In his letter of November 6, Senator Wilken called
upon the Department to take the lead with respect
to addressing the prospect for consolidation of school
functions.   He offered examples such as district
management, accounting functions, grant writing,
or fulfillment of reporting requirements for all
districts in a particular region.  Other examples
offered by the Senator included the opportunity for
bulk purchases such as supplies or fuel for districts
in a large region.

The Department did not name any particular school
functions such as district management or fulfillment
of reporting requirements that might be consolidated
among districts.

3.  Opportunities for Consolidation of
Specific School Districts.

This portion of the report addresses opportunities
for consolidation of specific school districts.  The
legislative directive calls on the Commission and
Department to place “emphasis on school districts
with fewer than 250 students, through borough
incorporation, borough annexation, and other
boundary changes.”  This portion of the report
begins with a review of how borough incorporation
and annexation would bring about consolidation
of schools.

(a)  Borough Incorporation.

Alaska’s first statutes regarding borough government,
enacted under the Borough Act of 1961, established
a single unorganized borough comprised of all of
Alaska not within organized boroughs.34  Since there
were no organized boroughs at that time, the entire
state was initially configured as a single unorganized
borough.

Alaska is a huge state with tremendous diversity in
terms of social, cultural, economic, transportation,
geographic, and other relevant characteristics.  Thus,
creating a single residual unorganized borough
disregarded the constitutional requirement that each
borough must embrace an area of common interests.

34 Ch. 146, SLA 1961.
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Even today, the residual unorganized borough
encompasses an estimated 374,843 square miles.
That figure represents 57 percent of Alaska – an
area larger than the countries of France and Germany
combined.

In the late 1980s, the Commission received a
number of competing proposals to annex and
incorporate various portions of the unorganized
borough.35  The Commission concluded that it
would be best to examine those and future borough
proposals in the context of model boundaries based
on constitutional, statutory, and regulatory standards
for borough incorporation.

Consequently, in 1990 the Commission initiated
the effort to define model borough boundaries within
the vast and diverse unorganized borough using
borough boundary standards established in law.  The
project was completed at the end of 1992.  The
Alaska Legislature appropriated funding for the
project.  The Commission conducted hearings
regarding model borough boundaries in person or
by teleconference in 88 communities.

The result today is 18 different model unorganized
boroughs.  In addition, the Commission identified
5 parts of the unorganized borough that were
determined to have greater social, cultural, economic,
geographic, transportation, and other ties to existing
organized boroughs vis-à-vis any of the eighteen
unorganized model boroughs.  If educational services
were delivered in terms of model boroughs, the
number of school districts in the unorganized
borough would drop by more than half (from 37 to
18).

Model borough boundaries are rooted in Alaska’s
Constitution.  Article X, Section 3 of the Constitu-
tion requires that all of Alaska be divided into bor-
oughs, organized or unorganized.  The division of
Alaska into boroughs must be in accordance with
standards including population, geography,
economy, transportation, and other factors.  The
Constitution requires that each organized and un-

organized borough embrace an area and population
with common interests.  In addition, Article X, Sec-
tion 1 of Alaska’s Constitution favors a minimum
number of boroughs.

Model borough boundaries are central to the
examination of the prospect for consolidation of
many of the smaller school districts through borough
incorporation and annexation.36

As noted earlier, 17 of the 53 school districts in
Alaska (32 percent) have fewer than 250 students.
Thirteen of those small districts, together with
7 somewhat larger unorganized borough school
districts (≥250 students) are within the 8 model
boroughs discussed below ((i) - (viii)).  If boroughs
formed along the lines of those 8 model boroughs,
it would result in the consolidation of 20 school
districts in the unorganized borough into 8 organized
borough school districts.

(i) Glacier Bay Model Borough.

The Glacier Bay Model Borough encompasses the
City of Pelican School District, the City of Hoonah
School District, and portions of the Chatham
REAA.37  Each of those 3 school districts has fewer
than 250 students.

35 See Appendix K, which provides detailed
background about model borough boundaries.

36 Appendix K.

37 The communities of Klukwan (enrollment 41) and
Angoon (enrollment 125), although part of the
Chatham REAA, are not part of the Glacier Bay
Model Borough.  Thus, the enrollment of the
prospective Glacier Bay Model Borough excludes
the students at Klukwan and Angoon.  It is noted,
however, that when the Commission prepared its
2003 Unorganized Borough Report, Commission
members discussed the prospect that a Glacier Bay
Borough might include the community of Angoon.
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The City of Pelican School District has the fewest
number of students of all school districts in Alaska.
In FY 2004, the Pelican School District served only
15 students (resident ADM).  The City of Pelican
School District has an “enrollment gap” of
94 percent.38  In the past twelve years, the number
of students enrolled in the Pelican City School
District dropped by 67.3 percent.

The City of Hoonah School District had a resident
ADM of 180.2 in FY 2004. The enrollment gap
for the Hoonah School District is 27.9 percent.  In
the past twelve years, the number of students enrolled
in the Hoonah City School District declined by more
than 23 percent.

In FY 2004, the resident ADM of
students attending school in the
Chatham REAA was 218.4 students.
The enrollment gap for the Chatham
REAA is 12.6 percent.  In the past
twelve years, the number of students
attending school in the Chatham
REAA has dropped by 42 percent.

In 1998, the Alaska Legislature es-
tablished a fundamental policy con-
cerning the percentage of operating
funds that must be spent on instruc-
tion.  The policy was enacted as a
law requiring that each school dis-
trict must spend at least 70 percent
of its operating funds on instruction
(AS 14.17.520).

The requirement concerning spending for instruc-
tion was phased in over a three-year period. In 1999,
each district had to spend at least 60 percent of its
operating funds on instruction. In 2000, the require-
ment increased to 65 percent.  Beginning in 2001,
each district had to spend at least 70 percent on
instruction.

The State Board of Education is permitted to grant
waivers if it determines that “the district’s failure to
meet the expenditure requirements of this section
was due to circumstances beyond the control of the
district” (AS 14.17.520(d)).

All three school districts in the Glacier Bay Model
Borough have sought and received waivers from the
State Board of Education concerning the required
minimum expenditure for instruction for the past
several years.  The Pelican City School District has

38 Enrollment gap is the difference between the
250-student threshold established in AS 14.12.025
and the most recent ADM for a district with fewer
than 250 students.

City of Pelican School.
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required waivers for the
past four years.  Its current
level of expenditures for
instruction is 63 percent
of operating expenses –
7 percentage points below
the threshold.

The City of Hoonah
School District has
required waivers for the
past five years. Hoonah’s
present expenditures for
instruction amount to
60 percent of operating
expenses – 10 percentage
points below the threshold.

The Chatham REAA has required waivers for the
past four years. Its current level of expenditures for
instruction is 69 percent of operating expenses –
1 percentage point below the threshold.

If the Glacier Bay Borough were formed, it would
consolidate the Pelican City School District, the
Hoonah City School District and portions of the
Chatham REAA into a single district.  The Glacier
Bay Borough School District would have an esti-
mated enrollment of 252 (1.6 percent) above the
250-student threshold. 39

It is noteworthy that the Commission determined
in 2003 that the Glacier Bay Model Borough meets
all of the standards for borough incorporation.40

Additionally, it is noted that local residents in the
Glacier Bay Model Borough have recently taken steps
to draft a petition for borough incorporation.  No
petition, however, has yet been filed with the
Commission.

(ii) Aleutians West Model Borough.

The Aleutians West Model Borough encompasses
the Aleutian Region REAA and the City of Unalaska
School District.

The Aleutian Region REAA has the second lowest
enrollment among all school districts in Alaska.  In
FY 2004, the Aleutian Region REAA served only
42.1 students (resident ADM).  Thus, the Aleutian
Region REAA has an enrollment gap of
83.2 percent.

39 The projected enrollment figure consists of
15 students at Pelican, 180 students at Hoonah,
45 students at Gustavus, and 12 students at Tenakee
Springs.  It does not include 125 students at
Angoon or 45 students at Klukwan which are served
by the Chatham REAA but are not within the
Glacier Bay Model Borough boundaries.  Again, it
is noted, however, that when the Commission
prepared its 2003 Unorganized Borough Report,
Commission members discussed the prospect that
a Glacier Bay Borough might include the
community of Angoon.

40 See 2003 Unorganized Borough Report.
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The Aleutian Region REAA has
required waivers of the previously
noted threshold for instructional
spending in five of the six years
that the requirement has been in
place.  The exception was
FY 2003.  Presently, the existing
level of expenditures for instruc-
tion in the district is 66 percent
of operating expenses – 4 per-
centage points below the thresh-
old.  The City of Unalaska
School District has never re-
quired a waiver.

In FY 2004, the City of
Unalaska School District re-
corded an ADM of 398.6.  If the
Aleutians West Borough were
formed, it would consolidate the
Aleutian Region REAA and the City of Unalaska
School District.  The resulting district would have
an ADM of 440.7.  That figure is 76.3 percent above
the 250-student threshold.

It is noteworthy that the Commission determined
in 2003 that the Aleutians West Model Borough
meets all of the standards for borough
incorporation.41

(iii) Yukon-Koyukuk Model Borough.

The Yukon-Koyukuk Model Borough encompasses
the Tanana City School District, Galena City School
District, and Yukon-Koyukuk REAA.  Each of the
city school districts has a resident ADM below the
250-student threshold.  Specifically, the City of
Tanana School District is the third smallest district
in Alaska with an FY 2004 resident ADM of 63.3.

The comparable figure for the City of Galena School
District is 229.  The enrollment gaps for the Tanana
District and the Galena District are, respectively,
74.7 percent and 8.4 percent.

The City of Tanana School District has required
waivers of the previously noted instructional
expenditure threshold for the last five years.
Currently, it spends 51 percent of its operating funds
on instruction.  That level is 19 percentage points
below the threshold.  The City of Galena School
District has never required a waiver during the past
six years that the threshold has been in place.

If the Yukon-Koyukuk Borough were formed, the
three districts noted above would be consolidated
into a single school district.  The size of that district,
based on FY 2004 resident ADMs, would be
equivalent to 727 students.  That figure exceeds the
250-student threshold by 477 (190.8 percent).

The Commission’s 2003 Unorganized Borough Study
did not identify the Yukon-Koyukuk Model Borough
as a region that meets all of the standards for borough
incorporation.

41 See 2003 Unorganized Borough Report.
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(iv) Prince William Sound
Model Borough.

The Prince William Sound
Model Borough encom-
passes the Chugach Region
REAA, the City of Cordova
School District, and the City
of Valdez School District.

The Chugach Region
REAA is the fourth small-
est school district in Alaska
in terms of numbers of stu-
dents.  In FY 2004, the
Chugach Region REAA
served only 75 students
(resident ADM).  In
FY 2004, the Chugach Re-
gion REAA had an enroll-
ment gap of 70 percent.

During the same period, the City of Cordova School
District and the City of Valdez School District
recorded ADMs, respectively, of 471.7 and 866.7.
If the Prince William Sound Borough were formed,
it would consolidate the three districts into a single
district.  The resulting district would have an ADM
of 1,413.4.  That figure is 4.7 times greater than the
250-student threshold.

The City of Cordova is the only school district in
this region that has required a waiver of the
previously noted requirement for instructional
spending.  The need for a waiver arose only in the
current year, where Cordova’s spending for
instruction is 69 percent of its operating budget.
That figure is 1 percentage point below the
threshold.

It is noteworthy that the Commission determined
in 2003 that the Prince William Sound Model
Borough meets all of the standards for borough
incorporation.42

(v) Prince of Wales Model Borough.

The Prince of Wales Model Borough encompasses
three city school districts and most of one REAA.
The three city school districts are those operated by
the City of Hydaburg, City of Klawock, and the City
of Craig.  The REAA is the Southeast Island REAA.

Two of the three city school districts (Hydaburg and
Klawock) and the Southeast Island REAA each have
fewer than 250 resident students.  The City of
Hydaburg School District is the fifth smallest district
in terms of enrollment.  In FY 2004, it had an ADM
of 87.1.  That figure represents an enrollment gap
of 65.2 percent.

42 See 2003 Unorganized Borough Report.
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In FY 2004, the City of Klawock School District
had a resident ADM of 147.  That figure was 103
(41.2 percent) below the 250-student threshold.  At
the same time, the Southeast Island REAA had a
resident ADM of 210.2.  That district’s enrollment
gap was 15.9 percent.  The City of Craig School
District had an FY 2004 resident ADM of 381.8.
That figure is 52.7 percent above the 250-student
threshold noted earlier.

Three of the four Prince of Wales Island school
districts required waivers of the previously noted
requirement for instructional spending.  The City
of Klawock has been granted waivers in each of the
past two years.  Its current level of instructional
spending is 63 percent of all operating expenditures.
That is 7 percentage points below the benchmark.
The Southeast Island REAA has required waivers
in three of the past four years.  Its current
instructional spending is 2 percentage points below
the required 70 percent mark.

The City of
Hydaburg School
District has re-
quired waivers in
five of the past six
years.  Its current
spending for in-
struction is 1 per-
centage point below
the required 70 per-
cent mark.

If a Prince of Wales
Borough were
formed, it would
consolidate the four
districts into one.
The enrollment of
that consolidated
district, based on
most recent figures,
would be 816.1.43

That figure is
3.3 times greater

than the 250-student threshold.

The Commission’s 2003 Unorganized Borough Study
did not reach a definitive conclusion whether the
Prince of Wales Model Borough satisfies all of the
standards for borough incorporation.  The
Commission, as constituted at that time, did
conclude that the Prince of Wales Model Borough
had a sufficiently large and stable population to
support borough government.  That Commission
also determined that the region met the borough
standards relating to regional commonalties and
broad public interests.  However, that Commission
did not make a conclusion whether the Prince of

43 The communities of Hyder (enrollment 10), Meyers
Chuck (no school), and Kupreanof (no school),
although part of the Southeast Island REAA, are
not part of the Prince of Wales Model Borough.
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Wales Model Borough did or did not have the
economic capacity to support a borough government.
Specifically, the 2003 Unorganized Borough Study
states:

Based on: (1) anticipated borough functions;
(2) anticipated expenses; (3) anticipated income;
(4) ability to generate and collect local revenue;
(5) economic base, land use, existing and reasonably
anticipated industrial, commercial, and resource
development; (6) property valuations; (7) personal
income; and (8) prior borough feasibility studies, the
Commission concluded that the seven unorganized
areas previously noted have the human and financial
resources needed to provide borough services.

One additional area – the Prince of Wales Island
region – was also carefully considered by the
Commission.  Given the resources and time available
for this report, it was necessary for the Commission
to use the most current available secondary data (e.g.,
reports of the 2000 census).  Detailed economic data
from the 2000 census was released by the U.S.
Census Bureau on September 25, 2002 – just one
week after the legislative directive for this study took
effect.  While the data became available less than
five months ago, the Commission recognized that
recent socioeconomic trends not reflected in such
official published data may significantly affect the
capacity of the Prince of Wales Island region to
support borough government at this time.  Therefore,
pending more up-to-date information and further

analysis, including fuller analysis of the fiscal impacts
of school district consolidation, the Commission
declined to render a finding as to whether the Prince
of Wales Model Borough has the human and
financial resources to support borough government.

The current Commission observes that the
population figures presented in the 2003
Unorganized Borough Study indicate that nearly
60 percent of the residents of the Prince of Wales
Model Borough currently live within first-class cities.
As noted earlier, first-class cities in the unorganized
borough have the same duties as organized boroughs.
Thus, there is a strong presumption that at least the
areas within first-class cities on Prince of Wales
Island have the economic capacity to support a
borough government.

Thorne Bay School operated by the Southeast Island REAA on
Prince of Wales Island.

Hollis School operated by the Southeast Island REAA on Prince
of Wales Island.

Kasaan School operated by the Southeast Island REAA on Prince
of Wales Island.
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When circumstances permit, the current
Commission intends to pursue the further
examination of the capacity of the Prince of Wales
Model Borough to meet the standards for
incorporation of a borough.

(vi) Chatham Model Borough.

The Chatham Model Borough encompasses the City
of Kake School District44 and Angoon, which is
currently part of the Chatham REAA.45  The City
of Kake School District had an FY 2004 ADM of
155.2.  That figure is 37.9 percent below the
250-student threshold.

In the past twelve years, the number of students
enrolled in the Kake City School District dropped
by 16.2 percent.

The City of Kake School District has required waiv-
ers of the 70 percent instructional spending require-
ment in every year that the constraint has been in
place.  The current level of instructional spending

by the Kake School Dis-
trict is 65 percent of its
total operating expendi-
tures.  That figure is 5 per-
centage points below the
threshold established in
law.

If the Chatham Borough
were formed, it would
have an enrollment of
280.2 (12.8 percent
above the 250-student
threshold).

It is noteworthy that the
Commission determined
in 2003 that the Chatham
Model Borough meets all
of the standards for
borough incorporation.46

Additionally, it is noted
that officials of the City of Kake have expressed
interest in forming a borough.  No petition, however,
has been filed with the Commission.

44 Please note that the City of Kake School District is
designated as part of the Chatham Model Borough.
It is geographically located in the Southeast Island
REAA (not the Chatham REAA) but is not a part
of that REAA for educational jurisdiction purposes.

45 The community of Angoon (enrollment 125) is part
of the Chatham Model Borough. It is noted,
however, that when the Commission prepared its
2003 Unorganized Borough Report, Commission
members discussed the prospect that Angoon might
be more properly placed with Glacier Bay Borough
communities and Kake might be more properly
placed in the Wrangell-Petersburg Model Borough.

46 See 2003 Unorganized Borough Report.
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(vii) Pribilof Islands Model Borough.

The boundaries of the Pribilof Islands
Model Borough are coterminous with
those of the Pribilof Islands REAA.  That
REAA had an FY 2004 ADM of 124.5.
The number of students in that district
is 50.2 percent below the 250-student
threshold for creation of a new school
district.

Creation of the Pribilof Island Borough
would not consolidate any school
districts.  It is noteworthy that the
Commission did not include this region
among those listed in its 2003
Unorganized Borough Report as meeting
the standards for borough incorporation.

(viii) Lower Yukon Model Borough.

The Lower Yukon Model Borough encompasses
three school districts.  Those are the City of Saint
Mary’s School District, the Kashunamiut FTREAA,
and the Lower Yukon REAA.

The City of Saint Mary’s School District had an
FY 2004 ADM of 159.  That figure is 36.4 percent
below the 250-student threshold for establishment
of new school districts. For the same period, the
Kashunamiut FTREAA and the Lower Yukon
REAA were above the threshold (respectively, 365.6
and 2,040.2).

Creation of the Lower Yukon
Borough would consolidate
the three school districts listed
above.  It is noteworthy,
however, that the Commission
did not include this region
among those listed in its 2003
Unorganized Borough Report as
meeting the standards for
borough incorporation.

(b)  Borough Annexation.

Two small city school districts
and part of one REAA school
district lie within the model
borough boundaries of two
existing organized boroughs.
Those are addressed in the
discussion below (i – ii).
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(i) Expanded Denali Borough.

The City of Nenana School District is within the
model boundaries of the existing Denali Borough.

The City of Nenana School District had an FY 2004
resident ADM of 226.1.  That figure is 9.6 percent
below the 250-student threshold noted earlier.

If the City of Nenana were annexed
to the Denali Borough, it would
consolidate the Nenana School
District with the Denali Borough
School District.  Based on the most
recent figures, the resulting district
would have an ADM of 531.9.

 (ii) Lynn Canal Model Borough.

The Lynn Canal Model Borough
encompasses one city school district
(City of Skagway, ADM 105.8), one
borough school district (Haines
Borough, resident ADM 304.9),
and a portion of one REAA
(Klukwan within the Chatham
REAA, enrollment 40 students).

The City of Skagway School District is the sixth
smallest school district in Alaska in terms of its
enrollment. With an ADM of 105.8, the enrollment
gap for the City of Skagway School district in terms
of the 250-student threshold is 57.7 percent.

It is noteworthy that the Skagway City School District
enrollment has declined by 27 percent over the past

twelve years.  Moreover, the City of
Skagway School District has required
waivers of the 70 percent
instructional spending requirement
in every year that the constraint has
been in place.  The current level of
instructional spending by the
Skagway School District is 62 percent
of its total operating expenditures.
That figure is 8 percentage points
below the threshold established in
law.

The Haines Borough has operated
within the instructional spending
constraints in all years except the
current year.  Presently, the Haines
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Borough is spending 66 percent of its operating
funds on instruction. That figure is 4 percentage
points below the threshold established in law.

If borough boundaries were extended along those
of the Lynn Canal Model Borough, the consolidated
district would have an ADM of 450.7.  That figure
is 1.8 times greater than the 250-student threshold.47

(c) Borough Merger or Consolidation.

Two of the 17 districts with fewer than 250 students
are borough school districts.  Those are the City
and Borough of Yakutat and the Bristol Bay
Borough.

Controversy surrounded the incorporation of both
the Yakutat and Bristol Bay boroughs.  Individuals
with expertise in the field have characterized both
as lacking the overall characteristics of a borough
government.  In 1962, Hugh Wade,48 Alaska’s
Secretary of State, wrote a candid memorandum to
Governor William A. Egan (former President of the
Alaska Constitutional Convention) expressing
significant concern over the approval by the
Commission of a petition to incorporate the Bristol
Bay Borough.  A copy of that memorandum is
included with this report as Appendix L.

On several occasions, Victor Fischer has also been
highly critical of the Bristol Bay Borough as lacking
the general characteristics of a borough. Mr. Fischer
characterized the formation of the Bristol Bay
Borough as a “gross error.”  In the same letter,
Mr. Fischer was also critical of the incorporation of
the Lake and Peninsula Borough and the Denali
Borough.

Moreover, Victor Fischer and Thomas Morehouse
wrote in 1971 that the Haines Borough did not
meet the standards for borough formation.49

Specifically, the two authors indicated that the Haines
Borough did not conform well “to any consistent
borough model, whether of the urban or regional
type, nor even to the very general legal standards

for boroughs set forth in the 1961 borough act.” It
is noted, however, that the Haines Borough has
expanded its boundaries twice since Mr. Fischer and
Mr. Morehouse made that characterization.50

The prospects for merger or consolidation of those
two boroughs are addressed below.

(i) City and Borough of Yakutat.

The City and Borough of Yakutat had an FY 2004
ADM of 125, resulting in an enrollment gap of
50 percent.  The City and Borough of Yakutat has
required waivers of the instructional spending

47 Enrollment would include 40 students at Klukwan,
105.8 ADM at Skagway, and, 304.9 ADM at
Haines.

48 Hugh Wade, an attorney, came to Alaska in 1926
with the Federal Bureau of Investigation.  He later
served with the National Recovery Administration,
the Social Security Administration, and the Bureau
of Indian Affairs. Additionally, he served as
Treasurer of the Territory of Alaska for several years.
He was Alaska’s first Secretary of State (the office is
now known as Lieutenant Governor) from 1959
until 1966. When Governor Egan required
hospitalization shortly after his inauguration,
Secretary of State Wade served as acting Governor.

49 Thomas A. Morehouse and Victor Fischer, Borough
Government in Alaska (1971), p. 109.

50 In 1974, the Haines Borough petitioned for
annexation of approximately 420 square miles.  The
area encompassed the commercial fish processing
facility at Excursion Inlet as well as an estimated
442,354 acres of Tongass National Forest lands.
The Commission concluded that the proposed
annexation would enhance the degree to which the
Haines Borough satisfied the standards for borough
government.  Annexation was approved by the
Commission and took effect following review by
the Legislature in 1975. In 1976, the Haines
Borough petitioned for annexation of the former
military petroleum distribution facility at Lutak Inlet.
That annexation proposal was approved by the LBC
in 1977 and took effect in 1978 following review
by the Legislature.
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requirement in each of the past five years.  Currently,
instructional spending by the City and Borough of
Yakutat School District is 65 percent of total
operating costs.  That is 5 percentage points below
the threshold established in law.

The City and Borough of Yakutat is bounded on
the north by the Prince William Sound Model
Borough and on the south by the Glacier Bay Model
Borough.  There is no opportunity to consolidate
the City and Borough of Yakutat with any existing
organized borough at this time because none adjoins
it.

(ii) Bristol Bay Borough.

The Bristol Bay Borough had an FY 2004 ADM of
195.4.  Thus, the Bristol Bay Borough has an
enrollment gap of 21.8 percent.

The Bristol Bay Borough has required waivers in
each of the past four years with respect to the limita-
tions on instructional spending noted earlier.  Cur-
rently, the Bristol Bay Borough spends 63 percent
of its operating budget on instruction.
That figure is 7 percentage points
below the threshold established in
law.

It is noteworthy that the Bristol Bay
Borough is the smallest borough in
Alaska in terms of geographic size.
It is 519.2 square miles.

Two noteworthy circumstances link
the Bristol Bay Borough and the Lake
and Peninsula Borough.  The first is
the fact that the Bristol Bay Borough
is surrounded on three sides by the
much larger Lake and Peninsula Bor-
ough.  (The Lake and Peninsula Bor-
ough is 23,632.3 square miles – more
than 45 times greater than the Bristol
Bay Borough.)

The second issue is that both the School District
offices and the Borough offices of the Lake and
Peninsula Borough are located in the Bristol Bay
community of King Salmon.  King Salmon is also
the seat of the Bristol Bay Borough.

The Lake and Peninsula Borough School District
had an FY 2004 ADM of 415.3.  If the Bristol Bay
Borough School District and the Lake and Peninsula
Borough School District were consolidated, the new
district would have an ADM of 610.7.

(d) City Reclassification or Dissolution.

There are 10 city school districts in the unorganized
borough with fewer than 250 resident students.  The
Department of Education and Early Development
analyzed the financial effects of merging those
10 small city school districts with the four REAAs
in which those city school districts are located.  A
discussion about the prospects of the consolidations
of those districts, including the conclusions reached
by the Department, are outlined below  (i – iv).
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There are two other
small unorganized-
borough school dis-
tricts that could be
consolidated through
city reclassification or
dissolution. Those
are outlined below (v-
vi). The Department
did not provide the
Commission with fi-
nancial analyses of
those options.

(i)  Chatham REAA.

The Chatham REAA
encompasses three
city school districts.
These are the City of
Pelican School Dis-
trict, City of Hoonah School District, and City of
Skagway School District.  As noted in the discus-
sion about borough incorporation, each of those
city school districts encompasses fewer than 250 stu-
dents, as does the Chatham REAA.  If the City of
Pelican, City of Hoonah, and City of Skagway were
dissolved or reclassified to second-class cities, or if
the powers and duties of home-rule and first-class
cities in the unorganized borough to operate school
districts were rescinded, the four districts in the re-
gion would be consolidated into one.51 The con-
solidated district would encompass, based on
FY 2004 ADMs, 519.4 students.  That figure is more
than twice the 250-student threshold.

It is noteworthy that the City of Pelican no longer
meets the statutory standards for incorporation or
reclassification as a first-class city.  AS 29.05.011
requires a minimum of 400 permanent residents to
incorporate a first-class city.  AS 29.04.040 imposes
the same population threshold for reclassification
as a first-class city.  The 2002 population of the City
of Pelican was 115.  That figure is 71.25 percent
below the 400-resident threshold for incorporation

of and reclassification to a first-class city.  There is
no provision in law to automatically trigger
reclassification if a first-class city falls below the
population threshold.

Based on data provided by the Department, the Local
Boundary Commission analyzed the effects upon
the Chatham REAA and the State of Alaska that
would result from merging the three city school
districts noted above with that REAA.  Those effects
are summarized as follows:

Merger of School Districts

Four school districts would become one.

Student Enrollment

Chatham REAA ADM would increase by
316 students.

51 Generally, the Commission does not advocate
dissolution of city governments in the unorganized
borough where those city governments are viable
and are fulfilling a legitimate need for city services.
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Statewide ADM would not change (316 students
would transfer from 3 different districts to one
other district).

Basic Need

Basic need for the 316 new Chatham REAA
students would be $2,941,295.

The level of basic need for the 316 new Chatham
REAA students would be $39,378 ($124.61 per
student) higher than the level of basic need in
the city school districts.

Required Local Contributions

Local contributions required under
AS 14.17.410(b)(2) would be reduced by
$671,927.

Deductible Impact Aid

The amount of federal impact aid that would
accrue to the State would increase by $397,422.

Quality School Grants

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $156.

Net Cost/Gain to the State

Merger of the three city districts into the REAA
would increase the State’s educational
foundation costs by $314,039 annually.

Net Cost/Gain to the District

Basic need would increase by $39,378 for
316 students ($124.61 per student).

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $156.

Local taxes or other tolls in the three cities
(Pelican, Skagway, and Hoonah) formerly used
for the local contribution could be reduced by
$671,927; or the funds could be used for other
purposes.

Other Important Factors

DEED did not evaluate the potential benefits of
consolidation in terms of improved
administrative efficiencies and economies of scale
that would allow more funds to be used in the
classroom (e.g., the savings realized by the
elimination of three superintendents and three
school boards).  In FY 2004, all four of the
school districts in the region (i.e., Pelican,
Skagway, Hoonah, and Chatham) required
waivers of the requirement that 70 percent of
operating funds be used for instruction.

DEED did not address the potential benefits of
consolidation in terms of increased or improved
curricula and other educational benefits to the
students.

(ii) Yukon-Koyukuk REAA.

The Yukon-Koyukuk REAA encompasses three city
school districts – the Tanana City School District,
the Galena City School District, and the Nenana
City School District.  All three city school districts
have resident ADMs below the 250-student
threshold.  The enrollment gaps for the Tanana
City School District, Galena City School District,
and Nenana City School District are, respectively,
74.7 percent, 8.4 percent, and 9.6 percent.

If the City of Tanana, City of Galena, and City of
Nenana were dissolved or reclassified to second-class
city status, or if the powers and duties of home-rule
and first-class cities in the unorganized borough to
operate school districts were rescinded, the four dis-
tricts in the region would be consolidated into a
single school district.  The size of that district, based
on FY 2004 resident ADMs, would be  953.1 stu-
dents.  That figure is nearly four times greater than
the 250-student threshold.
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It is noteworthy that the population of the City of
Tanana is well below the previously noted
400-resident threshold for incorporation of and
reclassification to a first-class city.  In 2002, the
population of the City of Tanana was 278.  That
figure is 122 residents (30.5 percent) below the
threshold noted above.

Based on data provided by the Department, the Local
Boundary Commission analyzed the effects upon
the Yukon-Koyukuk REAA and the State of Alaska
that would result from merging the three city school
districts noted above with that REAA.  Those effects
are summarized as follows:

Merger of School Districts

Four school districts would become one.

Student Enrollment

Yukon-Koyukuk resident REAA ADM would
increase by 495 students.

Statewide ADM would not change (495 students
would transfer from 3 different districts to one
other district).

Basic Need

Basic need for the 495 new Yukon-Koyukuk
REAA students would be $21,763,556.52

52 This unusually high figure for basic need is
attributed, in large part, to the large number of
correspondence students in the districts, particularly
in the City of Galena school district.  In FY 2004,
the City of Galena had 3,770 correspondence
students compared to only 229 resident students.
Basic need takes into consideration the number of
correspondence students.  For purposes of this
school consolidation study, the City of Galena is
considered a small school district (<250 students).
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The level of basic need for the 495 new Yukon-
Koyukuk REAA students would be $615,224
($1,242.88 per student) higher than the level of
basic need in the city school districts.

Required Local Contributions

Local contributions required under
AS 14.17.410(b)(2) would be reduced by
$165,573.

Deductible Impact Aid

The amount of federal impact aid that would
accrue to the State would increase by
$1,062,489.

Quality School Grants

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $2,414.

Net Cost/Gain to the State

Consolidation of the three districts would save
the State $279,278.

Net Cost/Gain to the District

Basic need would increase by $615,224 for
495 students ($1,242.88 per student).

Quality school grants would increase by $2,414.

Local taxes or other means of raising revenue in
the three cities (Tanana, Galena, and Nenana)
formerly used for the local contribution could
be reduced by $165,573; alternatively, the funds
could be used for other purposes.

Other Important Factors

DEED did not evaluate the potential benefits of
consolidation in terms of improved
administrative efficiencies and economies of scale
that would allow more funds to be used in the
classroom (e.g., savings realized by elimination
of three superintendents and three school
boards).  In FY 2004, half of the school districts
in the region (Tanana and Yukon-Koyukuk)
required waivers of the requirement that
70 percent of operating funds be used for
instruction.

DEED did not address the potential benefits of
consolidation in terms of increased or improved
curricula and other educational benefits to the
students.

(iii) Southeast Island REAA.

The Southeast Island REAA encompasses four city
school districts.  Those are ones operated by the
City of Hydaburg, City of Klawock, City of Craig,
and City of Kake.

The City of Hydaburg School District had an average
of 87.1 students in FY 2004.  The comparable
resident ADM figures for the City of Klawock, City
of Craig, and City of Kake were, respectively, 147.0,
381.8, and 155.2.

If the four first-class cities in this REAA were
dissolved or reclassified as second-class cities, or if
the powers and duties of home-rule and first-class
cities in the unorganized borough to operate school
districts were rescinded, the five districts would be
consolidated into one.  The resident enrollment of
that consolidated district, based on most recent
figures, would be 981.3. That figure would be nearly
four times greater than the 250-student threshold.

It is noteworthy that the City of Hydaburg has fewer
than the 400 residents required to form a first-class
city or to reclassify as a first-class city.  Specifically,
in 2002, the population of the City of Hydaburg
was 382.

It is also noteworthy that the City of Hydaburg is
struggling to remain an active and viable city
government.  The following account regarding the
matter was published by the Ketchikan Daily News
on October 29, 2003:

City of Hydaburg lays off staff
KDN Staff

The City of Hydaburg has laid off its entire staff
because of budget shortfalls.
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Mayor Steven Dilts Sr. said he met with employees
last week about the layoffs and asked them to
volunteer their time.  For [sic] far, only the operator
of the water plant has agreed, he said. About 370
people live in the Prince of Wales Island community.

‘Sometimes when the finances run out we’ve got to
work for God and pray,’ Dilts said.

The City Council will meet Nov. 3 to review the
situation and work on ways to build the town’s
economy, Dilts said. The city is about $150,000 in
debt, he said.

‘We’re doing everything we can to cut back and
everything we can to rebuild infrastructure,’ he said.

Meanwhile, the state is waiting for Hydaburg’s fiscal
year 2002 audit so it can release about $100,000 in
funding, according to Bill Rolfzen, a local government
specialist with the state Department of Community
and Economic Development. That money can be
used for general government operations, he said.

Dilts said the audit is underway.

Based on data provided by the Department, the Local
Boundary Commission analyzed the effects upon
the Southeast Island REAA and the State of Alaska
that would result from merging the three small city
school districts noted above (i.e., Klawock,
Hydaburg, and Kake, but not Craig) with that REAA.
Those effects are summarized as follows:

Merger of School Districts

Four school districts would be merged into one.

Student Enrollment

Southeast Island REAA ADM would increase
by 396 students.

Statewide ADM would not change (396 students
would transfer from 3 different districts to one
other district).
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Basic Need

Basic need for the 396 new Southeast Island
REAA students would be $3,597,011.

The level of basic need for the 396 new
Southeast Island REAA students would be
$276,049 ($697.09 per student) higher than the
level of basic need in the three small city school
districts.

Required Local Contributions

Local contributions required under
AS 14.17.410(b)(2) would be reduced by
$232,696.

Deductible Impact Aid

The amount of federal impact aid that would
accrue to the State would increase by $918,138.

Quality School Grants

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $1,102.

Net Cost/Gain to the State

Merger of the three districts into the REAA
would save the State $413,002.

Net Cost/Gain to the District

Basic need would increase by $276,049 for
396 students ($697.09 per student).

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $1,102.

Local taxes or other means of raising revenue in
the three cities (Kake, Hydaburg, and Klawock)
formerly used for the local contribution could
be reduced by $232,696; alternatively, the funds
could be used for other purposes.

Other Important Factors

DEED did not evaluate the potential benefits of
consolidation in terms of improved
administrative efficiencies and economies of scale
that would allow more funds to be used in the
classroom (e.g., savings realized by elimination

of three superintendents and three school
boards).  In FY 2004, Kake, Klawock, Hydaburg,
and Southeast Island required waivers of the
requirement that 70 percent of operating funds
be used for instruction.

DEED did not address the potential benefits of
consolidation in terms of increased or improved
curricula and other educational benefits to the
students.

 (iv) Lower Yukon REAA.

The Lower Yukon Model Borough encompasses
three school districts.  Those are the City of Saint
Mary’s School District, the Kashunamiut FTREAA,
and the Lower Yukon REAA.

The City of Saint Mary’s School District had an
FY 2004 ADM of 159.  That figure is 36.4 percent
below the 250-student threshold for establishment
of new school districts.  The Kashunamiut FTREAA
and the Lower Yukon REAA are above the threshold
(respectively, 365.6 and 2,040.2).

Creation of the Lower Yukon Borough would
consolidate three school districts.  Based on the
figures noted above, the ADM of the Lower Yukon
Borough would be 2,564.8.

It is noteworthy, however, that the Commission did
not include this region among those listed in the
2003 Unorganized Borough Report as meeting the
standards for borough incorporation.

Based on data provided by the Department, the Local
Boundary Commission analyzed the effects upon
the Lower Yukon REAA and the State of Alaska
that would result from merging the City of Saint
Mary’s school district with that REAA.  Those effects
are summarized as follows:

Merger of School Districts

Two school districts would be merged into one.
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Student Enrollment

Lower Yukon REAA ADM would increase by
167 students.

Statewide ADM would not change (167 students
would transfer from 1 district to another).

Basic Need

Basic need for the 167 new Lower Yukon REAA
students would be $1,798,285.

The level of basic need for the 167 new Lower
Yukon REAA students would be $107,589
($644.25 per student) higher than the level of
basic need in the City of Saint Mary’s school
district.

Required Local Contributions

Local contributions required under
AS 14.17.410(b)(2) would be reduced by
$18,446.

Deductible Impact Aid

The amount of federal impact aid that would
accrue to the State would increase by $15,767.

Quality School Grants

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $429.

Net Cost/Gain to the State

Merger of the district into the REAA would cost
the State $110,697.

Net Cost/Gain to the District

Basic need would increase by $107,589 for the
167 new Lower Yukon students ($644.25 per
student).

Quality school grants would increase to the
REAA by $429.
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Local taxes or other means of raising
revenue in the City of Saint Mary’s
formerly used for the local contribution
could be reduced by $18,446;
alternatively, the funds could be used
for other purposes.

Other Important Factors

DEED did not evaluate the potential
benefits of consolidation in terms of
improved administrative efficiencies and
economies of scale that would allow
more funds to be used in the classroom.

DEED did not address the potential
benefits of consolidation in terms of
increased or improved curricula and
other educational benefits to the students.

(v)  Aleutian Region REAA.

As noted earlier, the Aleutian Region REAA
encompasses one city school district – the City of
Unalaska School District.

If the City of Unalaska dissolved or reclassified as a
second-class city, or city school powers were repealed,
the two districts would be consolidated into one.
The consolidated district would encompass, based
on FY 2004 ADMs, the equivalent of 440.7
students.  That figure exceeds the 250-student
threshold by 190.7 (76.3 percent).

(vi) Chugach REAA.

The Chugach REAA encompasses two home-rule
city governments, the City of Cordova and the City
of Valdez.

If the City of Cordova and the City of Valdez were
dissolved or reclassified to second-class city status,
or if city education powers were repealed, the three
districts in the region would be consolidated into a
single school district.  The size of that district, based
on FY 2004 ADMs, would be 1,413.4 students.
That figure is nearly five times greater than the
250-student threshold.

(vii) School Districts with 250 or More Students.

In his letter of November 6,
Senator Wilken stated that, “In
addition to [the districts with fewer
than 250 students], the
Department . . .  should determine
whether consideration should be
given to the prospect of
consolidating any school district
with 250 or more students.  If so,
the department should advise the
. . . Commission.”   The
Commission is unaware whether
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the Department made a determination whether
consideration should be given to the possibility of
consolidating any school districts with 250 or more
students.

4.  Opportunities for Legislative Action
Re:  School Consolidation.

Senator Wilken asked in his letter of November 6
that the Commission and Department consider
possible legislative actions that would accomplish
school consolidation.

The Commission offers the following suggestions
for consideration in that regard.

(a)  Promote Borough Government.

Outside of specific legislation expressly providing
for consolidation of school districts, there is probably
no greater action that the Legislature could take to
encourage responsible consolidation of schools than
to promote borough formation.

Since the 1980s, the Local Boundary Commission
has urged the Legislature to examine and address
the substantial disincentives for borough
incorporation and annexation. The Legislature and
the Commission have complementary duties relating
to that issue. Specifically, the Legislature has the
constitutional duty to prescribe procedures and
standards for borough formation (see Article X,
Section 3 of the Constitution of the State of Alaska).
The Commission has the statutory duty to make
studies of local government boundary problems (see
AS 44.33.812(a)(1)).

Alaska’s Constitution encourages the creation of
organized boroughs.53 The authors of Alaska’s
Constitution envisioned that organized boroughs
would be established wherever citizens were ready
for and capable of assuming the responsibilities of
local government. According to Constitutional
Convention Delegate Victor Fischer:54

[T]he convention gave consideration to whether
boroughs should be established on a voluntary or
compulsory basis. The [Local Government]
committee had previously decided that although
voluntary incorporation was preferable, organized
boroughs should be created without approval in the
area if considered necessary by the state, because the
borough would, as appropriate, carry out state
functions. Also, the state may want to mandate
incorporation if an area is deemed to have reached a
position where ‘it should take on the burden of its
own government.’ [55]  Committee members
anticipated, however, that the legislature might choose
to provide the local people with the opportunity to
vote upon the issue in a referendum,[56] and that the
state would offer adequate inducement to local people
to accept organized borough status and to initiate
incorporation.[57]

The founders recognized that the Legislature would
have divergent alternatives available to carry out its
constitutional duty to prescribe methods for borough
formation.

As noted above, delegates preferred a voluntary,
rather than compulsory, approach to borough
incorporation. The delegates also recognized that,
to be successful, a voluntary approach must be
coupled with adequate inducements to establish
boroughs. Constitutional Convention Delegate
Maynard D. Londborg reflected such in his
comments to the Convention:

We felt that it could be handled in different ways,
but I will mention two: one is to have some state
agency that would survey the whole thing and say
now is the time you have to incorporate; there is no

53 See, Mobil Oil Corporation v. Local Boundary
Commission, 518 P.2d 92, 101 (Alaska 1974).

54 Borough Government in Alaska, p. 39.

55 Alaska Constitutional Convention Proceedings, Alaska
State Legislature, Alaska Legislative Council,
pp. 2673-74, November 1963.

56 Ibid., pp. 2674-76.

57 Ibid., pp. 2650-51.
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way you can get out of it; you have to organize. I
believe the method that Mr. Rivers brought out would
be the more desirable, by having skilled men that
would study this matter and set it up so that it would
come in the form of an inducement so that they can
see that they are going to benefit, definitely benefit
by organizing, by getting into the picture of local
government.58

The issue of man-
datory borough
incorpora t ion
was also ad-
dressed at the
Constitutional
Convention. Del-
egate John
Rosswog, Chair
of the Committee
on Local Govern-
ment asserted:
“[W]e allow for
the boroughs re-
maining unorga-
nized until they
are able to take on
their local govern-
ment func-

tions.”59 However, Delegate Barrie White queried,
“Haven’t we here inducement to an area to remain
an unorganized borough and to get the state to pro-
vide all the necessary functions?”60   Further, Del-
egate James Hurley asked: “Is my idea correct that
no organized borough will become effectuated with-
out the voice of the people in the area?”61  Accord-
ing to Delegate Victor Fischer, Secretary of the Com-
mittee on Local Government, “The answer, I think,
is ‘no’ . . . [W]hen a certain area reaches a position
where it can support certain services and act in its
own behalf, it should take on the burden of its own
government (emphasis added).”62

In 1961, the Legislature enacted the initial laws
implementing procedures for the formation of or-
ganized boroughs. With minor exceptions, those
laws remain in place today. The 1961 Legislature
opted to try the voluntary approach to borough for-
mation.

However, inducements to organize were lacking.
Legislators recognized from the very beginning that
adequate incentives had not been provided to en-
courage people to form boroughs.  Jay Hammond,
who was a member of the State House of Represen-
tatives when the Borough Act of 1961 was adopted,
characterized the matter as follows:63

Attractive enough on paper, in practice, the orga-
nized borough concept had little appeal to most com-
munities. After all, why should they tax themselves
to pay for services received from the state, gratis?

Constitutional Convention Delegate Victor Fischer
and Thomas Morehouse portrayed the Borough Act
of 1961 as follows:64

[T]he 1961 Borough Act was predicated on the as-
sumption that local desire to establish borough gov-
ernment would supply the force toward incorpora-
tion, despite the findings of previous Boundary Com-
mission hearings that there was little enthusiasm in
the state for the unknown and untried form of local
government. There were also pockets of intense lo-
cal opposition, particularly in areas outside indepen-
dent school districts.

Roger Pegues, Director of the Local Affairs Agency
in 1960 - 1962, stated:  “It was generally believed
[by the drafters and supporters of the original
Borough Act of 1961] that the 1963 legislature would
adopt a mandatory incorporation law.”65

58 Ibid., p. 2651.

59 Ibid., p. 2612.

60 Ibid., p. 2650.

61 Ibid., p. 2673.

62 Ibid.

63 Jay Hammond, Tales of Alaska’s Bush Rat Governor,
Epicenter Press, Fairbanks, AK, 1994, p. 149.

64 Borough Government in Alaska, p. 73.

65 Roger W. Pegues, “A Study of Borough
Government,” in The Metropolitan Experiment in
Alaska,  p. 92.

Alaska Constitutional Convention Delegate
John Rosswog.
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However, by the end of the fourth year of statehood,
only one undersized organized borough had formed.
It encompassed only about 600 residents. A num-
ber of officials were critical that Alaska’s only orga-
nized borough was a drastic departure from the re-
gional concept envisioned by the Constitutional
Convention Delegates. Each of the nine regions of
the state that had created independent school dis-
tricts – legal under Territorial law, but not recog-
nized under Alaska’s Constitution – clung to those
single purpose governmental units.

When the 1963 Legislature convened, Representa-
tive John Rader took the position that the lack of
progress toward borough formation was the “great-
est unresolved political problem of the State.”66

My experience as the Anchorage City Attorney and
the State Attorney General led me to believe that the
greatest unresolved political problem of the State was
the matter of boroughs. As near as I could see, no
reasonable solutions were being propounded. A great
opportunity to create something of value could be
lost. A state of the size, population density, and dis-
tribution of Alaska makes State administration of
local problems impossible. Anyone who had ever
worked in Alaska on the local level or on the State
level could see the frustrations of honest attempts
repeatedly failing because of the simple fact that there
was no governmental structure upon which to hand
necessary governmental functions. I therefore decided
to do what I could.

To address the pressing issue, Representative Rader
drafted and introduced a bill that mandated incor-
poration of boroughs in all areas of Alaska that had
independent school districts. Nine areas were named
in the legislation. Those consisted of Ketchikan,
Sitka, Juneau, Kodiak Island, Kenai Peninsula,
Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna valleys, Lynn Canal
– Icy Straits Election District, and Fairbanks.67 In
promoting his bill, Representative Rader stressed:68

We must make local government and, in this in-
stance, boroughs, financially desirable and generally
give communities additional incentives to govern
themselves. Apparently, the desire for self-government
as a principle has not been strong enough in most
areas of the state to cause the incorporation of bor-
oughs under the present law. Too frequently, Alas-
kans have found that when they form a local unit of

government (either a city, public utility district or
school district) that they continue to pay the same

amount of state taxes
and also pay local
taxes to provide ser-
vices which the state
previously supplied
free of charge. Not
only is there little in-
centive for local gov-
ernment under these
conditions, but there
is an actual penalty
placed upon the citi-
zens who assume re-
sponsibility for local
problems by organiz-
ing local govern-
ment.69

The legislation was amended during deliberations
to remove the Haines-Skagway region from the bill.
Following the amendment, the bill narrowly passed
and was signed into law by Democratic Governor
William A. Egan.

An agreement had reportedly been reached among
legislators during the First Session of the Third
Alaska Legislature prior to approval of the 1963
Mandatory Borough Act that additional boroughs
would later be mandated by the Legislature.70

However, neither the Second Session of the Third

66 John L. Rader, “Legislative History,” in The
Metropolitan Experiment in Alaska, A Study of
Borough Government, p. 93.

67 The bill was ultimately amended to exclude the
Haines-Skagway area from the mandate to
incorporate a borough.

68 Ronald C. Cease, Areawide Local Government in
the State of Alaska: the Genesis, Establishment, and
Organization of Borough Government, [Claremont,
CA] 1964, pp. 71-72.

69 Ibid., p. 47.

70 Personal communication with Clem Tillion,
member of the House of Representatives in the
Third Alaska Legislature, April 28, 2000.

John Rader.
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Alaska State Legislature nor any other subsequent
legislature has mandated additional boroughs. While
neither the Borough Act of 1961 nor the 1963
Mandatory Borough Act provided adequate
incentives to form boroughs voluntarily, the 1963
Mandatory Borough Act did promise that organized
boroughs would not be penalized because of
incorporation.  Specifically, Section 1 of Chapter
52, SLA 1963 provided as follows:

Declaration of Intent. It is the intention of the
legislature to provide for maximum local self-
government with a minimum number of local
government units and tax-levying jurisdictions, and
to provide for the orderly transition of special service
districts into constitutional forms of government. The
incorporation of organized boroughs by this Act does
not necessarily relieve the state of present service
burdens. No area incorporated as an organized borough
shall be deprived of state services, revenues, or assistance
or be otherwise penalized because of incorporation.
(Emphasis added.)

Notwithstanding the promise of equity in the 1963
Mandatory Borough Act, organized boroughs are
severely penalized with respect to certain State
financial aid. Consider, for example, public
education.

As noted earlier, organized boroughs are mandated
by State law (AS 29.35.160) to carry out, within
their boundaries, the duties of the State of Alaska
under Article VII, Section 1 of the Constitution for
public education. Moreover, organized boroughs are
mandated by State law (AS 14.17.410) to pay a
significant portion of the State’s cost of education
in the form of a local contribution.

The local contribution required of organized
boroughs is deducted from the level of State
education foundation funding that would otherwise
be paid to the district. For FY 2004, organized
boroughs received $155,843,584 less in State
educational foundation aid than they would have
received had they not been organized as boroughs.71

The required local contribution amounted to $1,520
per student in each organized borough during
FY 2004.72

Thus, contrary to the express intent of the 1963
Mandatory Borough Act, organized boroughs are
being severely deprived of State services, revenues,
or assistance and are being penalized because of
incorporation.

In addition to the $155.8 million in required local
contributions for FY 2004, the 16 organized boroughs
made voluntary local contributions of $133,870,110,
or $1,305 per student in FY 2004. The total
contributions in support of schools by organized
boroughs in FY 2004 amounted to $289,713,694,
or $2,825 per student.

Attempts by boroughs to achieve a judicial remedy
of perceived tax inequities inherent in the education
funding formula have been unsuccessful.  In one
recent case, the court concluded that freedom from
disparate taxation lies at the low end of the
continuum of interests protected by the equal
protection clause.73 Justices Matthews and
Rabinowitz stated that any remedy of the perceived
inequities must be pursued through the Legislature
rather than the courts.

71 Home-rule and first-class cities in the unorganized
borough are subject to the same laws requiring a
local contribution in support of schools. They may
also make voluntary local contributions under
AS 14.17.410(c).  However, the remainder of the
unorganized borough, made up of REAAs, which
comprises approximately two-thirds of the
population of the unorganized borough, has no
obligation to make a local contribution. As such,
REAAs suffer no reduction in the level of State
education foundation aid, as is the case for
municipal school districts. In fact, the single purpose
REAAs in Southeast Alaska receive National Forest
Receipts funding which boosts their level of financial
aid well beyond the basic need determination made
under the education foundation formula.

72 Using a borough FY 2004 average daily
membership of 102,546.5.

73 Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District v. State,
931 P.2d 391, 398 (Alaska 1997).
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[T]he legislature can decide whether and how much
to tax property in REAAs free from legally maintain-
able claims brought by taxpayers in other taxing ju-
risdictions that its decision is wrong. Here, as with
State spending decisions, any available remedy must
be pursued through majoritarian processes rather
than through the courts.74

A summary of the disincentives for borough incor-
poration and annexation that exist in the current
law follows:

Areas of the unorganized borough outside of
home-rule and first-class cities have no obliga-
tion to financially support operation of their
schools. Borough formation results in the im-
position in those areas of the requirement for
local contributions in support of schools (4 mill
equivalent or 45 percent of basic need, which-
ever is less).  A significant levy of taxes by the
Legislature in areas outside municipal school
districts would address, at least in part, this dis-
incentive.

Borough formation would bring about consoli-
dation of school districts in the unorganized
borough, an effect that is commonly perceived
as a loss of local control regarding schools.
Under the present circumstance, the delivery of
education services in the unorganized borough
is fractionalized. Although the unorganized bor-
ough accounts for approximately 13 percent of
the state’s population, the unorganized borough
encompasses 70 percent of Alaska’s school dis-
tricts.

In some cases, borough formation carries the
prospect of substantial education funding reduc-
tions in the form of eliminated supplementary
funding floors under AS 14.17.490, reduced
area cost differentials, and other factors.

Borough formation or annexation would mean
the loss of eligibility on the part of REAAs and
cities in the unorganized borough for National
Forest Receipts.  Funds would be received by
the new borough.

The extension of borough government would
result in the loss of eligibility on the part of
cities for federal payments in lieu of taxes
(PL 94-565, as amended by PL 104-333). Funds
would be paid to the borough.

Borough formation or annexation would mean
a 50 percent reduction of the entitlement of cit-
ies within the unorganized borough to fisheries
business tax refunds from the State.

The extension of borough government requires
areawide planning, platting, and land use regu-
lation. Such is commonly perceived by cities
currently exercising those powers as a loss of
local control (although boroughs may delegate
the powers to cities within the borough).

In some cases, borough formation carries with
it the prospect of significant funding reductions
from the State for coastal zone management.

In their 1971 critique of borough government, Vic-
tor Fischer and Thomas Morehouse asserted that,
“The State has never had a sound policy . . . it has
been unable to cope effectively with the problems
of borough formation.”75

Perhaps no statistic is more illustrative of the effect
of the disincentives for borough government than
the fact that only 4 percent of Alaskans live in bor-
oughs that were formed voluntarily.76 In contrast,

74 Ibid., p. 406.

75 Borough Government in Alaska, p. 138.

76 Boroughs that have formed voluntarily typically
enjoy abundant natural resources or other attributes
that make borough government particularly
attractive for those regions. Many of the eight
boroughs formed under the 1963 Mandatory
Borough Act lack comparable resources. The eight
boroughs that formed voluntarily are the Bristol
Bay Borough, Haines Borough, North Slope
Borough, Northwest Arctic Borough, Aleutians East
Borough, Lake and Peninsula Borough, Denali
Borough, and Yakutat Borough.
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83 percent of Alaskans live in organized boroughs
that were formed under the 1963 mandate from the
Legislature. The remaining 13 percent of Alaskans
live in the unorganized borough.

It is noteworthy that the Alaska Municipal League
shares the Commission’s concerns. In a 2002 Policy
Statement, the Alaska Municipal League states:

Encouragement of Municipal Government in the
Unorganized Borough: The League supports state
policies that remove disincentives and encourage the
formation and annexation to boroughs in the
unorganized areas of the state . . . .

Call for a Review of the Role of Government. The
League calls for a review of municipal government .
. . to determine if state policies are consistent with
the intent of the Alaska Constitution mandating
‘maximum local self-government with a minimum
of local government units. . . .’ According to the
Local Boundary Commission, the state has created
significant disincentives to the formation of new
municipal governments.

It is also noteworthy that the City of Cordova, the
seventh most populous city in the unorganized
borough, has advocated for borough reform. In
December 1999, the Council of the City of Cordova
adopted Resolution Number 1299-83 urging “the
executive and legislative branches of the government of
the State of Alaska to review and amend the borough
formation process.” Cordova City officials drafted a
paper outlining a concept to promote borough
formation in those parts of the unorganized borough
that have the capacity to assume the responsibility
for local government.

In 2001, the Commission developed a proposal to
address impediments to borough government
incorporation and annexation for consideration by
the Legislature. That proposal was introduced as
Senate Bill 48. The legislation passed the Senate in
modified form (CSSB 48(FIN) am) but died in the
Community and Regional Affairs Committee in the
House of Representatives.

The Commission believes that a carefully designed
process must be created to promote borough
incorporation and annexation in those areas of
Alaska that have the human and financial resources
to support fundamental local governmental
operations. As previously discussed, in 2003 the
Commission completed the unorganized borough
study77 mandated by the 2002 Legislature. The
Commission, as constituted at that time, concluded
that seven unorganized areas meet the standards for
borough incorporation.  Those areas are the
Aleutians West Model Borough; Chatham Model
Borough; Copper River Basin Model Borough;
Glacier Bay Model Borough; Prince William Sound
Model Borough; Upper Tanana Basin Model
Borough; and Wrangell-Petersburg Model Borough.
The Commission, as currently constituted, wishes
to examine whether other areas of the unorganized
borough, particularly Prince of Wales Island, meets
the standards for borough incorporation.

There are a number of unorganized regions that
have expressed concern that they may be compelled
to form boroughs even though they might not be
able to afford to do so.   In deciding whether any
borough should be formed, the Commission is
required to make a thorough review of the financial
capabilities of any region proposed for incorporation
based on standards that have long been established
in State law. The Commission clearly recognizes
that it would be counter to the interests of the State
to create organized boroughs that were not financially
viable. Nonetheless, the Commission takes the
position that there is benefit in addressing the
concerns raised about this issue.

77 2003 Unorganized Borough Report.
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(b) Establish Threshold for School Districts to
Relinquish School Powers.

State law provides a minimum 400-population
threshold for the incorporation of a new home-rule
or first-class city.78  It also provides a minimum
400-resident population threshold for the
reclassification of a second-class city to a first-class
city.79  Additionally, state law provides a presumptive
250-student minimum for the creation of a new
school district.80

Once a community incorporates, reclassifies to
become a home-rule or first-class city, or once it
establishes a city school district, however, there is
no population or student threshold that triggers the
dissolution/reclassification of the city or the
withdrawal of school powers.  The Legislature should
consider the establishment of such thresholds.

The Legislature should review the very small school
districts that are having a difficult time meeting the
70 percent minimum expenditure (maybe 60 percent
or less) to see if there is an alternate method of
providing quality education.

The Legislature may also wish to consider thresholds
other than student population or general population
that would trigger school consolidation.  Those
might include (1) higher administrative costs;
(2) small districts that are able to offer only limited
high school curricula; or (3) small districts or single-
site districts that are within close proximity.

(c)  Establish Formal Procedures for REAA
Boundary Changes.

It would be helpful if the Legislature established
specific procedures for changes to the boundaries
of regional educational attendance areas other than
those that automatically result from changes to
boundaries of organized boroughs (i.e.,
incorporation, annexation, detachment, dissolution).

(d)  Address the Establishment of Federal
Transfer REAAs Through Apparent Local and
Special Legislation.

As the prior discussion indicates, serious questions
exist whether the 1985 law establishing the two
FTREAAs was local and special legislation.  If it
was, the two districts were established in an
unconstitutional manner.

Clearly, the two FTREAAs are distinctly different
from all other school districts in Alaska.  While
both are categorized as “regional,” neither truly is.
More significantly, both seem to have been created
notwithstanding contrary provisions in law.  For
example, while State law bars a second-class city in
the unorganized borough from operating a school
district, the boundaries of one of the FTREAAs are
coterminous to those of a second-class city.  The
other initially followed the boundaries of three
noncontiguous second-class cities (two of which have
since dissolved).

The Kashunamiut FTREAA is a 700-acre enclave
within the Lower Yukon REAA.  The Kashunamiut
district had an FY 2004 ADM of 365.6.  The Lower
Yukon REAA’s ADM for the same period was
2,040.2.  If the two districts were consolidated, the
resulting district would have an ADM of 2,405.8.

The Yupiit FTREAA is comprised of three
noncontiguous villages encompassing a total of
approximately 19 square miles.  Each of those three
areas is an enclave within the Lower Kuskokwim
REAA.  The Yupiit district had an FY 2004 ADM
of 439.  The Lower Kuskokwim REAA’s ADM for
the same period was 3,799.  If the two districts were
consolidated, the resulting district would have an
ADM of 4,238.

78 AS 29.05.011(a)(1).

79 AS 29.04.040(a).

80 AS 14.12.025.
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(e)  Remove Disincentives for School
Consolidation from Education Funding
Formula.

According to a January 29, 2004, newspaper
account, the Kenai Peninsula Borough school district
has been blocked by provisions in the State education
foundation funding formula in its efforts to
substantially close a $5 million budget gap.81  The
article states as follows:

Kenai Peninsula school officials drew up plans this
winter to close nine more schools next year in a
desperate effort to fill a $5 million budget deficit.
But when they ran the final numbers, they were
shocked to discover that the plan for fewer, bigger
schools would actually lose more money.

The problem turned out to be the state’s education
funding formula, which provides more state aid per
student in small schools than in large ones.

“All the money you save from infrastructure you lose
on the revenue side,” said Kenai Peninsula School
Superintendent Donna Peterson, who released the
long awaited report on school consolidations
Wednesday.

. . .

Indeed, the flop of the “if-all-else-fails” plan leaves
the district still staring at a $5 million hole for next
year and more trouble in years to come.

. . .

Closing some of the district’s 43 schools has long
been held forth as the ultimate answer, though one
likely to be avoided politically for as long as possible.
A budget review committee urged the district to
accelerate the consolidation process last fall.

Despite the long bus rides and loss of intimacy,
closing schools held the promise of better education,
Peterson said. The district’s schools were built to
hold 12,000 students, and enrollment is around
9,500. Small or underused schools can’t offer the
same programs as bigger ones, they said.

The article indicates that officials of the Kenai
Peninsula Borough School District had determined
that closing the nine schools in question would save
$3 million in administrative and operating costs.

The report indicates, however, that school district
officials were “shocked” to learn that the State’s
education foundation funding formula would
penalize the district if it closed the small schools.
District revenues would decline by $3.5 million,
resulting in a net loss to the district of one-half
million dollars annually.

The loss would result from a provision in the State’s
foundation funding formula that provides for a
significantly higher level of funding for smaller
schools through an upward adjustment of the
student count (average daily membership).  In some
cases, the upward adjustment is as much as nearly
four times the actual number of students in the
smallest schools.  Details concerning adjustments
for school size factors are outlined in the definition
of basic need in the glossary provided in this report.
Since the Kenai plan called for students from the
smaller schools to be consolidated with students
from larger schools, the financially advantageous
weighted adjustment of the average daily
membership under AS 14.17.450 (school size factor)
would have declined dramatically, bringing about
the loss projected in the article.

The Local Boundary Commission urges the
Legislature to address ways to ensure that the
education foundation funding formula does not
impose financial penalties on school districts that
attempt to increase efficiency through consolidation
of schools, as is the case in the Kenai Peninsula
Borough.  That might be accomplished in a fashion
similar to provisions enacted by the Legislature to
ensure that when city and borough governments
unify, they will not be financially penalized.  That
law, codified as AS 29.06.400, states that, “All
provisions of law authorizing aid from the state or
federal government to a former municipality that
was in the area of a unified municipality remain in
effect after unification.”

81 Peninsula halts plan to shutter 9 schools, Tom Kizzia,
Anchorage Daily News, January 29, 2004.
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The Commission notes that such provisions might
be appropriate for consolidation of schools within
a school district (e.g., Kenai Peninsula Borough);
however, they may not always be suitable for
consolidation of school districts resulting from
borough incorporation or certain other boundary
changes, particularly where such involves territory
formerly outside the boundaries of a municipal
school district.

(f)  Create Incentives for School Consolidation.

Beyond the above recommendations that the
Legislature promote borough government and
remove disincentives for school consolidation from
the education funding formula, the Commission
urges the Legislature to create inducements for school
consolidation where such would serve the broad
public interest.
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Part III – Conclusions Regarding School

Consolidation

population.  The school size adjusted ADM is then
multiplied by the districts cost factor.  That adjusted
ADM is increased by 20% for special needs funding.
Then the adjusted ADM is increased for intensive
need students and correspondence student to arrive
at the districts adjusted ADM (AADM).  The AADM
is multiplied by the base student allocation to
determine the districts “Basic Need”.

The districts cost factors are established in
AS 14.17.460.  In the departments analysis of school
districts with fewer than 250 students the department
recalculated state aid using the cost factor for the
receiving district.  In most cases this increases the
amount of Basic Need generated by the school being
consolidated.  While using the receiving districts cost
factors increased Basic Need the overall net effect
was a decrease in state aid.  The department assumed
for this exercise that the first class cities would lose
educational powers and would be served by the
receiving REAA.  Under this approach there would
not be a required local contribution nor would there
be local tax revenue to support education.

In addition, EED looked at studies concerning the
relation between the size of a school and student
performance. Again, the results were mixed.  The
studies done do not translate well in Alaska, as they
consider a school with 200 students to be small, while
in Alaska that would be considered a sizeable school.
However, the final conclusion of studies conducted
on school size suggests no evidence that consolida-
tion in Alaska would result in increased student per-

A.  Position of the Alaska
Department of Education and
Early Development82

The Department of Education & Early Development
believes that while there may be opportunities for
consolidation in the areas identified by the LBC as
meeting borough incorporation standards,
considerable public input would be necessary to
determine the political feasibility of such a move.
Combining small first class cities in REAAs or
incorporated boroughs, will not substantially change
the entitlement generated by those communities
through the foundation program.  The amount of
state aid will vary due to factors such as required
local effort and federal impact aid and how they are
applied through the formula.

The financial analysis of school districts with less
than 250 students is included in Appendix M. EED
considered the economic impact on the foundation
formula of consolidating all districts with ADM less
than 250 into their nearest Regional Education
Attendance Area.  The results were mixed.  In some
cases it resulted in savings, in others, costs increased.
The overall savings to the state would be $262,833.

The state funding formula for schools is based on
the average daily membership (ADM) during a
twenty-day count period in October.  State law
requires each schools ADM to be adjusted based on
total number of students in the community.  For
example, if there are at least 10 students but fewer
than 100 students in the community the total student
population is adjusted for one school.  In
communities with more than 425 students each
schools student population in the community is
adjusted for school size.  This process is repeated for
each community that a school district serves.

The ADM for each school is adjusted for school size
to compensate for economies of scale.  A school with
a small student population is more expensive to
operate than a school with a larger student

82 February 11, 2004, e-mail from Eddy Jeans, DEED
School Finance Manager, to Dan Bockhorst, Chief
of Municipal Policy and Research Section,
Department of Community and Economic
Development, staff to the Local Boundary
Commission.  The e-mail amended DEED’s initial
position set out in a January 21, 2004, e-mail from
Kevin Sweeney to Mr. Bockhorst.
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formance or options leading to increased student
achievement. Further information on the impact of
school size can be found at http://pixel.cs.vt.edu/
edu/size.html

Alaska Statute 14.14.110 gives the department the
authority to require school districts to cooperate when
necessary to provide more efficient or economical
educational or administrative services.  The depart-
ment has never directed any district to cooperate with
another to share services.  However, for many years,
the department has supported district efforts to co-
operate when districts have identified opportunities.
For example, SW Region School District provides
business services for Dillingham City Schools.  Sev-
eral school districts contract with the SE Regional
Resource Center for facilities maintenance, grant
writing, educational, and business services.

Recently, the department met with school board
members and superintendents from the Prince of
Wales Island to explore opportunities for sharing
service.  The districts plan on meeting and reporting
back to the department on services that they identify
as being beneficial for their communities.  EED will
continue to look at districts where consolidation,
reorganization or shared services and facilities might
result in increased opportunities leading to higher
student achievement and/or reduction in costs at
the local level.  Identification of possible opportuni-
ties leading to increased student achievement is best
accomplished by providing the impacted communi-
ties an opportunity to take an active role in the pro-
cess.

Kenai School Consolidation Issues

The department reviewed the newspaper ac-
count regarding the Kenai Borough School
Districts efforts to close a $5 million budget
gap.

Because enrollment on the Kenai was grow-
ing in the 1990’s the school district was able
to expand the number of communities it
served and increase the number of facilities it
operated.  Along with the increased student
population and number of facilities the dis-
trict operated came additional state revenues
through the foundation program to support
the expanded educational activities.

Since 1998, the enrollment in the Kenai Bor-
ough School District declined by 12.4%.
Many of the schools on the peninsula are
operating well below capacity as indicated by
Superintendent Peterson.  Unfortunately, the
declining enrollment and excess capacity at
some schools is the root of the budget prob-

lem for the Kenai Borough School District.
To maintain the high quality and diverse
school programs the district may have to close
some schools and combine programs.  With
that decision will come less state foundation
aid to support the operations of fewer schools
and students.

The foundation program adjustment for
school sizes take into account economies of
scale.  The school size adjustment in Alaska
Statute 14.17.450 was adopted by the Alaska
legislature in 1998.  The size adjustment table
was developed by the McDowell Group and
was included in a report to the legislature titled
“Alaska School Operating Cost Study”.  The
school size adjustment table does provide a
base funding level for each school just for the
operation of a separate facility.  The school
size adjustment table cannot take into account
local decisions to establish a new school ver-
sus transporting students to the next closest
school.  In fact, the local school district may
not have had the option to transport the stu-
dents to the nearest school at the time the
decision was made to open a new school be-
cause of capacity issues at the existing schools.

The department is prepared to work with the
legislature to develop legislation that would
help a school district transition to its new
foundation funding level when it has fewer
schools to operate and fewer students to serve.

The department would also like to clarify the state-
ments made under Section 4, Opportunities for Leg-
islative Action subpart (a) regarding local contribu-
tion.  The report suggests that municipal governments
would be eligible to receive an additional $155 mil-
lion in state aid if they were not required to make a
local contribution.  The department believes that the
funding formula attempts to equalize all revenue
sources.  If the local contribution requirements were
removed, a substantial rewrite of the funding for-
mula would be necessary which would not result in
an additional $155 million in state aid to local gov-
ernments.  The department believes that the incen-
tive for local governments in the foundation program
is their ability to contribute additional local revenues
above those required.

The department believes that reducing the number
of school districts in Alaska is a decision to be made
by people in the effected areas or a policy decision by
the Alaska legislature.  Many of the consolidations
reviewed in this report will result in fewer districts
but will not substantially change the funding through
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the foundation pro-
gram for an indi-
vidual community.
The newly created
local governments
or local school
boards will deter-
mine any changes
in the way educa-
tional services are
delivered to stu-
dents.

Consolidation of
school districts is
only one of many
issues facing educa-
tion in Alaska.  It
is important for
EED to build rap-
port and maintain
a working relation-
ship with districts if
we are to address
many of the other
issues that hinder student achievement.  EED stands
ready to work cooperatively with any and all agen-
cies as outlined by the legislature.83

B.  Position of the Alaska Local
Boundary Commission

The Alaska Legislature named two agencies – the
Local Boundary Commission and the Department
of Education and Early Development – to study
school consolidation.  Each agency has its particu-
lar expertise.

The Department’s knowledge in the field of educa-
tion was critical in terms of identifying opportuni-
ties for school consolidation with respect to the
four broad areas outlined in the previously noted
letter of November 6, 2003, from Senator Gary
Wilken (Appendix C).  Those were:

1. possibilities for combining particular schools
through municipal and other boundary changes;

2. opportunities for merging schools through vol-
untary cooperation and action directed by the
Commissioner of the Department of Education
and Early Development under AS 14.14.110(a);

3. prospects for consolidation of specific functions
carried out by school districts; and

4. scenarios for combining school districts with
250 or more students.

The Commission’s expertise lies in terms of bor-
ough incorporation, borough annexation, city in-
corporation, city dissolution, city reclassification,
consolidation, and a number of other municipal
boundary changes.  Many of those types of bound-
ary changes directly affect responsibility for delivery
of education services at the local level and can bring
about school consolidation.

83 As corrected by e-mail between DEED Deputy
Commissioner Karen Rehfeld and Mr. Bockhorst,
February 18, 2004.

Igiugig High School in the Lake and Peninsula Borough.
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The Commission senses that the Department found
itself in a disagreeable role early on.  As the
Department’s final comments above indicate, the
Department felt that, “It is important for EED to
build rapport and maintain a working relationship
with districts if [it is] to address many of the other
issues that hinder student achievement.”  Conse-
quently, during the course of the study, EED ad-
vised the Commission that the Department would
limit its role to that of providing financial analysis
relating to various proposals for school consolida-
tion identified by others.  The Department also
notified the Commission that the State Board of
Education had directed the Department to refrain
from making recommendations regarding school
consolidation.84

At that juncture, the Commission contemplated
terminating its participation in the study.  However,
the Commission elected to continue the study effort
after EED subsequently reaffirmed its commitment
to the project on January 21, 2004, by stating, “EED
stands ready to work cooperatively with any and all
agencies as outlined by the legislature.”

The Commission takes the view that differences of
opinion among intelligent, well-meaning citizens and
officials are good in a democracy, so long as the
expression of those differences of opinions do not

become contentious.  To that end, the Commission
respectfully offers the following observations in
addition to those expressed by DEED in its statement
in Part III of this report.

The Department indicates above that, “The overall
savings to the state would be $262,833.”85 That may
give the impression that school consolidation would
not be worthwhile or save the State of Alaska a
significant amount of money.

The Department’s statement may lead to incorrect
conclusions by others.  The Commission’s
perspective, based upon the data provided by the
Department, follows:

Intermediate classroom at the Elim School.

84 The following is a transcript of the relevant por-
tion of the December 2, 2003, meeting of the State
Board of Education and Early Development:

Legislative Report

Kevin Sweeney: Issue number eight is school dis-
trict consolidation. Last year there was legislative
intent language in the budget that directs the Local
Boundary Commission to work with the Depart-
ment of Education to consider the issue of consoli-
dating school districts with an emphasis on those
school districts that have less than 250 students.
The local boundary commission has already had
one hearing on this issue, back in October in Ju-
neau. They are now moving forward and they are
working with our department on meeting the re-
quirements that the legislature put upon them and
on us.

Richard Mauer: And what has been your directed
position on this issue?

Kevin Sweeney: Our directed position is to work
with the Local Boundary Commission and provide
them as much information as they need.

Richard Mauer: Just information, no opinions?

Kevin Sweeney: That’s correct. No opinions.

85 The Department’s analysis of the economic impact
only addressed the prospective consolidation of
10 city school districts with fewer than 250 students,
not “all districts with ADM less than 250,” as
claimed.  There are 17 districts with fewer than
250 students.  The legislative directive called for a
review of all districts with fewer than 250 students.
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To begin with, the $262,833 savings amounts
to $190 per student.

In the context of a statewide $723 million FY 2005
proposed budget for K-12 pupil support, a savings
of $262,833 is relatively insignificant.  However,
when placed in the proper context, the significance
of the savings begins to take on more prominence.

According to the Department’s data (Appendix M),
there are 1,374 students in the 10 small city school
districts addressed by the Department.  Thus, a
savings of $262,833 resulting from the consolidation
of those districts would amount to $191.29 per
affected student.

To put the importance of that projected savings into
context, a new study by the Alaska Legislature
projects that between FY 1999 and future FY 2005,
inflation will have eroded the key education funding
component known as the base student allocation (see
Glossary for definition of that term and the term
basic need) by $252.62 (5.7 percent).86  The effect of
the $252.62 loss due to inflation has been
characterized by several legislators as “significant.”87

Additionally, consolidation would increase
basic need by more than $750 per student.

Consolidation of the 10 small city districts would
increase the basic need (i.e., education funding
entitlement) for the students in those 10 small city
districts by $1,038,240 annually.  On a per-student
basis, that amounts to an increase in the level of
basic need equivalent to $755.63 per affected
student.  That equals an 18 percent increase in the
$4,169 base student allocation for education under
AS 14.17.470 for the affected students.  Such gains
at a statewide level would be beyond expectations of
the education community.  One could assume that
additional funding would impact performance.

Consolidation would free up local taxes by
nearly $800 per student.

Consolidation of the 10 small school districts would
result in significant annual tax savings for the
10 affected cities.  Specifically, those cities would
no longer be required to make local contributions to
their city school districts under AS 14.17410(b)(2).

The annual tax savings would equal $1,088,642,
an amount equivalent to $792.32 for each of the
1,374 affected students.  Several options would be
available to the affected communities.  The proceeds
could be used to substantially fund borough
governments, thereby taking on greater local
responsibility and local control.  Alternatively, the
revenues could be redirected to fund other essential
services such as police, fire protection, and utilities.
Of course, the cities could also reduce taxes imposed
on their citizens.

Kilbuck Elementary School in Bethel.

86 Legislative Research Report Number 04.065 (Revised),
Education Funding, Alaska Legislature, Legislative
Research Services, February 3, 2004.

87 Press Release, Report: Inflation Erodes Education
Dollars, February 4, 2004, <http://
w w w . a k d e m o c r a t s . o r g / D o c u m e n t s /
020404_edu_funding_lags_behind_inflation.pdf>
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The sum of the economic gains noted above
equals $1,740 per student, but prospective
benefits of consolidation extend well beyond
that gain.

As outlined above, consolidation of the 10 small
districts would reduce the State’s annual educational
expenditures for 1,374 students by $262,833.  At
the same time, the basic need for those students
(i.e., the entitlement for education funding) would
increase by $1,038,240 annually .  Moreover, local
taxes required to support schools in the consolidated
districts would be reduced by $1,088,642 each year.
Further, consolidation would increase the level of
quality school grants paid to the consolidated districts
by a total of $4,101 annually.  It is a win-win-win
situation for the State, students, and the taxpayers.
Cumulatively, the effect of consolidation equals a
gain of $2,393,816, or $1,742.22 per student.

The significance of the economic benefit from
consolidation is amply evident at this point.
However, the benefits of consolidation extend
beyond those noted above as outlined in the
following.

Fourteen districts, mostly small community
districts, many of which fail to meet the
statutory requirement for a minimum of
70 percent instructional spending, would be
merged into four regional districts.

As is outlined in Part I of this report, the delivery of
educational services in Alaska is distinctly different
in the unorganized borough compared to organized
boroughs.  One of the fundamental ways in which
delivery of education services is distinct is the
geographic nature of the educational institutions
serving the two types of areas.  Organized boroughs
operate exclusively on a regional basis.  In the

Petersburg High School.
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unorganized area, there are districts that operate
regionally (REAAs) and others that operate on a
community basis (home-rule cities, first-class cities,
and FTREAAs).  Because of the fragmented manner
in which education services are delivered in the
unorganized borough, a disproportionate number
of Alaska’s school districts exist there.

The Commission believes that there also are
potential administrative efficiencies88 and economies
of scale89 that could result from consolidation that,
in turn, could allow a greater proportion of the funds
of each consolidated district to be spent on
instruction.

The Commission notes that the consolidation of
the 10 small city school districts with the REAAs in
which those city school districts are located would
result in fourteen school districts merging into just
four.

The Commission reminds readers that Governor
Murkowski presented the following statement and
question to the education community last June:

I am challenging all of Alaska’s educators, parents,
school board members, community leaders, and
residents to take a hard look at how our schools are
run.  We need to get more dollars from
administration into the classroom. Why do some
school districts exceed the state requirement of using
more than 70 percent of the funds they receive in
the classroom, and others do not?

Eleven of those fourteen districts (nearly 80 percent)
failed to achieve the 70 percent classroom-spending
requirement in the current fiscal year.

Creating four larger regional districts from
fourteen districts, mostly small community
districts, might improve programs and offer
other educational benefits to students.

Consolidation also may result in enhanced curricula
and other educational benefits to the students.
Presumably, if smaller districts join together, a larger
district would be able to provide broader educational
services through economies of scale.  A number of
regional districts in Alaska currently provide such
services on a circuit-rider basis.

For example, the previously cited January 29, 2004,
newspaper article indicates that education officials
in the Kenai Peninsula Borough believe that school
consolidation would – absent penalties under the
education funding formula – bring about savings
and result in improved educational opportunities:

Closing some of the [Kenai Peninsula Borough
school] district’s 43 schools has long been held forth
as the ultimate answer [regarding the need to cut
costs], though one likely to be avoided politically for
as long as possible.  A budget review committee urged
the district to accelerate the consolidation process
last fall.

Despite the long bus rides and loss of intimacy,
closing schools held the promise of better
education, [Kenai Peninsula Borough School District
Superintendent Donna] Peterson said.  The district’s

88 Among such administrative efficiencies,
consolidation would result in a fewer number of
school administrators and school boards, which
arguably would reduce travel, per diem, insurance,
and other costs.

89 E.g., economies of scale could accrue through the
coordinated planning and purchasing of fuel, which
also affects the State’s power cost equalization
program; books and supplies; lunch programs, etc.

Rae C. Stedman Elementary in Petersburg.
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schools were built to hold 12,000 students, and
enrollment is around 9,500. Small or underutilized
schools can’t offer the same programs as bigger
ones, they said.

Peterson said their study found that elementary
schools could run full programs, with music, physical
education and library services, when they have
300 – 500 students.  Only three elementary schools
on the Kenai Peninsula have that many students,
she said  (emphasis added).

At the middle/high school level, the optimum
number is 700-900 students, she said.  None of the
high schools on the Peninsula are that big.

Circumstances are not likely to improve for the
smaller districts in the long-term.

State and federal governments have added
substantially to the administrative duties imposed
on local school districts over the years.  Those
obligations presumably have a reasonable basis in

the law.  In other words, they
are likely appropriate and
necessary, but they add to the
administrative burdens of the
school districts.   Examples
include school-based health
services programs, federal
impact aid reporting, state
testing requirements, federal
“no child left behind”
mandates, and a host of other
unfunded or inadequately
funded requirements.

At the same time, student
populations in the smaller
school districts in Alaska have
generally shrunk.  Specifically,
in the past fourteen years, seven

of the ten small city school districts shrank in student
population some by very significant margins.90  The
same proportion of districts suffered student
population decreases last year (seven of ten), with
one decreasing by more than 15 percent in that year
alone.

Moreover, as the State government continues to
struggle with its fiscal gap, adequate funding for
public services, including the more critical services
such as education may become even more
challenging.  As noted at the beginning of this report,
education funding was held harmless from cuts
generally imposed on most other agencies in the
FY 2004 budget.  The Alaska Legislature
appropriated more than $729 million for K-12 public
education and pupil transportation in the current
fiscal year.  That figure represents approximately
one-third (33.23 percent) of all general-purpose
appropriations for the entire State budget during
FY 2004.

Olinga & Joseph S. Gregory Elementary in Upper Kalskag

90 One declined by more than two-thirds; several
declined by more than one-quarter.
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Shielding education funding from cuts to the State
budget was certainly not an isolated event last year.
In FY 1997, funding for education (K-12 support
and pupil transportation) was $654,576,900.  By
FY 2004, education funding had increased to
$729,255,000 (a gain of $74,678,100 or
11.4 percent).  During that same period of time,
student enrollment (ADM) rose by only 4.4 percent
(from 126,464.77 to 132,049.62).

In contrast to education, funding for many other
important State programs was cut or eliminated
altogether.  For example, State Revenue Sharing and
Municipal Assistance, which provided general
financial aid to Alaska’s municipal governments,
totaled $53,572,300 in FY 1997.  By FY 2003,
funding for those programs had been reduced to
$29,630,700 (a cut of $23,941,600 or 44.7 percent).
The following year, funding for the programs was
eliminated altogether.  As noted above, for the years
in question, student enrollment rose by 4.4 percent,
but the State’s population grew by 6.6 percent
meaning that the burden placed on local
governments for general services due to the growing
population was presumably greater than that placed
on schools due to growing enrollment.

Despite the preferential status afforded education
funding, inflation is eroding education funding in
Alaska as noted above.  Again, the study projected
that from FY 1999 to future FY 2005, inflation will
have effectively reduced the base student allocation
by $252.62 (5.7 percent).

The circumstances outlined here (i.e., growing
administrative burdens on school districts, generally
shrinking student populations in smaller school
districts, and competition for increasingly scarce
financial resources) suggest to the Local Boundary
Commission that the future of small school districts
in Alaska is unlikely to improve without leadership
from the State Legislature in terms of school
consolidation.

Conclusion.

Over four decades ago, Governor William Egan,
former President of Alaska’s Constitutional
Convention, made the following remarks in his
State-of-the-State address:

Local government problems continue to be [the]
subject of deep and understandable concern.  Many
areas need improved school systems, sanitation, fire
protection, planning and zoning, water and flood
control, community water and sewer systems.
Organized boroughs can provide these local
government services.

Just weeks ago, Governor Murkowski echoed similar
sentiments in his January 2004 State-of-the-State
address.  He noted that the key to Alaska’s future is
financial stability.   Two components of his plan to
achieve that stability relate to issues underlying the
study of school consolidation.

The third element of my program is that the costs of
government should be borne as much as possible by
the direct users of services.

• My fiscal program expects that those who directly
benefit from state services pay a fair share —
through modest fees and taxes that do not
interfere with personal savings and investment.

The fourth cornerstone of my program is local
responsibility for local needs.  Local governments
should look first to local revenue sources to help
fund schools, public facilities, fire and safety services.91

91 Governor’s January 13, 2004, State-of-the-State
speech, p. 5.  The speech is included in this report
as Appendix N and is available online at http://
gov.state.ak.us/whitepapers/-state_of_state_speech-
2004.pdf.
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In conclusion, the LBC and DEED take the view
that considerable benefit has already resulted from
this school consolidation study effort and the
potential future benefits are beyond measure.  One
aspect of school consolidation, in particular, that
the Commission was unable to address was the
matter of local public hearings.  Senator Wilken
had encouraged the Commission and the
Department to conduct some hearings on the matter.
Specifically, he stated as follows in his letter of
November 6:

I recognize that both the
Local Boundary Com-
mission and the Depart-
ment of Education and
Early Development
have heavy workloads
and limited resources.
Nonetheless, it would
be ideal if the agencies
held joint hearings in at
least some of the com-
munities that could be
affected by consolida-
tion.

Regrettably, time and circumstances did not allow
the Commission and the Department to hold such
hearings.  However, if the Legislature continues to
want the Local Boundary Commission and the
Department to conduct such hearings, the

Commission, at least, is in a better position to do
so in 2004.  Alternatively, of course, the State
Legislature could formally request the Local
Boundary Commission to consider specific local
government boundary changes that would have the
effect of school consolidation (e.g., borough
incorporation, borough annexation, city
reclassification, etc.).  Under AS 44.33.812, the
Commission would be obligated to formally address
such requests, which would entail a thorough review
of the proposal and a local public hearing in each
affected area.

Further, the Local Boundary Commission urges the
Legislature to pursue the recommendations that the
Commission outlined at the end of Part IIC.4
(pp. 51 – 59) of this report.   To paraphrase a
previous statement in this report, under Alaska’s
Constitution, education is a State function and a
State responsibility. How far the State Legislature
pursues this matter will be decided in time.

Senator Gary Wilken.
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Glossary

This glossary lists terms and acronyms that are used in this report or that otherwise relate to school
consolidation, education, or municipal boundary changes that have particular meanings.  Unless the
context in which those terms and acronyms listed below are used in these proceedings suggests otherwise,
they are defined as follows:

“ADM” or “average daily membership” is the average daily student count over 20 consecutive
school-days in October (AS 14.17.600).  ADM is defined in State law as “the aggregate number of full-time
equivalent students enrolled in a school district during the student count period for which a determination
is being made, divided by the actual number of days that school is in session for the student count period
for which the determination is being made.” (AS 14. 17.990(1).)  The count dates for FY 2004 ADM were
September 29, 2003 to October 24, 2003.

“Annexation” is the expansion of the jurisdictional boundaries of an existing city government or
borough government.

“Areawide” means throughout a borough, both inside and outside all cities in the borough.
(AS 29.71.800.)

“Assembly” means the governing body of a borough.  (AS 29.71.800.)

“Base student allocation” is the dollar value set in State law that is applied to the “district adjusted
ADM” to arrive at the “basic need” for school districts. (See definitions of “district adjusted ADM” and
“basic need” in this glossary.)  The current base student allocation set out in AS 14.17.470 is $4,169.

“Basic need” is the level of fundamental financial aid that a school district is entitled to receive
under State law.  Under AS 14.17.400(b), if the funding appropriated into the public school account is
insufficient to meet the basic need of all districts, DEED must reduce pro rata each district’s basic need.
The following steps are used to determine the basic need for each school district:

Ascertain average daily membership (ADM). The first step is to determine the average daily membership
(ADM) in every school within each school district in Alaska.  The term “average daily membership”
is defined earlier in this glossary.

Adjust for school size factor.1  The second step involves adjustment of the average daily membership
(ADM) of every school within each school district based upon the particular size of the school.  The
ADM of each school with 1,022 or fewer students is adjusted upward.

1 AS 14.17.450.



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation          February 2004

Glossary - II

The smaller the ADM, the greater the adjustment.  For example, a school with an ADM of 10 is
adjusted by a multiple of 3.96 (i.e., 10 students are counted as 39.6); a school with an ADM of
25 is adjusted by a multiple of 1.908 (i.e., 25 students are counted as 47.7); a school with an ADM
of 200 is adjusted by a factor of 1.3605 (i.e., 200 students are counted as 272.1).  At the threshold
ADM of 1,022, the school size factor adjustment becomes negligible.2

While the ADM of each school with 1,022 or fewer students is adjusted upward, the ADM of each
school with 1,023 or more students is adjusted downward.  The higher the ADM, the greater the
adjustment.  At the 1,023 threshold, the adjustment is negligible.  However, a school with an
ADM of 1,500 is adjusted by a multiple of 0.9491 (i.e., 1,500 students are counted as 1,423.6); a
school with an ADM of 2,000 is adjusted by a multiple of 0.9218 (i.e., 2,000 students are counted
as 1843.6).  The school with the largest enrollment in FY 2003 had an ADM of 2,454.  Its student
count was adjusted by a factor of 0.9067 (i.e., its 2,454 students were counted as 2,224.96).  In
FY 2003, just over 15 percent of Alaska’s students attended schools that had average daily
memberships of 1,023 or higher.

The following defines the adjustments specified in law:

• if the student count3 is ≥ 10 but < 20 the adjusted student count is 39.6;

• if the student count is ≥ 20 but < 30 the adjusted student count is 39.6 + (1.62 X the number
of students in excess of 20);

• if the student count is ≥ 30 but < 75 the adjusted student count is 55.8 + (1.49 X the number
of students in excess of 30);

• if the student count is ≥ 75 but < 150 the adjusted student count is 122.85 + (1.27 X the
number of students in excess of 75);

• if the student count is ≥ 150 but < 250 the adjusted student count is 218.1 + (1.08 X the
number of students in excess of 150);

• if the student count is ≥ 250 but < 400 the adjusted student count is 326.1 + (0.97 X the
number of students in excess of 250);

• if the student count is ≥ 400 but < 750 the adjusted student count is 471.6 + (0.92 X the
number of students in excess of 400);

• if the student count is ≥ 750 the adjusted student count is 793.6 + (0.84 X the number of
students in excess of 750).

2 A school with an ADM of 1,022 is adjusted by a factor of 1.0000782778864970645792563600783 (i.e., 1,022 students are
counted as 1,022.08).

3 If the ADM in a school is less than 10, those students are included in the ADM of the school in that district with the lowest
ADM as determined by the most recent student count data for that district.  (AS 14.17.450(b).)
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Apply district cost factor.4  In the third step, each district’s school-size-adjusted ADM is further
adjusted by district cost factors.  Cost factors for the 53 districts in Alaska range from a base of
1.000 to 1.736.  The cost factors for each of Alaska’s school districts is listed below:

Bristol Bay Borough 1.262
City of Nenana 1.270
City of Pelican 1.290
Alaska Gateway REAA 1.291
Chugach REAA 1.294
Denali Borough 1.313
City of Nome 1.319
City of Galena 1.348
City of St. Mary’s 1.351
Kashunamiut REAA 1.389
Pribilof REAA 1.419
Aleutians East Borough 1.423
Southwest Region REAA 1.423
Kuspuk REAA 1.434
Lower Yukon REAA 1.438
Yupiit REAA 1.469.
Iditarod REAA 1.470
Lower Kuskokwim REAA 1.491
City of Tanana 1.496
Yukon/Koyukuk REAA 1.502
North Slope Borough 1.504
Bering Strait REAA 1.525
Northwest Arctic Borough 1.549
Lake and Peninsula Borough 1.558
Yukon Flats REAA 1.668
Aleutians Region REAA 1.736

4 AS 14.17.460.

5 AS 14.17.420(a)(1).

6 AS 14.17.420(a)(2).

Municipality of Anchorage 1.000
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 1.000
City of Petersburg 1.000
City and Borough of Sitka 1.000
City of Wrangell 1.000
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1.004
City and Borough of Juneau 1.005
Haines Borough 1.008
City of Craig 1.010
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 1.010
Annette Island REAA 1.011
City of Klawock 1.017
City of Kake 1.025
Fairbanks North Star Borough 1.039
City and Borough of Yakutat 1.046
City of Hoonah 1.055
City of Hydaburg 1.085
Kodiak Island Borough 1.093
City of Valdez 1.095
City of Cordova 1.096
Delta/Greely REAA 1.106
Chatham REAA 1.120
Southeast Island REAA 1.124
City of Skagway 1.143
Copper River REAA 1.176
City of Unalaska 1.245
City of Dillingham 1.254

Apply special needs factor.5 In the fourth step, a special needs factor is applied.  To assist districts in
providing special education (except intensive special education), gifted and talented education,
vocational education, and bilingual education services the figure derived in the third step following
the application of the district cost factor is multiplied by 1.20, as set out in AS 14.17.410(b)(1).  To
qualify for special needs funding, a school district must file a plan with the DEED indicating the
special needs services that will be provided.

Add intensive service adjustment.6 In the fifth step, a district may receive an adjustment for intensive
services funding for each special education student who needs and receives intensive services and is
enrolled on the last day of the 20-school-day-count period.  For each such student, intensive
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services funding is equal to the intensive student count multiplied by five.  To receive funding, a
district is required to establish an “individual education plan” for each special education student
who needs and receives intensive services.

Add correspondence students.7  The sixth step relates to funding for any correspondence students
served by a district. Funding for correspondence study provided by a district is calculated by
multiplying the ADM of the correspondence program by a factor of 0.8.

Apply base student allocation.8  The figure arrived at through the steps outlined above is the district
adjusted ADM.  The district adjusted ADM is multiplied by the base student allocation,
currently, $4,169, to arrive at the basic need for each district.

Note:  AS 14.17.490 provides as follows concerning school funding:

Sec. 14.17.490. Public school funding adjustments.9

(a) Except as provided in (b) - (e) of this section, if, in fiscal year 1999, a city or borough school
district or a regional educational attendance area would receive less public school funding under
AS 14.17.410 than the district or area would have received as state aid, the district or area is, in each
fiscal year, eligible to receive additional public school funding equal to the difference between the
public school funding the district or area was eligible to receive under AS 14.17.410 in fiscal year 1999
and the state aid the district or area would have received in fiscal year 1999.

(b) A city or borough school district is not eligible for additional funding authorized under (a) of this
section unless, during the fiscal year in which the district receives funding under (a) of this section, the
district received a local contribution equal to at least the equivalent of a four mill tax levy on the full

7 AS 14.17.430.

8 AS 14.17.470.

9 In Public School Funding Program Overview (January 2004), DEED outlines the application of AS 14.17.490 as follows:

Adjustments to the Funding ‘Floor’

The funding ‘Floor’ was established in FY 99 to provide funds for districts generating less state aid using the
New Funding Formula and bridges the transition between the programs.  All adjustments to the ‘Floor’ are
reductions.  There are two ways that the ‘Floor’ can be adjusted:

If the Basic Need in the current fiscal year is greater than the Basic Need in the prior fiscal year, then take the
difference, and multiply it by 40%.  Subtract this number from the funding ‘Floor’ to arrive at the new
‘Floor’ amount for the current fiscal year.

If the ADM decreases by 5% or more over FY99, then reduce the funding ‘Floor’ by that same percentage.

Please Note: No action is taken to the funding ‘Floor’ if:

The current fiscal year Basic Need is less than the prior year Basic Need or,

The ADM has not decreased by 5% or more since FY99.
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and true value of the taxable real and personal property in the district as of January 1 of the second
preceding fiscal year as determined by the Department of Community and Economic Development
under AS 14.17.510 and AS 29.45.110.

(c) For the purposes of the reduction required under AS 14.17.400 (b), funding authorized under (a)
of this section is treated the same as the state share of public school funding under AS 14.17.410.

(d) Beginning in fiscal year 2000, if a district receives more public school funding under AS 14.17.410
than the district received in the preceding fiscal year, any amount received by the district under this
section shall be reduced. The amount of the reduction required under this subsection is equal to the
amount of increase from the preceding fiscal year in public school funding multiplied by 40 percent.
In this subsection, “public school funding” does not include funding under this section.

(e) Beginning in fiscal year 2000, in each fiscal year, the department shall compare each district’s
ADM with the district’s ADM in fiscal year 1999. If the current fiscal year ADM is less than
95 percent of the district’s ADM in fiscal year 1999, the department shall reduce the district’s public
school funding calculated under (a) of this section by a percentage equal to the percentage of decrease
in the district’s ADM.

(f) For purposes of this section, “state aid” means state aid distributed under the provisions of AS 14.17,
as those provisions read on January 1, 1998, and additional district support appropriated by the
legislature for fiscal year 1998.

“Borough” means a general law borough (first-class, second-class, or third class), a non-unified
home-rule borough, or a unified home-rule borough (unified municipality).  (3 AAC 110.990(1).)

In general terms, the word ‘borough’ means a place organized for local government.  Boroughs exist in
certain other states in this country and in other countries; however, they bear no similarity to boroughs in
Alaska.

After much debate, Alaska’s Constitutional Convention Delegates chose the term “borough” over alternatives
such as county, canton, division, and province.  They did so because they felt that the term “borough” did
not carry the connotations of the other terms.  The Delegates wanted to preclude rigid thinking and the
application of restrictive court decisions based on the extensive body of county law developed in the
existing states.  (See, Thomas A. Morehouse and Victor Fischer, Borough Government in Alaska, 1971,
p. 37.)

In Alaska, a borough is a regional unit of municipal government (See, Victor Fischer, Alaska’s Constitutional
Convention, 1975, pp. 116 – 123); Thomas A. Morehouse and Victor Fischer, Borough Government in
Alaska, 1971, pp. 37 – 41; Mobil Oil v. Local Boundary Commission, 518 P.2d 92, 100 (Alaska 1974); and
Alaska State Legislature, Legislative Counsel, Proceedings of the Alaska Constitutional Convention, 1963,
pp. 2638 and 2641.)  Appendix E of this report addresses, in detail, fundamental principles of borough
government in Alaska.
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“City” means a general law (first-class or second-class city or a home-rule city government.
(AS 29.71.800.)

“Coastal resource service area” means a service area established and organized under AS 29.03.020
and AS 46.40.110 - 46.40.180.  (3 AAC 110.990(2).)

“Commission” refers to the Local Boundary Commission.  (3 AAC 110.990(3).)

“Community” means a social unit comprised of 25 or more permanent residents as determined
under 3 AAC 110.920.  (3 AAC 110.990(5).)

“Consolidation” in terms of “municipal consolidation” means the dissolution of two or more
municipalities and their incorporation as a new municipality.  (AS 29.71.800.)  “Consolidation” in terms
of school consolidation, takes on a much more general connotation; it means combining two or more
school districts through any of several means (borough incorporation, annexation, city reclassification, city
dissolution, modifying the boundaries of REAAs, etc.).

“Contiguous” means, with respect to territories and properties, adjacent, adjoining, and touching
each other.  (3 AAC 110.990(6).)

“Council” means the governing body of a city.  (AS 29.71.800.)

“DCED” means the Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development.

“DEED” means the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development.

“Department” means the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. (AS 29.71.800;
3 AAC 110.990(7).)

“District” means a city or borough school district or a regional educational attendance area (REAA).
(AS 14.17.990(2).)  District also means a federal transfer regional educational attendance area (FTREAA).

“District adjusted ADM” is the average daily membership of a district that has been adjusted by:
(1) applying the school size factor to the student count as set out in AS 14.17.450; (2) applying the district
cost factor described in AS 14.17.460; (3) applying the special needs factor as set out in AS 14.17.420(a)(1);
(4) adding the intensive service adjustment as set out in AS 14.17.420(a)(2); and (5) adding correspondence
students as set out in AS 14.17.430.

“Enrollment” is a one-day count of the number of students as of October 1.

“Enrollment gap” is the difference between the 250-student threshold established in AS 14.12.025
for the creation of new school districts and the most recent average daily membership for a district with
fewer than 250 students.

“Federal Impact Aid” is federal financial assistance provided, upon application, to school districts
with children whose parents live and/or work on federal property.  Ninety percent of the eligible federal
impact aid funds are used in the calculation of state aid (see column 4 of Tables 1-4 in Part I of the report
for treatment of the deductible federal impact aid).
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“Federal transfer regional educational attendance area” means an educational service area
established and organized under a special act in 1985 (Ch. 66, SLA 1985) separate and distinct from an
REAA established and organized under AS 14.08.031 and AS 29.03.020.  There are two FTREAAs: (1) a
school district that provides education services to three villages in the Lower Kuskokwim REAA (Akiachak,
Akiak, and Tuluksak); and (2) a school district that provides education services to the village of Chevak in
the Lower Yukon REAA.

“FTE” means “full-time equivalent.”

“FTREAA” means “federal transfer regional educational attendance area.”

“Full-time equivalent” means employment in terms of the equivalent of full-time positions.

“General law municipality” means a municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State
of Alaska that has legislative powers conferred by State law; it may be an unchartered first-class borough,
second-class borough, third class borough, first-class city, or second-class city organized under the laws of
the State of Alaska.  (AS 29.04.020.)

“HSGQE” means “high school graduation qualifying examination” (a.k.a. State High School Exit
Exam) given to all high school sophomores, juniors, and seniors to determine proficiency in reading,
writing, and mathematics.  Proficiency in those fields is required in order to earn a high school diploma.

“LBC” refers to the Alaska Local Boundary Commission.

“Magnet school” means a school with a strong emphasis in a particular subject area, for example,
music, science, drama, math, etc.  In a magnet school, students are typically selected through an application
process instead of being assigned based on residence.

“Merger” means dissolution of a municipality and its absorption by another municipality.
(AS 29.71.800.)

“Model borough boundaries” means those boundaries set out in the Commission’s publication
Model Borough Boundaries, revised as of June 1997 and adopted by reference.  (3 AAC 110.990(9).)

“Municipality” means a political subdivision incorporated under the laws of the state that is a
home-rule or general law city, a home-rule or general law borough.  (AS 29.71.800.)

“Nonareawide” means throughout the area of a borough outside all cities in the borough.
(AS 29.71.800.)

“Permanent resident” means a person who has maintained a principal domicile in the territory
proposed for change under this chapter for at least 30 days immediately preceding the date of acceptance of
a petition by the department, and who shows no intent to remove that principal domicile from the territory
at any time during the pendency of a petition before the Commission.  (3 AAC 110.990(10).)

“Political subdivision” means a borough or city organized and operated under state law.
(3 AAC 110.990(11).)
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“Property owner” means a legal person holding a vested fee simple interest in the surface estate of
any real property including submerged lands; “property owner” does not include lienholders, mortgagees,
deed of trust beneficiaries, remaindermen, lessees, or holders of unvested interests in land.
(3 AAC 110.990(12).)

“Quality school funding” is a component of public school funding.  Under AS 14.17.480, a
district is eligible to receive a quality school funding grant not to exceed the district’s adjusted ADM
multiplied by $16.

“REAA” means “regional educational attendance area.”

“Regional educational attendance area” means an educational service area established and organized
under AS 14.08.031 and AS 29.03.020.  It is a school district that provides education services to that
portion of the unorganized borough outside of home-rule and first-class cities.

“Required local contribution” means the local contribution required by AS 14.17.410(b)(2) of a
city or borough school district that 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 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 AS 14.17.410(b)(1).  Neither REAAs nor FTREAAs are subject to required local contributions.  (See
also “voluntary local contribution.”)

“Service area” means an area in which borough services are provided that are not offered on an
areawide or nonareawide basis, or in which a higher or different level of areawide or nonareawide services
are provided; borough service areas are not local governments.  A service area lacks legislative and executive
powers.

“State” (where capitalized) refers to the State of Alaska government.

“State Aid” (State Foundation Formula).   State aid equals basic need minus a required local
contribution and 90 percent of eligible federal impact aid for that fiscal year.  (AS 14.17.410(b)(1).)

“Unorganized borough” means areas of Alaska that are not within the boundaries of an organized
borough.  (AS 29.03.010.)

“Voluntary local contribution” (also referred to as “excess local contribution”) means the level of
funding in addition to the local contribution required under AS 14.17.410((b)(2) that a city or borough
school district may contribute in a fiscal year.  The voluntary local contribution may not exceed 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
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 AS 14.17.410(b)(1). (See also “required local contribution.”)
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Background and Biographies

2.  Duties and Functions of the LBC.

The LBC acts on proposals for seven different
municipal boundary changes.  These are:

incorporation of municipalities;3

reclassification of city governments;

annexation to municipalities;

dissolution of municipalities;

detachment from municipalities;

merger of municipalities; and

consolidation of municipalities.

In addition to the above, the LBC has a continuing
obligation under statutory law to:

make studies of local government boundary
problems;

A.  Background on the Local
Boundary Commission.

1.  Constitutional Origin of the LBC.

The framers of Alaska’s constitution subscribed to
the principle that, “unless a grave need existed, no
agency, department, commission, or other body
should be specified in the constitution.”  (Victor
Fischer, Alaska’s Constitutional Convention, p. 124.)
The framers recognized that a “grave need” existed
when it came to the establishment and alteration of
municipal governments by providing for the creation
of the LBC in Article X, Section 12 of the
Constitution.1

The LBC is one of only five State boards or
commissions established in the constitution (among
a current total of approximately 120 active boards
and commissions).2 The Alaska Supreme Court
characterized the framers’ purpose in creating the
LBC as follows:

An examination of the relevant minutes of [the Local
Government Committee of the Constitutional
Convention] shows clearly the concept that was in
mind when the local boundary commission section
was being considered: that local political decisions
do not usually create proper boundaries and that
boundaries should be established at the state level.
The advantage of the method proposed, in the words
of the committee:

. . . lies in placing the process at a level
where area-wide or state-wide needs can be
taken into account. By placing authority in
this third party, arguments for and against
boundary change can be analyzed
objectively.

Fairview Public Utility District No. 1 v. City of
Anchorage, 368 P.2d 540, 543 (Alaska 1962).

1 Article X, Section 12 states, “A local boundary
commission or board shall be established by law
in the executive branch of state government.  The
commission or board may consider any proposed
local government boundary change.  It may present
proposed changes to the Legislature during the first
ten days of any regular session.  The change shall
become effective forty-five days after presentation
or at the end of the session, whichever is earlier,
unless disapproved by a resolution concurred in
by a majority of the members of each house.  The
commission or board, subject to law, may establish
procedures whereby boundaries may be adjusted
by local action.”

2 The other four are the Commission on Judicial
Conduct, the Judicial Council, the University of
Alaska Board of Regents, and the (legislative)
Redistricting Board.

3 The term “municipalities” includes both city
governments and borough governments.
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adopt regulations providing standards and
procedures for municipal incorporation,
annexation, detachment, merger, consolidation,
reclassification, and dissolution; and

make recommendations to the Legislature
concerning boundary changes under Article X,
Section 12 of Alaska’s Constitution.

Further, the LBC is routinely assigned duties by the
Legislature; e.g., the 2002 requirement to study the
unorganized borough and determine which areas
meet borough incorporation standards and the 2003
directive to work with the Department of Education
and Early Development regarding school district
consolidation.

3. LBC Decisions Must have a Reasonable Basis
and Must be Arrived at Properly.

LBC decisions regarding petitions that come before
the Commission must have a reasonable basis.  That
is, both the LBC’s interpretation of the applicable
legal standards and its evaluation of the evidence in
the proceeding must have a rational foundation.4

The LBC must, of course, proceed within its
jurisdiction; conduct a fair hearing; and avoid any
prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion
occurs if the LBC has not proceeded in the manner
required by law or if its decision is not supported
by the evidence.

4.  Communications with the LBC.

When the LBC acts on a petition for a municipal
boundary change, it does so in a quasi-judicial
capacity.  LBC proceedings regarding a municipal
boundary change must be conducted in a manner
that upholds the right of everyone to due process
and equal protection.

Ensuring that communications with the LBC
concerning municipal boundary proposals are
conducted openly and publicly preserves rights to
due process and equal protection.  To regulate
communications, the LBC adopted

3 AAC 110.500(b) which expressly prohibits private
(ex parte) contact between the LBC and any
individual, other than its staff, except during a public
meeting called to address a municipal boundary
proposal.  The limitation takes effect upon the filing
of a petition and remains in place through the last
date available for the Commission to reconsider a

4 See Keane v. Local Boundary Commission, 893 P.2d
1239, 1241 (Alaska 1995).  When an administrative
decision involves expertise regarding either complex
subject matter or fundamental policy formulation,
the court defers to the decision if it has a reasonable
basis; Lake and Peninsula Borough v. Local Boundary
Commission, 885 P.2d 1059,1062 (Alaska 1994);
Mobil Oil Corp. v. Local Boundary Commission, 518
P.2d 92,97-8 (Alaska 1974).  Where an agency
action involves formulation of a fundamental policy
the appropriate standard on review is whether the
agency action has a reasonable basis; LBC exercises
delegated legislative authority to reach basic policy
decisions; acceptance of the incorporation petition
should be affirmed if court perceives in the record
a reasonable basis of support for the LBC’s reading
of the standards and its evaluation of the evidence;
Rose v. Commercial Fisheries Entry Comm’n, 647 P.2d
154, 161 (Alaska 1982) (review of agency’s exercise
of its discretionary authority is made under the
reasonable basis standard) cited in Stosh’s I/M v.
Fairbanks North Star Borough, 12 P.3d 1180, 1183
nn. 7 and 8 (Alaska 2000); see also Matanuska-
Susitna Borough v. Hammond, 726 P.2d 166, 175-
76 (Alaska 1986).

Local Boundary Commission listening to testimony at a recent

hearing.
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decision.  If a decision of the LBC is appealed to
the court, the limitation on ex parte contact is
extended throughout the appeal in the event the
court requires additional consideration by the LBC.

In that regard, all communications with the
Commission must be submitted through staff to
the Commission. The LBC staff may be contacted
at the following address, telephone number, facsimile
number, or e-mail address.

Local Boundary Commission Staff
550 West Seventh Avenue, Suite 1770

Anchorage, Alaska  99501-3510
telephone: (907) 269-4559

fax:  (907) 269-4539
alternate fax:  (907) 269-4563
e-mail: LBC@dced.state.ak.us

5.  LBC Membership.

The LBC is an independent, quasi-judicial
commission.  Members of the LBC are appointed
by the Governor for five-year overlapping terms.
(AS 44.33.810.)  Notwithstanding their terms,
members of the LBC serve at the pleasure of the
Governor. (AS 39.05.060(d).)

The LBC is comprised of five members.  One
member is appointed from each of Alaska’s four
judicial districts. The fifth member is appointed from
the state at-large.

State law provides that members of the LBC must
be appointed “on the basis of interest in public
affairs, good judgment, knowledge and ability in the
field of action of the department for which
appointed, and with a view to providing diversity of
interest and points of view in the membership.”
(AS 39.05.060.)
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LBC members receive no pay for their service on
the Commission.  However, they are entitled to the
travel expenses and per diem authorized for members
of boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

The following is a biographical summary of the
current members of the LBC.

Darroll Hargraves, Chair, At-Large
Appointment, Wasilla

Darroll Hargraves of
Wasilla was appointed
Chair of the LBC by Gov-
ernor Murkowski in
March 2003. Commis-
sioner Hargraves holds a
Masters degree and an
Education Specialist de-
gree from the University
of Alaska, Fairbanks.
Additionally, Oakland

City University awarded him the Doctor of Humane
Letters. Commissioner Hargraves has been School
Superintendent in Nome, Ketchikan, and Tok. He
was the Executive Director of the Alaska Council of
School Administrators from 1998 to 2002. He is
currently a management/communications consult-
ant working with school districts and nonprofit or-
ganizations. Commissioner Hargraves previously
served as Chair of the LBC from 1992-1997. His
current term on the Commission expires January 31,
2008.

Georgianna Zimmerle, First Judicial District,
Ketchikan

Georgianna Zimmerle
serves from the First
Judicial District. She is a
resident of Ketchikan.
Commissioner Zimmerle
was appointed to the
Commission on March
25, 2003. An Alaska
Native, Commissioner

Zimmerle is Tlingit and Haida. She is currently the
General Manager for Ketchikan Indian Community.
She worked for the Ketchikan Gateway Borough
for 27 years, serving five years as the Borough
Manager and 22 years in the Borough Clerk’s Office.
Her current term on the Commission expires
January 31, 2006.

Robert Harcharek, Second Judicial District,
Barrow

Robert Harcharek serves
from the Second Judicial
District. He was
appointed to the LBC on
July 18, 2002. Mr.
Harcharek has lived and
worked on the North
Slope for more than 20
years. He has been a
member of the Barrow

City Council since 1993 and a member of the North
Slope Borough School Board since 1999. He is a
Senior Planner and Social Science Researcher for
the North Slope Borough Planning Department.
Mr. Harcharek earned a Ph.D in International and
Development Education from the University of
Pittsburgh in 1977. He has served as North Slope
Borough Capital Improvement Projects and
Economic Development Planner, Community
Affairs Coordinator for the North Slope Borough
Department of Public Safety, Director of the North
Slope Higher Education Center, Socio-cultural
Scientist for the North Slope Borough Department
of Wildlife Management, Director of Technical
Assistance for Upkeagvik Inupiat Corporation, and
Dean of the Inupiat University of the Arctic. Mr.
Harcharek served for two years as a Peace Corps
Volunteer in Thailand and was also a Fulbright-
Hays Professor of Multicultural Development in
Thailand. He is a member of numerous boards of
directors, including the Alaska Association of School
Boards and the Alaska Municipal League Legislative
Committee. His current term on the Commission
expired January 31, 2004.
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Robert Hicks, Vice-Chair, Third Judicial District,
Seward

Robert Hicks of Seward
was appointed to the
LBC from the Third
Judicial District by
Governor Murkowski in
March 2003. His fellow
commissioners elected
him as Vice-Chair of the
LBC. Commissioner
Hicks is a graduate of

Harvard Law School. From 1972 - 1975, he served
as Executive Director of the Alaska Judicial Council.
He practiced law in Alaska from 1975 - 2001. One
of the areas in which he specialized as an attorney
was the field of local government, including the Local
Boundary Commission. Since 2001, Commissioner
Hicks has served as the Director of Corporate Affairs
and the Dive Officer at the Alaska SeaLife Center
in Seward. Commissioner Hicks’ current term on
the LBC expires January 31, 2007.

Dr. Anthony Nakazawa, Fourth Judicial District,
Fairbanks

Anthony “Tony”
Nakazawa serves from the
Fourth Judicial District
and is a resident of
Fairbanks. He was
appointed to the LBC on
February 14, 2003.
Commissioner Nakazawa
is employed as the State
Director of the Alaska

Cooperative Extension Service, USDA/University
of Alaska Fairbanks, which includes district offices
in ten communities throughout Alaska. He
previously served as the director of the Division of
Community and Rural Development for the Alaska
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
under Governor Walter J. Hickel. Commissioner
Nakazawa, an extension economist and UAF
professor, has been with the Cooperative Extension

Service since 1981 and with the Hawaii Cooperative
Extension system in 1979-1980. From 1977-1979,
he served as the Economic Development Specialist
for the Ketchikan Gateway Borough. His past
activities include board service with the Alaska Rural
Development Council, RurAL CAP, Alaska Job
Training Council, and Asian-Alaskan Cultural
Center. Commissioner Nakazawa received his B.A.
in economics from the University of Hawaii Manoa
in 1971, and his M.A. in urban economics from
the University of California Santa Barbara in 1974.
He received his M.S. (1976) and Ph.D. (1979) in
agriculture and resource economics from the
University of California Berkeley. His current term
on the Commission expires December 21, 2004.

B. Department of Education and
Early Development.

1. Vision, Core Beliefs, and Values.

The Alaska Department of Education & Early
Development is committed to develop, maintain and
continuously improve a comprehensive, quality
system to provide resources, data and world class
support services that inspire quality learning for all.

1. Effective internal and external communication
is a critical component to develop, maintain,
and refine a quality system.

2. EED will use the expertise, knowledge, and
experience of internal and external stakeholders5

in support of life-long learners and communities.

5 Stakeholders are defined as: parents, students,
school board members, legislators, community,
business partners, the State Board and Department
of Education and Early Development, school
districts, municipalities, and other organizations or
entities.
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3. Practices that lead to effective education for all
are recognized, supported, implemented, and
shared.

4. Data from results and quality information about
processes are used in decision-making.

5. Interactive relationships and partnerships are
established with all stakeholders to support a
learner centered educational system.

6. Alaska Reading, Writing, and Math Standards
are fundamental skills necessary for all other
learning, enabling students to reach their full
potential.

7. EED collects, organizes, preserves, and
disseminates resources for informational,
educational, and research purposes to support
life long learning.

8. EED provides statewide leadership that supports
and reflects the cultures in Alaska.

9. EED recognizes and values individual employee
and team expertise, providing continuous
learning opportunities in a fair and consistent
manner

10. EED assists stakeholders in meeting federal and
state statutes and regulations in a manner that
maintains the integrity of the shared visions of
both EED and the stakeholders.

2.  Department of Education and Early
Development Commissioner.

The State Board of
Education & Early
Development appointed
Roger Sampson Alaska
Commissioner of
Education & Early
Development on May 9,
2003.

He has had a
distinguished career for

over 20 years in Alaska while earning a reputation
for quality, innovation and increased student
achievement.

Mr. Sampson has served in a variety of roles and
positions in public schools, including school
administrator in both rural and urban Alaska. He
gained a reputation as superintendent of the
Chugach School District for his groundbreaking
work in building a school system based on student
standards and supported by quality student
achievement indicators and a continuous
improvement process.

As a superintendent, principal, special education
director, federal programs director and teacher, Mr.
Sampson has gained a clear understanding of the
public education process, and the depth and breadth
of the programs and responsibilities of schools.

Mr. Sampson holds a masters degree in Education
Administration from the University of Montana,
Missoula. He has been honored as National Rural
Superintendent of the Year, Alaska Principal of the
Year, and has received a recognition award from
the Alaska Legislature.
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November 10, 2003

«PREFIX» «MAYOR»
«MUNICIPAL_NAME»
«STREET_ADDRESS»
«CITY», «STATE»  «ZIP_CODE»

Dear «SALUTATION» «LAST»:

The 2003 Alaska Legislature directed the Local Boundary Commission and the
Department of Education and Early Development to address matters relating to school
consolidation.  Specifically, the directive (page 10, section 1, chapter 83, SLA 2003)
states as follows:

It is the intent of the legislature that (1) the Local Boundary Commission identify
opportunities for consolidation of schools, with emphasis on school districts with fewer
than 250 students, through borough incorporation, borough annexation, and other
boundary changes; (2) the Local Boundary Commission work with the Department of
Education and Early Development to fully examine the public policy advantages of
prospective consolidations identified by the Local Boundary Commission, including
projected cost savings and potential improvements in educational services made possible
through greater economies of scale; and (3) the Local Boundary Commission with the
Department of Education and Early Development report their findings to the legislature no
later than the 30th day of the Second Session of the 23rd Legislature.

The directive calls for a report to be submitted by our two agencies to the Legislature by
February 10, 2004.  The enclosed letter from Senator Gary Wilken dated November 6,
2003, provides important details concerning the legislative directive.

The Local Boundary Commission and the Department of Education and Early
Development are prepared to proceed with the school consolidation review as directed
by the Legislature.  Both agencies are sincerely interested in your views concerning the
matter.

We recognize that there is a strong desire among Alaskans for independence in terms of
control over fundamental services like education.  Yet, we understand that a district may
reach a point where it has too few students to provide suitable educational opportunities
for students and reasonable financial efficiencies and economies of scale.  Your views
on the following two points are particularly important to us:

1. Given the considerable administrative and managerial duties associated with
operating a public school district, at what point does the best interests of Alaska’s
children and the best interests of the general public compel school consolidation?
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«PREFIX» «MAYOR»
November 10, 2003
Page 2

2. If some form of school consolidation is directed by the Alaska Legislature, what
options should be considered first?

In terms of the first question, it is relevant to note that in 1986, the Alaska Legislature
enacted a law (codified as Section 14.12.025 of the Alaska Statutes) prescribing that
new school districts must have at least 250 students unless the Commissioner of the
Department of Education determined that formation of a new district with fewer students
“would be in the best interest of the state and the proposed district.”  AS 14.12.025,
makes no reference to consolidation of existing districts.  However, the directive from the
2003 Legislature does refer to the same student population threshold (i.e., less than 250
students).

No standards or criteria have ever been adopted to guide determinations when the
creation of new school districts with fewer than 250 students “would be in the best
interest of the state and the proposed school district.”  We would welcome your views on
criteria that should be considered by our agencies with regard to school consolidation.

With regard to the second question, school consolidation can be brought about in a
number of different ways.  The enclosed letter from Senator Wilken carefully outlines a
multitude of options.

Because the 2004 legislative session is fast approaching, it would be most helpful if you
submitted your comments to us by November 26, 2003.  Comments may be submitted
for the record to either or both of us as noted below:

Darroll Hargraves Roger Sampson
Chair Commissioner
Local Boundary Commission Department of Education and Early Development
550 W. 7th Avenue, Suite 1770 801 W. 10th Street, Suite 200
Anchorage, Alaska  99501-3510 Juneau, Alaska  99801-1894
fax:  (907) 269-4539 fax:  (907) 465-4156
e-mail: LBC@dced.state.ak.us e-mail: Roger_Sampson@eed.state.ak.us

We look forward to your thoughtful comments regarding this crucial matter.

Cordially,

Darroll Hargraves Roger Sampson
Chair Commissioner
Local Boundary Commission Department of Education and Early

Development

Enclosure:  letter from Senator Wilken dated November 6, 2003



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

D-3



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

D-4



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

D-5



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

D-6



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

D-7

DCED

Distribution List

Stanley Mack
Aleutians East Borough
P.O. Box 349
Sand Point, AK  99661

Michael Swain, Sr.
Bristol Bay Borough
P.O. Box 189
Naknek, AK  99633

Sally Smith
City & Borough of Juneau
155 South Seward Street
Juneau, AK  99801

Fred Reeder
City & Borough of Sitka
100 Lincoln Street
Sitka, AK  99835

Victoria Demmert
City & Borough of Yakutat
P.O. Box 160
Yakutat, AK  99689

David Talerico
Denali Borough
P.O. Box 480
Healy, AK  99743

Jim Whitaker
Fairbanks North Star
Borough
P.O. Box 71267
Fairbanks, AK  99707

Mike Case
Haines Borough
P.O. Box 1049
Haines, AK  99827

Dale Bagley
Kenai Peninsula Borough
144 North Binkley Street
Soldotna, AK  99669

Michael Salazar
Ketchikan Gateway
Borough
344 Front Street
Ketchikan, AK  99901

Gabrielle LeDoux
Kodiak Island Borough
710 Mill Bay Road
Kodiak, AK  99615

Glen Alsworth, Sr.
Lake & Peninsula Borough
P.O. Box 495
King Salmon, AK  99613

Timothy Anderson
Matanuska-Susitna
Borough
350 East Dahlia Avenue
Palmer, AK  99645

Mark Begich
Municipality of Anchorage
P.O. Box 196650
Anchorage, AK  99519

George Ahmaogak, Sr.
North Slope Borough
P.O. Box 69
Barrow, AK  99723

Roswell Schaeffer, Sr.
Northwest Arctic Borough
P.O. Box 1110
Kotzebue, AK  99752

Dennis Watson
City of Craig
P.O. Box 725
Craig, AK  99921

Chris Napoli
City of Dillingham
P.O. Box 889
Dillingham, AK  99576

Russ Sweetsir
City of Galena
P.O. Box 149
Galena, AK  99741

Windy Skaflestad
City of Hoonah
P.O. Box 360
Hoonah, AK  99829

Steven Dilts, Sr.
City of Hydaburg
P.O. Box 49
Hydaburg, AK  99922

Paul Reese
City of Kake
P.O. Box 500
Kake, AK  99830

Donald L. Marvin
City of Klawock
P.O. Box 469
Klawock, AK  99925

Denise Michels
City of Nome
P.O. Box 281
Nome, AK  99762

Kathleen Wasserman
City of Pelican
P.O. Box 737
Pelican, AK  99832

Walter Johnson
City of Saint Mary's
P.O. Box 209
St. Mary's, AK  99658

Tim Bourcy
City of Skagway
P.O. Box 415
Skagway, AK  99840

Donna Folger
City of Tanana
P.O. Box 77249
Tanana, AK  99777

Pam Fitch
City of Unalaska
P.O. Box 610
Unalaska, AK  99685

Tim Joyce
City of Cordova
P.O. Box 1210
Cordova, AK  99574
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Jason Mayrand
City of Nenana
P.O. Box 70
Nenana, AK  99760

Ted Smith
City of Petersburg
P.O. Box 329
Petersburg, AK  99833

Bert Cottle
City of Valdez
P.O. Box 307
Valdez, AK  99686

Valery McCandless
City of Wrangell
P.O. Box 531
Wrangell, AK  99929

Kevin Ritchie, Executive
Director
Alaska Municipal League
217 Second St. Suite 200
Juneau, AK  99801

Carl Rose
Executive Director
Association of Alaska
School Boards
316 West 11th Street
Juneau, AK  99801-1510

Mary A. Francis
Executive Director
Alaska Council of School
Administrators
326 Fourth Street, Suite
404
Juneau, AK  99801

Tom Harvey
Executive Director
NEA-Alaska
1840 S. Bragaw Street,
Suite 100
Anchorage, AK  99508

Suellen Appellof
President
Alaska PTA
P.O. Box 201496
Anchorage, AK  99520-
1496

Melody E. Douglas,
Executive Director
c/o Director of Business
and Finance, Kenai
Peninsula Borough School
District
Alaska Association of
School Business Officials
148 N. Binkley St.
Soldotna, AK  99669

John Davis, President
c/o Bering Strait School
District
Citizens for the
Educational Advancement
of Alaska Children
P.O. Box 225
Unalakleet, AK  99684-
0225
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School Board President 
Alaska Gateway School District 
P.O. Box 226 
Tok, AK 99780 
 

School Board President 
Aleutian Region School District 
P.O. Box 92230 
Anchorage, AK 99509 
 

School Board President 
Aleutians East Borough School 
District 
P.O. Box 429 
Sand Point, AK 99661-0429 
 

School Board President 
Anchorage School District 
P.O. Box 196614 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6614 
 

School Board President 
Annette Island School District 
P.O. Box 7 
Metlakatla, AK 99926-0007 
 

School Board President 
Bering Strait School District 
P.O. Box 225 
Unalakleet, AK 99684-0225 
 

School Board President 
Bristol Bay Borough School District 
P.O. Box 169 
Naknek, AK 99633-0169 
 

School Board President 
Chatham School District 
P.O. Box 109 
Angoon, AK 99820 
 

School Board President 
Chugach School District 
9312 Vanguard Drive, Suite 100 
Anchorage, AK 99507-5355 
 

School Board President 
Copper River School District 
P.O. Box 108 
Glennallen, AK 99588 
 

School Board President 
Cordova City School District 
P.O. Box 140 
Cordova, AK 99574-0140 
 

School Board President 
Craig City School District 
P.O. Box 800 
Craig, AK 99921 
 

School Board President 
Delta/Greely School District 
P.O. Box 527 
Delta Junction, AK 99737-0527 
 

School Board President 
Denali Borough School District 
P.O. Box 280 
Healy, AK 99743-0280 
 

School Board President 
Dillingham City School District 
P.O. Box 170 
Dillingham, AK 99576 
 

 
 
 

School Board President 
Fairbanks North Star Borough School 
District 
520 Fifth Avenue 
Fairbanks, AK 99701-4756 
 

School Board President 
Galena City School District 
P.O. Box 299 
Galena, AK 99741-0299 
 

School Board President 
Haines Borough School District 
P.O. Box 1289 
Haines, AK 99827-1289 
 

School Board President 
Hoonah City School District 
P.O. Box 157 
Hoonah, AK 99829-0157 
 

School Board President 
Hydaburg City School District 
P.O. Box 109 
Hydaburg, AK 99922-0109 
 

School Board President 
Iditarod Area School District 
P.O. Box 90 
McGrath, AK 99627 
 

School Board President 
Juneau Borough School District 
10014 Crazy Horse Drive 
Juneau, AK 99801 
 

School Board President 
Kake City School District 
P.O. Box 450 
Kake, AK 99830 
 

School Board President 
Kashunamiut School District 
985 KSD Way 
Chevak, AK 99563 
 

School Board President 
Kenai Peninsula Borough School 
District 
148 N. Binkley St. 
Soldotna, AK 99669 
 

School Board President 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough School 
District 
333 Schoenbar Road 
Ketchikan, AK 99901-6278 
 

School Board President 
Klawock City School District 
P.O. Box 9 
Klawock, AK 99925-0009 
 

School Board President 
Kodiak Island Borough School District 
722 Mill Bay Road 
Kodiak, AK 99615 
 

School Board President 
Kuspuk School District 
P.O. Box 49 
Aniak, AK 99557-0049 
 

School Board President 
The Lake and Peninsula Borough 
School District 
P.O. Box 498 
King Salmon, AK 99613 
 

School Board President 
Lower Kuskokwim School District 
P.O. Box 305 
Bethel, AK 99559-0305 
 

School Board President 
Lower Yukon School District 
P.O. Box 32089 
Mountain Village, AK 99632-0089 
 

School Board President 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough School 
District 
501 N. Gulkana 
Palmer, AK 99645 
 

School Board President 
Nenana City School District 
P.O. Box 10 
Nenana, AK 99760-0010 
 

School Board President 
Nome Public Schools 
P.O. Box 131 
Nome, AK 99762-0131 
 

School Board President 
North Slope Borough School District 
P.O. Box 169 
Barrow, AK 99723-0169 
 

School Board President 
Northwest Arctic Borough School 
District 
P.O. Box 51 
Kotzebue, AK 99752 
 

School Board President 
Pelican City School District 
P.O. Box 90 
Pelican, AK 99832-0090 
 

School Board President 
Petersburg City School District 
P.O. Box 289 
Petersburg, AK 99833-0289 
 

School Board President 
Pribilof School District 
Pouch 905 
St. Paul Island, AK 99660 
 

School Board President 
Saint Mary's School District 
P.O. Box 9 
St. Mary's, AK 99658-0009 
 

School Board President 
Sitka School District 
300 Kostrometinoff Street 
Sitka, AK 99835-0179 
 

School Board President 
Skagway City School District 
P.O. Box 497 
Skagway, AK 99840-0497 
 

School Board President 
Southeast Island School District 
P.O. Box 19569 
Thorne Bay, AK 99919-8340 
 

School Board President 
Southwest Region School District 
P.O. Box 90 
Dillingham, AK 99576 
 

 

 

 

School Board President 
Tanana City School District 
P.O. Box 89 
Tanana, AK 99777-0089 
 

School Board President 
Unalaska City School District 
P.O. Box 570 
Unalaska, AK 99685 
 

School Board President 
Valdez City School District 
P.O. Box 398 
Valdez, AK 99686 
 

School Board President 
Wrangell Public School 
District 
P. O. Box 2319 
Wrangell, AK 99929-2319 
 

School Board President 
Yakutat School District 
P.O. Box 429 
Yakutat, AK 99689-0429 
 

School Board President 
Yukon Flats School District 
P.O. Box 350 
Ft. Yukon, AK 99740-0350 
 

School Board President 
Yukon/Koyukuk School 
District 
4762 Old Airport Way 
Fairbanks, AK 99709-4456 
 

School Board President 
Yupiit School District 
P.O. Box 51190 
Akiachak, AK 99551-0190 
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Carol Doyle, Superintendent 

Alaska Gateway School District 

P.O. Box 226 

Tok, AK 99780 
 

Joe Beckford, Superintendent 

Aleutian Region School District 

P.O. Box 92230 

Anchorage, AK 99509 
 

Gary Jacobsen, Superintendent 

Aleutians East Borough School District 

P.O. Box 429 

Sand Point, AK 99661-0429 
 

Carol Comeau, Superintendent 

Anchorage School District 

P.O. Box 196614 

Anchorage, AK 99519-6614 
 

Robert Lang, Superintendent 

Annette Island School District 

P.O. Box 7 

Metlakatla, AK 99926-0007 
 

John A. Davis, Superintendent 

Bering Strait School District 

P.O. Box 225 

Unalakleet, AK 99684-0225 
 

Richard Hebhardt, Superintendent 

Bristol Bay Borough School District 

P.O. Box 169 

Naknek, AK 99633-0169 
 

Connie A. Newman, Superintendent 

Chatham School District 

P.O. Box 109 

Angoon, AK 99820 
 

Richard DeLorenzo, Superintendent 

Chugach School District 

9312 Vanguard Drive, Suite 100 

Anchorage, AK 99507-5355 
 

James Elliott, Superintendent 

Copper River School District 

P.O. Box 108 

Glennallen, AK 99588 
 

Don Clark, Superintendent 

Cordova City School District 

P.O. Box 140 

Cordova, AK 99574-0140 
 

Ronald Erickson, Superintendent 

Craig City School District 

P.O. Box 800 

Craig, AK 99921 
 

Dan Beck, Superintendent 

Delta/Greely School District 

P.O. Box 527 

Delta Junction, AK 99737-0527 
 

Robert Whicker, Superintendent 

Denali Borough School District 

P.O. Box 280 

Healy, AK 99743-0280 
 

Leroy Key, Superintendent 

Dillingham City School District 

P.O. Box 170 

Dillingham, AK 99576 
 

Ann Shortt, Superintendent 

Fairbanks North Star Borough School District 

520 Fifth Avenue 

Fairbanks, AK 99701-4756 
 

Jim Smith, Superintendent 

Galena City School District 

P.O. Box 299 

Galena, AK 99741-0299 
 

Woody Wilson, Superintendent 

Haines Borough School District 

P.O. Box 1289 

Haines, AK 99827-1289 
 

Howard Diamond, Superintendent 

Hoonah City School District 

P.O. Box 157 

Hoonah, AK 99829-0157 
 

Gerald Curcio, Superintendent 

Hydaburg City School District 

P.O. Box 109 

Hydaburg, AK 99922-0109 
 

Sarah Hanuske-Hamilton, Superintendent 

Iditarod Area School District 

P.O. Box 90 

McGrath, AK 99627 
 

Peggy Cowan, Superintendent 

Juneau Borough School District 

10014 Crazy Horse Drive 

Juneau, AK 99801 
 

Eric Gebhart, Superintendent 

Kake City School District 

P.O. Box 450 

Kake, AK 99830 
 

Jack Foster, Superintendent 

Kashunamiut School District 

985 KSD Way 

Chevak, AK 99563 
 

Donna Peterson, Superintendent 

Kenai Peninsula Borough School District 

148 N. Binkley St. 

Soldotna, AK 99669 
 

Harry Martin, Superintendent 

Ketchikan Gateway Borough School District 

333 Schoenbar Road 

Ketchikan, AK 99901-6278 
 

Rich Carlson, Superintendent 

Klawock City School District 

P.O. Box 9 

Klawock, AK 99925-0009 
 

Betty Walters, Superintendent 

Kodiak Island Borough School 

District 

722 Mill Bay Road 

Kodiak, AK 99615 

Kim Langton, Superintendent 

Kuspuk School District 

P.O. Box 49 

Aniak, AK 99557-0049 
 

Stephen G. Atwater, Superintendent 

The Lake and Peninsula Borough 

School District 

P.O. Box 498 

King Salmon, AK 99613 
 

William Ferguson, Superintendent 

Lower Kuskokwim School District 

P.O. Box 305 

Bethel, AK 99559-0305 
 

Bob Robertson, Superintendent 

Lower Yukon School District 

P.O. Box 32089 

Mountain Village, AK 99632-0089 
 

Robert Doyle, Chief School 

Administrator 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough School 

District 

501 N. Gulkana 

Palmer, AK 99645 
 

Ken Eggleston, Superintendent 

Nenana City School District 

P.O. Box 10 

Nenana, AK 99760-0010 
 

Stan Lujan, Superintendent 

Nome Public Schools 

P.O. Box 131 

Nome, AK 99762-0131 
 

Michael Smith, Superintendent 

North Slope Borough School District 

P.O. Box 169 

Barrow, AK 99723-0169 
 

Michael Dunleavy, Superintendent 

Northwest Arctic Borough School 

District 

P.O. Box 51 

Kotzebue, AK 99752 
 

William Raduenz, Superintendent 

Pelican City School District 

P.O. Box 90 

Pelican, AK 99832-0090 
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Distribution list of 11/10/2003 Letter 
 

Carolyn Enzler, Superintendent 

Petersburg City School District 

P.O. Box 289 

Petersburg, AK 99833-0289 
 

Malcolm Fleming, Superintendent 

Pribilof School District 

Pouch 905 

St. Paul Island, AK 99660 
 

Kathryn Godinet, Superintendent 

Saint Mary's School District 

P.O. Box 9 

St. Mary's, AK 99658-0009 
 

Steve Bradshaw, Superintendent 

Sitka School District 

300 Kostrometinoff Street 

Sitka, AK 99835-0179 
 

Michael Dickens, Superintendent 

Skagway City School District 

P.O. Box 497 

Skagway, AK 99840-0497 
 

Dorothy Arensman, Superintendent 

Southeast Island School District 

P.O. Box 19569 

Thorne Bay, AK 99919-8340 
 

Mark Hiratsuka, Superintendent 

Southwest Region School District 

P.O. Box 90 

Dillingham, AK 99576 
 

Mary Edwin, Chief School Administrator 

Tanana City School District 

P.O. Box 89 

Tanana, AK 99777-0089 
 

Darrell Sanborn, Superintendent 

Unalaska City School District 

P.O. Box 570 

Unalaska, AK 99685 
 

Ernie Manzie, Superintendent 

Valdez City School District 

P.O. Box 398 

Valdez, AK 99686 
 

Susan Sciabbarrasi, Superintendent 

Wrangell Public School District 

P. O. Box 2319 

Wrangell, AK 99929-2319 
 

John Novak, Interim Superintendent 

Yakutat School District 

P.O. Box 429 

Yakutat, AK 99689-0429 
 

Darroll Hargraves, Interim Superintendent 

Yukon Flats School District 

P.O. Box 350 

Ft. Yukon, AK 99740-0350 
 

Christopher Simon, Superintendent 

Yukon/Koyukuk School District 

4762 Old Airport Way 

Fairbanks, AK 99709-4456 
 

Joe Slats, Superintendent 

Yupiit School District 

P.O. Box 51190 

Akiachak, AK 99551-0190 
 

Bill Denkinger, Director 

Mt. Edgecumbe High School 

1330 Seward Ave. 

Sitka, AK 99835-9438 
 

Dick Luther, Acting Director 

Alyeska Central School 

3141 Channel Drive #100 

Juneau, AK 99801-7897 
 

Mary Francis, Executive Director 

Alaska Council of School Administrators 

326 Fourth Street, Suite 404 

Juneau, AK 99801-1101 

 

Carl Rose, Executive Director 

Association of Alaska School Boards 

316 West 11th Street 

Juneau, AK 99801 

 

Tom Harvey, Executive Director 

NEA-Alaska 

1147 Second Street 

Juneau, AK 99801 

 

Suellen Appellof, President 

Alaska Parent Teacher Association 

P.O. Box 201496 

Anchorage, AK 99520-1496 

 

Melody Douglas 

Alaska Association of School  

  Business Officials 

148 North Binkley Street 

Soldotna, AK 99669 

 

Spike Jorgenson, Executive Director 

Citizens for the Educational Advancement of 

  AK Children 

PO BOX 132 

Tok, AK 99780 
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School District Profiles

Type of District
Number of Schools
Geographic Size (est. sq. miles)

Total Population Served (2002) (from State Demographer, Labor & Workforce Development; 2003 available in late January 2004.)

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student Enrollment (FY03)
Student Enrollment (FY04) (available January 2004 from DEED)

Resident ADM
Correspondence ADM

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE
Paraprofessionals FTE (teacher’s aides)

Classified Administration & Support FTE (district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.)

Certified Administration & Other FTE (superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers, counselors, psychologists,

speech therapists, linguists, etc.)

Total District Staff FTE
Resident Students per Teacher (Note A) Total Students per Teacher (Note B)
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A) Total Students per Other Employee (Note B)
Resident Students per Total Employees (Note A) Total Students per Employee (Note B)

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
(FY03 audited expenditures not available as of January 2004.)

Geographic Cost Differential (See Note B for all Per ADM measures)
Total Audited Expenditures Expenditures Per ADM
Basic Need Basic Need Per ADM
State Foundation Funding State Foundation Per ADM
Federal Impact Aid Federal Impact Aid Per ADM
Required Local Contribution Required Local Per ADM
Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution Voluntary Local Per ADM
Other Funding (other State, federal, Special revenues) Other Funding Per ADM
Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction (waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction, based on FY03 budget)

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction (based on FY04 budget)

Attendance Measures (FY02)
(FY02 attendance was selected to correlate with FY02 expenditures and funding; FY03 not available on-line as of January 2004.)

Attendance Rate
High School Graduation Rate

High School Graduates
Correspondence Graduates (included in High School Graduates)

Drop Out Rate
Drop Outs (grades 7-12)

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

(not applicable until FY03)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency (percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003)

HSGQE Writing Proficiency
HSGQE Math Proficiency
Percent of Schools Meeting AYP (AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from federal “No Child Left Behind Act”)

Schools Meet AYP
Schools Do Not Meet AYP
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NOTE A

USE OF “RESIDENT ONLY” ADM FIGURES IN PER STUDENT RATIOS SUCH AS STUDENTS-PER-TEACHER OR STUDENTS-PER-EMPLOYEE

DEED FY 2003 employment data for Alaska’s 53 school districts do not distinguish between district employees that serve resident students and those
that serve correspondence students.  Therefore, where ratios are reported for resident students-per-teacher (ADM-to-teacher), resident students-per-
other-employees, and resident students-per-total-employees, the ratios for school districts with relatively large correspondence populations are not
comparable to those without such populations.

The employee component of the ratios includes all school district employees – those that serve both resident students and correspondence students.
However, the student component of the ratios includes only resident students.  The previously cited legislative directive for the consolidation study
called on the Local Boundary Commission and the Department of Education and Early Development to “identify opportunities for consolidation of
schools, with emphasis on school districts with fewer than 250 students.”  Senator Wilken, the author of the legislative directive, clarified in his
previously-noted letter of November 6, 2003, that, “student populations should be based on resident average daily membership figures.”

The Galena City School District provides an acute example of the difficulties in comparing the ratios between a district with a relatively large number of
correspondence students and one without.  In FY 2003, the City of Galena served 3,768 students, of which 3,534 (93.8 percent) were correspondence
students.  The remaining 234 students were residents of the City of Galena.  At the time, the Galena City School District employed 179.9 full-time
equivalent employees.  Using only the 234 students that attended classes within the City of Galena School District in FY 2003, the 179.9 employees of
the Galena City School District yielded a resident-student-per-employee ratio of 1.3:1 (234:179.9).

However, if the entire FY 2003 resident and correspondent student population of the City of Galena school district were considered, it would result in a
ratio of 20.9 students-per-employee (3,768:179.9).  Since that figure includes students who are not sitting in typical classroom settings, it does not yield
a measure that is comparable to districts that do not serve relatively large numbers of correspondence students.  In that case, the ratios for districts
with relatively large numbers of correspondence students would tend to overstate the efficiency or productivity of employees utilized for instruction.

Clearly, ratios of students-per-teacher/employee in districts with a large correspondence-student base are not comparable to ratios for districts with
relatively few or no correspondence students.

NOTE B

USE OF “TOTAL STUDENT” ADM IN PER STUDENT RATIOS SUCH AS REVENUES-PER-STUDENT AND EXPENDITURES-PER-STUDENT

FY 2002 financial data available from DEED did not distinguish between “resident-only” expenditures, revenues, and local contributions.  Therefore,
total ADMs (resident and correspondent) are utilized in financial ratios concerning expenditures, revenues, and local contributions.  The expenditures-
per-student, revenues-per-student, and local-contributions-per-student reported in these profiles are not comparable between school districts with
relatively large correspondence-student populations and those without such student populations.

For example, in FY 2002, the Craig City School District served 686 total students, of which 276 were correspondence students (i.e., 40.7 percent
correspondence enrollment).  Total FY 2002 expenditures in the City of Craig School District were $6,841 “per student.” Correspondence education is
understood to be considerably less expensive per student than classroom education – a principle which is reflected in Alaska’s education foundation
funding formula (see discussion of funding for correspondence students and resident students in the definition of “basic need” in the glossary).
Therefore, comparisons between districts with relatively large numbers of correspondence students and those without are difficult.

School Districts with relatively large correspondence-student ADMs in FY 2004 include the following:

School District

Relative Number of

Correspondence Students

Absolute Numbers of

Correspondence and Total

Students

City of Galena 94.3 percent
3,770 correspondence students;
3,999 total students

City of Nenana 76.5 percent
735 correspondence students;
961 total students

Yukon/Koyukuk REAA 69.0 percent
966 correspondence students;
1,401 total students

Chugach REAA 60.7 percent
116 correspondence students;
191 total students

City of Craig 60.5 percent
586 correspondence students;
968 total students

Delta/Greely REAA 35.6 percent
369 correspondence students;
1,036 total students

City of Tanana 34.4 percent
33 correspondence students;
96 total students

Iditarod REAA 23.4 percent
90 correspondence students;
384 total students

Copper River REAA 19.6 percent
130 correspondence students;
662 total students
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 8

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 17,329.1
Total Population Served (2002): 2,551

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 486.9
Student ADM (FY04): 494.9

Resident ADM: 440.0

Correspondence ADM: 55.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -0.1%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 29.7
Paraprofessionals FTE: 10.2 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 36.8 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 9.8 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 86.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.4 Students per Teacher: 16.4
Resident Students per Other Employee: 7.6 Students per Other Employee: 8.6
Resident Students per Employee: 5.0 Students per Employee: 5.6

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 118.45
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,647,020 Expenditures Per ADM: $11,401

Basic Need: $4,904,390 Basic Need Per ADM: $9,902

State Foundation Funding: $4,924,708 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,943
Federal Impact Aid: $399,497 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $807
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Rev Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Rev Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,605,181 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,241

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 65% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 64%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 89.7%

High School Graduates: 26
Correspondence Graduates: 3 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 3.8%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 9

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 65.7% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 91.2%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 58.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 37.5%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 5 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Alaska Gateway School District
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Adak REAA & Aleutian Region REAA were consolidated in FY98

Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 4,402.1
Total Population Served (2002): 342

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 49.3
Student ADM (FY04): 42.1

Resident ADM: 42.1

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +50.4% Adak School reopened in FY99

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 5.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 3.4 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 1.6 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 1.1 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 11.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 9.0 Students per Teacher: 9.0
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.0 Students per Other Employee: 8.0
Resident Students per Employee: 4.2 Students per Employee: 4.2

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 149.50
Total Audited Expenditures: $1,449,154 Expenditures Per ADM: $26,469

Basic Need: $1,046,570 Basic Need Per ADM: $19,115

State Foundation Funding: $968,037 State Foundation Per ADM: $17,681
Federal Impact Aid: $299,972 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $5,479
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $119,348 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,180

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 66%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.2%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 4
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: unavailable percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: unavailable
HSGQE Math Proficiency: unavailable

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Aleutian Region School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 6

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 6,984.8
Total Population Served (2002): 2,729

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 273.8
Student ADM (FY04): 281.0

Resident ADM: 280.0

Correspondence ADM: 1.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -24.1%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 33.6
Paraprofessionals FTE: 8.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 13.7 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 5.4 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 60.7

Resident Students per Teacher: 8.1 Students per Teacher: 8.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 10.1 Students per Other Employee: 10.1
Resident Students per Employee: 4.5 Students per Employee: 4.5

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 126.20
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,931,078 Expenditures Per ADM: $20,260

Basic Need: $3,767,235 Basic Need Per ADM: $12,868

State Foundation Funding: $2,943,062 State Foundation Per ADM: $10,053
Federal Impact Aid: $1,423,760 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,863
Required Local Contribution: $388,183 Required Local Per ADM: $1,326

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $706,910 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $2,415

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $955,573 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,264

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 65% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 67%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.1%

High School Graduation Rate: 95.7%

High School Graduates: 22
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 57.1% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 81.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 66.7%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 66.7%
Schools Meet AYP: 4 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Aleutians East School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 91

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 1,697.6
Total Population Served (2002): 269,070

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 49,544.9
Student ADM (FY04): 49,303.4

Resident ADM: 48,586.2

Correspondence ADM: 717.2

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +14.5%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 2,889.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 632.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 1,645.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 571.2 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 5,738.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 16.9 Students per Teacher: 17.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 17.2 Students per Other Employee: 17.4
Resident Students per Employee: 8.5 Students per Employee: 8.6

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 100.00
Total Audited Expenditures: $332,616,649 Expenditures Per ADM: $6,754

Basic Need: $268,819,373 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,459

State Foundation Funding: $199,751,175 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,056
Federal Impact Aid: $12,949,120 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $263
Required Local Contribution: $64,471,369 Required Local Per ADM: $1,309

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $42,830,199 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $870

Other Funding: (State, federal, Special) $38,343,266 Other Rev Per ADM: $779

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 77% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 77%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.2%

High School Graduation Rate: 84.3%

High School Graduates: 2,505
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 6.1%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 1,339

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 72.8% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 85.4%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 74.3%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 38.5%
Schools Meet AYP: 35 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 56 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Anchorage School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 128.9
Total Population Served (2002): 1,421

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 290.7
Student ADM (FY04): 287.5

Resident ADM: 287.5

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -32.2%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 31.3
Paraprofessionals FTE: 7.1 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 9.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 5.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 52.4

Resident Students per Teacher: 9.3 Students per Teacher: 9.3
Resident Students per Other Employee: 13.8 Students per Other Employee: 13.8
Resident Students per Total Employees: 5.5 Students per Employee: 5.5

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,139,182 Expenditures Per ADM: $10,092

Basic Need: $2,271,264 Basic Need Per ADM: $7,302

State Foundation Funding: $749,284 State Foundation Per ADM: $2,409
Federal Impact Aid: $3,431,311 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $11,031
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $968,331 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,113

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 66% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 76.2%

High School Graduates: 16
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 68.4% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 73.7%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 44.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Annette Island School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 15

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 23,012.6
Total Population Served (2002): 5,849

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 1,733.9
Student ADM (FY04): 1,712.5

Resident ADM: 1,712.5

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +19.4%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 169.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 108.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 36.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 48.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 361.5

Resident Students per Teacher: 10.2 Students per Teacher: 10.2
Resident Students per Other Employee: 9.0 Students per Other Employee: 9.0
Resident Students per Employees: 4.8 Students per Employee: 4.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 161.09
Total Audited Expenditures: $26,888,129 Expenditures Per ADM: $15,558

Basic Need: $20,543,030 Basic Need Per ADM: $11,886

State Foundation Funding: $13,778,670 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,972
Federal Impact Aid: $9,751,506 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $5,642
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $7,412,927 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,289

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 70%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 90.4%

High School Graduates: 47
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 8.6%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 60

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 26.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 68.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 30.1%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 20.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 12 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Bering Strait School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 519.2
Total Population Served (2002): 1,159

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 233.6
Student ADM (FY04): 195.4

Resident ADM: 195.4

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -28.4%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 19.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 7.3 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 12.2 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 4.2 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 43.5

Resident Students per Teacher: 11.8 Students per Teacher: 11.8
Resident Students per Other Employee: 9.9 Students per Other Employee: 9.9
Resident Students per Employee: 5.4 Students per Employee: 5.4

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 126.20
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,091,056 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,018

Basic Need: $2,358,040 Basic Need Per ADM: $9,931

State Foundation Funding: $1,303,667 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,490
Federal Impact Aid: $613,599 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $2,584
Required Local Contribution: $819,209 Required Local Per ADM: $3,450

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $378,657 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,595

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $288,422 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,215

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 68% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 63%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 95.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 19
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 2.7%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 3

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 70.6% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 80.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 80.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Bristol Bay School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 4

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 5,137.9
Total Population Served (2002): 1,123

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 219.9
Student ADM (FY04): 218.4

Resident ADM: 218.4

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -42.0%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 19.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 8.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 14.2 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 4.4 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 46.1

Resident Students per Teacher: 11.5 Students per Teacher: 11.5
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.1 Students per Other Employee: 8.1
Resident Students per Employee: 4.8 Students per Employee: 4.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $2,785,813 Expenditures Per ADM: $12,253

Basic Need: $2,380,897 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,472

State Foundation Funding: $2,104,000 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,254
Federal Impact Aid: $592,612 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $2,607
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,100,470 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,840

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 69% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.4%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 8
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 3.7%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 4

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 56.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 73.9%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 58.3%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 25.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 3 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Chatham School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 4

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 12,282.1
Total Population Served (2002): 483

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 200.5
Student ADM (FY04): 191.0

Resident ADM: 75.0

Correspondence ADM: 116.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +48.9%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 14.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 1.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 8.5 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 4.7 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 28.5

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 5.8 Students per Teacher (Note B): 14.0
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 5.9 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 14.2
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 2.9 Students per Employee (Note B): 7.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 107.50 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $2,006,022 Expenditures Per ADM: $9,670

Basic Need: $1,400,051 Basic Need Per ADM: $6,749

State Foundation Funding: $1,781,033 State Foundation Per ADM: $8,585
Federal Impact Aid: $151,435 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $730
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,735,577 Other Rev Per ADM: $13,187

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 76% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 75%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 97.3%

High School Graduation Rate: 80.0%

High School Graduates: 4
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 42.9% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 80.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 53.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Chugach School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 8

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 20,649.0
Total Population Served (2002): 3,053

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 675.1
Student ADM (FY04): 661.9

Resident ADM: 532.4

Correspondence ADM: 129.5

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +11.7%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 37.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 14.4 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 26.1 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 12.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 90.0

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 14.4 Students per Teacher (Note B) 18.0
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 10.3 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 12.9
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 6.0 Students per Employee (Note B): 7.5

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 112.90 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,885,679 Expenditures Per ADM: $8,242

Basic Need: $5,676,516 Basic Need Per ADM: $7,949

State Foundation Funding: $5,516,224 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,725
Federal Impact Aid: $372,678 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $522
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $991,772 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,389

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 69% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.6%

High School Graduation Rate: 92.7%

High School Graduates: 38
Correspondence Graduates: 1 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 6.2%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 21

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 82.4% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 88.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 81.1%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 75.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 6 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Copper River School District



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

F-13

Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 61.4
Total Population Served (2002): 2,434

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 464.1
Student ADM (FY04): 471.7

Resident ADM: 471.7

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -1.5%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 32.2
Paraprofessionals FTE: 8.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 16.3 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 6.2 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 62.7

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.4 Students per Teacher: 14.4
Resident Students per Other Employee: 15.2 Students per Other Employee: 15.2
Resident Students per Employee: 7.4 Students per Employee: 7.4

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 107.50
Total Audited Expenditures: $4,038,033 Expenditures Per ADM: $8,751

Basic Need: $3,300,310 Basic Need Per ADM: $7,152

State Foundation Funding: $2,650,463 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,744
Federal Impact Aid: $54,854 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $119
Required Local Contribution: $678,224 Required Local Per ADM: $1,470

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $371,776 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $806

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $484,166 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,049

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 31
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.4%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 1

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 85.2% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 90.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 90.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Cordova School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 5

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 6.7
Total Population Served (2002): 1,227

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 855.4
Student ADM (FY04): 967.7

Resident ADM: 381.8

Correspondence ADM: 586.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +207.9% PACE Correspondence/Learning Center

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 33.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 21.9 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 17.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 8.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 80.9

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 11.6 Students per Teacher (Note B): 25.5
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 8.2 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 18.1
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 4.8 Students per Employee (Note B): 10.6

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 111.40 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $4,747,393 Expenditures Per ADM: $6,841

Basic Need: $3,808,899 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,489

State Foundation Funding: $3,294,838 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,748
Federal Impact Aid: $369,461 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $532
Required Local Contribution: $412,600 Required Local Per ADM: $595

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $491,325 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $708

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,445,048 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,082

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 78% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 80%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.9%

High School Graduation Rate: 78.9%

High School Graduates: 30
Correspondence Graduates: 3 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 3.3%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 9

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 78.9% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 89.7%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 71.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 60.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Craig School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 5

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 8,665.0
Total Population Served (2002): 3,566

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 1,004.3
Student ADM (FY04): 1,036.3

Resident ADM: 667.3

Correspondence ADM: 369.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +22.0%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 46.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 11.5 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 20.8 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 4.4 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 83.1

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 13.7 Students per Teacher (Note B): 21.7
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 17.3 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 27.4
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 7.7 Students per Employee (Note B): 12.1

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 114.90 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,361,991 Expenditures Per ADM: $6,423

Basic Need: $4,749,252 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,689

State Foundation Funding: $4,925,768 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,901
Federal Impact Aid: $190,728 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $228
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,181,621 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,613

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 74% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 76%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.6%

High School Graduation Rate: 41.1%

High School Graduates: 43
Correspondence Graduates: 3 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 2.8%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 16

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 74.4% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 79.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 66.7%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 20.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 4 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Delta/Greely School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 4

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 8,922.7
Total Population Served (2002): 1,886

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 310.2
Student ADM (FY04): 578.3

Resident ADM: 305.8

Correspondence ADM: 272.5

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +75.4% Denali Correspondence School

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 26.6
Paraprofessionals FTE: 6.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 14.2 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 6.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 53.3

Resident Students per Teacher: 11.2 Students per Teacher: 11.7
Resident Students per Other Employee: 11.1 Students per Other Employee: 11.6
Resident Students per Employee: 5.6 Students per Employee: 5.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 114.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,875,498 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,480

Basic Need: $2,940,974 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,229

State Foundation Funding: $2,462,248 State Foundation Per ADM: $8,564
Federal Impact Aid: $9,675 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $34
Required Local Contribution: $486,572 Required Local Per ADM: $1,692

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $666,622 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $2,319

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $478,853 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,666

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 68% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 72%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.2%

High School Graduation Rate: 88.0%

High School Graduates: 22
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 1.9%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 3

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 82.8% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 90.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 82.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 4 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Denali School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 33.6
Total Population Served (2002): 2,475

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 520.7
Student ADM (FY04): 527.0

Resident ADM: 527.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +4.5%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 40.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 21.5 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 22.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 7.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 90.5

Resident Students per Teacher: 13.0 Students per Teacher: 13.0
Resident Students per Other Employee: 10.3 Students per Other Employee: 10.3
Resident Students per Employee: 5.8 Students per Employee: 5.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 131.04
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,857,829 Expenditures Per ADM: $10,834

Basic Need: $4,354,218 Basic Need Per ADM: $8,053

State Foundation Funding: $3,663,510 State Foundation Per ADM: $6,775
Federal Impact Aid: $529,598 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $979
Required Local Contribution: $588,839 Required Local Per ADM: $1,089

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $603,265 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,116

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $977,766 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,808

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 69% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 71%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.3%

High School Graduation Rate: 96.0%

High School Graduates: 24
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.8%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 2

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 76.9% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 76.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 70.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 0.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 0 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Dillingham School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 31

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 7,362.4
Total Population Served (2002): 84,791

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 15,120.9
Student ADM (FY04): 15,603.0

Resident ADM: 14,373.9

Correspondence ADM: 229.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -1.9%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 881.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 217.3 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 521.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 187.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 1,806.8

Resident Students per Teacher: 16.9 Students per Teacher: 17.2
Resident Students per Other Employee: 16.1 Students per Other Employee: 16.3
Resident Students per Employee: 8.2 Students per Employee: 8.4

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 105.00
Total Audited Expenditures: $114,096,324 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,480

Basic Need: $89,489,542 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,866

State Foundation Funding: $65,099,549 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,268
Federal Impact Aid: $13,425,434 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $880
Required Local Contribution: $19,109,469 Required Local Per ADM: $1,253

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $13,446,231 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $881

Other Funding: (State, federal, Special) $14,960,347 Other Rev Per ADM: $981

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 76% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 77%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 85.0%

High School Graduates: 785
Correspondence Graduates: 7 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 8.5%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 595

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 76.2% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 87.2%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 74.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 45.2%
Schools Meet AYP: 14 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 17 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Fairbanks North Star School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 4

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 17.9
Total Population Served (2002): 713

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 3,767.9
Student ADM (FY04): 3,999.0

Resident ADM: 229.0

Correspondence ADM: 3,770.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +2,710.3% Interior Distance Education of Alaska (IDEA) opened in FY98

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 63.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 9.8 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 84.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 22.7 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 179.9

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 3.7 Students per Teacher (Note B): 59.4
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 2.0 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 32.3
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 1.3 Students per Employee (Note B): 20.9

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 136.80 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $18,550,798 Expenditures Per ADM: $5,056

Basic Need: $13,380,143 Basic Need Per ADM: $3,647

State Foundation Funding: $14,963,957 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,078
Federal Impact Aid:   (NOTE:  differs in FY04) $0 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $72,054 Required Local Per ADM: $20

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $868,676 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $237

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $5,281,545 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,439

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 70%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 99.5%

High School Graduation Rate: 99.2%

High School Graduates: 131
Correspondence Graduates: 103 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.9%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 12

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 77.1% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 82.7%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 68.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Galena School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 4

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 2,357.0
Total Population Served (2002): 2,471

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 323.7
Student ADM (FY04): 320.9

Resident ADM: 304.9

Correspondence ADM: 16.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -28.4%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 24.9
Paraprofessionals FTE: 7.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 11.7 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 4.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 48.7

Resident Students per Teacher: 12.5 Students per Teacher: 13.0
Resident Students per Other Employee: 13.1 Students per Other Employee: 13.6
Resident Students per Employee: 6.4 Students per Employee: 6.6

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 111.40
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,412,269 Expenditures Per ADM: $9,046

Basic Need: $2,723,833 Basic Need Per ADM: $7,221

State Foundation Funding: $1,937,567 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,137
Federal Impact Aid: $530 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $1
Required Local Contribution: $804,169 Required Local Per ADM: $2,132

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $615,536 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,632

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $276,272 Other Rev Per ADM: $732

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 72% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 66%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 76.7%

High School Graduates: 23
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 7.9%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 15

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 81.3% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 90.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 84.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 75.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Haines School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 6.6
Total Population Served (2002): 1,031

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 188.4
Student ADM (FY04): 180.2

Resident ADM: 180.2

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -23.3%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 16.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 10.8 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 17.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 2.7 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 46.9

Resident Students per Teacher: 11.4 Students per Teacher: 11.4
Resident Students per Other Employee: 6.2 Students per Other Employee: 6.2
Resident Students per Employee: 4.0 Students per Employee: 4.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,263,365 Expenditures Per ADM: $15,444

Basic Need: $1,742,826 Basic Need Per ADM: $8,248

State Foundation Funding: $1,574,288 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,450
Federal Impact Aid: $801,510 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $3,793
Required Local Contribution: $100,240 Required Local Per ADM: $474

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $400,566 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,896

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,193,057 Other Rev Per ADM: $5,646

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 59% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 60%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 95.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 81.8%

High School Graduates: 18
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 50.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 80.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 70.6%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Hoonah School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 0.3
Total Population Served (2002): 364

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 92.2
Student ADM (FY04): 87.1

Resident ADM: 87.1

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -26.8%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 121.90
Paraprofessionals FTE: 3.8 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 7.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 2.1 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 23.4

Resident Students per Teacher: 8.7 Students per Teacher: 8.7
Resident Students per Other Employee: 7.2 Students per Other Employee: 7.2
Resident Students per Employee: 3.9 Students per Employee: 3.9

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 1.1
Total Audited Expenditures: $1,518,351 Expenditures Per ADM: $15,168

Basic Need: $827,905 Basic Need Per ADM: $8,271

State Foundation Funding: $864,847 State Foundation Per ADM: $8,640
Federal Impact Aid: $440,804 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,404
Required Local Contribution: $32,566 Required Local Per ADM: $325

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $32,434 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $324

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $411,443 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,110

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 66% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 87.4%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 8
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 4.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 2

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 60.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 60.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 60.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Hydaburg School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 9

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 33,449.5
Total Population Served (2002): 1,345

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 403.5
Student ADM (FY04): 384.7

Resident ADM: 293.9

Correspondence ADM: 90.8

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -0.9%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 28.2
Paraprofessionals FTE: 6.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 23.5 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 10.3 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 68.6

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 11.0 Students per Teacher (Note B): 14.3
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 7.7 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 10.0
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 4.5 Students per Employee (Note B): 5.9

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 138.05 - 154.73 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $6,379,912 Expenditures Per ADM: $11,370

Basic Need: $4,954,291 Basic Need Per ADM: $8,829

State Foundation Funding: $5,209,589 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,284
Federal Impact Aid: $745,768 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $1,329
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,353,768 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,195

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 68% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 64%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.1%

High School Graduation Rate: 81.0%

High School Graduates: 17
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 1.5%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 4

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 27.6% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 46.4%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 42.9%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 33.3%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 6 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Iditarod Area School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 12

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 2,733.6
Total Population Served (2002): 30,981

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 5,521.1
Student ADM (FY04): 5,443.0

Resident ADM: 5,360.1

Correspondence ADM: 83.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +3.7%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 325.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 91.4 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 166.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 46.9 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 630.1

Resident Students per Teacher: 16.8 Students per Teacher: 16.9
Resident Students per Other Employee: 18.0 Students per Other Employee: 18.1
Resident Students per Employee: 8.7 Students per Employee: 8.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 103.60
Total Audited Expenditures: $38,780,010 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,041

Basic Need: $31,000,989 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,629

State Foundation Funding: $20,873,019 State Foundation Per ADM: $3,790
Federal Impact Aid: $0 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $10,251,665 Required Local Per ADM: $1,861

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $7,024,935 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,276

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $4,754,526 Other Rev Per ADM: $863

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 77% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 76%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 89.0%

High School Graduates: 333
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 7.5%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 198

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 77.9% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 59.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 82.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 33.3%
Schools Meet AYP: 4 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 8 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Juneau School District



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

F-25

Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 8.2
Total Population Served (2002): 700

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 151.9
Student ADM (FY04): 155.2

Resident ADM: 155.2

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -16.2%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 16.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 3.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 6.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 1.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 26.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 9.5 Students per Teacher: 9.5
Resident Students per Other Employee: 14.3 Students per Other Employee: 14.3
Resident Students per Employee: 5.7 Students per Employee: 5.7

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $2,164,624 Expenditures Per ADM: $12,613

Basic Need: $1,361,796 Basic Need Per ADM: $7,935

State Foundation Funding: $1,206,957 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,033
Federal Impact Aid: $546,268 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $3,183
Required Local Contribution: $70,572 Required Local Per ADM: $411

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $56,428 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $329

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $439,587 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,561

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 64% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 65%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 72.7%

High School Graduates: 8
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 1.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 1

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 60.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 40.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 60.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Kake School District
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Type of District: Federal Transfer REAA
Number of Schools: 1

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 1.1
Total Population Served (2002): 854

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 350.4
Student ADM (FY04): 365.6

Resident ADM: 365.6

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +91.3%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 24.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 21.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 16.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 3.3 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 65.1

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.1 Students per Teacher: 14.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.7 Students per Other Employee: 8.7
Resident Students per Employee: 5.4 Students per Employee: 5.4

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 147.36
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,800,888 Expenditures Per ADM: $11,811

Basic Need: $3,111,479 Basic Need Per ADM: $9,669

State Foundation Funding: $2,063,225 State Foundation Per ADM: $6,412
Federal Impact Aid: $1,561,358 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,852
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,108,369 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,444

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 73% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 74%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.8%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 12
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 3.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 4

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 13.6% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 54.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 45.5%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 0.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 0 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Kashunamiut School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 41

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 16,078.9
Total Population Served (2002): 51,187

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 9,632.4
Student ADM (FY04): 9,568.5

Resident ADM: 8,999.3

Correspondence ADM: 569.2

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +1.3%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 603.3
Paraprofessionals FTE: 119.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 275.3 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 131.4 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 1,129.5

Resident Students per Teacher: 15.4 Students per Teacher: 16.0
Resident Students per Other Employee: 17.6 Students per Other Employee: 18.3
Resident Students per Employee: 8.2 Students per Employee: 8.5

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 98.6–104.50
Total Audited Expenditures: $76,627,829 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,820

Basic Need: $59,082,634 Basic Need Per ADM: $6,029

State Foundation Funding: $42,718,263 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,359
Federal Impact Aid: $0 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $16,600,112 Required Local Per ADM: $1,694

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $13,589,006 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,387

Other Funding: (State, federal, Special) $10,080,189 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,029

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 73% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 72%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.5%

High School Graduation Rate: 89.7%

High School Graduates: 669
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 5.1%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 256

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 76.1% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 87.3%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 77.9%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 48.8%
Schools Meet AYP: 20 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 21 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Kenai Peninsula School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 10

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 1,219.5
Total Population Served (2002): 13,670

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 2,398.4
Student ADM (FY04): 2,371.2

Resident ADM: 2,346.9

Correspondence ADM: 24.3

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -11.0%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 141.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 50.7 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 73.3 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 22.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 287.5

Resident Students per Teacher: 16.8 Students per Teacher: 16.9
Resident Students per Other Employee: 16.3 Students per Other Employee: 16.4
Resident Students per Employee: 8.3 Students per Employee: 8.3

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 109.80
Total Audited Expenditures: $17,418,467 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,256

Basic Need: $13,742,992 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,725

State Foundation Funding: $9,388,515 State Foundation Per ADM: $3,911
Federal Impact Aid: $14,536 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $6
Required Local Contribution: $4,405,995 Required Local Per ADM: $1,835

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $3,158,430 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,316

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,322,021 Other Rev Per ADM: $967

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 76% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 78%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.9%

High School Graduation Rate: 87.7%

High School Graduates: 128
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 5.5%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 67

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 80.7% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 62.9%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 79.9%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 30.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 7 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Ketchikan Gateway School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 1

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 0.6
Total Population Served (2002): 848

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 158.9
Student ADM (FY04): 150.0

Resident ADM: 147.0

Correspondence ADM: 3.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -29.2%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 13.9
Paraprofessionals FTE: 2.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 14.5 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 2.6 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 33.0

Resident Students per Teacher: 11.4 Students per Teacher: 11.4
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.3 Students per Other Employee: 8.3
Resident Students per Employee: 4.8 Students per Employee: 4.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $2,385,589 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,710

Basic Need: $1,431,811 Basic Need Per ADM: $8,229

State Foundation Funding: $1,355,362 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,789
Federal Impact Aid: $745,683 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,286
Required Local Contribution: $126,102 Required Local Per ADM: $725

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $260,155 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,495

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $280,074 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,610

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 66% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 63%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.2%

High School Graduation Rate: 86.7%

High School Graduates: 13
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 6.7%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 6

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 66.7% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 80.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 54.5%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Klawock School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 14

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 6,462.6
Total Population Served (2002): 13,852

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 2,750.4
Student ADM (FY04): 2,677.3

Resident ADM: 2,621.6

Correspondence ADM: 55.8

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +6.0%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 190.1
Paraprofessionals FTE: 61.5 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 89.3 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 40.3 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 381.2

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.4 Students per Teacher: 14.5
Resident Students per Other Employee: 14.3 Students per Other Employee: 14.4
Resident Students per Employee: 7.2 Students per Employee: 7.2

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 111.40–121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $24,639,693 Expenditures Per ADM: $8,735

Basic Need: $18,738,810 Basic Need Per ADM: $6,643

State Foundation Funding: $14,021,088 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,971
Federal Impact Aid: $2,198,789 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $779
Required Local Contribution: $3,829,405 Required Local Per ADM: $1,358

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $3,276,889 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,162

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $3,905,349 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,384

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 74% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 74%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.6%

High School Graduation Rate: 88.9%

High School Graduates: 184
Correspondence Graduates: 6 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 2.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 27

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 81.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 64.6%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 70.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 64.3%
Schools Meet AYP: 9 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 5 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Kodiak Island School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 10

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 19,284.9
Total Population Served (2002): 1,522

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 426.7
Student ADM (FY04): 425.8

Resident ADM: 425.8

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -5.7%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 42.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 24.9 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 36.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 8.6 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 111.9

Resident Students per Teacher: 10.1 Students per Teacher: 10.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 6.1 Students per Other Employee: 6.1
Resident Students per Employee: 3.8 Students per Employee: 3.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 149.00
Total Audited Expenditures: $7,511,666 Expenditures Per ADM: $17,348

Basic Need: $5,341,801 Basic Need Per ADM: $12,337

State Foundation Funding: $4,196,767 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,692
Federal Impact Aid: $1,763,600 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,073
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,239,738 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,863

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 69% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 63%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 76.5%

High School Graduates: 26
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 10.2%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 20

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 19.2% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 64.3%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 30.8%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 30.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 7 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Kuspuk School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 14

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 23,632.3
Total Population Served (2002): 1,641

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 412.6
Student ADM (FY04): 418.3

Resident ADM: 415.3

Correspondence ADM: 3.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -6.4%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 48.1
Paraprofessionals FTE: 19.2 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 37.7 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 15.6 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 120.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 8.6 Students per Teacher: 8.6
Resident Students per Other Employee: 5.7 Students per Other Employee: 5.7
Resident Students per Employee: 3.4 Students per Employee: 3.4

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90–154.73
Total Audited Expenditures: $9,745,021 Expenditures Per ADM: $22,779

Basic Need: $6,339,970 Basic Need Per ADM: $14,820

State Foundation Funding: $5,961,629 State Foundation Per ADM: $13,936
Federal Impact Aid: $1,873,521 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,379
Required Local Contribution: $276,124 Required Local Per ADM: $645

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $778,749 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,820

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,922,986 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,495

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 66% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 65%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.9%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 19
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 48.4% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 68.8%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 45.2%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 57.1%
Schools Meet AYP: 8 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 6 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Lake & Peninsula School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 27

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 21,802.5
Total Population Served (2002): 13,489

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 3,704.7
Student ADM (FY04): 3,799.0

Resident ADM: 3,799.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +36.6%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 265.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 122.4 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 208.9 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 69.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 666.3

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.0 Students per Teacher: 14.0
Resident Students per Other Employee: 9.2 Students per Other Employee: 9.2
Resident Students per Employee: 5.6 Students per Employee: 5.6

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 137.36–147.36
Total Audited Expenditures: $48,356,428 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,260

Basic Need: $39,340,666 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,788

State Foundation Funding: $35,262,741 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,670
Federal Impact Aid: $13,027,771 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $3,572
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (State, federal, Special) $12,293,731 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,371

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 73%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 79.7%

High School Graduates: 118
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 10.9%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 156

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 34.8% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 65.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 47.2%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 7.4%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 25 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Lower Kuskokwim School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 11

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 17,124.1
Total Population Served (2002): 5,891

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 2,053.2
Student ADM (FY04): 2,040.2

Resident ADM: 2,040.2

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +49.5%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 143.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 76.7 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 100.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 40.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 360.7

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.3 Students per Teacher: 14.3
Resident Students per Other Employee: 9.5 Students per Other Employee: 9.5
Resident Students per Employee: 5.7 Students per Employee: 5.7

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 147.36
Total Audited Expenditures: $24,217,351 Expenditures Per ADM: $12,497

Basic Need: $20,629,686 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,646

State Foundation Funding: $14,766,411 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,620
Federal Impact Aid: $8,287,914 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,277
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $5,120,438 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,642

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 66% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 65%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.5%

High School Graduation Rate: 98.0%

High School Graduates: 50
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 13.2%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 101

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 10.1% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 54.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 29.6%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 0.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 0 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 11 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Lower Yukon School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 35

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 24,693.6
Total Population Served (2002): 65,241

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 13,547.3
Student ADM (FY04): 14,314.6

Resident ADM: 13,354.7

Correspondence ADM: 959.9

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +41.2%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 800.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 205.2 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 464.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 186.3 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 1,655.9

Resident Students per Teacher: 16.3 Students per Teacher: 16.9
Resident Students per Other Employee: 15.2 Students per Other Employe: 15.8
Resident Students per Employee: 7.9 Students per Employee: 8.2

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 99.00–104.50
Total Audited Expenditures: $94,931,002 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,216

Basic Need: $77,534,633 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,893

State Foundation Funding: $65,370,660 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,969
Federal Impact Aid: $0 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $12,473,338 Required Local Per ADM: $948

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $17,158,008 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,304

Other Funding: (State, federal, Special) $10,799,612 Other Rev Per ADM: $821

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 76% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 78%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.9%

High School Graduation Rate: 81.2%

High School Graduates: 830
Correspondence Graduates: 36 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 4.5%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 298

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 74.9% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 83.9%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 69.2%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 48.6%
Schools Meet AYP: 17 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 18 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Matanuska-Susitna School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 6.0
Total Population Served (2002): 478

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 1,256.7
Student ADM (FY04): 961.4

Resident ADM: 226.1

Correspondence ADM: 735.3

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +556.2% CyberLynx Correspondence School opened in FY00

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 31.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 6.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 26.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 5.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 68.0

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 6.6 Students per Teacher (note B): 40.5
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 5.5 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 34.0
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 3.0 Students per Employee (Note B): 18.5

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 109.50 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $7,319,855 Expenditures Per ADM: $4,174

Basic Need: $6,798,554 Basic Need Per ADM: $3,877

State Foundation Funding: $6,756,870 State Foundation Per ADM: $3,853
Federal Impact Aid: $244 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $67,200 Required Local Per ADM: $38

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $722,456 Other Rev Per ADM: $412

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 72% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 70%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 99.3%

High School Graduation Rate: 75.4%

High School Graduates: 43
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 1.1%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 8

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 70.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 89.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 72.5%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Nenana School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 4

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 12.5
Total Population Served (2002): 3,493

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 736.2
Student ADM (FY04): 716.5

Resident ADM: 716.5

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -7.7%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 48.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 17.2 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 33.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 11.6 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 110.2

Resident Students per Teacher: 15.2 Students per Teacher: 15.2
Resident Students per Other Employee: 11.9 Students per Other Employee: 11.9
Resident Students per Employee: 6.7 Students per Employee: 6.7

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 145.18
Total Audited Expenditures: $6,503,252 Expenditures Per ADM: $8,816

Basic Need: $5,605,499 Basic Need Per ADM: $7,599

State Foundation Funding: $4,879,164 State Foundation Per ADM: $6,614
Federal Impact Aid: $48,675 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $66
Required Local Contribution: $806,099 Required Local Per ADM: $1,093

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $392,274 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $532

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,797,937 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,437

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 66% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 64%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.8%

High School Graduation Rate: 92.6%

High School Graduates: 25
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 6.2%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 19

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 78.6% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 89.3%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 76.7%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 2 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Nome School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 10

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 87,860.5
Total Population Served (2002): 7,243

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 1,970.3
Student ADM (FY04): 1,810.5

Resident ADM: 1,810.5

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +23.8%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 196.2
Paraprofessionals FTE: 103.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 202.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 35.8 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 537.0

Resident Students per Teacher: 10.0 Students per Teacher: 10.0
Resident Students per Other Employee: 5.8 Students per Other Employee: 5.8
Resident Students per Employee: 3.7 Students per Employee: 3.7

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 150.73–177.18
Total Audited Expenditures: $43,513,023 Expenditures Per ADM: $21,533

Basic Need: $19,882,743 Basic Need Per ADM: $9,839

State Foundation Funding: $8,945,709 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,427
Federal Impact Aid: $8,444,573 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,179
Required Local Contribution: $9,020,829 Required Local Per ADM: $4,464

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $16,553,428 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $8,192

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $4,743,427 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,347

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 64% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 65%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 88.9%

High School Graduation Rate: 99.3%

High School Graduates: 133
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 5.4%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 47

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 33.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 62.1%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 47.1%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 10.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 9 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

North Slope School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 13

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 35,862.5
Total Population Served (2002): 7,266

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 2,151.9
Student ADM (FY04): 2,031.2

Resident ADM: 2,023.2

Correspondence ADM: 8.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +24.7%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 164.3
Paraprofessionals FTE: 86.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 128.2 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 43.7 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 422.2

Resident Students per Teacher: 13.0 Students per Teacher: 13.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.3 Students per Other Employee: 8.3
Resident Students per Employee: 5.1 Students per Employee: 5.1

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 145.18–165.00
Total Audited Expenditures: $32,141,678 Expenditures Per ADM: $14,850

Basic Need: $22,912,458 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,586

State Foundation Funding: $19,505,893 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,012
Federal Impact Aid: $7,402,440 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $3,420
Required Local Contribution: $1,524,744 Required Local Per ADM: $704

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $1,690,749 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $781

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $7,547,750 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,487

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 65% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 64%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 87.6%

High School Graduation Rate: 88.3%

High School Graduates: 68
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 6.6%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 58

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 29.2% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 57.5%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 31.7%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 15.4%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 11 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Northwest Arctic School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 1

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 0.6
Total Population Served (2002): 115

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 18.0
Student ADM (FY04): 15.0

Resident ADM: 15.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -67.3%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 2.4
Paraprofessionals FTE: 1.7 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 3.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 0.6 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 7.7

Resident Students per Teacher: 7.6 Students per Teacher: 7.6
Resident Students per Other Employee: 3.4 Students per Other Employee: 3.4
Resident Students per Employee: 2.3 Students per Employee: 2.3

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 121.90
Total Audited Expenditures: $470,585 Expenditures Per ADM: $25,232

Basic Need: $265,863 Basic Need Per ADM: $14,255

State Foundation Funding: $388,085 State Foundation Per ADM: $20,809
Federal Impact Aid: $0 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $49,824 Required Local Per ADM: $2,672

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $663 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $36

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $97,795 Other Rev Per ADM: $5,244

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 59% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 63%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 80.9%

High School Graduation Rate: unavailable

High School Graduates: 0
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: unavailable percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: unavailable
HSGQE Math Proficiency: unavailable

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Pelican School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 43.9
Total Population Served (2002): 3,169

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 625.9
Student ADM (FY04): 653.4

Resident ADM: 653.4

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -7.0%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 42.7
Paraprofessionals FTE: 16.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 16.3 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 10.2 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 85.8

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.7 Students per Teacher: 14.7
Resident Students per Other Employee: 14.5 Students per Other Employee: 14.5
Resident Students per Employee: 7.3 Students per Employee: 7.3

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 109.80
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,175,557 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,928

Basic Need: $4,331,682 Basic Need Per ADM: $6,635

State Foundation Funding: $3,340,870 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,118
Federal Impact Aid: $22,650 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $35
Required Local Contribution: $996,147 Required Local Per ADM: $1,526

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $927,307 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,420

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $743,655 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,139

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 71% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 98.0%

High School Graduates: 50
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 2.5%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 8

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 85.2% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 91.1%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 90.9%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Petersburg School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 75.1
Total Population Served (2002): 680

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 135.5
Student ADM (FY04): 124.5

Resident ADM: 124.5

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -18.6%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 10.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 6.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 8.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 2.2 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 27.0

Resident Students per Teacher: 12.5 Students per Teacher: 12.5
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.4 Students per Other Employee: 8.4
Resident Students per Employee: 5.0 Students per Employee: 5.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 156.50
Total Audited Expenditures: $1,912,231 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,994

Basic Need: $1,635,438 Basic Need Per ADM: $11,968

State Foundation Funding: $1,070,286 State Foundation Per ADM: $7,832
Federal Impact Aid: $744,062 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $5,445
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $240,753 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,762

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 65% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 62%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.9%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 8
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 40.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 40.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 40.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Pribilof School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 1

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 44.0
Total Population Served (2002): 549

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 167.2
Student ADM (FY04): 159.0

Resident ADM: 159.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +50.7%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 14.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 7.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 6.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 1.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 28.0

Resident Students per Teacher: 11.9 Students per Teacher: 11.9
Resident Students per Other Employee: 11.9 Students per Other Employee: 11.9
Resident Students per Employee: 6.0 Students per Employee: 6.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 147.36
Total Audited Expenditures: $1,849,585 Expenditures Per ADM: $12,101

Basic Need: $1,632,351 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,679

State Foundation Funding: $1,735,895 State Foundation Per ADM: $11,357
Federal Impact Aid: $27,347 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $179
Required Local Contribution: $18,072 Required Local Per ADM: $118

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $928 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $6

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $498,041 Other Rev Per ADM: $3,258

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 79% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 79%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.2%

High School Graduation Rate: 85.7%

High School Graduates: 6
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 7.3%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 4

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 60.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 60.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 60.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 0.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 0 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Saint Mary's School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 5

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 2,881.5
Total Population Served (2002): 8,894

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 1,548.9
Student ADM (FY04): 1,472.5

Resident ADM: 1,443.7

Correspondence ADM: 28.8

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -17.6%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 109.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 21.8 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 32.5 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 20.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 184.3

Resident Students per Teacher: 13.8 Students per Teacher: 14.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 20.2 Students per Other Employee: 20.7
Resident Students per Employee: 8.2 Students per Employee: 8.4

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 109.80
Total Audited Expenditures: $11,763,966 Expenditures Per ADM: $7,309

Basic Need: $9,270,759 Basic Need Per ADM: $5,760

State Foundation Funding: $6,709,606 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,169
Federal Impact Aid: $30,384 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $19
Required Local Contribution: $2,588,132 Required Local Per ADM: $1,608

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $2,005,808 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,246

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,439,290 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,516

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 67% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 62%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 92.8%

High School Graduation Rate: 95.7%

High School Graduates: 89
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 5.1%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 38

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 81.3% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 91.3%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 77.2%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 20.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 4 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Sitka School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 1

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 452.4
Total Population Served (2002): 841

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 109.7
Student ADM (FY04): 105.8

Resident ADM: 105.8

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -27.0%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 12.7
Paraprofessionals FTE: 1.1 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 6.9 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 1.3 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 22.0

Resident Students per Teacher: 8.6 Students per Teacher: 8.6
Resident Students per Other Employee: 11.8 Students per Other Employee: 11.8
Resident Students per Employee: 5.0 Students per Employee: 5.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 109.80
Total Audited Expenditures: $1,702,995 Expenditures Per ADM: $14,168

Basic Need: $1,107,161 Basic Need Per ADM: $9,211

State Foundation Funding: $761,406 State Foundation Per ADM: $6,334
Federal Impact Aid: $0 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $547,130 Required Local Per ADM: $4,552

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $349,417 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $2,907

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $167,834 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,396

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 68%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 91.5%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 7
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 2.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 1

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 75.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 75.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 75.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Skagway School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 9

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 7,195.6
Total Population Served (2002): 2,249

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 223.0
Student ADM (FY04): 219.8

Resident ADM: 210.2

Correspondence ADM: 9.6

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -47.1%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 12.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 13.4 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 13.9 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 13.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 53.1

Resident Students per Teacher: 16.0 Students per Teacher: 17.5
Resident Students per Other Employee: 5.0 Students per Other Employee: 5.5
Resident Students per Employee: 3.8 Students per Employee: 4.2

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 120.69
Total Audited Expenditures: $3,203,983 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,153

Basic Need: $2,462,180 Basic Need Per ADM: $10,107

State Foundation Funding: $2,667,947 State Foundation Per ADM: $10,952
Federal Impact Aid: $219,567 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $901
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,422,037 Other Rev Per ADM: $5,838

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 68% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 68%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 14
Correspondence Graduates: 1 included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 4.3%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 5

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 80.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 80.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 47.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 88.9%
Schools Meet AYP: 8 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Southeast Island School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 9

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 18,466.9
Total Population Served (2002): 2,455

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 721.3
Student ADM (FY04): 680.0

Resident ADM: 680.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +43.9%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 59.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 0.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 46.9 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 29.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 134.9

Resident Students per Teacher: 12.2 Students per Teacher: 12.2
Resident Students per Other Employee: 9.5 Students per Other Employee: 9.5
Resident Students per Employee: 5.3 Students per Employee: 5.3

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 135.91
Total Audited Expenditures: $10,948,907 Expenditures Per ADM: $14,433

Basic Need: $8,678,362 Basic Need Per ADM: $11,440

State Foundation Funding: $6,298,766 State Foundation Per ADM: $8,303
Federal Impact Aid: $3,631,339 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,787
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $3,373,952 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,448

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 70% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 67%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.4%

High School Graduation Rate: 75.7%

High School Graduates: 28
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 5.9%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 17

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 20.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 64.7%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 36.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 33.3%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 6 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Southwest Region School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 11.6
Total Population Served (2002): 278

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 77.5
Student ADM (FY04): 96.3

Resident ADM: 63.3

Correspondence ADM: 33.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -3.8%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 7.3
Paraprofessionals FTE: 2.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 3.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 0.7 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 13.0

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 8.5 Students per Teacher (Note B): 10.6
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 10.8 Students per Other Employee (Note B): 13.6
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 4.8 Students per Employee (Note B): 6.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 138.05 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $944,642 Expenditures Per ADM: $14,730

Basic Need: $735,314 Basic Need Per ADM: $11,466

State Foundation Funding: $770,977 State Foundation Per ADM: $12,022
Federal Impact Aid: $88,583 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $1,381
Required Local Contribution: $23,085 Required Local Per ADM: $360

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $53,149 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $829

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $265,653 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,142

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 50% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 51%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 86.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 4
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 7.1%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 2

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: * percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: *
HSGQE Math Proficiency: *

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 50.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Tanana School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 2

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 111.0
Total Population Served (2002): 4,051

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 393.0
Student ADM (FY04): 398.6

Resident ADM: 398.6

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +30.9%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 29.0
Paraprofessionals FTE: 10.5 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 18.5 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 6.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 64.0

Resident Students per Teacher: 13.6 Students per Teacher: 13.6
Resident Students per Other Employee: 11.2 Students per Other Employee: 11.2
Resident Students per Employee: 6.1 Students per Employee: 6.1

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 126.20
Total Audited Expenditures: $4,293,500 Expenditures Per ADM: $11,639

Basic Need: $3,079,079 Basic Need Per ADM: $8,347

State Foundation Funding: $2,134,086 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,785
Federal Impact Aid: $4,032 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $11
Required Local Contribution: $1,302,552 Required Local Per ADM: $3,531

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $766,327 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $2,077

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $510,770 Other Rev Per ADM: $1,385

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 71% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 70%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.3%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 22
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 80.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 90.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 84.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Unalaska School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 222.0
Total Population Served (2002): 4,171

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 866.7
Student ADM (FY04): 867.7

Resident ADM: 866.7

Correspondence ADM: 1.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +1.6%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 60.5
Paraprofessionals FTE: 16.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 43.3 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 7.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 126.8

Resident Students per Teacher: 14.3 Students per Teacher: 14.3
Resident Students per Other Employee: 13.1 Students per Other Employee: 13.1
Resident Students per Employee: 6.8 Students per Employee: 6.8

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 104.50
Total Audited Expenditures: $8,801,389 Expenditures Per ADM: $9,916

Basic Need: $5,920,043 Basic Need Per ADM: $6,670

State Foundation Funding: $3,852,896 State Foundation Per ADM: $4,341
Federal Impact Aid: $394 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $0
Required Local Contribution: $2,581,984 Required Local Per ADM: $2,909

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $1,963,630 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $2,212

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $522,802 Other Rev Per ADM: $589

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 75% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 73%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 94.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 98.1%

High School Graduates: 53
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 2.1%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 9

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 75.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 81.2%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 75.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 66.7%
Schools Meet AYP: 2 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 1 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Valdez School District
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Type of District: City
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 45.3
Total Population Served (2002): 2,144

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 435.5
Student ADM (FY04): 391.8

Resident ADM: 391.8

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -26.6%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 31.8
Paraprofessionals FTE: 15.4 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 17.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 4.9 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 69.2

Resident Students per Teacher: 13.7 Students per Teacher: 13.7
Resident Students per Other Employee: 11.7 Students per Other Employee: 11.7
Resident Students per Employee: 6.3 Students per Employee: 6.3

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 109.80
Total Audited Expenditures: $4,179,584 Expenditures Per ADM: $8,970

Basic Need: $3,211,088 Basic Need Per ADM: $6,891

State Foundation Funding: $2,626,509 State Foundation Per ADM: $5,637
Federal Impact Aid: $4,152 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $9
Required Local Contribution: $597,002 Required Local Per ADM: $1,281

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $117,350 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $252

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,375,120 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,951

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 73% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 95.7%

High School Graduation Rate: 91.7%

High School Graduates: 22
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 1.4%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 3

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 82.9% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 90.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 90.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 3 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Wrangell School District
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Type of District: Borough
Number of Schools: 1

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 7,742.7
Total Population Served (2002): 724

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 144.3
Student ADM (FY04): 125.0

Resident ADM: 125.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -10.1%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 16.6
Paraprofessionals FTE: 6.0 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 9.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 3.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 34.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 8.7 Students per Teacher: 8.7
Resident Students per Other Employee: 8.0 Students per Other Employee: 8.0
Resident Students per Employee: 4.2 Students per Employee: 4.2

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 114.40
Total Audited Expenditures: $2,373,958 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,802

Basic Need: $1,566,507 Basic Need Per ADM: $9,108

State Foundation Funding: $1,527,477 State Foundation Per ADM: $8,881
Federal Impact Aid: $161,914 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $941
Required Local Contribution: $177,715 Required Local Per ADM: $1,033

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $303,285 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $1,763

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $402,359 Other Rev Per ADM: $2,339

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 67% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 65%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 93.6%

High School Graduation Rate: 86.7%

High School Graduates: 13
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 0.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 0

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 40.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 60.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 50.0%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 100.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 0 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Yakutat School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 9

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 59,865.0
Total Population Served (2002): 1,543

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 307.3
Student ADM (FY04): 293.1

Resident ADM: 293.1

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: -22.4%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 31.3
Paraprofessionals FTE: 13.6 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 25.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 6.8 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 76.6

Resident Students per Teacher: 9.6 Students per Teacher: 9.8
Resident Students per Other Employee: 6.6 Students per Other Employee: 6.8
Resident Students per Employee: 3.9 Students per Employee: 4.0

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 120.45 – 154.73
Total Audited Expenditures: $6,714,150 Expenditures Per ADM: $22,384

Basic Need: $4,462,328 Basic Need Per ADM: $14,877

State Foundation Funding: $3,952,746 State Foundation Per ADM: $13,178
Federal Impact Aid: $1,748,067 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $5,828
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $1,295,504 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,319

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 62% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 61%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 89.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 100.0%

High School Graduates: 15
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 4.7%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 6

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 22.7% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 50.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 27.3%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 11.1%
Schools Meet AYP: 1 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 8 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Yukon Flats School District
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Type of District: REAA
Number of Schools: 10

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 64,626
Total Population Served (2002): 2,055

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 885.1
Student ADM (FY04): 1,401.1

Resident ADM: 434.7

Correspondence ADM: 966.4

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +155.0% Raven Correspondence School opened FY03

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 40.6
Paraprofessionals FTE: 21.9 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 28.2 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 24.5 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 115.3

Resident Students per Teacher (Note A): 10.9 Students per Teacher (Note B): 21.8
Resident Students per Other Employee (Note A): 6.0 Students per Employee (Note B): 11.9
Resident Students per Employee (Note A): 3.9 Students per Employee (Note B): 7.7

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 120.45–149.50 (See Note B):
Total Audited Expenditures: $8,935,546 Expenditures Per ADM: $17,988

Basic Need: $6,776,098 Basic Need Per ADM: $13,641

State Foundation Funding: $5,799,411 State Foundation Per ADM: $11,675
Federal Impact Aid: $2,472,442 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $4,977
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,114,000 Other Rev Per ADM: $4,256

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: Yes - 68% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: Yes - 69%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 90.1%

High School Graduation Rate: 95.0%

High School Graduates: 19
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 11.6%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 25

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 42.6% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 50.0%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 33.3%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 40.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 4 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 6 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Yukon/Koyukuk School District
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Type of District: Federal Transfer REAA
Number of Schools: 3

Geographic Size (est. sq. miles): 11.9
Total Population Served (2002): 1,429

Students  (ADM = Average Daily Membership)

Student ADM (FY03): 424.0
Student ADM (FY04): 439.0

Resident ADM: 439.0

Correspondence ADM: 0.0

ADM Percent Change FY92–FY04: +21.9%

Staff  (FTE = Full Time Equivalent) (FY03)
Certified Teachers FTE: 32.3
Paraprofessionals FTE: 39.2 teacher’s aides

Classified Administration & Support FTE: 38.0 district/school admin, library, maintenance, bus drivers, cooks, etc.

Certified Administration & Other FTE: 13.0 superintendents, principals, supervisors, nurses, head teachers,

counselors, psychologists, speech therapists, linguists, etc.

Total District Staff FTE: 122.5

Resident Students per Teacher: 13.1 Students per Teacher: 13.1
Resident Students per Other Employee: 4.7 Students per Other Employee: 4.7
Resident Students per Employee: 3.5 Students per Employee: 3.5

Expenditures and Funding (FY02)
Geographic Cost Differential: 147.36
Total Audited Expenditures: $5,927,960 Expenditures Per ADM: $13,303

Basic Need: $5,100,800 Basic Need Per ADM: $11,447

State Foundation Funding: $4,092,778 State Foundation Per ADM: $9,185
Federal Impact Aid: $1,779,231 Federal Impact Aid Per ADM: $3,993
Required Local Contribution: $0 Required Local Per ADM: $0

Voluntary/Excess Local Contribution: $0 Voluntary Local Per ADM: $0

Other Funding: (other State, federal, Special) $2,948,304 Other Rev Per ADM: $6,616

Waiver in FY03 - % Instruction: No - 72% waiver of requirement to spend a minimum 70% on instruction

Waiver in FY04 - % Instruction: No - 73%

Attendance Measures (FY02)
Attendance Rate: 88.0%

High School Graduation Rate: 79.2%

High School Graduates: 19
Correspondence Graduates: N/A included in High School Graduates

Drop Out Rate: 18.0%
Drop Outs (grades 7-12): 32

Standardized Testing & Adequate Yearly Progress  (FY03) (HSGQE = “High School Graduation Qualifying Exam”)

HSGQE Reading Proficiency: 16.0% percent of 10
th
 grade students found proficient, Spring 2003

HSGQE Writing Proficiency: 34.6%
HSGQE Math Proficiency: 21.4%

Percent of Schools Meeting AYP: 0.0%
Schools Meet AYP: 0 AYP = “Adequate Yearly Progress” measure from

Schools Do Not Meet AYP: 3 federal “No Child Left Behind Act”

Profile of

Yupiit School District
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School District Comparisons:

Data Tables and Charts

Figure 1: FY03 and FY04 Average Daily Membership (ADM) – Resident and
Correspondence Students

Figure 2: FY04 Average Daily Membership (ADM) – Resident Students
Figure 3: FY04 Average Daily Membership (ADM) of Resident Students in School Districts

with Fewer than 2,000 ADM
Figure 4: Average Daily Membership (ADM) History and Percent Change from FY92–FY04
Figure 5: Average Daily Membership (ADM) Percent Change from FY92–FY04
Figure 6: Average Daily Membership (ADM) Percent Change FY92–FY04
Figure 7: FY03 School District Employment (FTEs) by Type (See Notes A and B)
Figure 8: FY03 Students per District Employee (ADM Students per FTE Employee) (See

Notes A and B)
Figure 9: FY03 Students per District Employee (See Notes A and B)
Figure 10: FY03 Student/Teacher Ratio (ADM Total and Resident Students per FTE

Teacher) (See Notes A and B)
Figure 11: FY03 Students per Non-teaching Employee (ADM Resident Students per FTE

Administrator / Other District Employee) (See Notes A and B)
Figure 12: FY03 Students per Teacher and Students per to non-Teaching Employee Ratio

(ADM Students per FTE Employee) (See Notes A and B)
Figure 13: FY02 School District Expenditures, Revenues and Local Contributions (sorted

alphabetically) (See Notes A and B)
Figure 14: FY02 Expenditures and Local Contribution per Student (in descending order)

(See Notes A and B)
Figure 15: FY02 School District Revenues - State, Federal, Local, Special and Other (sorted

alphabetically) (See Notes A and B)
Figure 16: FY02 Expenditures Per Student (See Notes A and B)
Figure 17: FY04 Preliminary ADM, State Foundation Aid, Federal Impact Aid and Budgeted

Local Contributions (sorted alphabetically)
Figure 18: FY04 Local Contributions per Student (See Notes A and B)
Figure 19: FY04 Budgeted Local Contributions per Student (See Notes A and B)
Figure 20: Percent of Expenditures on Instruction, FY99 Budget–FY04 Budget
Figure 21: Percent of FY04 Budget Designated for Instruction (Values less than 70 percent

require a State School Board Waiver)
Figure 22: FY02 Attendance and Graduation Rates
Figure 23: FY02 School Attendance Rates
Figure 24: HSGQE – Grade 10 – Spring 2003 – Percent of Students Tested as Proficient in

Reading, Writing and Math
Figure 25: High School Graduation Qualifying Examination (HSGQE) – 10th Grade Reading

Proficiency (Spring 2003)
Figure 26: High School Graduation Qualifying Examination (HSGQE) – 10th Grade Writing

Proficiency (Spring 2003)
Figure 27: High School Graduation Qualifying Examination (HSGQE) – 10th Grade Math

Proficiency (Spring 2003)

In the tables and charts in this Appendix, information shaded in black denotes a
school district with fewer than 250 students.
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NOTE A

USE OF “RESIDENT ONLY” ADM FIGURES IN PER STUDENT RATIOS SUCH AS STUDENTS-PER-TEACHER OR STUDENTS-PER-EMPLOYEE

DEED FY 2003 employment data for Alaska’s 53 school districts do not distinguish between district employees that serve resident students and those
that serve correspondence students.  Therefore, where ratios are reported for resident students-per-teacher (ADM-to-teacher), resident students-per-
other-employees, and resident students-per-total-employees, the ratios for school districts with relatively large correspondence populations are not
comparable to those without such populations.

The employee component of the ratios includes all school district employees – those that serve both resident students and correspondence students.
However, the student component of the ratios includes only resident students.  The previously cited legislative directive for the consolidation study
called on the Local Boundary Commission and the Department of Education and Early Development to “identify opportunities for consolidation of
schools, with emphasis on school districts with fewer than 250 students.”  Senator Wilken, the author of the legislative directive, clarified in his
previously-noted letter of November 6, 2003, that, “student populations should be based on resident average daily membership figures.”

The Galena City School District provides an acute example of the difficulties in comparing the ratios between a district with a relatively large number of
correspondence students and one without.  In FY 2003, the City of Galena served 3,768 students, of which 3,534 (93.8 percent) were correspondence
students.  The remaining 234 students were residents of the City of Galena.  At the time, the Galena City School District employed 179.9 full-time
equivalent employees.  Using only the 234 students that attended classes within the City of Galena School District in FY 2003, the 179.9 employees of
the Galena City School District yielded a resident-student-per-employee ratio of 1.3:1 (234:179.9).

However, if the entire FY 2003 resident and correspondent student population of the City of Galena school district were considered, it would result in a
ratio of 20.9 students-per-employee (3,768:179.9).  Since that figure includes students who are not sitting in typical classroom settings, it does not yield
a measure that is comparable to districts that do not serve relatively large numbers of correspondence students.  In that case, the ratios for districts
with relatively large numbers of correspondence students would tend to overstate the efficiency or productivity of employees utilized for instruction.

Clearly, ratios of students-per-teacher/employee in districts with a large correspondence-student base are not comparable to ratios for districts with
relatively few or no correspondence students.

NOTE B

USE OF “TOTAL STUDENT” ADM IN PER STUDENT RATIOS SUCH AS REVENUES-PER-STUDENT AND EXPENDITURES-PER-STUDENT

FY 2002 financial data available from DEED did not distinguish between “resident-only” expenditures, revenues, and local contributions.  Therefore,
total ADMs (resident and correspondent) are utilized in financial ratios concerning expenditures, revenues, and local contributions.  The expenditures-
per-student, revenues-per-student, and local-contributions-per-student reported in these profiles are not comparable between school districts with
relatively large correspondence-student populations and those without such student populations.

For example, in FY 2002, the Craig City School District served 686 total students, of which 276 were correspondence students (i.e., 40.7 percent
correspondence enrollment).  Total FY 2002 expenditures in the City of Craig School District were $6,841 “per student.” Correspondence education is
understood to be considerably less expensive per student than classroom education – a principle which is reflected in Alaska’s education foundation
funding formula (see discussion of funding for correspondence students and resident students in the definition of “basic need” in the glossary).
Therefore, comparisons between districts with relatively large numbers of correspondence students and those without are difficult.

School Districts with relatively large correspondence-student ADMs in FY 2004 include the following:

School District

Relative Number of

Correspondence Students

Absolute Numbers of

Correspondence and Total

Students

City of Galena 94.3 percent
3,770 correspondence students;
3,999 total students

City of Nenana 76.5 percent
735 correspondence students;
961 total students

Yukon/Koyukuk REAA 69.0 percent
966 correspondence students;
1,401 total students

Chugach REAA 60.7 percent
116 correspondence students;
191 total students

City of Craig 60.5 percent
586 correspondence students;
968 total students

Delta/Greely REAA 35.6 percent
369 correspondence students;
1,036 total students

City of Tanana 34.4 percent
33 correspondence students;
96 total students

Iditarod REAA 23.4 percent
90 correspondence students;
384 total students

Copper River REAA 19.6 percent
130 correspondence students;
662 total students
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FY03 

Resident

FY03 

Corresp

FY04 

Resident

FY04 

Corresp

Pelican 18.0 0.0 15.0 0.0

Aleutian Region 49.3 0.0 42.1 0.0

Tanana 61.8 15.7 63.3 33.0

Chugach 83.5 117.0 75.0 116.0

Hydaburg 92.2 0.0 87.1 0.0

Skagway 109.7 0.0 105.8 0.0

Pribilof 135.5 0.0 124.5 0.0

Yakutat 144.3 0.0 125.0 0.0

Klawock 158.9 0.0 147.0 3.0

Kake 151.9 0.0 155.2 0.0

Saint Mary's 167.2 0.0 159.0 0.0

Hoonah 188.4 0.0 180.2 0.0

Bristol Bay 233.6 0.0 195.4 0.0

Southeast Island 203.5 19.5 210.2 9.6

Chatham 219.9 0.0 218.4 0.0

Nenana 203.5 1,053.2 226.1 735.3

Galena 234.0 3,533.9 229.0 3,770.0

Aleutians East 272.8 1.0 280.0 1.0

Annette Island 290.7 0.0 287.5 0.0

Yukon Flats 301.3 6.0 293.1 0.0

Iditarod 309.9 93.7 293.9 90.8

Haines 312.0 11.8 304.9 16.0

Denali 296.8 13.4 305.8 272.5

Kashunamiut 350.4 0.0 365.6 0.0

Craig 389.8 465.7 381.8 586.0

Wrangell 435.5 0.0 391.8 0.0

Unalaska 393.0 0.0 398.6 0.0

Lake & Peninsula 412.6 0.0 415.3 3.0

Kuspuk 426.7 0.0 425.8 0.0

Yukon/Koyukuk 444.9 440.2 434.7 966.4

Yupiit 424.0 0.0 439.0 0.0
Alaska Gateway 429.6 57.3 440.0 55.0

Cordova 464.1 0.0 471.7 0.0

Dillingham 520.7 0.0 527.0 0.0

Copper River 540.2 134.9 532.4 129.5

Petersburg 625.9 0.0 653.4 0.0

Delta/Greely 635.4 368.9 667.3 369.0

Southwest Region 721.3 0.0 680.0 0.0

Nome 736.2 0.0 716.5 0.0

Valdez 866.7 0.0 866.7 1.0

Sitka 1,508.8 40.1 1,443.7 28.8

Bering Strait 1,733.9 0.0 1,712.5 0.0

North Slope 1,970.3 0.0 1,810.5 0.0

Northwest Arctic 2,141.9 10.0 2,023.2 8.0

Lower Yukon 2,053.2 0.0 2,040.2 0.0

Ketchikan 2,381.9 16.5 2,346.9 24.3

Kodiak 2,730.4 20.0 2,621.6 55.8

Lower Kuskokwim 3,704.7 0.0 3,799.0 0.0

Juneau 5,462.6 58.5 5,360.1 83.0

Kenai Peninsula 9,267.3 365.2 8,999.3 569.2

Mat-Su 13,034.5 512.8 13,354.7 959.9

Fairbanks 14,874.9 246.0 14,373.9 229.0

Anchorage 48,907.5 637.5 48,586.2 717.2

Statewide 122,826.4 8,238.5 121,402.1 9,832.1

Figure 1:  FY03 and FY04 Average Daily Membership (ADM)

Ascending by FY04 Resident Students
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Figure 5:  Average Daily Membership (ADM) Percent Change from FY92–FY04

(includes both Resident and Correspondence Students)

FY03 ADM FY04 ADM

Resident 

ADM

Corresp 

ADM

% Change 

FY92-FY04

Pelican  18.0 15.0 15.0 0.0 -67.3%

Southeast Island 223.0 219.8 210.2 9.6 -47.1%

Chatham 219.9 218.4 218.4 0.0 -42.0%

Annette Island 290.7 287.5 287.5 0.0 -32.2%

Klawock  158.9 150.0 147.0 3.0 -29.2%

Haines  323.7 320.9 304.9 16.0 -28.4%

Bristol Bay  233.6 195.4 195.4 0.0 -28.4%

Skagway  109.7 105.8 105.8 0.0 -27.0%

Hydaburg  92.2 87.1 87.1 0.0 -26.8%

Wrangell  435.5 391.8 391.8 0.0 -26.6%

Aleutians East  273.8 281.0 280.0 1.0 -24.1%

Hoonah  188.4 180.2 180.2 0.0 -23.3%

Yukon Flats 307.3 293.1 293.1 0.0 -22.4%

Pribilof  135.5 124.5 124.5 0.0 -18.6%

Sitka  1,548.9 1,472.5 1,443.7 28.8 -17.6%

Kake  151.9 155.2 155.2 0.0 -16.2%

Ketchikan Gateway  2,398.4 2,371.2 2,346.9 24.3 -11.0%

Yakutat  144.3 125.0 125.0 0.0 -10.1%

Nome  736.2 716.5 716.5 0.0 -7.7%

Petersburg  625.9 653.4 653.4 0.0 -7.0%

Lake & Peninsula  412.6 418.3 415.3 3.0 -6.4%

Kuspuk 426.7 425.8 425.8 0.0 -5.7%

Tanana 77.5 96.3 63.3 33.0 -3.8%

Fairbanks 15,120.9 14,603.0 14,373.9 229.0 -1.9%

Cordova  464.1 471.7 471.7 0.0 -1.5%

Iditarod Area 403.5 384.7 293.9 90.8 -0.9%

Alaska Gateway 486.9 494.9 440.0 55.0 -0.1%

Kenai Peninsula  9,632.4 9,568.5 8,999.3 569.2 +1.3%

Valdez  866.7 867.7 866.7 1.0 +1.6%

Juneau  5,521.1 5,443.0 5,360.1 83.0 +3.7%

Dillingham  520.7 527.0 527.0 0.0 +4.5%

Kodiak Island  2,750.4 2,677.3 2,621.6 55.8 +6.0%

Copper River 675.1 661.9 532.4 129.5 +11.7%

Anchorage 49,544.9 49,303.4 48,586.2 717.2 +14.5%

Bering Strait 1,733.9 1,712.5 1,712.5 0.0 +19.4%

Yupiit 424.0 439.0 439.0 0.0 +21.9%

Delta/Greely 1,004.3 1,036.3 667.3 369.0 +22.0%

North Slope  1,970.3 1,810.5 1,810.5 0.0 +23.8%

Northwest Arctic  2,151.9 2,031.2 2,023.2 8.0 +24.7%

Unalaska  393.0 398.6 398.6 0.0 +30.9%

Lower Kuskokwim 3,704.7 3,799.0 3,799.0 0.0 +36.6%

Mat-Su  13,547.3 14,314.6 13,354.7 959.9 +41.2%

Southwest Region 721.3 680.0 680.0 0.0 +43.9%

Chugach 200.5 191.0 75.0 116.0 +48.9%

Lower Yukon 2,053.2 2,040.2 2,040.2 0.0 +49.5%

Aleutian Region 49.3 42.1 42.1 0.0 +50.4%

Saint Mary's 167.2 159.0 159.0 0.0 +50.7%

Denali  310.2 578.3 305.8 272.5 +75.4%

Kashunamiut 350.4 365.6 365.6 0.0 +91.3%

Yukon/Koyukuk 885.1 1,401.1 434.7 966.4 +155.0%

Craig  855.4 967.7 381.8 586.0 +207.9%

Nenana  1,256.7 961.4 226.1 735.3 +402.0%

Galena  3,767.9 3,999.0 229.0 3,770.0 +2710.3%

131,065.0 131,234.2 121,402.1 9,832.1 +16.5%

Source:  (http://www.eed.state.ak.us/stats/QuickFacts/ADM.pdf)

Resident Student ADM is less than 250
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A
 = See Note A            

B
 = See Note B

Pelican 2.3 2.3 7.7

Lake & Peninsula 3.4 3.4 120.6

Yupiit 3.5 3.5 122.5

North Slope 3.7 3.7 537.0

Kuspuk 3.8 3.8 111.9

Hydaburg 3.9 3.9 23.4

Yukon Flats 4.0 3.9 76.6

Hoonah 4.0 4.0 46.9

Yakutat 4.2 4.2 34.6

Southeast Island 4.2 3.8 53.1

Aleutian Region 4.2 4.2 11.6

Aleutians East 4.5 4.5 60.7

Chatham 4.8 4.8 46.1

Bering Strait 4.8 4.8 361.5

Klawock 4.8 4.8 33.0

Skagway 5.0 5.0 22.0

Pribilof 5.0 5.0 27.0

Northwest Arctic 5.1 5.1 422.2

Southwest Region 5.3 5.3 134.9

Bristol Bay 5.4 5.4 43.5

Kashunamiut 5.4 5.4 65.1

Annette Island 5.5 5.5 52.4

Lower Kuskokwim 5.6 5.6 666.3

Alaska Gateway 5.6 5.0 86.6

Lower Yukon 5.7 5.7 360.7

Kake 5.7 5.7 26.6

Dillingham 5.8 5.8 90.5

Denali 5.8 5.6 53.3

Iditarod 5.9
B

4.5
A

68.6

Saint Mary's 6.0 6.0 28.0

Tanana 6.0
B

4.8
A

13.0

Unalaska 6.1 6.1 64.0

Wrangell 6.3 6.3 69.2

Haines 6.6 6.4 48.7

Nome 6.7 6.7 110.2

Valdez 6.8 6.8 126.8

Chugach 7.0
B

2.9
A

28.5

Kodiak 7.2 7.2 381.2

Petersburg 7.3 7.3 85.8

Cordova 7.4 7.4 62.7

Copper River 7.5
B

6.0
A

90.0

Yukon/Koyukuk 7.7
B

3.9
A

115.3

Mat-Su 8.2 7.9 1,655.9

Ketchikan 8.3 8.3 287.5

Fairbanks 8.4 8.2 1,806.8

Sitka 8.4 8.2 184.3

Kenai Peninsula 8.5 8.2 1,129.5

Anchorage 8.6 8.5 5,738.6

Juneau 8.8 8.7 630.1

Craig 10.6
B

4.8
A

80.9

Delta/Greely 12.1
B

7.7
A

83.1

Nenana 18.5
B

3.0
A

68.0

Galena 20.9
B

1.3
A

179.9

Statewide 7.8 7.3 16,834.6

Total Employees

Resident Students per 

Employee

All Students per 

Employee

Figure 8:  FY03 Students per District Employee Ratio

ADM Students per FTE District Employee
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A
 = See Note A                      

B
 = See Note B

Pelican  7.6 7.6

Aleutians East  8.1 8.1

Lake & Peninsula  8.6 8.6

Southeast Island 8.6 8.6

Yakutat  8.7 8.7

Hydaburg  8.7 8.7

Aleutian Region 9.0 9.0

Annette Island 9.3 9.3

Kake  9.5 9.5

Yukon Flats 9.8 9.6

North Slope  10.0 10.0

Kuspuk 10.1 10.1

Bering Strait 10.2 10.2

Tanana 10.6
B

8.5
A

Klawock  11.4 11.4

Hoonah  11.4 11.4

Chatham 11.5 11.5

Denali  11.7 11.2

Bristol Bay  11.8 11.8

Sitka  11.9 11.9

St. Mary's 12.2 12.2

Pribilof  12.5 12.5

Haines  13.0 12.5

Dillingham  13.0 13.0

Northwest Arctic  13.1 13.0

Yupiit 13.1 13.1

Unalaska  13.6 13.6

Wrangell  13.7 13.7

Lower Kuskokwim 14.0 14.0

Chugach 14.0
B

5.8
A

Kashunamiut 14.1 14.1
Skagway  14.1 13.8

Lower Yukon 14.3 14.3

Valdez  14.3 14.3

Iditarod Area 14.3
B

11.0
A

Cordova  14.4 14.4

Kodiak Island  14.5 14.4

Petersburg  14.7 14.7

Nome  15.2 15.2

Kenai Peninsula  16.0 15.4

Alaska Gateway 16.4 14.4

Mat-Su  16.9 16.3

Juneau  16.9 16.8

Ketchikan Gateway  16.9 16.8

Anchorage 17.1 16.9

Fairbanks 17.2 16.9

Southwest Region 17.5
B

16.0
A

Copper River 18.0
B

14.4
A

Delta/Greely 21.7
B

13.7
A

Yukon/Koyukuk 21.8
B

10.9
A

Craig  25.5
B

11.6
A

Nenana  40.5
B

6.6
A

Galena  59.4
B

3.7
A

Statewide 16.3 15.3

Figure 10:  FY03 Student/Teacher Ratio

ADM Total Students and Resident Students per FTE Teacher

Total Students per 

Teacher

Resident Students per 

Teacher
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A
 = See Note A                            

B
 = See Note B

Pelican  3.4 3.4

Yupiit 4.7 4.7

Southeast Island 5.5 5.0

Lake & Peninsula  5.7 5.7

North Slope  5.8 5.8

Kuspuk 6.1 6.1

Hoonah  6.2 6.2

Yukon Flats 6.8 6.6

Hydaburg  7.2 7.2

Yakutat  8.0 8.0

Aleutian Region 8.0 8.0

Chatham 8.1 8.1

Klawock  8.3 8.3

Northwest Arctic  8.3 8.3

Pribilof  8.4 8.4

Alaska Gateway 8.6 7.6

Kashunamiut 8.7 8.7

Bering Strait 9.0 9.0

Lower Kuskokwim 9.2 9.2

Lower Yukon 9.5 9.5

Southwest Region 9.5 9.5

Bristol Bay  9.9 9.9

Iditarod Area 10.0
B

7.7
A

Aleutians East  10.1 10.1

Dillingham  10.3 10.3

Unalaska  11.2 11.2

Denali  11.6 11.1

Wrangell  11.7 11.7

Skagway  11.8 11.8

Nome  11.9 11.9

St. Mary's 11.9 11.9

Yukon/Koyukuk 11.9
B

6.0
A

Copper River 12.9
B

10.3
A

Valdez  13.1 13.1

Haines  13.6 13.1

Tanana 13.6
B

10.8
A

Annette Island 13.8 13.8

Kake  14.3 14.3

Chugach 14.2
B

5.9
A

Kodiak Island  14.4 14.3

Petersburg  14.5 14.5

Cordova  15.2 15.2

Mat-Su  15.8 15.2

Fairbanks 16.3 16.1

Ketchikan Gateway  16.4 16.3

Anchorage 17.4 17.2

Juneau  18.1 18.0

Craig  18.1
B

8.2
A

Kenai Peninsula  18.3 17.6

Sitka  20.7 20.2

Delta/Greely 27.4
B

17.3
A

Galena  32.3
B

2.0
A

Nenana  34.0
B

5.5
A

Statewide 14.9 13.9

Figure 11:  FY03 Students per Other (Non-Teaching) Employee

Students per Non-

Teaching Employee

Resident Students per Non-

Teaching Employee
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Expenditures 

Per ADM

Total Local Contribution 

Per ADM

Req'd Local - 

AS14.17.410(b)(2)

Voluntary Local - 

AS14.17.410(c)

Aleutian Region $26,469 $0 $0 $0

Pelican  $25,232 $2,707 $2,672 $36

Lake & Peninsula  $22,779 $2,466 $645 $1,820

Yukon Flats $22,384 $0 $0 $0

North Slope  $21,533 $12,656 $4,464 $8,192

Aleutians East  $20,260 $3,741 $1,326 $2,415

Yukon/Koyukuk (Note B) $17,988 $0 $0 $0

Kuspuk $17,348 $0 $0 $0

Bering Strait $15,558 $0 $0 $0

Hoonah  $15,444 $2,370 $474 $1,896

Hydaburg  $15,168 $649 $325 $324

Northwest Arctic  $14,850 $1,486 $704 $781

Tanana (Note B) $14,730 $1,189 $360 $829

Southwest Region $14,433 $0 $0 $0

Skagway  $14,168 $7,459 $4,552 $2,907

Pribilof  $13,994 $0 $0 $0

Yakutat  $13,802 $2,797 $1,033 $1,763

Klawock  $13,710 $2,220 $725 $1,495

Denali  $13,480 $4,011 $1,692 $2,319

Yupiit $13,303 $0 $0 $0

Lower Kuskokwim $13,260 $0 $0 $0

Southeast Island $13,153 $0 $0 $0

Bristol Bay  $13,018 $5,045 $3,450 $1,595

Kake  $12,613 $740 $411 $329

Lower Yukon $12,497 $0 $0 $0

Chatham $12,253 $0 $0 $0

St. Mary's $12,101 $124 $118 $6

Kashunamiut $11,811 $0 $0 $0

Unalaska  $11,639 $5,608 $3,531 $2,077

Alaska Gateway $11,401 $0 $0 $0

Iditarod Area (Note B) $11,370 $0 $0 $0

Dillingham  $10,834 $2,205 $1,089 $1,116

Annette Island $10,092 $0 $0 $0

Valdez  $9,916 $5,121 $2,909 $2,212

Chugach (Note B) $9,670 $0 $0 $0

Haines  $9,046 $3,764 $2,132 $1,632

Wrangell  $8,970 $1,533 $1,281 $252

Nome  $8,816 $1,625 $1,093 $532

Cordova  $8,751 $2,275 $1,470 $806

Kodiak Island  $8,735 $2,519 $1,358 $1,162

Copper River (Note B) $8,242 $0 $0 $0

Petersburg  $7,928 $2,946 $1,526 $1,420

Kenai Peninsula  $7,820 $3,081 $1,694 $1,387

Fairbanks $7,480 $2,134 $1,253 $881

Sitka  $7,309 $2,854 $1,608 $1,246

Ketchikan Gateway  $7,256 $3,151 $1,835 $1,316

Mat-Su  $7,216 $2,252 $948 $1,304

Juneau  $7,041 $3,137 $1,861 $1,276

Craig (Note B) $6,841 $1,303 $595 $708

Anchorage $6,754 $2,179 $1,309 $870

Delta/Greely (Note B) $6,423 $0 $0 $0

Galena (Note B) $5,056 $256 $20 $237

Nenana (Note B) $4,174 $38 $38 $0

Statewide $8,251

Figure 14:  FY02 Expenditures and Local Contribution per Student

Descending by Expenditures Per ADM
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Total Local 

Contribution Per ADM
Req'd Local  

AS14.17.410(b)(2)

Excess Local  
AS14.17.410(c)

Alaska Gateway $0 $0 $0

Aleutian Region $0 $0 $0

Annette Island $0 $0 $0

Bering Strait $0 $0 $0

Chatham $0 $0 $0

Chugach (Note B) $0 $0 $0

Copper River (Note B) $0 $0 $0

Delta/Greely (Note B) $0 $0 $0

Iditarod Area $0 $0 $0

Kashunamiut $0 $0 $0

Kuspuk $0 $0 $0

Lower Kuskokwim $0 $0 $0

Lower Yukon $0 $0 $0

Pribilof  $0 $0 $0

Southeast Island (Note B) $0 $0 $0

Southwest Region $0 $0 $0

Yukon Flats $0 $0 $0

Yukon/Koyukuk (Note B) $0 $0 $0

Yupiit $0 $0 $0

Galena (Note B) $877 $18 $859

Nenana (Note B) $1,186 $74 $1,112

Craig (Note B) $1,630 $423 $1,206

Mat-Su  $2,314 $936 $1,378

Kake  $2,411 $468 $1,944

Hydaburg  $2,415 $379 $2,036

Tanana (Note B) $2,485 $239 $2,247

Saint Mary's $2,614 $112 $2,501

Denali  $2,662 $953 $1,709

Anchorage $2,718 $1,414 $1,303

Hoonah  $2,736 $690 $2,047

Fairbanks $2,782 $1,356 $1,426
Klawock  $2,913 $860 $2,053

Nome  $3,014 $1,114 $1,901

Petersburg  $3,019 $1,440 $1,579

Dillingham  $3,056 $1,112 $1,944

Kodiak Island  $3,059 $1,450 $1,609

Wrangell  $3,113 $1,516 $1,597

Cordova  $3,175 $1,452 $1,723

Sitka  $3,253 $1,819 $1,434

Kenai Peninsula  $3,307 $1,865 $1,442

Northwest Arctic  $3,322 $752 $2,570

Ketchikan Gateway  $3,332 $1,893 $1,439

Juneau  $3,347 $1,976 $1,371

Yakutat  $3,738 $1,615 $2,122

Lake & Peninsula  $4,081 $610 $3,471

Haines  $4,358 $2,584 $1,773

Aleutians East  $4,521 $1,323 $3,198

Valdez  $5,296 $3,009 $2,388

Unalaska  $5,546 $3,584 $1,962

Bristol Bay  $6,235 $3,931 $2,304

Pelican  $7,322 $3,083 $4,238

Skagway  $7,612 $4,341 $3,731

North Slope  $16,806 $4,838 $11,968

Figure 18:  FY04 Local Contributions per Student

Ascending by Total Local Contributions per ADM
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FY99 Budget 

(60% min.)

FY00 Budget 

(65% min.)

FY01 Budget 

(70% min.)

FY02 Budget 

(70% min.)

FY03 Budget 

(70% min.)

FY04 Budget 

(70% min.)

Tanana 61 45 50 47 50 51

Hoonah 61 62 65 67 59 60

Yukon Flats 52 52 57 61 62 61

Pribilof Islands 57 58 62 61 65 62

Skagway 58 62 69 66 67 62

Bristol Bay 64 65 69 69 68 63

Klawock 63 69 74 70 66 63

Kuspuk 61 65 73 68 69 63

Pelican 62 69 68 58 59 63

Alaska Gateway 62 65 69 65 65 64

Iditarod Area 55 65 75 69 68 64

Nome 61 64 68 68 66 64

Northwest Arctic 55 59 66 65 65 64

Kake 54 63 63 62 64 65

Lake & Peninsula 55 72 69 67 66 65

Lower Yukon 60 63 69 68 66 65

North Slope 56 64 66 65 64 65

Yakutat 65 62 69 69 67 65

Aleutian Region 56 62 65 67 70 66

Haines 67 67 76 73 72 66

Aleutians East 50 64 69 67 65 67

St. Mary' s 65 66 69 68 70 67

Southeast Island 66 65 69 69 70 68

Southwest Region 62 68 74 69 68 68

Annette Island 65 65 69 61 66 69

Chatham 75 67 68 69 69 69

Copper River 67 66 69 69 69 69

Cordova 65 66 75 70 70 69

Hydaburg 46 65 65 64 66 69

Petersburg 69 68 74 75 71 69

Wrangell 70 70 76 74 73 69

Yukon/Koyukuk 63 63 69 68 68 69

Bering Strait 61 65 70 70 70 70

Galena 67 73 82 75 70 70

Nenana 69 75 75 76 72 70

Unalaska 64 66 72 72 71 70

Dillingham 73 71 78 74 69 71

Denali 64 66 72 68 68 72

Kenai Peninsula 68 68 76 73 73 72

Lower Kuskokwim 66 67 75 73 70 73

Valdez 69 70 77 74 75 73

Yupiit 53 62 72 63 72 73

Kashunamiut 59 61 74 74 73 74

Kodiak Island 68 70 76 74 74 74

Chugach 67 70 72 74 76 75

Delta/Greely 66 72 77 73 74 76

Juneau 74 74 82 78 77 76

Anchorage 75 74 81 78 77 77

Fairbanks North Sta 73 72 79 77 76 77

Ketchikan Gateway 69 70 78 76 76 78

Matanuska-Susitna 73 72 81 77 76 78

Sitka 76 76 84 81 79 79

Craig 67 71 73 75 78 80

Total Waivers 13 16 24 29 27 32

Figure 20:  Percent of Expenditures on Instruction, FY99 Budget–FY04 Budget

Ascending by FY04 Percent Instruction (Actual Audited Values Vary)
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Attendance 

Rate

High School 

Graduation Rate

Dropout 

Rate

Pelican 80.9% unavailable 0.0%

Tanana 86.7% 100.0% 7.1%

Hydaburg 87.4% 100.0% 4.0%

Northwest Arctic 87.6% 88.3% 6.6%

Yupiit 88.0% 79.2% 18.0%

North Slope 88.9% 99.3% 5.4%

Yukon Flats 89.0% 100.0% 4.7%

Bering Strait 90.0% 90.4% 8.6%

Kuspuk 90.0% 76.5% 10.2%

Yukon/Koyukuk 90.1% 95.0% 11.6%

Aleutian Region 90.2% 100.0% 0.0%

Klawock 90.2% 86.7% 6.7%

Lower Yukon 90.5% 98.0% 13.2%

Juneau 90.7% 89.0% 7.5%

Southeast Island 90.7% 100.0% 4.3%

Lower Kuskokwim 91.0% 79.7% 10.9%

Petersburg 91.0% 98.0% 2.5%

Aleutians East 91.1% 95.7% 0.0%

Chatham 91.4% 100.0% 3.7%

Skagway 91.5% 100.0% 2.0%

Delta/Greely 91.6% 41.1% 2.8%

Nome 91.8% 92.6% 6.2%

Alaska Gateway 92.0% 89.7% 3.8%

Saint Mary's 92.2% 85.7% 7.3%

Dillingham 92.3% 96.0% 0.8%

Annette Island 92.7% 76.2% 0.0%

Cordova 92.7% 100.0% 0.4%

Fairbanks North Star 92.7% 85.0% 8.5%

Kake 92.7% 72.7% 1.0%

Sitka Borough 92.8% 95.7% 5.1%

Lake & Peninsula 92.9% 100.0% 0.0%

Mat-Su 92.9% 81.2% 4.5%

Pribilof 92.9% 100.0% 0.0%

Haines 93.0% 76.7% 7.9%

Iditarod Area 93.1% 81.0% 1.5%

Anchorage 93.2% 84.3% 6.1%

Denali 93.2% 88.0% 1.9%

Unalaska 93.3% 100.0% 0.0%

Southwest Region 93.4% 75.7% 5.9%

Kenai Peninsula 93.5% 89.7% 5.1%

Copper River 93.6% 92.7% 6.2%

Kodiak Island 93.6% 88.9% 2.0%

Yakutat 93.6% 86.7% 0.0%

Kashunamiut 93.8% 100.0% 3.0%

Craig 93.9% 78.9% 3.3%

Ketchikan Gateway 93.9% 87.7% 5.5%

Valdez 94.0% 98.1% 2.1%

Bristol Bay 95.0% 100.0% 2.7%

Hoonah 95.0% 81.8% 0.0%

Wrangell 95.7% 91.7% 1.4%

Chugach 97.3% 80.0% 0.0%

Nenana 99.3% 75.4% 1.1%

Galena 99.5% 99.2% 0.9%

Statewide 92.9% 84.5% 5.8%

Figure 22:  FY02 Attendance and Graduation Rates

Ascending by Attendance Rate
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Reading 

Proficiency

Writing 

Proficiency

Math 

Proficiency

Alaska Gateway 65.7% 91.2% 58.8%

Aleutian Region not available not available not available

Aleutians East  57.1% 81.0% 66.7%

Anchorage 72.8% 85.4% 74.3%

Annette Island 68.4% 73.7% 44.4%

Bering Strait 26.0% 68.5% 30.1%

Bristol Bay  70.6% 80.0% 80.0%

Chatham 56.0% 73.9% 58.3%

Chugach 42.9% 80.0% 53.8%

Copper River 82.4% 88.5% 81.1%

Cordova  85.2% 90.0% 90.0%

Craig  78.9% 89.7% 71.8%

Delta/Greely 74.4% 79.5% 66.7%

Denali  82.8% 90.0% 82.8%

Dillingham  76.9% 76.0% 70.8%

Fairbanks 76.2% 87.2% 74.0%

Galena  77.1% 82.7% 68.8%

Haines  81.3% 90.0% 84.4%

Hoonah  50.0% 80.0% 70.6%

Hydaburg  60.0% 60.0% 60.0%

Iditarod Area 27.6% 46.4% 42.9%

Juneau  77.9% 59.5% 82.4%

Kake  60.0% 40.0% 60.0%

Kashunamiut 13.6% 54.5% 45.5%

Kenai Peninsula  76.1% 87.3% 77.9%

Ketchikan Gateway  80.7% 62.9% 79.9%

Klawock  66.7% 80.0% 54.5%

Kodiak Island  81.0% 64.6% 70.8%

Kuspuk 19.2% 64.3% 30.8%

Lake & Peninsula  48.4% 68.8% 45.2%

Lower Kuskokwim 34.8% 65.0% 47.2%

Lower Yukon 10.1% 54.5% 29.6%

Mat-Su  74.9% 83.9% 69.2%

Nenana  70.0% 89.0% 72.5%

Nome  78.6% 89.3% 76.7%

North Slope  33.0% 62.1% 47.1%

Northwest Arctic  29.2% 57.5% 31.7%

Pelican  not available not available not available

Petersburg  85.2% 91.1% 90.9%

Pribilof  40.0% 40.0% 40.0%

Sitka  81.3% 91.3% 77.2%

Skagway  75.0% 75.0% 75.0%

Southeast Island 80.0% 80.0% 47.4%

Southwest Region 20.0% 64.7% 36.4%

St. Mary's 60.0% 60.0% 60.0%

Tanana not available not available not available

Unalaska  80.0% 90.0% 84.0%

Valdez  75.0% 81.2% 75.4%

Wrangell  82.9% 90.0% 90.0%

Yakutat  40.0% 60.0% 50.0%

Yukon Flats 22.7% 50.0% 27.3%

Yukon/Koyukuk 42.6% 50.0% 33.3%

Yupiit 16.0% 34.6% 21.4%

Totals 69.7% 83.4% 70.2%

Figure 24:  HSGQE – Grade 10 – Spring 2003

Percent of Students Tested as Proficient
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Fundamental Nature of Boroughs
and Cities in Alaska

The Commission recognizes several fundamental
principles about borough governments and city
governments in Alaska.  These principles are
grounded in the constitutional and decisional law
of the State of Alaska as well as earlier decisions of
the Commission.

1. Each Borough and Each City is Both
a Municipality and Political
Subdivision.

Boroughs and cities are municipal corporations and
political subdivisions of the State of Alaska.
AS 29.04.010 – 29.04.020.  They are the only types
of municipalities in Alaska.1 Id.; Art. X, sec. 2, Ak
Const.

2. The Function of Boroughs Is
Comparable to that of Home Rule and
First Class Cities in the Unorganized
Borough.

Generally, the powers and duties of home rule and
first class cities in the unorganized borough are
comparable to those of boroughs.  There are, of
course, subtle distinctions between the powers and
duties of particular classes of boroughs.  The same
is true for home rule and first class cities in the
unorganized borough.2

2 Consider, for example, the following comparison be-
tween a first class borough and a first class city in the
unorganized borough.  A first class borough has three
mandatory areawide responsibilities.  Those are educa-
tion, assessment and collection of taxes, and land use
regulation.  AS 29.35.150 – AS 29.35.180.  In com-
parison, a first class city in the unorganized borough
has the duty to “establish, operate, and maintain a sys-
tem of public schools as provided by AS 29.35.160 for
boroughs.”  AS 29.35.260(b).  Further, the law stipu-
lates that a “first class city outside a borough shall . . .
provide for planning, platting, and land use regulation
as provided by AS 29.35.180(a) for first and second
class boroughs.”  AS 29.35.260(c).  Additionally, a first
class city in the unorganized borough may assess, levy,
and collect a property tax in the manner provided by
law for boroughs.  AS 29.45.550.  Lastly, a first class
city in the unorganized borough “may levy and collect
sales and use taxes in the manner provided for bor-
oughs.”  AS 29.45.700(c).

Beyond its three mandatory functions, a first class bor-
ough has broad discretionary powers.  The law pro-
vides that a “first class borough may exercise by ordi-
nance on a nonareawide basis any power not other-
wise prohibited by law.”  AS 29.35.200(a).  Similar
language exists with respect to the powers of cities in
the unorganized borough.  Specifically, the law pro-
vides that “[a] city outside a borough may exercise a
power not otherwise prohibited by law.”
AS 29.35.260(a).

Prohibitions and limitations on the powers of second
class cities in the unorganized borough are significantly
greater than is the case for first class cities.  For ex-
ample, a second class city in the unorganized borough
is prohibited from operating a school district, while a
first class city outside a borough is required to operate
a school district.  AS 29.35.260(b).  Further, a second
class city in the unorganized borough is permitted, but
not required, to exercise land use regulation.
AS 29.35.260(c).  Another example is the limited tax-
ing property authority for a second class city.
AS 29.45.590.  In contrast, limitations on the powers
of a first class city in the unorganized borough are simi-
lar to those of a first class borough.

1 In addition to “city” and “borough,” AS 29.04.010 re-
fers to “a unified municipality.”  A unified municipal-
ity is a borough as defined in 3 AAC 110.990(1).  More
specifically, a unified municipality is a home rule bor-
ough in which city governments are precluded.
AS 29.71.800(24).  See also Department of Commu-
nity and Economic Development, Local Government in
Alaska at 4 (2001).
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3.  A Borough Is a Regional
Municipality Whereas a City is a
Community-Based Municipality.

As noted in subparts A-1 and A-2, cities and
boroughs are identical in certain fundamental
respects.  Both are municipal corporations and
political subdivisions.  Moreover, the powers and
duties of boroughs are comparable to those of home
rule and first class cities in the unorganized borough.

However, major distinctions exist between boroughs
and cities with respect to form.  Boroughs are
governments that serve relatively large natural
regions.  In contrast, city governments are relatively
small community-based governments.  Thus, home
rule and first class cities may exercise borough-like
powers, but only within city-like jurisdictions.
Additional specifics about the distinctions between
boroughs and cities are noted in subparts A-3-a and
A-3-b below.

a.  The “Limitations of Communities”
Doctrine Does Not Apply to Boroughs but
Does to Cities.

Cities are subject to the “limitation of community”
doctrine while boroughs are not.  The Alaska
Supreme Court held as follows concerning that
distinction:3

[Appellants] offer a series of cases striking down
municipal annexations and incorporations where the
lands taken have been found to receive no benefit.
We find this authority unpersuasive when applied
to borough incorporation.  In most of these cases,
the courts inferred from statutes or state constitutions
what has been called a ‘limitation of community’
which requires that the area taken into a municipality
be urban or semi-urban in character.

There must exist a village, a community of
people, a settlement or a town occupying
an area small enough that those living
therein may be said to have such social
contacts as to create a community of public
interest and duty. . . .

The limitation has been found implicit in words like
‘city’ or ‘town’ in statutes and constitutions or inferred
from a general public policy of encouraging mining
or agriculture.  In other cases, the limitation has been
expressed as a finding that the land taken is not
susceptible to urban municipal uses.  The result in
these cases was determined not by a test of due
process but by restrictions in pertinent statutes and
constitutions on the reach of municipal annexations
and incorporations.

Aside from the standards for incorporation in
AS 07.10.030, there are no limitations in Alaska law
on the organization of borough governments.  Our
constitution encourages their creation.  Alaska const.
art.  X, § 1.  And boroughs are not restricted to the
form and function of municipalities.  They are meant
to provide local government for regions as well as
localities and encompass lands with no present
municipal use.

3 In the Mobil Oil case (involving incorporation of
the North Slope Borough) the Court addressed the
limitation of communities doctrine by making a
distinction between boroughs and what it termed
“municipalities” (e.g., “boroughs are not restricted
to the form and function of municipalities”).
Clearly, in the view of the Commission, the Court
was referring in the Mobil Oil case to “cities” (or
derivatives thereof such as “city”, or “city
government”) when it used the term
“municipalities”, (or derivatives thereof such as
“municipality”, or “municipal”).  It is significant in
that regard that when the North Slope Borough
incorporation petition was filed, statutory standards
and procedures for borough incorporation as well
as other laws concerning boroughs were codified
in “Alaska Statutes – Title 7 – Boroughs.”  In
contrast, statutes relating to cities were codified in
“Alaska Statutes – Title 29 – Municipal
Corporations.”  The Court made reference to
borough standards and other provisions in AS 07
seventeen times in the Mobil Oil case.  In 1972,
Titles 7 and 29 of the Alaska Statutes were repealed
and new laws concerning both cities and boroughs
were enacted as “Alaska Statutes – Title 29 –
Municipal Government”.  Today, AS 29 refers to
both cities and boroughs as municipalities.  The
distinction in the terms used by the Court in Mobil
Oil to describe the two types of governments (i.e.,
“boroughs” and “municipalities”) was purely
nominal.  However, the distinction made by the
Court as to the form of the two types of governments
(boroughs and cities) was significant.
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Mobil Oil Corp. v. Local Boundary Commission, 518
P.2d 92, 100 (Alaska 1974) (footnotes omitted).

The Commission finds that the limitation of
communities doctrine is, indeed, implicit in the
Alaska statutes concerning incorporation of cities.
In particular, AS 29.05.011 provides as follows
(emphasis added):

Incorporation of a city.

(a) A community that meets the following
standards may incorporate as a first class or home
rule city:

(1) the community has 400 or more
permanent residents;

(2) the boundaries of the proposed city
include all areas necessary to provide municipal
services on an efficient scale;

(3) the economy of the community
includes the human and financial resources necessary
to provide municipal services; in considering the
economy of the community, the Local Boundary
Commission shall consider property values,
economic base, personal income, resource and
commercial development, anticipated functions, and
the expenses and income of the proposed city,
including the ability of the community to generate
local revenue;

(4) the population of the community
is stable enough to support city government;

(5) there is a demonstrated need for
city government.

(b) A community that meets all the standards
under (a) of this section except (a)(1) may incorporate
as a second class city.

Moreover, the limitation of communities doctrine
is explicit in terms of the Commission’s regulations
governing city incorporation and annexation.4  For
example, 3 AAC 110.040(b) provides:

The boundaries of the proposed city must include
only that territory comprising a present local
community, plus reasonably predictable growth,
development, and public safety needs during the 10
years following the effective date of incorporation.

Further, 3 AAC 110.040(c) provides:

The boundaries of the proposed city may not include
entire geographical regions or large unpopulated
areas, except if those boundaries are justified by the
application of the standards in 3 AAC 110.005 -
3 AAC 110.042.

b. Geographically, Boroughs Were Envisioned
as Relatively Large Regional Units While
Cities Are Intended to Be Relatively Small
Units.

The Local Government Committee at the Alaska
Constitutional Convention envisioned boroughs as
units of government that would cover large areas.
According to Vic Fischer:5

4 The Commission has a duty under
AS 44.33.812(a)(2) to adopt regulations providing
standards and procedures for incorporation of cities
and boroughs.  Further, AS 29.05.100(a) conditions
approval of a city incorporation petition upon a
determination by the Commission that the
standards it has adopted in regulation are satisfied.

5 Mr. Fischer is recognized by the Alaska Supreme
Court as “an authority on Alaska government.”
Keane v. Local Boundary Commission, 893 P.2d
1239, 1244 (Alaska 1995).  The Court has relied
on his work in the Keane case (1242, 1243) and in
the Mobil Oil case (98).  Mr. Fischer is well known
to most members of the Commission.  He has
addressed the majority of the current Commission
in the past on a number of occasions concerning
matters relating to local government in Alaska.
Most recently, he addressed all current members
of the Commission on August 10, 2002.
Mr. Fischer received a bachelor’s degree from the
University of Wisconsin in 1948 and a Master’s
Degree in Community Planning from the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1950.
He also received the Littauer Fellowship in public
administration from Harvard University (1961-
1962).  Mr. Fischer has held several planning
related positions in Alaska. He was a delegate to
the Alaska Constitution Convention in 1955-1956.

(continued . . .)
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As the committee was evolving [borough] principles,
its members agreed that some type of unit larger than
the city and smaller than the state was required to
provide both for a measure of local self-government
and for performance of state functions on a
regionalized basis.

. . . the initial principles set forth by the
committee for consideration in the
formation of the new areawide government
units included these guidelines: . . .

· Units should cover large geographic areas with
common economic, social, and political
interests.  . . .

Victor Fischer, Alaska’s Constitutional Convention,
p. 118 – 119, (1975).

This fundamental characteristic of boroughs is
reflected in Article X, Section 3 of the Constitution.

SECTION 3. BOROUGHS. The entire State shall
be divided into boroughs, organized or unorganized.
They shall be established in a manner and according
to standards provided by law. The standards shall
include population, geography, economy,
transportation, and other factors. Each borough shall
embrace an area and population with common
interests to the maximum degree possible. The
legislature shall classify boroughs and prescribe their

powers and functions. Methods by which boroughs
may be organized, incorporated, merged,
consolidated, reclassified, or dissolved shall be
prescribed by law.

The fourth sentence of Article X, Section 3, which
provides that “[e]ach borough shall embrace an area
and population with common interests to the
maximum degree possible”, is particularly significant
with regard to the fundamental characteristic at issue.
This sentence, by itself, does not indicate the
territorial or socioeconomic scale at which the
commonality of interests ought to be evaluated.  The
minutes of the Alaska Constitutional Convention,
however, provide compelling evidence as to the
framers’ intent with respect to the character and
scope of boroughs.  In the following exchange,
delegate John Rosswog, Chairman of the Committee
on Local Government, responded to a query from
delegate John Coghill on January 19, 1956 about
the Committee’s intent with respect to the language
that each borough shall embrace an area and
population with common interests to the maximum
degree possible.

COGHILL: Further on in Section 3, I would like to
ask you, Mr. Rosswog, on line 6 of page 2, “Each
borough shall embrace, to the maximum extent
possible, an area and population with common
interests.” My question here is directed to you to
find out what the Committee’s thinking was as to
boundary areas of local government. Could you give
us any light on that as to the extent? I know that you
have delegated the powers to a commission, but you
have said that each borough shall embrace the
maximum extent possible. I am thinking now of an
area that has maybe five or six economic factors in it
— would they come under one borough?

ROSSWOG: We had thought that the boundaries
should be flexible, of course, and should be set up
so that we would not want too small a unit, because
that is a problem that has been one of the great
problems in the states, the very small units, and they
get beyond, or they must be combined or extended.

Proceedings of the Alaska Constitutional Convention,
Alaska State Legislature, Legislative Council p. 2620
– 2621 (1963).

(. . . continued)

During the convention he was a member of the
Committee on Local Government and served as
its Secretary.  Mr. Fischer has written and co-
authored a number of books and publications
concerning state and local government in Alaska.
These include The State and Local Governmental
System (1970), Borough Government in Alaska
(1971), and Alaska’s Constitutional Convention
(1975). Mr. Fischer served in Alaska’s Territorial
House of Representatives (1957-1959) and the
Alaska State Senate (1981-1986). He was a member
of the faculty of the University of Alaska Fairbanks
and of the University of Alaska Anchorage. At the
University, he was primarily associated with the
Institute for Social and Economic Research, where
he was director for ten years. His current work
includes studying Alaska Native and regional
governance issues.
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A nearly identical question arose on the floor of the
Convention later that same day.  Delegate Barrie
White inquired about the Local Government
Committee’s intent with respect to the term
“maximum extent possible.”  Committee member
James Doogan and Committee Chairman John
Rosswog responded:

WHITE: Mr. President, on page 2, Section 3, I would
like to ask the Committee, on line 4, if the words “to
the maximum extent possible” could be construed
to mean the largest possible area?

PRESIDENT EGAN: Mr. Doogan.

DOOGAN: I think
that is the intent. It
was pointed out here
that these boroughs
would embrace the
economic and other
factors as much as
would be compatible
with the borough,
and it was the intent
of the Committee
that these boroughs
would be as large as
could possibly be
made and embrace
all of these things.

WHITE: Is it the
thinking of the Committee that the largest possible
area, combining area and population, with common
interest, would be the most desirable type of borough?

PRESIDENT EGAN: Mr. Rosswog.

ROSSWOG: Could I answer on that? I think that
was the idea or the thinking of the Committee that
they would have to be fairly large but the wording
here would mean that we should take into
consideration the area and population and common
interest to the maximum extent possible because you
could not say definitely that you were taking it all in,
but as much as you possibly could.

Id. p. 2638.

The following day, January 20, 1956, delegate
Katherine Nordale raised the virtually identical
question.  Vic Fischer, Local Government
Committee Secretary responded.

NORDALE: Mr.
President, I think this
was brought up yes-
terday, but I have sort
of forgotten what was
said. It is just a ques-
tion. On line 4, page
2 of Section 3, there
was some discussion
of the wording, “Each
borough shall em-
brace to the maxi-
mum extent possible
an area and popula-
tion with common in-
terests.” Does that
mean to the greatest
degree it shall be a
group of people with

common interests? Nothing to do with the area — I
mean the square mile?

V. FISHER: What it means is that wherever possible,
“Each borough shall embrace an area and population
with common interests.”

Id. p. 2711.

In summary, the constitutional, statutory, and
regulatory standards for local governmental
boundaries indicate that cities are meant to be local
community governments, and boroughs are meant
to be regional governments.  Indeed, it is difficult
to suppose that a city government’s boundaries could
be consistent with both 3 AAC 110.040(b) and the
constitutional and statutory standards for borough
boundaries.

James Doogan, Constitutional
Convention Delegate

Katherine Nordale, Constitu-
tional Convention Delegate
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4.  Both Cities and Boroughs Must Embrace
Areas with Common Social, Cultural, and
Economic Interests, but the Requisite Degree
for Such Is Significantly Greater for Cities than
Boroughs.

As noted with respect to subpart A-3-a of this section
of the decisional statement, each city government
must embrace a community.  For purposes of the
Local Boundary Commission, the term
“community” is defined in law.  A community is
comprised of a discrete area and population with
significant common interests concerning social,
cultural, economic, and other characteristics.6

As noted in subpart A-3-b of this decisional
statement, the fourth sentence of Article X, Section
3 of the constitution stipulates that each borough
must maximize the area and population, but with
the condition that the maximum area and population
also have common interests.  However, the
requirement for maximum area and population
necessarily presumes an acceptable level of common
interests less than that found at the community level.

The following discussion on the floor of the
Constitutional Convention on January 19, 1956
between delegate James Hurley, Local Government
Committee Chairman John Rosswog, Local
Government Committee member Eldor Lee and
delegate John Hellenthal is important in several
respects in terms of defining the nature of a borough.
It demonstrates that the Local Government
Committee had no precise upper or lower limits in
mind regarding the geographic size of boroughs.  It
also stresses the importance of flexibility in setting
borough boundaries.  Further, the dialogue provides
additional evidence that the delegates foresaw, in
general terms, relatively large boroughs.  Perhaps
most importantly, however, the exchange provides
insights with respect to the framers’ vision
concerning the requisite degree of common interests
within boroughs.

HURLEY: Mr.
President, going back
to Section 4, the matter
has been mentioned
many times about the
possible thinking as to
the size of the
boroughs. I took
occasion to check back
into the criteria which
would be used for the
establishment of
election districts. I find
that except for two

different words they are the same as the criteria that
you use for the establishment of boroughs:
population, geographic features, and the election
districts say integrated socio-economic areas, and you
say economy and common interests which I think
means the same thing. Consequently, I might be led
to the conclusion that your thinking could well be
carried out by making election districts and boroughs
contiguous or congruous, the same area, is that true?

ROSSWOG: It was thought this should be left very
flexible. Of course, you would not say they should
be the same as election districts because of rather
unwieldiness for governing. It would more possibly,
and should, take more study of whether the size
should bear on whether your governing body would
be able to supervise an area of that size.

6 A “community” is defined by 3 AAC 110.990(5)
to mean a social unit of 25 or more permanent
residents as determined by 3 AAC 110.920.  A
community exists where individuals reside
permanently in a close geographical proximity that
allows frequent personal contacts and comprise a
population density that is characteristic of
neighborhood living.  Factors such as school
enrollment, number of sources of employment,
voter registration, precinct boundaries, permanency
of dwelling units, and the number of commercial
establishments and other service centers are
evidence of a community.  Further, the law
presumes that a population does not constitute a
community if public access to or the right to reside
at the settlement is restricted, if the population is
adjacent to a community and is dependent upon
that community for its existence, or if the location
of the population is provided by an employer and
is occupied as a condition of employment primarily
by persons who do not consider the place to be
their permanent residence.

James Hurley, Constitutional
Convention Delegate
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PRESIDENT EGAN: Mr. Lee.

LEE: Mr. Hurley, I
think we are
unanimous in the
opinion that many of
these boroughs will be
substantially the same
as election districts but
that is just the idea that
we had in mind. Some
of them won’t be
feasible, but in our
thinking I consider that
form of boroughs we
felt they would be much
the same as an election
district.

PRESIDENT EGAN: Mr. Hellenthal.

HELLENTHAL: Did any of you think that they might
ever be greater than the election districts in size?

LEE: If that question is
directed to me, we did
not give it any
consideration because
actually we have not
made any statement
about the size. But in
our thinking we didn’t
consider that thought,
but it is certainly very
possible.

HELLENTHAL: In
other words, that the
boundaries of the
election districts could
possibly be maximums
governing the size of the
boroughs?

LEE: It is possible. It is
up to the legislature to decide.

HELLENTHAL: Would it be desirable to make them
minimums?

LEE: That would take away the flexible portion which
we wish to keep here.

HELLENTHAL: I gather then you would not desire
to make them minimums but probably would have
little objection to making them maximum.

LEE: I can’t speak for the Committee. I would have
no objection, personally.

The framers envisioned that the initial State election
districts would be, in many cases, models for future
boroughs.  As originally adopted, Article VI, Section
6 of Alaska’s constitution established the following
standards for drawing State House election districts
(emphasis added by underlining):7

Section 6.  Redistricting.  The governor may further
redistrict by changing the size and area of election
districts, subject to the limitations of this article. Each
new district so created shall be formed of contiguous
and compact territory containing as nearly as
practicable a relatively integrated socio-economic area.
Each shall contain a population at least equal to the
quotient obtained by dividing the total civilian
population by forty. Consideration may be given to
local government boundaries. Drainage and other
geographic features shall be used in describing
boundaries wherever possible.

The Alaska Supreme Court addressed the meaning
of the term “relatively integrated socio-economic
area” with respect to election districts in Hickel v.
Southeast Conference, 846 P.2d 38, 47 (Alaska 1992)
(emphasis added):

The Alaska Constitution requires districts comprising
“relatively integrated” areas.  .  .  “Relatively” means
that we compare proposed districts to other previously
existing and proposed districts as well as principal

7 Article VI was amended in 1999.  The amendments
dealt principally with the process for redistricting.
However, two changes dealt somewhat with the
standards.  Both occurred in the third sentence
which was revised as follows (added text in bold
type and underlined, deleted text struck through):
“Each shall contain a population as near as
practicable at least equal to the quotient obtained
by dividing the total civilian population of the state
by forty.”

Eldor Lee, Constitutional
Convention Delegate

John Hellenthal, Constitutional
Convention Delegate
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alternative districts to determine if socio-economic
links are sufficient. “Relatively” does not mean
“minimally,” and it does not weaken the
constitutional requirement of integration.

The framers’ vision that the initial State election
districts were, in many cases, models for future
boroughs is reinforced by the fact that election district
boundaries were used to define prospective boroughs
in the 1963 Mandatory Borough Act.  As introduced
by Representative John L. Rader, the mandatory
borough legislation called for the compulsory
incorporation of the nine State election districts in
Alaska that encompassed independent school
districts.8

The mandatory borough legislation was introduced
just four years after Alaska’s constitution took effect.
The short interval between those two seminal events,
in the view of the Commission, is further evidence
of the suitability of the early election districts for
borough boundaries.  Six of the twenty members
(30%) of the 1963 Senate had been delegates to the
Constitutional Convention.9 Additionally, two
members of the 1963 House of Representatives had
been Constitutional Convention delegates.10

Moreover, the Commission considers it noteworthy
that the use of election districts to define borough
boundaries in the 1963 mandatory borough
legislation occurred just two years after the Alaska
Legislature first adopted statutory standards for
incorporation of boroughs.  That fact becomes even
more significant when it is recognized that 11 of the
20 Senators (55%) and 23 of the 40 Representatives
(57.5%) in the 1963 Legislature had held the same
elected offices during the 1961 Legislature.11

While the early State election districts were viewed
by the framers to be, in many cases, suitable borough
models, the Commission does not take the position
that the same is necessarily true today.  Social and
economic integration remains a fundamental
characteristic of election districts for the State of
Alaska, however, there have been numerous social,
political, and legal developments which have had
great influence over the size and configuration of

election districts in Alaska.  Social changes include
a significantly greater concentration of Alaska’s
population in southcentral Alaska.  Political changes
include the uniform use of single-member election
districts throughout Alaska.12  They also include the
enactment of legislation such as the Federal Voting
Rights Act which have significantly influenced the

8 House Bill No. 90 provided that the areas would
be incorporated as boroughs by legislative fiat if
the voters in those regions failed to form boroughs
before January 1, 1964.  The nine regions were
designated as follows in Section 3 of House Bill
No. 90:

(1) Anchorage Election District;
(2) Lynn Canal – Icy Straits Election District;
(3) Ketchikan – Prince of Wales Election

District;
(4) Kodiak Election District;
(5) Palmer – Wasilla – Talkeetna Election

District;
(6) Sitka Election District;
(7) Fairbanks – Fort Yukon Election District;
(8) Juneau Election District; and
(9) Kenai – Cook Inlet Election District.

9 The former delegates in the 1963 Senate were Sena-
tors Coghill, Kilcher, McNealy, Nolan, Peratrovich,
and Smith.

10 The former delegates that were members of the
1963 House of Representatives were Representa-
tives Sweeney and Taylor.

11 The Senators were Bronson, Coghill, Hopson,
McNealy, Nolan, Owen, Peratrovich, Brad Phillips,
Vance Phillips, Smith, and Walsh.  The Repre-
sentatives were Baggen, Baker, Binkley, Blodgett,
Boardman, Cashel, Christiansen, Ditman,
Hammond, Harris, Jarvela, Kendall, Kubley,
Leonard, Longworth, Parsons, Pearson, Reed,
Sanders, Stalker, Strandberg, Sweeney, and Tay-
lor.

12 The initial election districts in the more populous
areas of Alaska encompassed multiple House seats
to retain their regional characteristics.  Of the origi-
nal 24 districts, five were two-member districts, one
was a five-member district, and one was an eight-
member district.  The remaining seventeen dis-
tricts were all single-member districts.  The cur-
rent plan utilizes forty single-member districts,
which diminishes the regional character of those
districts in the more populous areas.
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configuration of election districts in Alaska.  Lastly,
judicial rulings have shaped election districts.  For
example, in Hickel v. Southeast Conference, id. at 62,
the Alaska Supreme Court directed that certain
factors be given priority in the drawing of house
election districts:13

Priority must be given first to the Federal
Constitution, second to the federal voting rights act,
and third to the requirements of article VI, section 6
of the Alaska Constitution. The requirements of
article VI, section 6 shall receive priority inter se in
the following order: (1) contiguousness and
compactness, (2) relative socioeconomic integration,
(3) consideration of local government boundaries, (4)
use of drainage and other geographic features in
describing boundaries.

While it can no longer be said that election districts
make for ideal borough boundaries in most cases,
the original vision does provide a measure of the
geographic scale within which boroughs were
expected to exhibit a distinguishing degree of social,
cultural, and economic integration.

5.  Boroughs Should Generally Include
Multiple Communities and Should Be Able to
Provide Services Efficiently and Effectively.

As noted in subparts A-3 and A-4, city governments
are intended to be small governmental units with
intense common interests, while boroughs are
envisioned as large governmental units with
moderate common interests.

Other indications of the intended difference in scale
between cities and boroughs also exist.  For example,
Article X, Section 5 of the constitution allows
boroughs to establish service areas.  There is no
comparable constitutional provision for city
governments.14 In the Commission’s view, such
reflects the vision that, as relatively large units of
government, boroughs require the flexibility to
establish service areas to meet the varying needs of
particular communities within boroughs.

Another indicator of the framers’ vision regarding
the relative scale of city and borough governments
is found in Article X, Section 7 of Alaska’s

constitution.  That provision reinforces the
perspective that boroughs are large units and cities
are small units by stating that cities, “shall be part
of the borough in which they are located.”

On January 20, 1956, delegate Vic Fischer expressed
the view that it is ‘unimaginable’ that a city would
be the same size as a borough as reflected in the
following exchange.15

GRAY: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
Committee a question. Is it possible under Section
5 that the city council complete would also be
complete in the assembly? Is it quite possible?

V. FISCHER: I think that would be possible only if
the borough was the same size as the city, or if the
legislature provided that the people outside of the
city shall have no representation.

GRAY: It could be so?

V. FISCHER: I could not imagine it happening.

13 The Alaska Supreme Court adhered to the same
priorities in re 2001 Redistricting Cases, 44 P.3d
141 (Alaska 2002).

14 The Commission recognizes that AS 29.45.580
authorizes city governments to establish differential
property tax zones.  In some respects, those are
the city equivalent to a borough service area.
However, the Commission still considers Article
X, Section 5 to be evidence of the intended large
scale of boroughs.

15 The dialog was also relevant in terms of original
Article X, Section 4 of Alaska’s constitution which
provided in relevant part that:

Each city of the first class, and each city of
any other class designated by law, shall be
represented on the assembly by one or
more members of its council.  The other
members of the assembly shall be elected
from and by the qualified voters resident
outside such cities.

The provision was repealed in 1972.
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Finally, Article X, Section 13 authorizes cities to
transfer, and revoke transfer of city power and
functions to the borough in which it is located.
There is no similar constitutional provision for
transfer of borough powers and duties to cities.  This
asymmetry is consistent with the notion that
boroughs would have broader jurisdiction than cities.

6.  The Constitution Encourages a Minimum
Number of Boroughs.

Article X, Section 1 of the Constitution of the State
of Alaska provides, in part, that “[t]he purpose of
this article is to provide for maximum local self-
government with a minimum of local government
units. . .”

Vic Fischer indicates that one of the fundamental
principles concerning borough formation set forth
by the Local Government Committee was that,
“units should be large enough to prevent too many
subdivisions in Alaska . . .”  Victor Fischer, supra,
p. 119.

The Commission concludes that the creation of
boroughs should be limited, not to a specific total
number, but by the principle that only the minimum
number of governments necessary to provide
effective and efficient local self-government should
be created.

7.  Borough Boundaries Should be Established
at the State Level to Reflect State-Wide
Considerations as well as Regional Criteria
and Local Interests.

Article X, Section 12 of Alaska’s constitution
provides for the establishment of the Local Boundary
Commission.  Of the 116 active State boards and
commissions, only the Local Boundary Commission
and four others have origins in the constitution.16

The Alaska Supreme Court observed that the
Commission was created to serve as an impartial
body to review, from a statewide perspective,
proposals relating to the establishment and alteration
of municipal governments.  Specifically, the Court
stated:

An examination of the relevant minutes of [the Local
Government Committee of the Constitutional
Convention] shows clearly the concept that was in
mind when the local boundary commission section
was being considered: that local political decisions
do not usually create proper boundaries and that
boundaries should be established at the state level.
The advantage of the method proposed, in the words
of the committee:

. . . lies in placing the process at a level
where area-wide or state-wide needs can be
taken into account. By placing authority in
this third party, arguments for and against
boundary change can be analyzed
objectively.

Fairview Public Utility District No. 1 v. City of
Anchorage, 368 P.2d 540, 543 (Alaska 1962).

8.  Alaska’s Constitution Encourages the
Extension of Borough Government; However,
All Standards Must be Met and the
Commission is not Obliged to Approve
Proposals that Only Minimally Meet the
Standards.

Article X, Section 1 of Alaska’s constitution
promotes maximum local self-government which
encourages the extension of borough government
in areas that satisfy the standards for borough
incorporation and annexation.  In this regard, the
Alaska Supreme Court held as follows:

16 The other four are the (legislative) Redistricting
Board, Judicial Council, Commission on Judicial
Conduct, and the University Board of Regents.
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Our review of the record has been undertaken in
light of the statement of purpose accompanying article
X, the local government article, of the Alaska
constitution.  Section 1 declares in part:

The purpose of this article is to provide for
maximum local self-government with a
minimum of local government units, and
to prevent duplication of tax-levying
jurisdictions. . . .

We read this to favor upholding
organization of boroughs by the Local
Boundary Commission whenever the
requirements for incorporation have been
minimally met.

Mobil Oil, supra, at 99.

However, the Commission stresses that it is
prohibited from approving any borough proposal if
the application does not meet each applicable
standard established in the Constitution of the State
of Alaska, Alaska Statutes, and the Alaska
Administrative Code.  Specifically, Alaska Statute
29.05.100(a) provides as follows:

The Local Boundary Commission may amend the
petition and may impose conditions on the
incorporation. If the commission determines that the
incorporation, as amended or conditioned if
appropriate, meets applicable standards under the
state constitution and commission regulations, meets
the standards for incorporation under … 29.05.031,
and is in the best interests of the state, it may accept
the petition. Otherwise it shall reject the petition.

The use of the term “shall” in the third sentence of
AS 29.05.100(a) clearly indicates that the
Commission must reject any proposal if it does not
meet each of the applicable standards, with or
without amendments and/or conditions.

While the Supreme Court held in the Mobil Oil
case that Article X, Section 1 of the constitution
should be read to favor upholding of an LBC-
approved incorporation whenever the requirements
for incorporation have been minimally met, the
Court also held in a subsequent case that the
Commission is not obligated to approve any
minimally acceptable petition.  Specifically, the Court
stated:

Petitioners’ arguments, however, reflect the mistaken
premise that the LBC must approve any minimally
acceptable petition for incorporation and has only
limited authority to consider or adopt “the most
desirable” borough boundaries.

It is difficult to conjecture circumstances under which
the Commission would reject a borough proposal
if it met each of the applicable standards; however,
the Commission clearly has that prerogative. The
use of the term “may” in the second sentence of
AS 29.05.100(a) leaves no doubt that the
Commission has discretion to approve any borough
incorporation petition, even if it meets all requisite
standards.

9.  Boroughs Should Not Be Prematurely
Formed when Local Government Needs Can
Be Met by City Annexation or Incorporation.

Occasionally, communities in the unorganized
borough express interest in borough formation,
particularly, single-community boroughs, when the
expansion of boundaries of an existing city or the
incorporation of a new city would be more fitting
and would serve the needs of the territory in
question.
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Letter from Attorney General Norman Gorsuch to Governor Bill

Sheffield, May 21, 1985, HCS CSSB 208 (HESS)
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History of Haines Borough Incorporation and
Annexations

History,” in Ronald C. Cease and Jerome R. Saroff
(eds.), The Metropolitan Experiment in Alaska, A Study
of Borough Government, Frederick A. Praeger,
Publishers, New York, 1968, p. 93.)

Consequently, Representative Rader drafted and
introduced House Bill No. 90 extending the
deadline for dissolution of independent school
districts by one year to July 1, 1964.  House Bill
No. 90 also provided that nine areas of the state
(including the eight State House election districts
encompassing independent school districts) would
be incorporated as boroughs by legislative fiat if the
voters in those regions failed to form boroughs prior
to January 1, 1964.  The nine regions were
designated in Section 3 of House Bill No. 90, as
follows:

(1) Anchorage Election District;

(2) Lynn Canal – Icy Straits Election
District;

(3) Ketchikan – Prince of Wales Election
District;

(4) Kodiak Election District;

(5) Palmer – Wasilla – Talkeetna Election
District;

(6) Sitka Election District;

(7) Fairbanks – Fort Yukon Election
District;

(8) Juneau Election District; and

(9) Kenai – Cook Inlet Election District.

In 1947, residents of the greater Haines area formed
the Haines Independent School District.  (Karl
Ward, A Short History of Haines Local Government,
1980).  Independent school districts were authorized
under a 1935 Territorial law to provide a unified
school system encompassing a central incorporated
community, suburban areas and rural areas.
(Foundation Study, p. 36.)

Seven other areas of Alaska besides Haines had also
formed independent school districts.  Those were
Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau-Douglas, Ketchikan,
Kodiak, Palmer, and Sitka.  (Id.)

Independent school districts were not recognized
under the Constitution of the State of Alaska, which
took effect January 3, 1959.  The Constitution
provided that the legislature must enact measures
for the transition of independent school districts
into governmental units that were recognized under
the Constitution.

Two years later, the Legislature adopted the Borough
Act of 1961 establishing standards and procedures
for borough formation.  That Act provided that
independent school districts and public utility
districts must be dissolved and their functions
integrated into constitutionally recognized local
governments by July 1, 1963.

When the 1963 Legislature convened, none of the
eight independent school districts had been dissolved
in favor of borough governments.  Less than
six months remained before the July 1 deadline for
dissolution of the independent school districts.

Representative John L. Rader (D-Anchorage)
considered the lack of progress on the issue of
dissolution of special districts and formation of
boroughs to be the “greatest unresolved political
problem of the State.” (John L. Rader, “Legislative
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The Lynn Canal – Icy Straits Election District was
defined in the December 7, 1961, proclamation of
the governor as follows:

That part of the mainland, not included in District
No. 4, drained by streams flowing into Lynn Canal,
Glacier Bay, Icy Strait, Cross Sound, and their
tributaries, and the Pacific Ocean, to and including
the area drained into Icy Bay to the west; those parts

of Admiralty and Chichagof Island drained by
streams flowing into Icy Strait, Cross Sound, and
their tributaries; and Yakobi, Lemesurier, and
Pleasant Islands, and other smaller adjacent islands.1

During the course of legislative deliberations, House
Bill No. 90 was amended to exclude the Lynn Canal
– Icy Straits Election District.  According to a local
account, the Lynn Canal – Icy Straits Election district
was excluded from the Act “due apparently to a
‘political compromise’ effected by Morgan Reed,
Skagway representative.”  (Haines Borough, Brief
History of the Third Class Haines Borough, p. 1.)

Following the amendment, House Bill No. 90
(commonly known as the Mandatory Borough Act)
passed by one vote in the Senate.  Governor Egan
signed House Bill No. 90 into law.

1 At the time of this proclamation District No. 4 was
the Juneau Election District defined as:

The mainland north of District No. 2 (Wrangell
Petersburg) up to and including the area drained
by streams flowing into Berners Bay on the north;
and that area of Admiralty Island north of District
No. 2 and drained by streams flowing into Stephens
Passage, Seymour Canal, Lynn Canal, and their
tributaries; and including Douglas, Shelter, and
Benjamin Islands, and other small adjacent islands.
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While Haines and other communities in the Lynn
Canal – Icy Straits Election District were excluded
from the areas required to form boroughs under
the Mandatory Borough Act, the general provisions
of the Act still required the Haines Independent
School District to transition to a constitutionally
recognized form of government by July 1, 1964.

In March 1964, the Commission approved a
proposal to incorporate a first class borough in
Haines.  However, voters rejected the proposal.  The
Haines Independent School District was dissolved
on July 1, 1964, under the general provisions of the
Mandatory Borough Act.

In August 1964, the Commissioner of the Alaska
Department of Education formed the Haines-Port
Chilkoot Special School District under an obscure
statutory provision.  The 1966 Legislature repealed
authority for such special school districts.  Even
though it lacked legal authority to carry on, the
Haines-Port Chilkoot Special School District
continued to operate.

In the Spring of 1967, the Commission approved
a second petition to incorporate a borough in
Haines, this time as a second class borough.  Voters
also rejected that proposal.  In October 1967, the
State Attorney General advised the Department of
Education to discontinue funding for the Haines-
Port Chilkoot Special School District because it had
no legal basis.

Following the action by the State Attorney General’s
office, the City of Haines and second class City of
Port Chilkoot each organized city school districts.
The State school district served students outside the
two cities.  Thus, three school districts served a total
of 346 students in the Haines area in 1967.

A third proposal to form a borough – again, a second
class borough – was prepared shortly after voters
rejected the second proposal in October 1967.
Excluded from the boundaries of that proposal were
“The lands comprising the Klukwan Indian

Reservation established by Executive Order
numbered 1764 dated April 21, 1913.”
(Incorporation of the Haines Borough, Local Affairs
Agency, January 1968, p. 3.)

The Commission’s records for the first two Haines
borough proposals are incomplete; however, there
is no indication that the boundaries of the third
proposal were different from the first two proposals.
It is presumed that the Klukwan Indian Reservation
was excluded from the proposed borough because,
at the time, the BIA operated the school at Klukwan.
Additionally, property within the reservation would
not have been subject to ad valorem taxes levied by
the borough.  The borough boundary standard in
place at the time (former AS 07.10.030(2)) provided
as follows:2

2 While former AS 07.10.030(2)) required the
exclusion of certain areas including military
reservations from organized boroughs, current law
(3 AAC 110.040(d)) creates a rebuttable
presumption that a proposed borough with enclaves
fails to meet applicable borough incorporation
standards.  The current law certainly conforms
better to the constitutional principles calling for
boroughs to encompass an entire natural region. It
is noteworthy, however, that current law
(AS 29.35.160) provides that, “A military
reservation in a borough is not part of the borough
school district until the military mission is
terminated or until inclusion in the borough school
district is approved by the Department of Education
and Early Development. However, operation of the
military reservation schools by the borough school
district may be required by the Department of
Education and Early Development under
AS 14.14.110.  If the military mission of a military
reservation terminates or continued management
and control by a regional educational attendance
area is disapproved by the Department of Education
and Early Development, operation, management,
and control of schools on the military reservation
transfers to the borough school district in which
the military reservation is located.”
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The boundaries of the proposed organized borough
shall conform generally to the natural geography of
the area proposed for incorporation, shall include
all areas necessary and proper for the full development
of integrated local government services, but shall
exclude all areas such as military reservations, glaciers,
icecaps, and uninhabited and unused lands unless
such areas are necessary or desirable for integrated
local government.

As was the case with the first two Haines borough
proposals, the third proposal to form a borough in
Haines was also rejected by the voters.  Residents of
the Haines area subsequently lobbied the legislature
to create a new class of borough; one whose areawide
powers would be limited to education and taxation.
The legislature enacted a law providing for third
class boroughs.

On May 28, 1968, voters in Haines petitioned to
incorporate a third class borough.  Like the third
proposal, the fourth proposal to incorporate a
borough serving Haines excluded the Klukwan
Indian Reservation.  The Commission subsequently
approved the proposal with the exclusion of another
federal reservation – the military petroleum
distribution facility at Lutak Inlet in accordance with
the above-mentioned standard in AS 07.10.030(2).

On August 28, 1968, voters in Haines approved
incorporation of the Haines Borough by a vote of
180 to 61.  The Borough was incorporated following
certification of the election results on
August 29, 1968.  The boundaries of the Borough
encompassed approximately 2,200 square miles.

Klukwan’s Indian reservation status was revoked
on December 18, 1971 by Section 19(a) of the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (“ANCSA”).
Shareholders of the Klukwan Village Corporation
subsequently elected to acquire title to their former
reserve as provided by section 19(b) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act.3  That territory,
comprising 892.2 acres (1.4 square miles), was
conveyed to Klukwan, Incorporated, by the Bureau
of Land Management on May 24, 1974.

In 1974, the Haines Borough petitioned for
annexation of approximately 420 square miles to
the south.  The area proposed for annexation
encompassed the commercial fish processing facility
at Excursion Inlet as well as an estimated
442,354 acres of Tongass National Forest lands.4

The annexation was approved by the Commission
and took effect following review by the Legislature
in 1975.

In 1976, ANCSA was amended to allow the
Klukwan village corporation to select twenty-three
thousand and forty acres of land.  The amendment
also provided that “Such Corporation and the
shareholders thereof shall otherwise participate fully

3 Section 19(b) of ANCSA states:

Notwithstanding any other provision of law or of
this Act, any Village Corporation or Corporations
may elect within two years to acquire title to the
surface and subsurface estates in any reserve set
aside for the use or benefit of its stockholders or
members prior to the date of enactment of this
Act.  If two or more villages are located on such
reserve the election must be made by all of the
members or stockholders of the Village
Corporations concerned.  In such event, the
Secretary shall convey the land to the Village
Corporation or Corporations, subject to valid
existing rights as provided in subsection 14(g), and
the Village Corporation shall not be eligible for
any other land selections under this Act or to any
distribution of Regional Corporation funds
pursuant to section 7, and the enrolled residents
of the Village Corporation shall not be eligible to
receive Regional Corporation stock.

4 The January 1968 Local Affairs Agency’s report on
the Haines Borough incorporation estimated that
there were 474,000 acres of National Forest lands
within the area proposed for incorporation.  There
are currently 916,354 acres of National Forest lands
within the Haines Borough according to
Community Financial Assistance, DCRA, (Fiscal
Year 1998).  Thus, it is estimated that the
1975 annexation added 442,354 acres of National
Forest lands to the Haines Borough, an increase of
93.3 percent of such lands within the Borough.
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in the benefits provided by this Act to the same
extent as they would have participated had they not
elected to acquire title to their former reserve as
provided by section 19(b) of this Act.”

The amendment required the Klukwan village
corporation to convey the former 892.2 acre reserve
to the Chilkat Indian Village, a federal corporation
organized under the Indian Reorganization Act.  The
amendment stipulated that the lands were to be
“conveyed and confirmed to said Chilkat Indian
Village in fee simple absolute, free of trust and all
restrictions upon alienation, encumbrance, or
otherwise.”  The lands in question were subsequently
conveyed to the Chilkat Indian Village on
February 7, 1976.

5 The Chilkoot Indian Association, a federal
corporation organized under the Indian
Reorganization Act serving members in Haines, is
seeking transfer of ownership of the former military
reservation from the federal government to the
Association.

In 1976, the Haines Borough petitioned for
annexation of the former military petroleum
distribution facility at Lutak Inlet.  The former
Klukwan Indian reservation was not included in
the annexation proposal.  Annexation of the former
military reservation at Lutak Inlet was approved by
the Commission in 1977 and took effect in 1978
following review by the Legislature.5

The corporate boundaries of the Haines Borough
have remained unchanged since 1978.

By the mid-1980s BIA funding for schools in Alaska
had been largely withdrawn, and the BIA schools
had been transferred to the State.
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The exclusion of the 21.4 square miles would have
rendered Hyder an enclave consisting of 17.9 square
miles inhabited by 151 residents.   Additionally,
Meyers Chuck would have become a near-enclave
of 3.5 square miles in which 28 individuals lived.
The Commission viewed the two exclusions as
problematic and invited the Borough to amend its
petition to include those areas.  After the Borough
declined to do so, the Commission denied its
petition.  In doing so, the Commission noted as
follows:

The effect and significance of the failure of a borough
proposal to conform to its model boundaries must
be judged in the unique circumstances presented by
each petition. . . .

The Commission believes that some deference is
owed to the model borough boundaries beyond that
called for in a narrow interpretation of 19 AAC
10.190(c).1

. . . [T]he Borough’s model boundaries also reflect
the application of all borough boundary standards
and relevant constitutional principles to the pertinent
facts in the Borough’s circumstances.  In the record,
there is insufficient justification for deviation from
those model boundaries here.

(Commission, Statement of Decision in the Matter of
the February 28, 1998 Petition of the Ketchikan
Gateway Borough for Annexation of 5,524 Square
Miles, April 16, 1999, p. 7.)

I.  Legal Basis for Model Borough
Boundaries.

Consideration of “model borough boundaries” by
the Commission in reviewing the suitability of any
borough incorporation proposal is provided for in
3 AAC 110.060(b).  Specifically, it states:

Absent a specific and persuasive showing to the
contrary, the commission will not approve a proposed
borough with boundaries extending beyond any
model borough boundaries.

Additionally, 3 AAC 110.190(c) provides for
consideration of model borough boundaries by the
Commission in reviewing the suitability of any
borough annexation proposal.  Specifically, it states:

Absent a specific and persuasive showing to the
contrary, the commission will not approve annexation
of territory to a borough extending beyond the model
borough boundaries developed for that borough.

II.  Proper Construction of the
Standard.

In a narrow sense, the standards allow any boundary
proposal that does not exceed the model borders.
However, in a broader sense, the standard at issue
concerns the fundamental relationship between the
boundaries of a proposed new or expanded borough
and its respective model.

In past borough incorporation and annexation
proceedings, the Commission has considered this
standard in that broad context.  For example, in
1998, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough petitioned
the Commission to annex all but 21.4 square miles
of the territory within its model borough boundaries.

Model Borough Boundaries

1 Since renumbered as 3 AAC 110.190(c).
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III.  Establishment of Model Borough
Boundaries.

The Commission defined model borough bound-
aries for unorganized areas of Alaska from 1990
through 1992 using the constitutional, statutory, and
regulatory standards for the creation of boroughs.

During the three-year effort, the Commission con-
cluded that, in many instances, the boundaries of
REAAs were also model boundaries for future bor-
oughs.  REAAs are regional institutions established
more than a quarter century ago for the efficient
and effective delivery of educational services.  REAAs
have a single function – education.  It is significant
that education is also one of the few mandatory duties
of boroughs and is their greatest responsibility as
measured by expenditures.

Statutory standards for REAAs set out in
AS 14.08.031 are very similar to those for boroughs.
When REAAs were created in 1975, they were
widely perceived as forerunners to organized bor-

oughs.  REAA boundaries have strong parallels to
borough boundaries.  The historical record demon-
strates the fundamental relevance of REAAs in terms
of establishing boundaries of boroughs.

Alaska’s Constitution requires the division of the
entire state into organized and/or unorganized bor-
oughs.  The division must occur according to stan-
dards including population, geography, economy,
transportation, and other factors.  Each organized
and unorganized borough must embrace an area
and population with common interests. (Article X,
Section 3.)  The Constitution also favors a mini-
mum number of boroughs.  (Article X, Section 1.)

The Borough Act of 1961 created a single unorga-
nized borough encompassing all of Alaska not within
an organized borough.2  Since there were no orga-
nized boroughs at that time, the entire state was
initially configured as a single unorganized borough.

2 Ch. 146, SLA 1961.



School Consolidation:  Public Policy Considerations and a Review of Opportunities for Consolidation

K-3

“Dividing” the entire state into a single borough
brushed aside the constitutional requirement that
each borough embrace an area of common inter-
ests.  Alaska, of course, has tremendous diversity
with respect to social, cultural, economic, transpor-
tation, geographic, and other relevant characteris-
tics.

Today, more than four decades after the Borough
Act of 1961, the single residual unorganized bor-
ough encompasses an estimated 374,843 square
miles – 57 percent of Alaska.  The area of the unor-
ganized borough is larger than the countries of
France and Germany combined.

As currently configured, the unorganized borough
ranges in a noncontiguous fashion from the south-
ernmost tip of Alaska to an area approximately 150
miles above the Arctic Circle.  It also extends in a
non-contiguous manner from the easternmost point
in Alaska (at Hyder) to the westernmost point in
Alaska at the tip of the Aleutian Islands.  The unor-
ganized borough encompasses:

portions of each of Alaska’s 4 judicial districts;

11 entire census districts;

all or portions of 10 State House election dis-
tricts;

all or portions of 6 State Senate election dis-
tricts;

19 entire REAAs;

all or portions of 10 of Alaska’s 12 regional
Native corporations formed under ANCSA;

18 entire model boroughs;3 and

model borough territory for 5 existing organized
boroughs.

Clearly, the unorganized borough remains a vast
area with extremely diverse interests rather than
common interests as required by the constitution.
This is particularly evident from the fact that the
unorganized borough spans so many election dis-
tricts, census districts, REAAs, regional Native cor-
porations, and model borough boundaries.

In the late 1980s, the Commission received a num-
ber of competing proposals to annex and incorpo-
rate various portions of the unorganized borough.4

The Commission concluded that it would be best
to examine those and future borough proposals in

4 In October 1988, the Kodiak Island Borough peti-
tioned to annex an estimated 12,825 square miles
(including submerged land and water beyond the
State’s jurisdictional limits). That prompted resi-
dents of the Alaska Peninsula to file a competing
petition for the incorporation of the Lake and Pen-
insula Borough. The proposed Lake and Penin-
sula Borough contained an estimated 16,675 square
miles, including much of the territory proposed for
annexation to the Kodiak Island Borough.  In May
1989, the Fairbanks North Star Borough petitioned
to annex 216 square miles. Annexation was widely
opposed by residents of the adjacent unorganized
area.  The Fairbanks annexation petition prompted
the adjacent region to conduct a study of the feasi-
bility of forming a borough; however, no compet-
ing petition was filed.  In June 1989, the City and
Borough of Juneau petitioned to annex 140 square
miles.  Again, while the annexation proposal was
opposed by inhabitants of the adjacent region, no
competing borough proposal was filed.  In June
1989, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough petitioned
to annex an estimated 9,844 square miles to and
including Healy. In October of that year, residents
of the Railbelt REAA filed a competing petition for
the formation of the Denali Borough.  The bound-
aries of the proposed Denali Borough encompassed
an estimated 9,406 square miles, including much
of the territory proposed for annexation by the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.  That same month,
another group of residents filed a third competing
petition for incorporation of the Valleys Borough.
The Valleys Borough proposal encompassed about
14,900 square miles, including most of the pro-
posed Denali Borough as well as the community
of Nenana.

3 With the consolidation of the Aleutians West Model
Borough and the Aleutians Model Borough, the
number of model unorganized boroughs was
reduced from nineteen to eighteen.
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the context of model boundaries based on constitu-
tional, statutory, and regulatory standards for bor-
ough incorporation.

Consequently, the Commission initiated the effort
to define model borough boundaries in 1990.  The
project was completed at the end of 1992. The
Alaska Legislature appropriated funding for the
project.  The Commission conducted hearings re-
garding model borough boundaries in person or by
teleconference in 88 communities.

IV.  Relationship Between Model Bor-
ough Boundaries and REAA Bound-
aries.

A.  Nine model boroughs conform precisely to
REAAs.

Nine model boroughs have boundaries that corre-
spond precisely to individual regional educational
attendance areas (REAAs) as listed below.

1. The Annette Island Model Borough boundaries
are identical to those of the Annette Island
REAA.

2. The Bering Strait Model Borough boundaries
are identical to those of the Bering Strait REAA
(including the City of Nome).

3. The Copper River Model Borough boundaries
are identical to those of the Copper River REAA.

4. The Dillingham-Nushagak-Togiak Model Bor-
ough boundaries are identical to those of the
Southwest Region REAA (including the City of
Dillingham).

5. The Iditarod Model Borough boundaries are
identical to those of the Iditarod REAA.

6. The Kuspuk Model Borough boundaries are
identical to those of the Kuspuk REAA.

7. The Pribilof Islands Model Borough boundaries
are identical to those of the Pribilof Islands
REAA.

8. The Prince William Sound Model Borough
boundaries are identical to those of the Chugach
REAA (including the City of Cordova and the
City of Valdez).

9. The Aleutian Region Model Borough bound-
aries are identical to those of the Aleutian Re-
gion REAA (including the City of Unalaska).

B.  Two additional model boroughs conform
to REAAs except that they also include tiny
federal transfer REAAs which are enclaves
within the REAAs.

There are currently 19 REAAs in Alaska.  Only 17
of those were created in 1975 according to regional
standards in AS 14.08.031.  The remaining two –
Kashunamiut and Yupiit – were established accord-
ing to an act of the Legislature (Ch. 66, SLA 1985).

The Kashunamiut REAA and the Yupiit REAA are
referred to in the 1985 law authorizing their cre-
ation as “federal transfer REAAs”.  The two
FTREAAs lack the regional characteristics of the 17
REAAs established under AS 14.08.031.  Instead,
two exhibit community-level characteristics similar
to those of city school districts.

The Kashunamiut FTREAA is a relatively tiny en-
clave within the Lower Yukon REAA.  The bound-
aries of the Kashunamiut FTREAA are identical to
those of the second class City of Chevak (popula-
tion 765).5  They encompass slightly more than

5 In effect, this circumstance allows residents of a
second class city in the unorganized borough a
similar level of local control over school functions
as is accorded organized boroughs and home rule
and first class cities in the unorganized borough.
Unlike municipal school districts, however, the
FTREAAs are not subject to the local contribution
requirements that applies to municipal school
districts.
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1 square mile.  In contrast, the Lower Yukon REAA
encompasses an estimated 19,302 square miles.  The
first class City of Saint Mary’s is also within the
Lower Yukon Model Borough.

The Yupiit FTREAA is made up of three small non-
contiguous enclaves within the Lower Kuskokwim
REAA.  One is the territory within the boundaries
of the City of Akiak (encompassing approximately
2 square miles), another is the territory within the
former City of Akiachak (encompassing less than
12 square miles), and the third is the territory within
the former City of Tuluksak (encompassing approxi-
mately 4 square miles).  Collectively those three
noncontiguous enclaves encompass approximately
18 square miles.  In contrast, the Lower Kuskokwim
REAA comprises an estimated 23,792 square miles.

The Lower Yukon Model Borough and Lower
Kuskokwim Model Borough are inhabited by an
estimated 21,461 residents.  That population, to-
gether with the estimated 29,158 residents of the
eight previously noted model boroughs, contains
approximately 61.9 percent of the population of the
unorganized borough.

C.  Two other model boroughs largely conform
to REAAs except for the placement of relatively
small portions of the REAAs within the model
boundaries of adjoining existing organized
boroughs.

AS 14.08.031 requires the division of the
entire unorganized borough into REAAs.
In some cases, the result has been unnatu-
ral or contrived REAA boundaries.  For
example, Klukwan, which is an enclave in
the core of the Haines Borough, is a non-
contiguous component of the Chatham
REAA.  In the Commission’s view,
Klukwan has greater social, cultural, eco-
nomic, geographic, transportation, and
other ties to the area within the Haines Bor-
ough than it does to communities served
by the Chatham REAA.  Consequently, the
Commission placed Klukwan in the same

model borough as the Haines Borough.  For simi-
lar reasons, the Commission placed parts of the
unorganized borough within the model boundaries
of four other existing organized boroughs.

In two of the five cases, remnant model boroughs
were created that largely conform to their respective
REAAs.  Those are the Yukon Flats Model Bor-
ough and the Yukon Koyukuk Model Borough.

The Yukon Flats Model Borough boundaries are
identical to those of the Yukon Flats REAA except
that Livengood and Central were placed within the
Fairbanks North Star Borough model boundaries.
The Commission concluded that Livengood and
Central had more in common with the area inside
the Fairbanks North Star Borough than it did with
the remainder of the area within the Yukon Flats
REAA.  In particular, road connections, proximity,
and economic ties between Fairbanks, Livengood,
and Central were significant factors guiding the
Commission’s decision.

Livengood and Central comprise 163 residents,
representing approximately 10 percent of the
population of the Yukon Flats REAA.  In other
words, approximately 90 percent of the Yukon Flats
REAA population remains within the Yukon Flats
Model Borough.
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Similarly, the Yukon Koyukuk Model
Borough boundaries are identical to those
of the Yukon Koyukuk REAA, except that
Nenana and the nearby settlement of Four
Mile Road were placed within the Denali
Borough model boundaries. Here again,
the Commission concluded that Nenana
and Four Mile Road had more in common
with the area inside the Denali Borough
than they did with the remainder of the
area within the Yukon Koyukuk REAA.
Road connections, proximity, and
economic ties were critical factors leading
to the Commission’s action.

Nenana and Four Mile Road are inhabited
by 440 residents, or 12.0 percent of the
3,669 residents within the Yukon Koyukuk REAA
(including Tanana, Galena, and Nenana). In this
case, 88 percent of the population of the Yukon
Koyukuk REAA remains intact as the Yukon Flats
Model Borough.

The Yukon Flats Model Borough and the Yukon
Koyukuk Model Borough encompass an estimated
4,188 residents.  That population, together with the
estimated 50,619 residents of the ten previously
noted model boroughs, includes approximately
67.0 percent of the population of the unorganized
borough.

D.  One model borough encompasses two
existing REAAs.

The Upper Tanana Basin Model Borough covers
the combined areas of the Delta Greely REAA and
the Alaska Gateway REAA.  When the boundaries
of the Upper Tanana Basin Model Borough were
defined, the prospect existed for base realignment
and closure at Fort Greely in the Delta Greely REAA.
That, in part, prompted the Commission to combine
the two REAAs into one model borough.

With the recent selection of Fort Greely as a research
site for the U.S. missile defense system, and the
prospect for development of the Pogo mineral
deposit as a world-class gold mine, the economic

future for the Delta Greely region is brighter than it
was in the early 1990s.  Changing circumstances in
that part of the unorganized borough might warrant
modification of the previously established model
boundaries.  The Upper Tanana Basin Model
Borough encompasses an estimated 6,316 residents,
or 7.7 percent of the unorganized borough
population.

E.  Southeast Alaska is divided into four model
boroughs.

Except for relatively small portions of Alaska’s
panhandle that are included within the model
boundaries of existing boroughs, the Commission
divided the unorganized areas of southeast Alaska
into four model boroughs.  Those are the Glacier
Bay Model Borough, Chatham Model Borough,
Prince of Wales Model Borough, and Wrangell-
Petersburg Model Borough.

The Glacier Bay Model Borough encompasses
communities that are presently within the Chatham
REAA.  The population of the Glacier Bay Model
Borough (1,739) comprises approximately
50.5 percent of the population of the Chatham
REAA.  Because of the particularly unnatural or
contrived nature of the Chatham REAA boundaries
(e.g., comprised of three noncontiguous
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components), 29.1 percent of its population is found
within the model boundaries of an existing borough.
The remaining 20.4 percent of the Chatham REAA
population is grouped with Kake in the Chatham
Model Borough.

The Prince of Wales Model Borough is within the
Southeast Island REAA.  Its population is 4,651,
or 40.9 percent of the population of the area within
the Southeast Island REAA.  The Wrangell-
Petersburg Model Borough comprises 48.6 percent
of the population within the Southeast Island REAA
boundaries.  The balance of the population within
the Southeast Island REAA is comprised of Kake,
Hyder, and Meyers Chuck, whose location within
model boroughs was addressed previously.

The Commission views model borough boundaries
as a credible and useful tool in guiding future policy
decisions regarding the establishment and alteration
of borough governments.  Recently, the concept of

model borough boundaries has been challenged by
certain interested organizations.  The challenge
seems to have its roots in a recent decision of the
Commission to reject a particular borough proposal.

On September 27, 2002, the Commission
unanimously denied a petition to incorporate a
Skagway borough principally because the proposal
lacked the regional nature that is fundamental to
boroughs.  Petitioners for the Skagway borough
subsequently filed a judicial appeal.6 As reflected in
the following newspaper account, Skagway also
pledged to undertake an effort to encourage the
legislature to review the model borough boundaries
and other borough standards.7

6 The appeal was filed in Superior Court in Juneau
on November 27, 2002 (Case No. 1JU-02-
01024CI).

7 Juneau Empire, November 15, 2002.
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Consultant Kathleen Wasserman testifying at Skagway
hearing.

In addition to a legal path, Skagway plans to take its
concerns about borough formation to the state
Legislature, [Skagway City Manager and Petitioner’s
Representative Bob] Ward said. The community has
asked the Alaska Municipal League and the Southeast
Conference, a regional organization, for support.

‘We’re asking the Legislature to look at the Model
Borough Boundaries Act8 and look at the standards
... with an eye to considering whether or not those
things are still pertinent in the Alaska of today as
opposed to the Alaska envisioned by the members
of the Constitutional Convention in 1956,’ Ward
said. ‘I’m not sure if it will help us, but it may help
the borough process in general.’

At the apparent behest of Skagway, the Southeast
Conference,9 Alaska Municipal League,10 and the
City of Petersburg adopted resolutions in 2002
declaring the model borough boundaries to be
outdated and unfeasible.  The resolutions adopted
by those three organizations declared “ . . .  the
economics of the State have dramatically declined
and changed within the past ten years, rendering
the Model Borough Boundary proposal of 199211

obsolete and impractical.”

None of the organizations advised the Commission
about the proposed resolutions before they acted
on them.  Consequently, the Commission had no
opportunity to comment on the matter while it was
under consideration by those organizations.

The Commission differs with the views expressed
by those organizations in two fundamental respects.
The first concerns the claim that Alaska’s economy
has “dramatically declined” during the past decade.
The second concerns the relationship between the
state of the economy and model borough
boundaries.

With respect to the first issue, while particular
segments of Alaska’s economy (e.g., commercial
salmon fishing and timber) have indeed suffered
sharp declines over the past decade, other

8 There is no “Model Borough Boundaries Act”.  As
noted above, model borough boundaries were de-
fined by the Local Boundary Commission with
support from the Legislature.  However, the Legis-
lature never formally adopted the model borough
boundaries.  The Commission adopted model bor-
ough boundaries by regulation.

9 The Southeast Conference describes itself as a “re-
gional, nonprofit corporation that advances the
collective interests of the people, communities and
businesses in southeast Alaska. Members include
municipalities, Native corporations and village coun-
cils, regional and local businesses, civic organiza-
tions and individuals from throughout the region.
Our mission is to undertake and support activities
that promote strong economies, healthy communi-
ties and a quality environment in southeast Alaska.”
< http://www.seconference.org/>

10 The Alaska Municipal League (AML) is a volun-
tary, nonprofit, nonpartisan, statewide organization
of over 140 cities, boroughs, and unified munici-
palities in Alaska, representing over 98 percent of
Alaskan residents.  AML also offers “associate” sta-
tus to organizations and commercial firms, and
“affiliate” status to professional associations of
municipal officials. <http://www.akml.org/
index.asp?Type=B_BASIC&SEC={5F567EBE-
14AF-4F10-B368-B5A3C16F017B}>

11 There is no “Model Borough Boundary proposal
of 1992”.  As noted above, model borough bound-
aries were defined and formally adopted in regula-
tion by the Commission.
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components of Alaska’s economy have grown.  In
the Commission’s view, Alaska’s economy has not
“dramatically declined” overall during the last ten
years.  Certainly, there has been no economic decline
comparable to the post-TAPS construction downturn
of the late 1970s or the statewide recession of the
mid-to-late 1980s.  Consider, for example, the
following comparison of six important economic
measures for the most recent year on record vis-à-
vis the previous ten years:

Alaska’s gross state product increased by
12.0 percent.12

Employment rose by 19.8 percent (over
49,800 new jobs created).13

The rate of unemployment dropped by
27.6 percent (from 8.7 percent to 6.3 percent).14

Per capita personal income climbed
33.2 percent.15

Personal income grew by 48.3 percent.16

The value of taxable property increased by
63.1 percent.17

Regarding the second issue, the Commission takes
the view that even if Alaska’s economy had
“dramatically declined,” model borough boundaries
would not have been rendered “obsolete and
impractical”.  Significant reductions in the strength
of the economy may affect the economic viability of
prospective borough governments.  However, model
borough boundaries are dependent upon economic
interrelationships and other factors (not the strength
of the economy).

The Commission cannot apply a different set of
borough standards to existing organized boroughs
than it applies to unorganized areas of Alaska.  Thus,
if economic changes during the past decade had
rendered model borough boundaries “obsolete and
impractical”, it would have had the same effect on
the formal corporate boundaries of organized
boroughs.  The same would hold true for REAAs.

Yet, there has been only one borough boundary
change in the past ten years.  That change resulted
in an expansion of the boundaries of the Yakutat
borough.  Moreover, there have been no changes
in the boundaries of REAAs during the past ten
years.

As noted in the foregoing, with few exceptions,
model borough boundaries closely follow REAA
boundaries.  In fact, the vast majority of residents
of the unorganized borough live in model boroughs
that are identical to the REAAs in which they live.
The fact that there is no clamor to change the
boundaries of REAAs suggests to the Commission
that those advocating changes in or abandonment
of model borough boundaries are more
fundamentally opposed to borough government
boundaries as embodied in Alaska’s Constitution,

12 In 2000, Alaska’s gross state product was
$27,747,000,000; the comparable figure in 1990
was $24,774,000,000.  That represents an increase
of 12 percent.  Source:  Bureau of Economic
Analysis.

13 Annual average employment in 2001 was 301,792;
the comparable figure for 1991 was 251,940.
Source:  Alaska Department of Labor.

14 The annual average unemployment rate in 1991
was 8.7 percent; the comparable figure for 2001
was 6.3 percent.  That represents a drop of
2.4 percentage points or a 27.6 percent drop in the
rate of unemployment.  Source:  Alaska Department
of Labor.

15 Per capita personal income in 2001 was $30,936,
which was $7,710 higher than the 1991 figure of
$23,226.  Source:  Bureau of Economic Analysis.

16 Personal income in 2001 was $19,641,252,000; the
comparable 1991 figure was $13,242,314,000.
Source:  Bureau of Economic Analysis.

17 The 2002 full and true value of taxable property in
Alaska (excluding oil and gas property) was
$41,725,315,500.  That figure was 63.1 percent
higher than the comparable 1992 figure of
$25,576,072,700.  Source:  State Assessor.
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rather than just the model borough boundaries.18

In any case, insofar as model borough boundaries
are based on standards cited in Article X, Section 3
of Alaska’s Constitution, the presumptive regulatory
standard (3 AAC 110.060(c)) requiring conformity
of proposed borough and REAA boundaries is
subordinate to the authority of those constitutional
standards.

F.  The remainder of the unorganized borough
population lies within the model boundaries of
existing organized boroughs.

As noted earlier, the Commission found in the
course of the model borough boundaries project
that five areas of the unorganized borough had
greater ties to existing organized boroughs than they
did to other areas of the unorganized borough.
Specifically, the Commission determined the
following:

the City and Borough of Juneau model
boundaries were defined to include Hobart Bay
(population 3);

the Denali Borough model boundaries were
defined to include Nenana (population 402) and
Four Mile Road (population 38);

the Fairbanks North Star Borough model
boundaries were defined to include Livengood
(population 29) and Central (population 134);

the Ketchikan Gateway Borough model bound-
aries were defined to include Meyers Chuck
(population 21) and Hyder (population 97); and

the Lynn Canal Borough model boundaries (en-
compassing the existing Haines Borough) were
defined to include Klukwan (population 139)
and Skagway (population 862).

18 Alaska is probably the only state that sets regional
governmental jurisdictional boundaries on the basis
of relevant geo-political standards such as natural
geography, social, cultural, transportation, economy,
and communications factors.  Elsewhere, regional
governmental boundaries largely reflect such factors
as surveyors’ section lines, rivers rather than natural
drainage basins and like unifying natural geographic
features, centuries-old post-colonial county
boundaries, etc.   Further, unlike Alaska, boundaries
of regional governments in other states are typically
much harder to revise to reflect changing socio-
economic and other conditions.
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

School District Consolidation

Information based on FY03 Foundation

Prepared 12-17-03

First class cities under 250 dissolve education duties and role to existing REAA

Estimated foundation formula changes due to consolidation

FY04 foundation As City As REAA City

229 students Galena Yukon Koyukuk less

REAA

Basic Need $14,938,277 $15,203,718 $265,441

Required Local Effort (72,361) 0 72,361

Deductible Impact Aid (26,878) (1,037,777) (1,010,899)

Quality School Grants 57,331 58,350 1,019

State Aid 14,896,369 14,224,291 (672,078)

As City As REAA City

188 students Hoonah Chatham less

REAA

Basic Need $1,615,188 $1,707,378 $92,190

Required Local Effort (125,616) 0 125,616

Deductible Impact Aid (135,173) (532,595) (397,422)

Quality School Grants 6,445 6,812 367

State Aid 1,360,844 1,181,595 (179,249)

As City As REAA City

92 students Hydaburg Southeast Island less

REAA

Basic Need $775,494 $802,682 $27,188

Required Local Effort (33,386) 0 33,386

Deductible Impact Aid (42,472) (307,993) (265,521)

Quality School Grants 3,094 3,203 109

State Aid 702,730 497,892 (204,838)

As City As REAA City

152 students Kake Southeast Island less

REAA

Basic Need $1,231,872 $1,348,884 $117,012

Required Local Effort (71,262) 0 71,262

Deductible Impact Aid (82,652) (396,603) (313,951)

Quality School Grants 4,915 5,382 467

State Aid 1,082,873 957,663 (125,210)

Page 1 of 3
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

School District Consolidation

Information based on FY03 Foundation

Prepared 12-17-03

First class cities under 250 dissolve education duties and role to existing REAA

Estimated foundation formula changes due to consolidation

As City As REAA City

152 students Klawock Southeast Island less

REAA

Basic Need $1,313,596 $1,445,445 $131,849

Required Local Effort (128,048) 0 128,048

Deductible Impact Aid (190,748) (529,414) (338,666)

Quality School Grants 5,241 5,767 526

State Aid 1,000,041 921,798 (78,243)

As City As REAA City

204 students Nenana Yukon Koyukuk less

REAA

Basic Need $5,376,817 $5,723,593 $346,776

Required Local Effort (70,372) 0 70,372

Deductible Impact Aid (369) (369) 0

Quality School Grants 21,454 22,837 1,383

State Aid 5,327,530 5,746,061 418,531

As City As REAA City

18 students Pelican Chatham less

REAA

Basic Need $265,863 $233,542 ($32,321)

Required Local Effort (48,089) 0 48,089

Deductible Impact Aid 0 0 0

Quality School Grants 1,061 932 (129)

State Aid 218,835 234,474 15,639

As City As REAA City

167 students St. Mary's Lower Yukon less

REAA

Basic Need $1,690,696 $1,798,285 $107,589

Required Local Effort (18,446) 0 18,446

Deductible Impact Aid (44,737) (60,504) (15,767)

Page 2 of 3
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

School District Consolidation

Information based on FY03 Foundation

Prepared 12-17-03

First class cities under 250 dissolve education duties and role to existing REAA

Estimated foundation formula changes due to consolidation

Quality School Grants 6,746 7,175 429

State Aid 1,634,259 1,744,956 110,697

As City As REAA City

110 students Skagway Chatham less

REAA

Basic Need $1,020,866 $1,000,375 ($20,491)

Required Local Effort (498,222) 0 498,222

Deductible Impact Aid 0 0 0

Quality School Grants 4,073 3,991 (82)

State Aid 526,717 1,004,366 477,649

As City As REAA City

62 students Tanana Yukon Koyukuk less

REAA

Basic Need $833,238 $836,245 $3,007

Required Local Effort (22,840) 0 22,840

Deductible Impact Aid (21,900) (73,490) (51,590)

Quality School Grants 3,325 3,337 12

State Aid 791,823 766,092 (25,731)

Change in state aid by consolidating first class cities with fewer than 250 students (262,833)

Page 3 of 3
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The State of the State
Securing Alaska’s Future

An Address to the Twenty-Third Alaska State Legislature

By the Honorable Frank H. Murkowski

Governor of Alaska

Happy New Year to all of you.  The good news is there are only 17 more
Saturdays until the Session ends.

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker and members of the Alaska State Legislature -- I
appreciate this opportunity to address you, and all Alaskans, on the state of
our state.

• My theme tonight is securing Alaska’s future.
• First, let me introduce my indispensable partner, the state’s first

lady, Nancy, who is here in the gallery.
• Also here tonight is Lieutenant Governor Loren Leman and in the

gallery, his wife Caroline and members of my cabinet.  I want to
thank them all for their service to Alaskans.

• What we have accomplished this past year is a result of teamwork,
and I know the spirit of cooperation -- and the spirit of service --
will continue to reap benefits for Alaska’s future.

• Alaska’s greatest resource is our people. The energy -- the
enthusiasm -- the spirit of Alaskans is what makes us strong.

• Many Alaskans are far from home this year, serving in our Armed
Forces -- so that we can enjoy the benefits of freedom at home.

Two are here with us tonight.

• Michael Boyscout, was raised in Chevak and graduated from the
Alaska Military Youth Academy before joining the Marines.

• Last September he was deployed to Quwait.
• As part of the Marine’s 60th Engineer Support Batallion, Corporal

Boyscout rolled into Iraq one day after the ground war started.  He
proudly served our country until returning home to Anchorage in
December.

• Join me in welcoming Michael Boyscout home.
• Sitting next to Michael is Lieutenant Colonel Steve Williams of the

Alaska Army National Guard.
• He spent nine years on active duty in the Army before returning to

Alaska. He has served with the Guard for the past 10 years.
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• On September 11, 2001, Colonel Williams was in Washington, D.C.
-- attending the National War College – where he watched smoke
billowing from the Pentagon attack.

• Shortly thereafter Colonel Williams began service on the U.S.
Counter-Terrorism Task Force.

• He then asked to be deployed to Afghanistan, where he served with
the 82nd Airborne. His job was to bring order to the Southern
Region.

• Let’s welcome Colonel Williams.
• Steve and Michael -- on behalf of all Alaskans -- I want you to

know that we recognize and appreciate the great sacrifices that
service men and women and their families have made in the War
on Terrorism.

With one year in office now passed, my enthusiasm and optimism for Alaska is
brighter than ever.

The state of our state is strong!

• The opportunity -- and the responsibility -- lie before all of us to
make an even better future for Alaskans.

• Before becoming your governor, I promised that I would:
⎯ launch an aggressive resource development program,
⎯ impose no income tax, and
⎯ rein in state spending,

• I take my promises seriously.
• And I am proud to report that we are implementing our fiscal

program to keep our promises.  In just one year we have
accomplished a great deal for which all Alaskans can be proud.
⎯ We instituted a meaningful program to stimulate natural

resource development in a responsible way.  It includes: a
streamlined permitting process, --new incentives to
encourage private investment, -- and a business-friendly
regulatory climate --  without relaxing our strict
environmental safeguards.

⎯ We held firm on the imposition of no new income tax.
⎯ And we reduced General Fund spending by $245 million

dollars.
• I recognize that a government’s budget is about more than just

how much money is spent.  It’s also about our responsibility to see
that those dollars produce results.  And, -- it’s about getting a
return on the dollars invested in services.

• But most important it’s about people, their lives and their children.
What we approve during this legislative session will have a great
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impact on the future of our children, who make up nearly one
third of the population.

• We still have much to do.
• Indeed, we are going to be held accountable by future generations

for how well we conduct our stewardship responsibilities today.
• In an address I intend to make on March 9th I will detail the many

initiatives and developments of my administration.  They include
oil, gas and mineral development -- new roads, revitalized timber
and fisheries, and new services -- especially for senior citizens.

• In fact, each of you has on your desk a special report describing
what we are doing in these areas.  Others can find the report on
the state’s web site.

• Our initiatives promise great results for Alaskans.
• But to achieve these results, we must create an investment climate

based on financial stability and certainty.  --  Everything else
depends on it.

When I delivered my proposed budget on December 15th,  I promised to discuss
my long-term fiscal program with you tonight.

• This subject is so important that it’s the primary topic of my
remarks.

• It will chart our shared future.
• And the key to that future is financial stability.  Throughout our

short history -- Alaskans have demonstrated the ability and
resolve, to balance individual and shared needs.

• Tonight -- I will call Alaskans to the task again.
• The Alaska Constitution bestows extraordinary authority and

responsibility on the Governor -- and along with that authority,
goes the responsibility to lead.  I eagerly shoulder this
responsibility, and tonight I am proposing a fiscal program that
sets a path to financial stability for us to follow together.

• This path is consistent with my promise to develop jobs, a strong
economy and to control state spending without undue burden on
our citizens.

• My fiscal program is based on sound economic principles.
⎯ It recognizes that development of our resources, both human

and natural, is the only long-term foundation for fiscal
stability for Alaska.

•  This program recognizes that building a vibrant and sustainable
economy will not be served by simply taxing the income of hard
working Alaskans.

• People don’t tax themselves to prosperity.
• They invest to prosperity.
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Let me discuss the five elements of my fiscal program.

• 30 years ago, the Trans-Alaska Pipeline was designed and built to
carry two million barrels of oil a day.  It only reached that capacity
briefly in the late 1980s when the nation was gearing up for the
Persian Gulf War.  Today, the pipeline moves less than 1 million
barrels and in the years to come we can continue to expect less
(unless) we act now to explore and develop new oil fields.

• New oil in the pipeline coupled with new developments in natural
gas, form the first element of my program.  The state will help
build the infrastructure -- and create the economic atmosphere --
to increase oil flow and move gas to market.

• The top priority of this administration is the construction of a gas
pipeline -- to move to market the 35 trillion cubic feet of gas
stranded in Prudhoe Bay.

• Remember though - Prudhoe Bay took 8 years to develop after it
was discovered.  It will likewise take time for new developments
like the natural gas pipeline, the National Petroleum Reserve, and
oil and gas from the Alaska Peninsula.  The state will gain the jobs
and economic lift from these activities by the end of the decade.

The second element of my program is fiscal discipline. My commitment to this
element of my fiscal program is unwavering.  This means:

• Control state spending -- and be accountable for delivering results
for every dollar spent; and

• Emphasize the essential responsibilities of government such as
education, public health and safety, transportation and
environmental protection -- all of which, are hallmarks of a strong
and caring society.

• Spending by state government cannot serve as the underpinning of
our state economy.  Government spending cannot be our economy.
The role for state government is to enable Alaska’s economy to
grow by encouraging the development of our land and its
resources.

• My Administration has taken the first step with our state’s budgets
for fiscal years 2004 and 2005.  These budgets do control state
spending and are needed to preserve our Constitutional Budget
Reserve until we realize the financial benefits from our resource
investments.
⎯ Over the last 13 years $5 billion dollars of the $7 billion in

the Constitutional Budget Reserve has been used to prop up
every day spending.

• We are committed to end this drain on the Constitutional Budget
Reserve.
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• We will spend less than the preceding year and narrow the gap
between spending and current revenue.
⎯ By spending less we extend the life of our Constitutional

Budget Reserve.
• Let me thank the Legislature for its leadership in the “Missions and

Measures” process by which state departments define their
purpose and measure the effectiveness of their results.
⎯ In fact, this is the first time in 27 years that this kind of

comprehensive review of departments has been undertaken.
⎯ I thank also the state employees who are essential in making

this initiative successful and delivering results.
• I am proud that we are fulfilling this element of my program and

have been able to maintain funding for essential state services
while keeping our roads open in winter and parks open in the
summer.

The third element of my program is that the costs of government should be
borne as much as possible by the direct users of services.

• My fiscal program expects that those who directly benefit from
state services pay a fair share -- through modest fees and taxes
that do not interfere with personal savings and investment.

The fourth cornerstone of my program is local responsibility for local needs.
Local governments should look first to local revenue sources to help fund
schools, public facilities, fire and safety services.

• The regional and local development of timber, fisheries, minerals
and tourism provides jobs.  It also provides a tax base that
strengthens local economies, which then will need less financial
support from the state.  It also means greater local control.  We
encourage even our smallest communities to support economic
development that will create local jobs.
⎯ After all, one of the best social programs is a good job.

Finally, the fifth element is whether to use a portion of the Permanent Fund
income to maintain public services.  While one can argue whether this should
happen in an election year or some other time, I think the time has come to
begin this process.

• Over the last quarter century Alaskans have shown foresight and
ability to make tough choices.  Guided first by Governor
Hammond, and later by Governor Hickel, citizens prudently
developed both the Permanent Fund and the Constitutional Budget
Reserve from the wealth produced by oil.

• The Constitutional Budget Reserve was intended to be a savings
account to serve as a shock absorber against a drop in oil prices --
not as a source of funds for everyday spending.
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• We must maintain a cushion to protect funding for essential public
services when oil prices go down, and keep sufficient cash in the
bank to maintain our cash flow.

• In spite of our reduced spending and high oil prices, the
Constitutional Budget Reserve is projected to dip below one billion
dollars in July 2006.

• Allowing the Constitutional Budget Reserve to drop below a billion
dollars in order to continue to underwrite the budget deficit will
not happen on my watch!

• Both the Permanent Fund and the Constitutional Budget Reserve
were voted in by the people.  I am trusting the people to again
consider the interests of all Alaskans and I am calling on the
Legislature to join me in allowing Alaskans to decide.

• We all acknowledge the Permanent Fund was established for the
future.  The opening contribution to the fund was 54 million
dollars.  Today the Fund is 27 billion dollars.

• The income has flowed in two ways:   into dividends and back into
the principle.

• The principle has grown so large that the income created by the
Fund often has exceeded the revenue the state received from oil.

• Let me repeat that -- The principle has grown so large that the
income created by the Fund exceeds the revenue the state receives
from oil.

• At the same time we are threatened with an erosion of essential
public services.  Alaskans need to consider the health of our
society in terms of both the dividends they receive and shared
services.

• How much and for how long do we allow the Fund to grow -- and
public services to decline -- before we Alaskans address using a
portion of the Permanent Fund’s annual income to support our
most important public services?

• Tonight I am announcing a process to do just that.

Let’s start the discussion now.
• There are two paths before us.  One is the easy road -- avoid the

issue, do nothing and wait.  The other is the course I propose.  It
will require that we move beyond the rhetoric and the politics of
the past to protect our future.

• I am calling for a non-partisan Conference of Alaskans to
determine whether the time has come to use a portion of the
Permanent Fund income to maintain essential public
services.  Such a proposal would be in the form of a Conference
Resolution that will be developed into a bill for submission to the
Legislature.
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As the Conference deliberates, let it be clear to Alaskans that there are two
important principles on which I will insist for use of any portion of the
Permanent Fund income:

⎯ First, the people of Alaska must agree.  We must have a vote
on the proposal in November.

⎯ Second, I will work with the Legislature for an effective
Constitutional Spending Limit in order to assure Alaskans
that government will be frugal and efficient.

⎯ This spending limit must also be on the November ballot.
• I have worked hard to find a diverse group of knowledgeable and

fair-minded Alaskans to convene this Conference.
• Please join me in recognizing these Alaskans.  Sitting in the gallery

are: Mike Burns who will serve as Chair, and Steve Frank, Clark
Gruening, Marc Langland, Helvi Sandvik, Arliss Sturgulewski, and
Eric Wohlforth who will serve as convenors.

• I want the Conference to get straight to work: Former
Representative Brian Rogers -- who is also with us in the gallery
tonight -- will facilitate the Conference.

• Any ballot question addressing the Permanent Fund, must reflect
the best thinking of the people of this state.  It must represent
broad-based, non-partisan consensus and focus only on the best
interest of Alaskans.

• There will be 55 participants in the Conference.  This is the same
number that sat in the United States Constitutional Convention in
1787, and the same number who traveled to Fairbanks for our own
Constitutional Convention in 1955.

• The Legislature’s Majority and Minority leaders are included as
members of the Conference.  The seven convenors will select the
remaining participants by a vote of at least six of the convenors
who must reflect the many faces of Alaska and a wide range of
thinking.

• Those selected will be knowledgeable about the issues and willing
to work cooperatively with other Alaskans to come up with the best
recommendation.  As with our Constitutional Convention in 1955,
those chosen must be prepared to put politics aside and focus
solely on what is best for Alaska.  Like Judge Tom Stewart, who
was the Secretary to Alaska’s Constitutional Convention almost a
half century ago.

• Judge Stewart has agreed to be Honorary Chair of the Conference
and he is here with us tonight.

• I am pleased to announce the Conference will take place at the
University of Alaska Fairbanks on February 10-12, 2004.

• It’s not going to be just another government task force or a
collection of words.  It will be a fast-moving, results-oriented group
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that will debate one issue -- whether and how to use the
Permanent Fund income to protect our future.

• Please note, I am not asking the Conference to address a broad-
based tax plan for Alaska.

• I charge the members to reach a consensus in the form of a
Resolution which addresses the following four questions:

First: Should the use of income from the Permanent Fund be
limited by the Constitution to 5% of the Funds’ value,
as the Permanent Fund Trustees have proposed?

Second: Should a portion of the income of the Permanent Fund
be used for essential state services, such as
education?

Third: Should the use of the income of the Permanent Fund
for dividends and possibly for other purposes be
determined annually by the Legislature, as is currently
the case?  Or should it be dedicated in the
Constitution?

Fourth: Should the state maintain a minimum balance in the
Constitutional Budget Reserve to stabilize state
finances against fluctuation in oil production or
prices?

• I am asking the Conference to address specifically these four
issues so that Alaskans can assess what will happen to the
dividend if we also use some of the Permanent Fund income to pay
for essential public services?  Also, what will happen to our
economy, jobs and public services if we do not?

• The Resolution received from the Conference will be the basis for
legislation that I will present to the Legislature.

• Tonight I am calling the Legislature into special Session on March
1st to consider legislation that I will propose.  I believe this issue
warrants the focused attention and limited agenda of a special
session.

• I will work closely with the Legislative Leadership to make sure the
Legislature approves a ballot proposal.

• I then will ask Conference members to join with my
administration, the Legislature and other Alaskans in discussing
the proposal in preparation for the November election.

• This education process must be comprehensive and explain the
proposal’s impact on dividends, future state spending, jobs,
Alaska’s economy, and the value and management of the
Permanent Fund itself.
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• Throughout my long public service career I have been consistent in
my trust in the people. It is time to engage them again. They will
make the choice.

• Tonight, I thank in advance those who will participate in the
Conference.

• I also thank those Alaskans who will wait, listen and carefully
consider the proposal and give the process a chance.

In conclusion, my program is consistent with my promises:
• To generate new income from oil and gas.
• To control government spending.
• To avoid an income tax.
• To grow strong local economies and provide job opportunities

which support strong local governments.
• To give Alaskans the opportunity to implement two of the purposes

of our healthy and growing Permanent Fund,
One: to meet shared public needs, and
Two: to provide fiscal stability.

• Finally a little reflection on the state of our state.  Consider what
we have:
⎯ 20% of the nation’s known oil reserves
⎯ 15% of the nation’s natural gas
⎯ 50% of the commercial harvest from the sea
⎯ spectacular open land with limitless tourism potential
⎯ pristine environment
⎯ engaged citizens and
⎯ 27 billion dollars in the bank
⎯ Most states can only dream of our wealth.

• The Permanent Fund plays a unique role in defining our past.
Wealth from oil was a springboard to growth throughout the state
and remains an annual stimulus to our economy.

• But remember, the Fund was and is dedicated to Alaska’s future.
• The Permanent Fund program converts our non-renewable

resources to the sustainable and renewable resource of annual
income for those of us here now and for future generations.

• That wealth is part of our present currency and will be our
children’s inheritance. But an inheritance without the benefit of a
great education, a sound economy, and job opportunities would be
a cruel hoax on our children and grandchildren.  One third of
Alaskans are under the age of 20.  We are told that nearly 40% of
our young people leave Alaska after graduation.  We must turn this
around.
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• Our wealth arose from our collective efforts and a portion of its
renewable income should accrue to the shared burdens and
benefits of citizenship in our Great Land.

• Bold moves are not without controversy.
• I was elected to make decisions that affect people’s daily lives.
• I pledge to do what is right for Alaska, and I will -- controversy or

not.

Our generation of Alaskans has something to learn from our pioneers, who left
a legacy of commitment to future generations.

⎯ Our legacy can be a vibrant economy and jobs for our
children -- to allow them to stay here in the state and raise
their own families.

⎯ Our legacy can be the highest quality of life in the United
States.

⎯ Our legacy will rest on whether we place a higher priority on
investment than consumption.

⎯ I welcome all Alaskans to join me along the way.
⎯ Our shared future is bright.  Our Northern frontiers are

open.
⎯ I look forward to our journey.
⎯ God Bless the United States of America and God Bless

Alaska.


