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Executive Summary 

The Moore settlement refers to a case brought by Kristine Moore and other plaintiffs against the 

State of Alaska in 2004. The 2012 settlement between the plaintiffs, the State of Alaska, and the 

Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) provided an initial appropriation of 

$18 million to fund four educational initiatives for addressing violations identified by the 

courts. The settlement also created the Moore Collaborative Committee (MCC), a joint oversight 

board comprising DEED and plaintiffs from the court case, to design and implement the Moore 

settlement programs. 

 

This report represents a post hoc evaluation of three of the four Moore settlement grant 

programs: 

• Two-year kindergarten and related pre-literacy programs (referred to as “early learning 

programs”) 

• Teacher retention grant fund 

• High school graduation qualifying exam (HSGQE) remediation reimbursement program  

 

For all programs except the teacher retention grant fund, grants were non-competitive and 

eligible schools were defined in the settlement as the 40 schools with the lowest scores on the 

Modified School Growth Index for the previous three years. For the teacher retention grant 

fund, preference was given to those 40 schools but other schools were also eligible. 

 

Ten districts received funding for early learning programs, 14 for teacher retention grants, and 6 

for HSGQE reimbursement. A total of 15 different districts received any type of funding 

through the settlements. The majority of schools served primarily Alaska Native students and 

students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. 

 

Key Findings 
 
Early learning program 

This program was designed to serve four-year-old children by supporting staffing and 

programming, either in classes designed specifically for four-year-olds or by integrating four-

year-olds into existing kindergarten classes 

 

For all kindergarteners enrolled in early learning grant recipient schools, we analyzed data from 

the Alaska Developmental Profile (ADP) to examine the skills students exhibited upon 

kindergarten entry. Teachers rate kindergarteners in 13 goal areas within five domains (physical 

well-being, health, and motor development; social and emotional development; approaches to 

learning; cognition and general knowledge; communication, language, and literacy). 

• On average, Moore early learning grantees showed decreases in the percentage of 

kindergarteners receiving 0s on all but 3 goals, indicating improvement over time in 

kindergarten readiness 
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• Although Moore early learning grantee schools improved relative to their own baseline 

scores, overall, Moore early learning grantees tended to have lower average ADP 

summary scores compared to statewide averages, district neighbors, and similar schools, 

indicating that these schools typically serve students who are less ready for kindergarten 

 

TS GOLD collects observation assessments in four developmental domains (cognitive, 

language, literacy, and mathematics) that are broken down into objectives. Teachers record TS 

GOLD data for pre-K students in fall and spring. 

• The percentage of children meeting or exceeding expectations for each objective appears 

to have increased from fall to spring in each year, indicating that children gained skills 

while in the early learning program 

 

Nearly all interviewees expressed that the early learning grants had been a success for their 

district: 

• Allowed them to provide early learning services for more children 

• Increased kindergarten readiness and differences in kindergarten readiness between 

students attending early learning programs and those who did not attend 

• Helped parents understand the value of education and helped children get used to 

school 

 
Teacher retention 

Teacher retention grants were designed to address issues of teacher job dissatisfaction, other 

than salary. These were competitive grants and could be used for capital improvements, such as 

addressing housing or telecommunication infrastructure, or on initiatives, such as culture 

camps. Unlike the other Moore grant programs, the teacher retention grants were open to all 

schools, with preference given to the 40 schools identified in the settlement. 

 

Among the teacher retention grantees in the 2016-17 school year, there were a total of 437 

teachers—about 5 percent of the state’s approximately 8,000 teachers. Over the five years 

examined in this analysis, the total number of teachers at these grantee schools shrank from 455 

in 2012-13 to 437 in 2016-17; this represents a percent decrease of about 4 percent, while the state 

teaching force stayed at the same number during this time period. 

 

In this report, retention is defined as the number of returning teachers in a given year divided 

by the number of total teachers in the prior year. Findings include:  

• Retention varied between 0 percent of teachers (as in, no teachers returned and all were 

new teachers) to 100 percent of teachers (as in, all teachers returned and none were new 

teachers), with an average of 55 to 65 percent across the years 

• The average retention rate of teachers increased by 9.8 percentage points during the five 

years of the grant among grantee schools, while among all schools in the state there was 

only a small change in the average retention rate from 2012-13 to 2016-17 (from 73.4 to 

74.0 percent retained, for a 0.6 percentage point change) 
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• The average for teacher retention grantee schools during these five years was unstable, 

with jumps of up to 8 percentage points between years, while the state school-level 

average remained steady across this time period 

 

Respondents reported positive feedback from teachers on the activities and, in some cases, 

improvement in recruitment and retention. Interviewees felt that for the most part, this grant 

accomplished its goals and was easy to apply for, administer, and manage. Multiple 

interviewees said the grant-funded activities, such as new housing or travel stipends, had 

improved their district’s ability to recruit teachers. Interviewees commented that regardless of 

housing, perks, and culture camps, there will always be challenges in getting teachers to come 

to rural Alaska and to stay for multiple years. 

 
HSGQE remediation reimbursement 

This program was intended to partially reimburse districts for the cost of providing high-

quality remediation to juniors or seniors who were failing the HSGQE and who attended or 

previously attended high school at one of the 40 lowest-performing schools in the state. Districts 

were responsible for identifying eligible students by the midpoint of their junior year. 

Reimbursable activities included remediation camps, tutoring, or similar services. Districts 

could receive up to $3,000 per student. 

 

In 2014, the Alaska State Legislature passed House Bill 278 (H.R. 278, 2014), which eliminated 

the HSGQE requirement. Students who had previously received a certificate of graduation 

could apply to retroactively receive a high school diploma. This reimbursement program was 

phased out after the high school exit exam requirement ceased. Given that the HSGQE was 

discontinued, we did not analyze changes in HSGQE pass rates over time. We did examine 

some school characteristics, however, including graduation rates for districts that received 

HSGQE reimbursement funds. 

• Across the three years of the analysis, there was an increase of 8.1 percentage points in 

the average school graduation rate for Moore HSGQE grantee schools, compared to an 

increase of 1.5 percentage points for the state graduation rate 

 

Considerations 
 

These considerations are based on interviews with district staff members and six members of 

the Moore Collaborative Committee and are intended to inform future grant implementation 

efforts by Alaska education stakeholders. 
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• Address systemic issues: Some interviewees felt that these grant programs did not 

address the systemic issues that cause low performance in rural and remote Alaska 

schools and were not well aligned to actual district needs. 

• Balance grant flexibility with oversight and reporting: Grant programs should be 

flexible enough that districts and schools can determine the best way to design and 

implement a program in their community. Each community, particularly in rural 

Alaska, is unique and has its own set of barriers and facilitators to school success. 

• Size grants appropriately: Multiple district interviewees commented that the grant 

programs did not provide sufficient funding to implement the desired program in their 

eligible school(s). 

• Consider districtwide eligibility rather than school eligibility: District staff 

interviewees said it was problematic to have some schools in their district eligible for a 

grant but not others. 

• Design programs to work in spite of turnover: The districts and schools targeted by the 

settlement had high rates of staff turnover, as evidenced by the design of the teacher 

retention grants to help ameliorate this situation. District staff interviewees commented 

that it is essential to design grant programs to work in spite of staff turnover.  

• Streamline the application process for eligible schools: Some interviewees provided 

feedback that having four separate programs and application structures was 

challenging. They had trouble finding the staff capacity to write four separate 

applications and manage up to four separate grants.  

• Align the funding schedule with district and school timelines: Particularly for the 

early learning grant, the timing of fund disbursal did not align well with district hiring 

timelines.  

• Evaluate progress and share results to promote learning: District staff members said 

they would have preferred an ongoing evaluation to better understand their progress 

and to more easily share what they had learned, both within the district and with others 

in the state.  

• Provide opportunities for grantees to connect and share information: District 

interviewees expressed a desire to talk with other grant recipients and share lessons 

learned and ideas for what was working in their districts and schools.  

• Stay focused and keep stakeholders in the loop: Multiple respondents highlighted the 

need to apply for grants that fit the district focus, rather than chasing money, and to 

communicate frequently and directly with staff and community members about existing 

grants to ensure that the program is implemented as intended. 

• Establish a sustainability plan: Some districts were successful at sustaining their 

interventions. For example, one district was intentional about training district staff 

members on the school-based intervention, along with the school staff members, so that 

in case of turnover there was institutional knowledge at the district level.  

• Districts value DEED support: District interviewees commented that the DEED staff 

members who were responsible for administering and coordinating the grants were 

helpful and supportive.  

  



Moore v. Alaska Settlement Evaluation  v 

Contents 

Executive Summary............................................................................................................................... i 

Acknowledgments.............................................................................................................................viii 

Chapter 1: Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 1 

Chapter 2: Early Learning Grants ..................................................................................................... 12 

Chapter 3: Teacher Retention Grants ................................................................................................ 27 

Chapter 4: High School Graduation Qualifying Exam Reimbursements....................................... 38 

Chapter 5: Considerations ................................................................................................................. 42 

References ........................................................................................................................................... 50 

Appendix A: Moore v. Alaska Settlement ........................................................................................ 52 

Appendix B: Moore Eligibility List 2012-13 and 2013-14 for the Early Learning, Targeted 

Resources, and HSGQE Reimbursement Grants.............................................................................. 53 

Appendix C: Additional Information ............................................................................................... 56 

Appendix D: Evaluation Methodology, Protocols, and Data Sources............................................ 67 

  



vi  Education Northwest 

Figures 

Figure 1. Alaska schools receiving Moore funds by eligibility status .............................................. 8 

Figure 2. Change in the percentage of kindergarteners receiving 0s, 2013 to 2017 ....................... 19 

Figure 3. Percentages of kindergarteners consistently demonstrating skills in all 13 goal 

areas of the Alaska Developmental Profile .......................................................................... 20 

Figure 4. Percentage of kindergarteners consistently demonstrating skills in at least 11 

goal areas of the Alaska Developmental Profile .................................................................. 21 

Figure 5. Change in percentage of students who met or exceeded TS GOLD objectives 

for Moore early learning grantees, by year (fall to spring) ................................................. 22 

Figure C1. Moore early learning grant recipients ............................................................................ 57 

Figure C2. Moore teacher retention grant recipients ....................................................................... 58 

Figure C3. Moore high school qualifying exam grant recipients .................................................... 59 

Figure C4. Moore targeted resources grant recipients ..................................................................... 60 

Figure C5. Moore grantees by number of grants received .............................................................. 61 

Tables 

Table 1. Moore settlement program funding by program and year ................................................. 5 

Table 2. Funding awarded by district and grant type, FY13 through FY17 ..................................... 6 

Table 3. Number of Moore settlement programs in each district ..................................................... 9 

Table 4. Average K–12 student enrollment of Moore grant recipient schools by year ................. 10 

Table 5. Average K–12 student demographic characteristics of Moore grant recipient 

schools by year ....................................................................................................................... 10 

Table 6. Distribution of type of early learning program based on funded applications ............... 14 

Table 7. Planned curriculum per early learning program applications and program type .......... 15 

Table 8. Average pre-K and kindergarten enrollment of schools that received Moore 

early learning funds, by year ................................................................................................ 16 

Table 9. Average K–12 student demographic characteristics of Moore early learning 

grant recipient schools, by year ............................................................................................ 16 

Table 10. Average percentage of kindergarteners receiving 0’s across Moore early 

learning grantees by goal area in 2016-17 ............................................................................ 18 

Table 11. K–12 enrollment average, minimum, and maximum of schools that received 

Moore teacher retention funds by year ................................................................................ 32 



Moore v. Alaska Settlement Evaluation  vii 

Table 12. Average K–12 student demographic characteristics of Moore teacher retention 

grant recipient schools by year ............................................................................................. 32 

Table 13. Number of teachers and retention rates at Moore teacher retention funding 

recipient schools (annual grant receipt), by year ................................................................. 33 

Table 14. Teacher retention rates at Moore teacher retention grant recipient schools (ever 

received grant), similar schools, and the state, by year....................................................... 33 

Table 15. Graduation rates for Moore HSGQE grantee schools, in each year................................ 40 

Table B1. Fifty-four schools within 14 districts were identified on the Moore settlement 

eligibility lists in 2012-13 and 2013-14 .................................................................................. 53 

Table C1. Programs funded by the Moore v. State of Alaska settlement ....................................... 56 

Table C2. Disbursement of early learning funding (new allocations) across years of grant ........ 62 

Table C3. Significance testing for the average change from 2013 to 2017 in percentage of 

kindergarteners receiving 0’s by ADP goal area for Moore early learning grantees ........ 62 

Table C4. New funding allocations of teacher retention funds across years of grant ................... 63 

Table C5. Number of districts and schools benefiting from teacher retention funding ................ 63 

Table C6. Components of proposed cultural experiences from submitted applications .............. 64 

Table C7. Type of supports provided in teacher retention applications proposing 

multiple actions ...................................................................................................................... 66 

Table C8. Disbursement of HSGQE reimbursement funding across years of grant ..................... 66 

Table D1. Data sources ....................................................................................................................... 69 

  



viii  Education Northwest 

Acknowledgments 

This evaluation report is the collaborative effort of many people. We would like to thank Sarah 

Sledge, executive director of the Coalition for Educational Equity, Barbara Adams, chair of the 

Moore Collaborative Committee, and Brad Billings, school improvement administrator at the 

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, for their insights and thoughtfulness in 

helping us evaluate the early learning, teacher retention, and high school graduation qualifying 

exam reimbursement programs. We would particularly like to thank the superintendents and 

other district staff members who participated in interviews. 

 

Thank you to Scott MacManus, superintendent of Alaska Gateway School District, for 

providing the photograph used for the cover of this report. The photograph depicts two 

students recently graduated from Tetlin School (a Moore grantee)—the first students to 

graduate from the school in many years. 

 

This evaluation would not have been possible without the support of Commissioner Michael 

Johnson and Data Management Supervisor Brian Laurent at the Alaska Department of 

Education & Early Development. Anji Gallanos, early learning administrator at the department, 

provided invaluable information and insight into the early learning grant program. Finally, we 

would like to thank Charles Wohlforth, former executive director of Citizens for the 

Educational Advancement of Alaska’s Children, Michael Hanley, former commissioner at the 

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, and Rhonda Gardner, former chair of 

the Moore Collaborative Committee. 

 



Moore v. Alaska Settlement Evaluation  1 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Purpose of This Report 
 

This report summarizes evaluation findings for three of the four Moore settlement programs: 

the teacher retention grants, the early literacy/two-year kindergarten grants, and the high school 

graduation qualifying exam (HSGQE) reimbursement program.1 It describes the Moore 

settlement programs, examines characteristics of schools that received the grants, summarizes 

districts’ plans for using Moore funding, details progress on student and teacher outcomes, and 

reports implementation lessons shared by district leaders.  

 

Moore v. State of Alaska Settlement Agreement 
 

The Moore settlement refers to the settlement for a case brought against the State of Alaska in 

2004. A trial was held in 2006, and the judge issued a decision in 2007, ruling that the state must 

set “rational educational standards” for an “adequate knowledge base,” there must be 

assessments to determine whether children learn the material described in the standards, 

funding must be adequate for schools “to provide instruction in the standards,” and the state 

has oversight of school districts to determine whether districts are fulfilling the state’s 

constitutional responsibility to “establish and maintain a system of public schools” (Moore v. 

State of Alaska, 2012; see appendix A). 

 

The 2007 decision determined that the state did have appropriate standards and assessments in 

place and that funding was adequate. However, the court determined that the state had not 

sufficiently provided support and oversight to low-performing schools, and it ordered the 

legislature to make “efforts to provide students with a ‘meaningful opportunity’ to achieve 

educational standards.” The settlement further states that between 2008 and 2010 the state was 

given time to remedy these constitutional violations; however, in 2010 the court ruled that the 

state had not done so. In addition, the court ruled that the state could not withhold high school 

diplomas from students who failed to pass the HSGQE and had not been exposed to the tested 

material on the HSGQE (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

 

From 2010 to 2012, the plaintiffs worked with the state and DEED on a settlement that provided 

remedies in the form of four educational initiatives, to be funded through an initial 

appropriation of $18 million that would lapse on June 30, 2017, if not provided to a school 

district by that date. The settlement agreement declares that “the parties have reached  

                                                   
1 The evaluation of the fourth program funded through the Moore settlement, the targeted resources 

grants (TRGs), was included in the original grant and funded separately. TRG evaluation reports for each 

of the five years of the program are available upon request from the Alaska Department of Education & 

Early Development (DEED). These reports provide detailed information about the settlement and the 

TRGs. 
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agreement to settle and dismiss this case by providing for the creation of various education 

initiatives intended to address education underachievement in the underperforming schools.” 

The settlement also created and described the Moore Collaborative Committee, which is the 

group responsible for the design and implementation of the Moore settlement programs (Moore 

v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

 
Moore Collaborative Committee 

The settlement agreement directs the creation of the Moore Collaborative Committee “to 

recommend and advise as to the program design, grant documents, funding allocations and 

implementation” of the four programs created (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012, 4.b.i). One of the 

plaintiffs in the settlement, the nonprofit organization Citizens for the Educational 

Advancement of Alaska’s Children (CEEAC), took a lead role in implementing the settlement 

agreement. CEEAC, now called the Coalition for Education Equity (CEE), was founded in the 

1990s and works through the court system, research, and advocacy to address educational 

inadequacies and help struggling schools (CEE website). CEEAC had three of the six total 

voting members on the Moore Collaborative Committee, with the remaining three selected by 

the state. 

 
Moore settlement programs 

These four programs are named in the settlement as: 

• Two-year kindergarten and related pre-literacy programs 

• Targeted resources grant fund 

• Teacher retention grant fund 

• High school graduation qualifying exam remediation reimbursement program 

 

For all programs except the teacher retention grant fund, grants were noncompetitive and 

eligible schools were defined in the settlement as the 40 schools “with the lowest scores on the 

Modified School Growth Index for the previous three years” (see appendix B for the list of 

eligible schools).2 For the teacher retention grant fund, preference was given to those 40 schools, 

but other schools were also eligible. Program funds were available through June 30, 2017. 

 

Early learning program 

The two-year kindergarten and pre-literacy program, referred to throughout this report as the 

early learning program, was designed to serve four-year-old children by supporting staffing 

and programming, either in classes designed specifically for four-year-olds or by integrating 

four-year-olds into existing kindergarten classes. Applicants could select either an early literacy 

program based in a non-school setting or a two-year kindergarten program based in a school; 

both were required to focus on literacy and intensive reading (Alaska Department of Education 

                                                   
2 The Moore settlement included an initial list of the 40 lowest performing schools, based on a three-year 

average of the Modified School Growth Score Index used for state school accountability purposes. Per the 

Moore settlement, this was a model for generating a list of 40 schools for 2013, based on an updated 

three-year average. 
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& Early Development, 2012). Programs needed to be provided for a full year, based on 

standards, designed to prepare students for kindergarten, and involve parents (Moore v. State 

of Alaska, 2012). Some districts augmented existing early learning programs in their district or 

community, while others started new programs. 

 

Funding was provided per student at a level of three-quarters of state funding for a typical 

student in the district (.75 ADM) and was contingent upon maintaining an 85 percent or higher 

average attendance rate each semester. Funding renewal was granted based on meeting the 

attendance target and demonstrating parental commitment (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

Districts were required to measure student improvement in the program through pre- and post-

assessments. DEED provided access to Teaching Strategies GOLD (TS GOLD) for this purpose, 

although many districts used other assessments (Moore Collaborative Committee, n.d.). 

 

Targeted resources 

A second program created by the settlement, the Targeted Resources Grant Fund, provided 

funding to projects “calculated and expected to increase student achievement in 

underperforming schools” (Moore v. State, 2012). These projects needed to be research-based, 

which the settlement defined as “the basis of the proposed project has been tested by an 

independent education lab or equivalent expert authority, or that the project replicates a 

successful model already used in similar circumstances” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

Projects required sustainability and evaluation components, with 10 percent of each grant 

allocated for evaluation purposes by an outside entity. 

 

Teacher retention 

Teacher retention grants were designed to address issues of “teacher job dissatisfaction (other 

than salary), as found in research” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). These were competitive 

grants and could be used for capital improvements, such as addressing housing or 

telecommunication infrastructure, or for initiatives, such as culture camps. Unlike the other 

grant programs, the teacher retention grants were open to all schools, with preference given to 

the 40 schools identified in the settlement (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

 

HSGQE remediation reimbursement 

This program “provide[d] a mechanism to partially reimburse districts for the costs of 

providing high-quality HSGQE remediation to qualifying students” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 

2012). An eligible student who qualified for reimbursement was “a junior or senior failing the 

HSGQE who attends or previously attended high school at one of the 40 lowest schools” (see 

table C1 in appendix C) (Coalition for Education Equity of Alaska, n.d.). Districts were 

responsible for identifying eligible students who “by the mid-point of their junior year of high 

school, ha[d] not passed both portions of the HSGQE” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

Reimbursable activities included remediation camps, tutoring, or similar services. Districts 

could receive up to $3,000 per student. 
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In 2014, the Alaska State Legislature passed House Bill 278, which eliminated the HSGQE 

requirement (H.R. 278, Alaska 2014; Burke, 2016). Students who had previously received a 

certificate of graduation could apply to retroactively receive a high school diploma. This 

reimbursement program was phased out after the high school exit exam requirement ceased. 

 
Grantmaking process 

The state paid a total of $18 million for the four programs described above. The money was 

allocated by the Moore Collaborative Committee, with three voting members appointed by the 

state and three by CEAAC.  

 

The committee designed most of the program details, created the grant applications and 

application process (although DEED took the lead on developing the early learning 

application), and provided final approval of the grant applications. The targeted resources and 

teacher retention applications were reviewed by an independent contractor for the first two 

funding cycles. The contractor was charged by the committee to provide third-party support in 

reviewing each proposal submitted and make recommendations to the committee on funding, 

and if needed, suggested revision for the proposal.  

 

All applications submitted to the committee were approved upon review. DEED created the 

early learning application and then distributed them to eligible districts. DEED held 

teleconference calls to discuss the requirements and expectations of the early learning grants, 

reviewed grant applications, and held follow-up calls with applicants to clarify any questions 

that were raised. The form used for HSGQE reimbursement was created by the committee. All 

subsequent processing of reimbursement requests was performed by DEED. 

 

Because the committee recognized that some districts lacked the capacity to fully investigate 

and pursue grant opportunities, it established a process from which grantees (TRG and teacher 

retention) could simply pick a preapproved vendor to expedite their application process. The 

vendor list was also created to avoid the common practice of having districts “chase money” 

without attempting to fully address their local educational issues. Potential vendors were asked 

to submit proposals to the committee, which were then screened to determine whether they 

were applicable to the program and could produce desired outcomes. 

 

A total of 26 vendors were approved. It should be noted that districts could choose any 

nonapproved vendor they wanted as long as the districts could verify in their grant application 

that the vendor had successfully worked with similar districts under similar circumstances 

(Coalition for Education Equity of Alaska, 2015). 

 

Funding 
 

Each of the four programs received funding from the $18 million total appropriation by the 

Alaska State Legislature, as detailed in the settlement. The early learning program received over 

$8 million, while the other programs and services split the remaining settlement funding. The 
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settlement funding also provided for the targeted resource grant evaluation; the post-hoc 

evaluation of the early learning, teacher retention, and HSGQE programs; and the formation 

and maintenance of the EdConnector website, a platform to help educators connect with each 

other and with educational resources (see appendix D, table D1, data source 26). A pilot study 

of educator retention in rural districts, Research-based Educator Systems Support (RESS), was 

also funded through the settlement. 

 

These additional activities were stipulated by amendments to the settlement and with the 

endorsement of the Moore Collaborative Committee. Funding for these additional activities was 

possible due to the discontinuation of the HSGQE requirement and to the fact that some schools 

did not spend all their allocated funding. This also left additional funds in the settlement to be 

allocated to other programs or used to supplement certain grants, such as early learning. 

 

Details of the money awarded to each of the four programs in each fiscal year of the settlement 

are shown below (table 1). The early learning program received the most funding over the five 

years of the settlement, at over $8.5 million, while the HSGQE reimbursement program only 

received approximately $128,000. 

 
Table 1. Moore settlement program funding by program and year 

Program 
Fiscal year 

Total 
2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 

Early learning N/A $1,942,285 $1,894,168 $2,328,533 $2,723,366 $8,888,352 

Targeted 
resources 

$991,732 $1,523,119 $1,671,442 $645,574 $180,569 $5,012,436 

Teacher 
retention 

$322,306 $1,170,342 $1,116,976 $0 $0 $2,609,624 

HSGQE $66,721 $61,650 N/A N/A N/A $128,371 

Settlement-
required support 
services* 

$0 $1,104,235 $0 $0 $256,982 $1,361,217 

Total $1,380,759 $5,801,631 $4,682,586 $2,974,107 $3,160,917 $18,000,000 
*These services were EdConnector, the Research-based Educator System Support (RESS) pilot study, and 
the evaluation of the programs. 
Note: This table includes funds awarded (new funding) and does not account for re-awarded or carryover 
funding. Early learning was not funded until the 2013-14 fiscal year. In 2015-16 and 2016-17, no additional 
funding was awarded under the teacher retention program. The HSGQE reimbursement program (High 
School Graduation Qualifying Exam) was discontinued because the exam was no longer administered after 
2013-14. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 26. 

 

Table 2 details funding awarded by program to each district. Ten districts received funding for 

early learning programs, 14 for teacher retention grants, 6 for HSGQE reimbursement, and 11 

for targeted resources grants. A total of 15 different districts received at least one type of 

funding through the settlements. Lower Kuskokwim Schools received the most total funding 
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through the settlement, while the single largest amount for any one program was to Northwest 

Arctic Borough School District for the early learning grant program. 

 
Table 2. Funding awarded by district and grant type, FY13 through FY17 

School district Targeted 
resources 

Teacher 
retention 

Early 
learning 

High school 
graduation 
qualifying 

exam 

Total 

Alaska Gateway $54,000  $44,467  $8,277  $0 $106,744  

Bering Strait $798,250  $183,300  $2,106,683  $85,599  $3,173,832  

Bristol Bay 
Borough 

$0 $229,800  $0 $0 $229,800  

Hydaburg City $0 $27,000  $0 $0 $27,000  

Iditarod Area $60,000  $77,600  $0 $0 $137,600  

Kashunamiut $0 $108,050  $330,000  $19,400  $457,450  

Lower Kuskokwim $1,753,633  0 $1,994,818  $0 $3,748,451  

Lower Yukon $871,472 $657,338  $185,000  $0 $1,713,810  

North Slope 
Borough 

$197,170  $179,600  $1,174,991  $0 $1,551,761  

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

$595,200  $359,776  $2,183,574  $0 $3,138,550  

Southeast Island $19,815  $54,000  $0 $1,863  $75,678  

Southwest Region $0 $100,000  $0 $0 $100,000  

Yukon Flats $262,708 $49,500  $542,102  $3,710  $858,020  

Yukon-Koyukuk $83,388  $403,639  $166,933  $2,806  $656,766  

Yupiit $316,800  $135,554  $195,974  $14,993  $663,321  

Total $5,012,436  $2,609,624  $8,888,352  $128,371  $16,638,783  

Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 26. 

 

Program Implementation 
 

As part of the post-hoc evaluation for the teacher retention grant, early learning grant, and 

HSGQE reimbursement programs, we conducted interviews with school district 

superintendents and staff responsible for designing and implementing these programs at their 

districts and schools. (For program implementation information for the targeted resources grant 

program, please see the previously mentioned reports for those programs.) Of the 15 districts 

that received funding under at least one of the programs, we spoke with the superintendent 

and/or another district staff member at 12 districts. Detailed information for each grant program 

is included in chapters 2, 3, and 4 of this report. 

 

A common theme from district staff interviewees across the early learning, teacher retention, 

and HSGQE programs were that these programs had made a positive impact in their schools 

and communities. However, in many cases these positive impressions were based on anecdotes 

or feedback from staff members rather than on personal experience.  
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The grants varied in their ease of implementation, with many respondents commenting on the 

early learning grant as being the most challenging in terms of application and administration 

due to requirements around parent signatures and attendance levels. A common challenge 

among grant programs was that in rural and remote schools with a small number of students, 

the funding levels provided by the grant programs may not have been adequate to serve 

student needs. Costs are high in these schools and per-student funding for two of these grant 

programs (early learning and HSGQE reimbursement) did not account for potential fixed costs 

of providing services. More detail is available in chapters 2-4 regarding successes and 

challenges for each grant program. The final chapter includes lessons learned and 

recommendations based on our interviews with district superintendents and staff members. 

 

Grantee District and School Characteristics 
 

Figure 1 displays all Alaska schools and indicates which schools received Moore funding (see 

appendix C, figures C1–C4 for maps showing recipient schools for each grant program).3 

Approximately 28 percent of Alaska school districts received funding (15 of 53 total districts) for 

use in 62 schools; districts applied for and administered the grants. Of the 15 districts that 

received at least one grant from the Moore settlement funds, thirteen had schools on the 

eligibility list and two did not have schools on the eligibility list of the lowest 40 schools in 

terms of performance (see appendix B for the list of eligible schools and appendix D, table D1, 

data sources 26, 27, and 28.). These two districts were Bristol Bay Borough and Hydaburg City, 

each of which received a teacher retention grant. Per the settlement language, schools did not 

need to be on the eligibility list for the teacher retention grant program. 

 

The schools that received funding were all located in rural areas, with all but two schools off the 

main road or ferry system. The two schools with access to the road or ferry system were Tetlin 

School in Alaska Gateway and Hydaburg School in Hydaburg. Tetlin School is connected to the 

main Alaska highway system by a 28-mile unpaved road, while Hydaburg is connected to the 

ferry system (through Craig). Both of these schools are in rural and remote areas. 

 

                                                   
3 Only five schools that were on the eligibility list for funding did not receive Moore grants, either due to 

school closure or lack of application for funding: Stevens Village School in Yukon Flats (school closed), 

Pitkas Point School in Lower Yukon (school closed), Johnnie John Sr. School in Kuspuk (did not apply), 

Crow Village Sam School in Kuspuk (did not apply), and Clarks Point School in Southwest Region 

(school closed). One school that received early learning funding in 2016-17, Circle School in Yukon Flats 

School District, was not on the Moore eligibility list. 
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Figure 1. Alaska schools receiving Moore funds by eligibility status 

 
Note: Green indicates eligibility for Moore funding. Empty circles indicate schools that received Moore 
funding and filled circles indicate schools that did not receive funding.  
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 8, 26, 27, 
28, 29, and 30. 
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Number of grant programs by district 

Table 3 shows the number of Moore grant programs by district. Fourteen districts had at least 

one school on the eligibility list in 2012 or 2013 and 13 of those received funding from a 

settlement program. Most districts with eligible schools (10 of 14) had three or four program 

types, although one district did not receive any Moore funding. Figure C5 (appendix C) 

displays a map of the schools in Alaska that received funding through any of the four Moore 

settlement programs, including the total number of grants each school received. 

 
Table 3. Number of Moore settlement programs in each district 

Number of programs through 
which district received funding 

Number of 
districts 

Districts 

0 programs 1* Kuspuk 

1 programs 3** Bristol Bay Borough, Hydaburg City, Southwest 
Region 

2 programs 2 Iditarod Area, Lower Kuskokwim 

3 programs 6 Alaska Gateway, Kashunamiut, Lower Yukon, North 
Slope Borough, Northwest Arctic Borough, Southeast 
Island 

4 programs 4 Bering Strait, Yukon Flats, Yukon-Koyukuk, Yupiit 
*One district on the eligibility list, Kuspuk School District, did not receive any grants from the Moore 
settlement. 
**Bristol Bay Borough School District and Hydaburg City School District each received a teacher retention 
grant; these districts did not have schools on the eligibility list. Being on the eligibility list was not a 
requirement for the teacher retention grant. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 26, 27, 
and 28. 

 
Districts and schools receiving grant funding 

A total of 62 schools in 15 districts received Moore funding through any of the four grants. 

Some districts, such as Yupiit, received funding at all school sites, while others, such as Alaska 

Gateway, only received funding at one school site out of many in the district. The list below 

shows each district and the number of schools that received funding out of the total schools in 

the district (using 2016-17 school counts). 

• Alaska Gateway: 1 of 7 schools 

• Bering Strait: 7 of 15 schools 

• Bristol Bay: 2 of 2 schools 

• Hydaburg City: 1 of 1 school 

• Iditarod Area: 1 of 7 schools 

• Kashunamiut: 1 of 1 school 

• Lower Kuskokwim: 11 of 27 schools 

• Lower Yukon: 10 of 10 schools 

• North Slope Borough: 3 of 11 schools 

• Northwest Arctic Borough: 5 of 12 schools 

• Southeast Island: 2 of 8 schools 
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• Southwest Region: 1 of 7 schools 

• Yukon Flats: 5 of 6 schools 

• Yukon-Koyukuk: 9 of 10 schools 

• Yupiit: 3 of 3 schools 

 
Student enrollment and socioeconomic characteristics 

Grantee schools varied in size, but most were small, with an average enrollment of about 115 to 

120 students depending on the year (table 4). The majority of grantee schools (95%) served 

grades K–12 and offered pre-K (97%). 

 
Table 4. Average K–12 student enrollment of Moore grant recipient schools by year 
Year Mean Median Minimum Maximum 

2012-13 109.9 90 11 399 
2013-14 112.0 91 12 421 
2014-15 112.8 89 11 431 

2015-16 112.8 100 9 435 
2016-17 113.7 95 12 457 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, and 26. 

 

The majority of schools served primarily Alaska Native students and students eligible for free 

or reduced-price lunch (table 5). 

 
Table 5. Average K–12 student demographic characteristics of Moore grant recipient schools by 
year 
Year Average percentage of 

Alaska Native students 
Average percentage of students 
eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch 

2012-13 94.3% 82.3% 
2013-14 93.5% 82.6% 
2014-15 93.6% 86.5% 

2015-16 92.2% 91.4% 
2016-17 92.9% 94.9% 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 26. 

 

Overview of Evaluation Strategy and Available Data 
 

Detailed information for each grant program is provided in chapters 2 (early learning), 3 

(teacher retention), and 4 (HSGQE) of this report. The final chapter includes lessons learned and 

recommendations based on our interviews with district superintendents and staff members. 

The evaluation combines quantitative analysis of available administrative data related to 

program outcomes with a qualitative analysis of stakeholder interview data. We analyzed 

administrative data, including financial reports, early learning assessments, and staffing 

records. Stakeholder interview data came from interviews with district leadership and staff 
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members at grantee districts, as well as key stakeholders involved in the Moore Collaborative 

Committee (see appendix D for more information on methods and data sources). 

 

Limitations of This Report 
 

The evaluation was designed after the completion of the Moore programs. Given its post-hoc 

nature, some historical information on the grant was not available, hard to access, or of varying 

quality. Grantees did not provide reporting on grant outcomes, and the evaluators did not have 

access to uniform information from districts about grant implementation and impact. 

 

In addition, this report focuses on the 15 districts that received Moore settlement grants. These 

districts often face high rates of staff turnover, which complicated data collection efforts. 
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Chapter 2: Early Learning Grants 

This section describes the early learning grants and details funding, application information, 

district and school characteristics, outcome data, and successes and challenges in 

implementation. The two-year kindergarten and pre-literacy program, referred to throughout 

this report as the early learning program, was designed to serve four-year-old children by 

supporting staffing and programming, either in classes designed specifically for four-year-olds 

or by integrating four-year-olds into existing kindergarten classes. Applicants representing an 

eligible school4 could select either an early literacy program based in a non-school setting or a 

two-year kindergarten program based in a school; both were required to focus on literacy and 

intensive reading (Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, 2012). Programs 

needed to be provided for a full year, based on standards, designed to prepare students for 

kindergarten, and involve parents (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). Some districts augmented 

existing early learning programs in their district or community, while others started new 

programs. 

 

Funding was provided per student at a level of three-quarters of state funding for a typical 

student in the district (.75 ADM) and was contingent upon maintaining an 85 percent or higher 

average attendance rate each semester. Funding renewal was granted based on meeting the 

attendance target and demonstrating parental commitment (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012).  

 

The early learning program continued to provide funding in 2016-17. In 2017-18, the Moore 

bridge grants were disbursed to help the Moore early learning programs transition to the state 

pre-elementary grant program.5 These bridge grants are not included in this evaluation as they 

are not part of the settlement funding. 

 

Funding 
 

All districts that received an early learning grant had at least one other grant program funded 

through the Moore settlement. Ten districts received funding from the Moore early learning 

grant program from 2013-14 through 2016-17 (see table C2 in appendix C for funding detail): 

1. Alaska Gateway 

2. Bering Strait 

                                                   
4 The Moore settlement included an initial list of the 40 lowest performing schools, based on a three-year 

average of the Modified School Growth Score Index used for state school accountability purposes. Per the 

Moore settlement, this was a model for generating a list of 40 schools for 2013, based on an updated 

three-year average. See appendix B for this list. 
5 The legislature allocated an additional $1.2 million, which was awarded to eight districts: Bering Strait, 

Kashunamiut, Lower Kuskokwim, Lower Yukon, North Slope Borough, Northwest Arctic Borough, 

Yukon-Koyukuk, and Yupiit. Under these bridge grants, 434 children were served in the first three 

months of the 2017-18 school year (Alaska State Board of Education & Early Development, 2017). 
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3. Kashunamiut 

4. Lower Kuskokwim 

5. Lower Yukon 

6. North Slope Borough 

7. Northwest Arctic Borough 

8. Yukon Flats 

9. Yukon-Koyukuk 

10. Yupiit 

 

Applications 
 

Across 10 districts, 23 applications were submitted, either for individual schools or for a set of 

schools that were all on the eligibility list.6 A total of 35 schools received early learning funding. 

Some districts added schools to their programs after the initial application. The application 

information we have is not complete due to these additions, but what follows is a summary of 

the information we have from those districts that applied for and received funding. (For more 

information regarding early learning applications, see appendix D, table D1, data source 24.) 

This summary provides insight into what districts planned to do with their funds for the early 

learning program. 

 

The early learning program was divided into two parts: pre-literacy or two-year kindergarten. 

We can determine which program type was intended from the grant application, but we do not 

have this information for all funded programs. Of the 23 total applications analyzed by 

Education Northwest, 15 were submitted in 2013-14, 5 in 2014-15, and 3 in 2015-16. In 2013-14, 8 

applications were for the pre-literacy program and 7 were for a two-year kindergarten program. 

In subsequent fiscal years, however, there was only one application each year for a pre-literacy 

program, indicating that two-year kindergarten programs were more popular among grantee 

districts. 

 

For each of the two types of programs, early learning grantees could have a partner 

organization. Most two-year kindergarten programs planned to have no partner, while two 

programs planned to partner with their local Head Start program and three programs planned 

to partner with an existing early education program funded through an Alaska Native 

Education (ANE) grant. For pre-literacy programs, 6 of 15 applications said the school planned 

to partner with their local Head Start program, while four applications planned to partner with 

a local program funded by an ANE federal grant and five districts did not plan to partner. 

 

Table 6 shows the number of schools served for each district by planned program type (as 

described in their application). For the early learning grants, schools had to be on the eligibility 

                                                   
6 One school submitted an application in 2013-14 but was not funded. Information from this application 

was not included in the analysis. 
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list, so districts were constrained in terms of the number of schools for which they could apply 

for funding. 

 
Table 6. Distribution of type of early learning program based on funded applications 

District Number of schools 
served by early 
learning program 

Number of schools identified in funded 
applications as a specific program type 

Pre-literacy program Two-year kindergarten 

Alaska Gateway 1 1 0 

Bering Strait  7 4 1 

Kashunamiut  1 0 1 

Lower Kuskokwim  8 4 4 

Lower Yukon  2 0 0 

North Slope Borough  3 0 2 

Northwest Arctic 
Borough  

5 0 4 

Yukon Flats  3 0 2 

Yukon-Koyukuk  2 0 2 

Yupiit  3 3 0 
Note: Some applications did not specify which program type was planned for each school, and thus the 
program type counts may not sum to the total schools served. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 24 and 
26. 

 

In their applications, each district included the number of potential four-year-old children who 

would be served by the proposed program. Across the 23 funded applications analyzed by 

Education Northwest, 117 children were planned to be served by pre-literacy programs, while 

152 were planned to be served by two-year kindergarten programs. 

 

Sixteen of the 23 applications indicated that the site location for the early learning program was 

in a school; four applications explicitly indicated that the program space that would be used 

was established through previous federal grant funds. For one pre-literacy application, the site 

location was unclear. Five two-year kindergarten applications indicated the program site was in 

the Head Start building. One pre-literacy program indicated both a school and a Head Start 

building, depending on whether the program was occurring during the school year or in the 

summer. 

 

Of the 23 applications submitted, six applications from two districts included detailed budgets. 

Five of these detailed budgets indicated funding would be used to provide a teacher’s salary 

and benefits/professional development support. 

 

Only a few applications indicated that a district did not already have an early learning program 

in place. Instead, most applications described how the district would leverage existing 

structures and partnerships, such as with Head Start, for classroom space, furniture, or 
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curricula. Other applications described using the Moore funding to help continue paying for an 

Early Childhood Education-certified teacher after previous federal grants had ended. 

 

Twelve applications indicated that the district would be using a comprehensive curriculum 

(combining math and literacy), such as Curiosity Corner (five applications), DLM Early Express 

(2 applications), Creative Curriculum (one application), a Montessori framework (one 

application), and a modification to Ready! Kindergarten (one application) (see table 7). Two 

applications did not name their comprehensive curriculum. Eleven sites indicated using 

separate curricula for literacy and mathematics. Literacy curriculum included: Language & 

Literacy: Creative Curriculum, Little Treasures, StoryTown for Literacy, and StoryTown Splash 

into Pre-K. Math curriculum included: Everyday Math (EDM), Big Math for Little Kids, and 

Math Connects Pre-K. Eight of the 11 applications indicated planned use of Miklenguut 

Pitekluki: For the Children, a cultural resource-based curriculum. Three applications mentioned 

use of a positive behavioral intervention and support (PBIS) curriculum to be used in tandem 

with other materials. 

 
Table 7. Planned curriculum per early learning program applications and program type 

Curriculum type indicated on application Two-year kindergarten Pre-literacy program 

Comprehensive curriculum 6 6 

Composite of specific math and literary curriculum 4 7 

Culturally based or Alaska Native language curriculum 5 6 

PBIS (Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports) 2 1 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 24. 

 

All 23 applications indicated that the district would mirror the normal school schedule. Sixteen 

applications mentioned planning for services five days per week and the remainder planned to 

be available four days per week. Of the four-day programs, some applications indicated a play 

group or other activities on Fridays. Twenty-one of 23 applications included either the number 

of hours per day or a daily schedule in which hours could be calculated. Hours ranged from 3.5 

to 6.5 hours per day across the programs, with some including a lunch period. 

 

Across the applications, there were a variety of assessments indicated, including observation 

protocols. In addition to TS GOLD, other assessments identified within the applications 

included: 

• PPVT (16 total, 8 pre-literacy and 8 two-year kindergarten) 

• Dial 3 or 4 (11 total, 5 pre-literacy and 6 two-year kindergarten) 

• PALS-Pre K (8 total, 4 pre-literacy and 4 two-year kindergarten) 

• W-APT (6 total, 3 pre-literacy and 3 two-year kindergarten) 

• Yup'ik Proficiency Test Level 1 (6 total, 3 pre-literacy and 3 two-year kindergarten) 

• MAP (1 total, two-year kindergarten) 

• Kindergarten READY! Assessment (1 total, pre-literacy) 

• Alaska Developmental Profile (ADP) (2 total, two-year kindergarten) 
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• ECERS-R (Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale) (2 total, two-year kindergarten) 

 

District and School-Level Characteristics and Outcomes 
 

Figure C1 in appendix C displays the 35 schools that received early learning grant funding. The 

schools that received early learning funding were located in rural areas, with all but one school 

located in a remote area and off the main road system. Tetlin School is on the road system but is 

still relatively remote, with its connection to the main road system a 28-mile unpaved road. 

 

On average, early learning grantee schools served roughly eight preschoolers and about 11 

kindergarteners each year (table 8). These schools had approximately 117 to 126 K–12 students 

total, on average, each year. 

 
Table 8. Average pre-K and kindergarten enrollment of schools that received Moore early learning 
funds, by year 
Year Number of grant 

recipient 
schools 

Average pre-K 
enrollment 

Average 
kindergarten 
Enrollment 

Average total K–12 
enrollment 

2012-13 0 7.9 11.2 117.8 
2013-14 16 8.3 11.0 121.0 
2014-15 29 7.5 11.9 122.0 
2015-16 26 9.1 12.0 122.6 
2016-17 30 8.3 11.5 126.0 
Note: Enrolled students in pre-K include those in Moore-funded early learning programs but may include 
additional students receiving other services. 2012-13 is provided to compare the baseline year used in 
analysis. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, and 26. 

 

The majority of early learning grantee schools served primarily Alaska Native students and 

students who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (table 9). 

 
Table 9. Average K–12 student demographic characteristics of Moore early learning grant 
recipient schools, by year 
Year Average percentage of 

Alaska Native students 
Average percentage of students eligible for 

free or reduced-price lunch 
2012-13 99.4% 83.0% 
2013-14 98.9% 84.1% 
2014-15 99.1% 88.2% 

2015-16 98.0% 91.3% 
2016-17 98.4% 94.6% 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 26. 

 

We examined ADP data to track whether students in early learning grantee schools 

demonstrated any improvement in kindergarten readiness over time. Of the 35 schools that had 

received early learning funding, 14 received four years of funding, 8 received three years of 

funding, 8 received two years of funding, and 5 received a single year of funding (with 3 of 

those receiving funding in the 2016-17 school year). In the analyses below, we only included 
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schools that received more than one year of early learning funding, given that we would not be 

able to identify changes in outcomes for schools whose first year of the program was 2016-17 

(since our latest year of ADP data is 2016-17). We also did not include the other two schools 

with a single year given that their programs did not continue and we would not expect short-

term early learning programs to impact students in measurable ways. 

 

The ADP is an observational tool administered by teachers to all kindergarteners at the 

beginning of the school year, and thus data were available for all schools in the state, regardless 

of whether a Moore grantee school had indicated they were using the ADP as an assessment. 

Teachers rate kindergarteners in 13 goal areas within five domains (physical well-being, health, 

and motor development; social and emotional development; approaches to learning; cognition 

and general knowledge; communication, language, and literacy; see table 10 for the individual 

goal area descriptions). There are three possible ratings teachers can give students: a rating of 0 

indicates a student does not demonstrate the goal indicators, a rating of 1 indicates the student 

is progressing toward the goal indicators, and a rating of 2 indicates the student consistently 

demonstrates the goal indicators. Table 11 displays the average percentage of kindergarteners 

within Moore early learning grant recipient schools that received 0’s for each goal. We focused 

on the percent of students receiving 0 as a simple way to measure whether more students were 

receiving higher scores over time (1s and 2s). 
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Table 10. Average percentage of kindergarteners receiving 0’s across Moore early learning 
grantees by goal area in 2016-17 
ADP goal area Average percentage of 

students receiving 0’s 

Goal 1: Demonstrates strength and coordination of large motor muscles. 1.8% 

Goal 2: Demonstrates strength and coordination of small motor muscles. 3.5% 

Goal 3: Participates positively in group activities. 5.3% 

Goal 4: Regulates their feelings and impulses. 5.2% 

Goal 5: Shows curiosity and interest in learning new things and having new 
experiences. 

17.6% 

Goal 6: Sustains attention to tasks and persists when facing challenges. 7.5% 

Goal 7: Demonstrates knowledge of numbers and counting. 12.4% 

Goal 8: Sorts, classifies, and organizes objects. 14.1% 

Goal 9: Uses receptive communication skills. 5.3% 

Goal 10: Uses expressive communication skills. 12.1% 

Goal 11: Demonstrates phonological awareness. 19.8% 

Goal 12: Demonstrates awareness of print concepts. 11.9% 

Goal 13: Demonstrates knowledge of letters and symbols (alphabet 
knowledge). 

17.7% 

Note: This analysis includes a total of 307 students from Moore early learning grantee schools that received 
more than one year of funding and had ADP data in 2016-17. Excluded from this analysis are ADP data 
from 54 students enrolled in Moore early learning grantee schools that received a single year of funding 
(Tetlin, Chief Paul Memorial, Hooper Bay, Sheldon Point, and Circle schools). 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 1, 7, and 
26. 

 

To understand the number of students entering kindergarten lacking preparation, we calculated 

the percentage of students within the school scoring 0 (“does not demonstrate”) on each goal for 

each year. We then calculated the difference between this percentage for the most recent year of 

data (2016-17) compared to 2012-13, which we used as a baseline given that this was prior to 

distribution of any Moore early learning funding. 

 

On average, Moore early learning grantees showed decreases in the percentage of 

kindergarteners receiving 0s on all but 3 goals (figure 2), indicating improvement over time. For 

instance, the biggest decrease was for goal 12, which saw a nearly 10 percent drop from 2012-13 

to 2016-17. For each goal, we analyzed whether this difference in percentage points was 
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significantly different from zero. Goals 3 and 4 were significant (as indicated by a symbol next 

to the goal number in the figure). 

 
Figure 2. Change in the percentage of kindergarteners receiving 0s, 2013 to 2017 

 
⃰ Indicates p ≤ .05. 
† indicates p≤.10. 
Note: This analysis includes a total of 301 students from Moore early learning grantee schools that had ADP 
data in 2012-13 and a total of 307 students in 2016-17. This analysis excludes ADP data for students from 
Moore early learning grantee schools that received a single year of funding (58 students in 2012-13 and 54 
students in 2016-17).  
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 1, 7, and 
26.  

 

Next, we examined the same ADP summary statistics that DEED reports. Following DEED’s 

reporting conventions, we calculated the percentage of kindergarteners within each school who 

received ratings of 2 (i.e., “consistently demonstrates”) for all 13 goals, as well for at least 11 of 

the 13 goals. We averaged these percentages for Moore early learning grantees and compared 

them to other schools. In contrast to the more fine-grained analyses above, which focused on the 

percentage of students demonstrating a lack of preparation on each goal, these summary 

statistics highlight the percentage of students entering kindergarten with a high level of 

readiness overall. Thus, it is possible that shifts over time in the percentage of students entering 

kindergarten with a lack of readiness on individual goals might not result in changes in the 

overall level of readiness when considering results across goals. 

 

Figures 3 and 4 display the average ADP summary percentages from 2012-13 to 2016-17 for 

Moore early learning grantees relative to statewide averages, district neighbor schools that did 

not receive early learning funding, and schools that were similar to Moore grantees in terms of 
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enrollment size, locale, and student demographic characteristics. As these figures show, 

although analysis of the individual goals described above indicates that Moore early learning 

grantee schools showed small improvements relative to their own baseline scores in multiple 

goal areas, overall, Moore early learning grantees tended to have lower average ADP summary 

scores compared to statewide averages, district neighbors, and similar schools.7 In addition, 

figures 3 and 4 show that the percentage of kindergarteners consistently demonstrating skills in 

all 13 goal areas, as well as in 11 of 13 goal areas, decreased from 2012-13 to 2016-17. 

 
Figure 3. Percentages of kindergarteners consistently demonstrating skills in all 13 goal areas of 
the Alaska Developmental Profile 

 
Note: On average across years, the total number of students in this analysis, by each category, were: 9,175 
students statewide; 744 students in district neighbor schools; 345 students in similar schools; and 308 
students in Moore early learning grantee schools with more than one year of funding.  
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 1, 7, and 
26.  

 

                                                   
7 Schools were deemed similar to Moore early learning grantees if they were located in a rural remote 

locale, had an on-site pre-K program, and were small in size (maximum enrollment cutoff was set at the 

75th percentile of Moore early learning grantee schools). 
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Figure 4. Percentage of kindergarteners consistently demonstrating skills in at least 11 goal areas 
of the Alaska Developmental Profile 

 
Note: On average across years, the total number of students in this analysis, by each category, were: 9,175 
students statewide; 744 students in district neighbor schools; 345 students in similar schools; and 308 
students in Moore early learning grantee schools with more than one year of funding.  
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 1, 7, and 
26. 

 

Districts were required to measure student improvement in the program through pre- and post-

assessments. DEED provided access to Teaching Strategies GOLD (TS GOLD) for this purpose, 

although many districts used other assessments (Moore Collaborative Committee, n.d.). TS 

GOLD collects observation assessments in four developmental domains (cognitive, language, 

literacy, and mathematics) that are broken down into objectives. Teachers record TS GOLD data 

for pre-K students in fall and spring. 

 

To assess whether Moore early learning programming increased young children’s kindergarten 

readiness, we examined the difference in the percentage of children meeting or exceeding 

expectations for each objective and then created a composite measure averaging the difference 

from fall to spring for each year across all TS GOLD objectives. 

 

These data had several limitations. First, they did not include all students who received pre-K 

services funded by Moore early learning grants (several Moore early learning recipient districts 

did not collect TS GOLD data). Second, selected domains within the observational tool could 

differ between districts (districts could select which items to include). Third, the same group of 

students was not necessarily present in the fall and spring sample. 
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For these reasons, strong conclusions should not be drawn from these data. That said, as shown 

in figure 5, it does appear that the percentage of children meeting or exceeding TS Gold 

objectives increased from fall to spring in each year. 

 
Figure 5. Change in percentage of students who met or exceeded TS GOLD objectives for Moore 
early learning grantees, by year (fall to spring) 

 
Note: This analysis includes TS GOLD data from Moore early learning grantees with the following numbers 
of students: for 2013-14, 9 students in fall and 10 students in spring; for 2014-15, 20 students in fall and 17 
students in spring; for 2015-16, 33 students in fall and 6 students in spring; for 2016-17, 42 students in fall 
and 93 students in spring. 
Source: Author analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 5 and 26. 
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with each school site to create a tailored plan by talking with local staff and community 
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Start program. Other districts worked with different local partners, and some districts worked 

with multiple partners due to differences in local partners within each community. 

 
Successes in implementing the grant 

Nearly all interviewees expressed that the early learning grants had been a success for their 

district in that the grants had helped them provide early learning services for more children. 

Interviewees also cited increased kindergarten readiness and differences in kindergarten 

readiness between students attending early learning programs and those who did not attend as 

evidence of success for this grant program. Districts measured student progress using different 

assessments, including Peabody, TS GOLD, and the ADP, as well as through anecdotal reports 

of increased readiness among students. 

 

Kids who were in the program were significantly more ready to enter kindergarten or 

first grade than their peers who didn’t participate in early childhood education. 

 —Interviewee 

 

We’ve seen some positive results, ensuring that [a majority of] kids are ready for 

kindergarten and have access. 

 —Interviewee 

 

District interviewees said that these programs helped parents understand the value of 

education and helped children get used to school. One interviewee remarked that this grant 

program helped to align their early learning program with the kindergarten curriculum, leading 

to a difference in kindergarten readiness among students who attended the early learning 

program. These grants also helped to fund certified preschool teachers at some schools that did 

not previously have certified early learning staff members. 

 

One interviewee remarked that the ability to provide early intervention in preschool for 

students with Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) was particularly powerful because it 

helped address issues before they caused a student to fall behind academically. Because of this 

grant program, the district was able to reach more children, and it has seen positive results, 

particularly for students with IEPs. 

 

In January 2017, the grantees for this program came together as a group to share information 

and knowledge and to co-plan for their programs. One interviewee remarked that they 

appreciated the opportunity to come together as a cohort to share knowledge, while another 

expressed a desire to be able to share knowledge more frequently. 

 

We asked interviewees about variations in success across program sites. Many district 

interviewees remarked that the success varied by community, with more engaged communities 

being more successful. Some interviewees discussed how the grant did not have an explicit 

component to promote parent engagement, and thus it was the communities that were already 
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engaged that were the most successful. Other sources of funding were used in some districts for 

parent engagement purposes, which reportedly complemented the Moore funding. 

 

The community was very excited to have the opportunity to send their kids to the big 

school and to get their children acclimated before [kindergarten]. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Another area of success mentioned by interviewees was the ability to have a principal that was 

trained in elementary-level education. One interviewee theorized that this made the principal 

more in tune with early learning programs and that they had the necessary background to 

successfully collaborate with early child education staff members. 

 

Overall, interviewees expressed a desire to sustain the early learning programs that have been 

funded by these grants. 

 

The Moore early literacy funding has made a difference. 

 Interviewee 

 
Challenges in implementing the grant 

A common challenge cited by respondents was the difficulty in implementing a pre-K program 

in a rural area. Respondents talked about difficulties in finding space to hold the program and 

the challenges in finding qualified staff members. Some districts mentioned that they had to use 

uncertified teachers or aides to staff their programs and that teacher turnover exacerbated the 

issue of finding staff. 

 

The challenges with preschools in rural Alaska are numerous. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Another challenge related to the rural isolation of many Alaska communities was that the small 

number of children in the right age group for the program could make it financially 

unsustainable or infeasible. The structure of the grant was to provide per-student funding, 

which in rural schools with small numbers of students can result in insufficient funding to start 

a program. One interviewee suggested that for future programs, the grant should provide a 

lump sum to start up a program and then add-on funding per student, representing the reality 

of fixed costs for a program (e.g., the cost of hiring a teacher). 

 

In the future, they need to look at [funding] holistically and not just per student. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Related issues included the paperwork involved (for parent signatures and attendance 

requirement), which required more staff hours than were feasible given the small funding 

amount. In addition, the funding wasn’t distributed until the school year had started. This 

funding timeline meant that districts had to hire a teacher before they knew whether they had 
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received funding or the grant, or wait and attempt to hire a teacher mid-year, which is 

challenging and may not lead to a pool of the best candidates.  

 

District staff members also mentioned that it is challenging to establish a program if funding 

doesn’t come until after the school year has started and that this can lead to issues in 

implementation. Similarly, some respondents mentioned that the ability to modify the program 

each year, combined with leadership and staff turnover, caused instability in these programs in 

certain schools. 

 

Another concern cited by respondents was the strict grant requirements about allowable 

activities. Some districts discovered barriers to school readiness that could have been better 

addressed through other types of early intervention or early learning programs, but these 

weren’t allowable under the grant structure. As a result, some programs were unable to address 

a greater need for their communities, which could have made a larger impact on school 

readiness. 

 

A related concern was the challenge of determining whether the program was actually helping 

children. Interviewees said it had been difficult to select an appropriate assessment to gauge 

school readiness. This was exacerbated by a lack of formal data collection or reporting 

requirements on the outcomes of these grants, which made it difficult for interviewees to know 

whether the program was having a positive impact. 

 

As mentioned above, many districts partnered with a local Head Start program. Interviewees 

mentioned that these partnerships posed some challenges, as the Head Start staff members 

didn’t understand the funding restrictions of the grant. In addition, Head Start programs have 

different rules and requirements, particularly around staffing and teacher certification. One 

district mentioned that they purposefully partnered with the local Head Start program because 

they did not want to “compete” for the few preschool-aged children in the community, 

although this partnership posed several logistical challenges. 

 

Overall, many respondents felt that the grant provided funding for the program itself but didn’t 

help to overcome other barriers that their communities face in successfully engaging in an early 

learning program. These respondents stated that having more district input on programs and 

activities would have been beneficial. Many of the early learning grantee schools are in 

communities with many dual-language learner children, which can complicate efforts to select 

an appropriate curriculum or program. Respondents mentioned that many homes don’t have a 

print-rich environment and that there were challenges with sustaining parent involvement. 

 

The pre-K program … didn’t consult directly with districts very much when they were 

developing these solutions. 

 —Interviewee 
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Another barrier to successful implementation is that families may have long distances to travel 

to bring their children to the program, which can result in absenteeism. These absenteeism 

problems caused issues for some schools with the Moore funding requirements of 85 percent 

average attendance. Some respondents also discussed issues with having attendance paperwork 

for a program that is the first exposure some families have to the education system. These 

respondents said they would have preferred a program that was better adapted to local culture 

and eased parents into the school system. 

 

 The 85 percent attendance threshold has been difficult to maintain at the smaller sites, as 

the attendance of one or two children has a significant impact on the overall attendance 

numbers. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Interviewees cited the need for professional development (PD) for prekindergarten teachers and 

staff members, which was not explicitly provided by the grant. There are also challenges related 

to scheduling PD, as evenings and weekends lead to low participation, and to the cost of 

providing PD to rural remote communities. 

 

If you can’t get highly trained people, then you have to provide PD to get them there. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Finally, multiple interviewees said the early learning grant program had made positive changes 

in their communities and schools, but that ideally this type of program could start even earlier 

for their students. 

 

The sooner we can have access to those kids in an educational setting, the sooner we can 

start building their skills. Especially in our rural communities, our high-poverty areas … 

it is incredibly important to make sure we have programs that can help those kids from 

birth to age 5. 

 —Interviewee 
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Chapter 3: Teacher Retention Grants 

This section describes the teacher retention grants and details funding, application information, 

district and school characteristics, outcome data, and successes and challenges in 

implementation. Teacher retention grants were designed to address issues of “teacher job 

dissatisfaction (other than salary), as found in research” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012; see 

appendix A). These were competitive grants and could be used for capital improvements, such 

as addressing housing or telecommunication infrastructure, or on initiatives, such as culture 

camps. Unlike the other Moore grant programs, the teacher retention grants were open to all 

schools, with preference given to the 40 schools identified in the settlement8 (Moore v. State of 

Alaska, 2012).  

 

 
Teacher retention grant funds were used to upgrade teacher housing in Tetlin. Upgrades included improved 
insulation and new arctic entries, flooring, light fixtures, cabinets, and incinerating toilets. 
Photo credit: Scott MacManus. 
 
 

                                                   
8 The Moore settlement included an initial list of the 40 lowest performing schools, based on a 

three-year average of the Modified School Growth Score Index used for state school 

accountability purposes. Per the Moore settlement, this was a model for generating a list of 40 

schools for 2013, based on an updated three-year average. See appendix B for this list and 

appendix D, table D1, data sources 26, 27, and 28. 
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Teacher housing in Twin Hills was replaced using this grant. This photo shows the back of Twin Hills school, the 
playground, and the old teacher housing. 
Photo credit: David Piazza (May 14, 2013). 
 

 
Teacher housing in Twin Hills was replaced using this grant. This photo shows one of the two new teacher housing 
units. 
Photo credit: David Piazza (May 12, 2015). 
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Teacher housing in Twin Hills was replaced using this grant. This photo shows the community of Twin Hills with the 
two blue teacher housing buildings in the center of the photograph. 
Photo credit: David Piazza (May 12, 2015). 

 

Funding 
 

Requirements for receiving the teacher retention grants were not limited to the eligibility lists; 

any school with “high teacher turnover and low test scores” could apply (Coalition for 

Education Equity of Alaska, n.d.). Twelve of the 14 districts who had schools on the eligibility 

list for the other grant programs applied for teacher retention funds. Two additional districts, 

Bristol Bay Borough and Hydaburg City, did not have schools on the eligibility list but applied 

and received teacher retention funding. Southwest Region, a district with one eligible school, 

only applied for and received teacher retention funding. Nine of the districts who received 

teacher retention funding also received early learning funding. 

 

Fourteen districts received funding: Alaska Gateway, Bering Strait, Bristol Bay, Hydaburg City, 

Iditarod Area, Kashunamiut, Lower Yukon, North Slope Borough, Northwest Arctic Borough, 

Southeast Island, Southwest Region, Yukon Flats, Yukon-Koyukuk, and Yupiit (see tables C4 

and C5 in appendix C for more detail). 

 

Applications 
 

Fourteen districts submitted either school-level or district-level applications for teacher 

retention funding, for a total of 30 applications. (For more information see appendix D, table D1, 

data source 25.) Nine districts submitted individual school applications. The applications 

detailed planned projects, including building or renovating housing or providing a cultural 

experience to help integrate and orient teachers to the community. Of the 12 applications from 
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seven districts that focused solely on housing, the range of efforts included repair and upgrade 

of housing, safety of housing, and improving the quality of housing: 

• Repair/upgrade 

o Upgrade to incinerating toilets 

o Addition of insulation foam 

o Addition of arctic entries 

o Upgrade to LED lights 

• Safety/security 

o Replace all entry doors with steel frames 

o Upgrade window coverings to clear polycarbonate 

• Housing replacement/additional units 

o Construction of modular teacher housing (duplex) 

o Construction of four-bedroom teacher housing unit 

 

Seven districts requested funds for a cultural experience. Table C6 in appendix C describes the 

different proposed cultural experiences—called “culture camps,” orientations, or inductions—

for each district. The length of the cultural experiences varied, with many lasting one week and 

some including additional days past the camp for higher education credit attached to 

orientation. Three of the seven districts offered college credit for teachers attached to their 

program offering. Five of the seven applications explicitly indicated involvement of elders as 

part of their proposed cultural experience. 

 

Five districts indicated in their applications that they intended to use the teacher retention 

funds for multiple other activities in addition to the cultural experiences and housing 

improvements. Table C7 in appendix C details these activities and which districts planned to 

implement them. These additional activities included: 

• Improving teacher access to the internet by connecting teacher housing to the school 

network, providing an allowance for internet costs, or updating satellite infrastructure 

• Providing access to a vehicle in the school community for personal and school-related 

transportation needs 

• Funding quality of life improvements, such as importing food items not available at their 

locale, updating furnishing for their housing units, and providing access to satellite 

television 

• Providing a travel allowance for teachers to attend professional development or to visit 

friends/family 

• Providing a freight allowance for teachers to bring items with them to school locations (as 

baggage/moving costs can be high) 

• Funding a non-teaching principal to allow current teachers to focus on teaching rather 

than administration 
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For the teacher retention grants, the Moore Collaborative Committee reviewed and 

preapproved vendor proposals to provide services under this grant (Coalition for Education 

Equity of Alaska, 2013). There were four preapproved vendors for this grant. Districts had the 

option to submit or modify one of the four preapproved vendor proposals or to create their own 

proposal and find their own vendor(s), if needed. Two districts used one of the preapproved 

proposals (Clune, 2014). 

 

Applications for teacher retention funds also indicated whether they were leveraging other 

funds for their actions. Examples of this include: 

• District-provided labor to reduce costs for maintenance 

• Alaska Native Education Grant match for food and travel for the cultural experience 

• Funds from mining company with local operations 

• Leveraging sustainable construction and alternative energy grants 

• Alaska’s Cultural Heritage In Education is Vital for Excellence (ACHIEVE) grant 

 

Applications also included the expected outcomes after the proposed activities were completed, 

which focused on improved recruitment and retention. Many districts focused on improved 

housing and amenities as a tool to recruit and retain more qualified staff.  

 

Adding a new housing unit to the school's current selection will significantly impact the 

district's ability to retain and attract highly qualified staff. 

 —Application, see appendix D, table D1, data source 25 

 

Districts’ stated goals in proposing a cultural experience were to increase teachers’ cross-

cultural understanding of their school and community and thus help integrate teachers into the 

community and improve their cultural sensitivity in the classroom. For those districts that 

proposed other activities in addition to housing improvements or a cultural experience, these 

applications detailed an expected increase in teacher retention by reducing their sense of 

isolation and improving their ability to integrate with the community. 

 

We feel that providing a differential will both make our educators feel valued by the 

district and alleviate some of the anxiety they may feel about living in our geographically 

isolated community, which will in turn increase our overall rate of teacher retention. 

 —Application, see appendix D, table D1, data source 25 

 

District and School-Level Characteristics and Outcomes 
 

Figure C2 in appendix C displays schools that received teacher retention funding. The schools 

that received teacher retention funding were located in rural areas, with all but two schools off 

the main road or ferry system. The two schools with access to the road or ferry system were 

Tetlin School in Alaska Gateway and Hydaburg School in Hydaburg. Tetlin School is connected 
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to the main Alaska highway system by a 28-mile unpaved road, while Hydaburg is connected 

to the ferry system (through Craig). Both of these schools are in rural and remote areas. 

 

On average, teacher retention grantee schools had between 105 and 132 K–12 students in each 

year of the grant funding. Across the years, the minimum K–12 enrollment level was 9 students 

and the maximum was 457 (table 11). 

 
Table 11. K–12 enrollment average, minimum, and maximum of schools that received Moore 
teacher retention funds by year 

Year 
Minimum K–12 

enrollment 
Maximum K–12 

enrollment 
Median K–12 
enrollment 

Average total K–
12 enrollment 

2012-13 41 249 102.0 117.8 
2013-14 16 318 107.0 124.0 
2014-15 11 431 69.5 105.4 
2015-16 9 435 81.5 105.8 
2016-17 16 457 129.0 132.2 
Note: Schools included in table are those that received  new and/or carryover funding. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, and 26. 

 

The majority of teacher retention grantee schools served primarily Alaska Native students and 

students who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (table 12). 

 
Table 12. Average K–12 student demographic characteristics of Moore teacher retention grant 
recipient schools by year 
Year Average percentage of Alaska 

Native students 
Average percentage of students eligible for 

free or reduced-price lunch 
2012-13 90.1% 77.7% 
2013-14 85.8% 78.8% 
2014-15 90.7% 84.1% 

2015-16 88.9% 91.9% 
2016-17 89.8% 96.2% 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 26. 

 

Teacher retention grantee schools had between 1 and 31 teachers across all years of the grant, 

with an average ranging from 9 to 11 among schools receiving grant funds in a given year (table 

13). Among schools that had received any teacher retention funding, there were a total of 437 

teachers in the 2016-17 school year—about 5 percent of the state’s approximately 8,000 teachers. 

Over the five years examined in this analysis, the total number of teachers at these grantee 

schools shrank from 455 in 2012-13 to 437 in 2016-17. This represents a decrease of about 4 

percent, in contrast to the state teaching force, which remained stable during this time period. 

 

In these calculations, retention is defined as the number of returning teachers in a given year 

divided by the number of total teachers in the prior year. We found retention varied between 0 

percent of teachers (as in, no teachers returned and all were new teachers) to 100 percent of 

teachers (as in, all teachers returned and none were new teachers), with an average of 55 to 65 

percent across all five years (table 13). The average retention rate of teachers increased by 9.8 
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percentage points during the five years of the grant among grantee schools, while among all 

schools in the state, there was only a 0.6 percentage point change in the average retention rate 

from 2012-13 to 2016-17 (from 73.4 to 74.0 percent of teachers retained; table 14). The average for 

teacher retention grantee schools during these five years was unstable, with jumps of up to 8 

percentage points between years (table 13). Examining the average retention rate among all 

grant recipient schools over time, rather than examining the set of schools receiving funding in 

each year, we see steady retention rates over time (table 14). Similarly, the state school-level 

average remained steady during that time period, as did the average rate among a set of 

comparison schools located in rural remote areas that did not receive Moore grant funding. 

 
Table 13. Number of teachers and retention rates at Moore teacher retention funding recipient 
schools (annual grant receipt), by year 
Year Number of funding 

recipient schools 
(annual) with 
retention data 

Average 
number of 
teachers 

Minimum 
retention 

rate 

Maximum 
retention rate 

Average teacher 
retention rate in 

schools 
receiving funds 

2012-13 9 11.3 0.0% 80.0% 55.2% 
2013-14 21 10.8 33.3% 100.0% 62.9% 
2014-15 44 9.7 0.0% 100.0% 59.3% 
2015-16 44 9.4 0.0% 84.6% 57.7% 
2016-17 28 11 16.7% 100.0% 65.0% 
Note: Schools included in this table received new or carryover funding in the specified year. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 4 and 26. 

 
Table 14. Teacher retention rates at Moore teacher retention grant recipient schools (ever received 
grant), similar schools, and the state, by year 
Year Average teacher retention 

rate among schools ever 
receiving grant funds 

Average teacher 
retention rate among 
comparison schools 

State retention 
rate 

2012-13 56.8% 64.4% 74.0% 
2013-14 60.0% 67.5% 75.0% 
2014-15 59.2% 60.5% 73.9% 
2015-16 58.1% 68.7% 73.0% 
2016-17 57.2% 65.1% 73.4% 
Note: 46 schools which received teacher retention funding at some point during the grant period are 
included in the second column, while 83 to 88 similar schools are included in the third column and 459 to 
465 schools are included in the last column, depending on the year. Comparison schools are those located 
in a rural remote area with a student enrollment in kindergarten through grade 12 of less than 179 (the 75th 
percentile of enrollment in Moore teacher retention grantee schools in 2015). These similar schools did not 
receive Moore grant funding in any of the four programs.  
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 4 and 26. 

 

We calculated the change in retention over the five years analyzed for each school in the state, 

taking the retention percentage in 2016-17 and subtracting the retention percentage in 2012-13. 

In this calculation, neither the Moore teacher retention grantee schools nor the state showed any 

difference in the average change in retention over time.  

 

Across retention and other measures, we also compared the grantee schools to a group of 83–88 

schools (depending on the year in question) that were similar across multiple characteristics. 

This comparison group consisted of schools located in rural, remote areas that had K–12 student 
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enrollment levels of less than 179 (the 75th percentile of teacher retention grantees) and did not 

receive funding from any of the four Moore settlement programs.  

 

Anecdotal reports from stakeholder interviews indicated a perceived difference in ability to 

recruit, particularly for districts that built new housing. We did not have access to a clear 

measure of teacher quality to include in this analysis, so we were not able to determine whether 

the teacher retention grants had any relationship with the quality of teachers hired in a school. 

We analyzed additional data on teacher characteristics to determine whether any of these 

characteristics may have a relationship with receiving a teacher retention grant. 

 

We did have information about the state from which a teacher earned their most recent degree 

(that is, the state in which the educational institution was located). On average, the Moore 

teacher retention grantee schools had about 21 percent of teachers who earned their last degree 

in Alaska, compared to 34 percent for all other schools in the state in 2016-17. Both the grantee 

schools and the state as a whole had similar rates over time on this measure between 2012-13 

and 2016-17. 

 

We also examined the average tenure of teachers, which could be another marker of quality. 

This measure is calculated from administrative staffing data. We chose to examine tenure in the 

state (that is, the number of years a teacher was present in the state public school staffing 

database) to determine whether teachers had more familiarity with Alaska schools (examining 

tenure at the school level produces results similar to that of retention). We found that teachers 

in teacher retention grantee schools had less experience in Alaska schools, with an average of 

3.6 years of Alaska education experience among grantee schools compared to 4.4 years in all 

schools in 2016-17. There was no statistically significant difference in the average tenure of 

teachers in the state between the teacher retention grant recipient schools and the comparison 

schools, indicating that the grant recipient schools are similar to the comparison schools in this 

measure. 

 

Finally, we analyzed teachers’ years of experience (a measure collected by districts in 

administrative staffing data). The average reported experience among teacher retention 

recipient schools increased from approximately 8 to 10 years from 2012-13 to 2016-17, compared 

to an increase from 10 to 11 years in the state as a whole over the same time period. However, 

when comparing the change in experience between grant recipient schools and comparison 

schools, the difference between the school groups was not statistically significant, indicating 

this trend of increasing experience is not unique to the grant recipient schools. 
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Implementation, Successes, and Challenges 
 

We interviewed district-level staff members from 10 districts that received Moore teacher 

retention grant funding. These staff members provided information regarding program 

implementation, successes, and challenges. For many of the teacher retention efforts related to 

housing improvements, those had taken place in previous years and many current district staff 

members had not been involved in implementing that aspect of the grant, as they were not in 

the district at that time. Our information about some of these grants is incomplete due to this 

staff turnover and the post-hoc nature of the evaluation. 

 
Successes in implementing the grant 

As mentioned in the application section, districts used these funds to upgrade or construct 

teacher housing, provide a cultural experience to teachers, and improve connectivity and 

quality of life for teachers. Respondents reported positive feedback from teachers on the 

activities and, in some cases, improvement in recruitment and retention. Interviewees felt that 

for the most part, this grant accomplished its goals and was easy to apply for and to administer 

and manage. 

 

Multiple interviewees said the grant-funded activities, such as new housing or travel stipends, 

had improved their district’s ability to recruit teachers. One interviewee specifically mentioned 

that the quality of teacher candidates had improved (but not the quantity), while another said 

the improved housing had allowed their district to compete with the larger rural districts in the 

state that typically provide housing to teachers. 

 

We know it’s easier for us to recruit, to say that there’s new teacher housing. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Interviewees said that additional perks, such as providing television and/or internet services for 

teachers, had helped make teachers feel more valued and had improved their morale, which 

influenced retention. These perks also reportedly contributed to districts’ ability to recruit 

teachers. Interviewees commented that the cost of living in bush Alaska can be quite high, so 

the efforts to defray those costs—as funded through this grant—seemed to help with 

recruitment and retention. 

 

The years that we did that [provided television and/or internet], we had a lower rate of 

turnover … To this day, even through budget cuts, we continue to provide it to our 

teachers. It does help with them feeling valued and has helped with some of the turnover 

that we were having. 

 —Interviewee 

 

For those districts that focused on housing, interviewees reported that in some cases, teachers 

had previously been commuting from another community. Providing or upgrading housing so 
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teachers could live in their school community improved their integration with the community, 

which had an immediate and positive impact. 

 

One of the problems is having teachers not be a part of the community; another is that 

teachers have trouble finding good housing. The easiest way to integrate the teacher [into 

the community] is to have them live there. 

 —Interviewee 

 

The culture camps reportedly helped teachers better understand their new communities and 

incorporate cultural values and experiences into their lesson plans. 

 

I think culture camps have really helped provide teachers with ways to integrate culture 

into the classroom, especially with science. 

 —Interviewee 

 

One respondent said they had noticed a change in the reasons teachers give for leaving the 

district, based on exit interviews. Previously, teachers would mention feeling disconnected and 

unsupported. Now, it is for other reasons, such as wanting to be closer to family. 

 

Their reasons for leaving have shifted, and there is less turnover because of that project 

[Moore]. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Interviewees from some of the grantee districts said they had been able to sustain the efforts 

funded through this grant past the term of the grant funding. Interviewees commented that 

they had found district funds to continue certain efforts that had been successful, for example 

by continuing to provide internet or maintaining the new housing. Some districts continued to 

fund the cultural experience for incoming teachers. 

 
Challenges in implementing grant 

Interviewees commented that regardless of housing, perks, and culture camps, there will 

always be challenges in getting teachers to come to rural Alaska and to stay for multiple years. 

Many respondents commented that they still have turnover, but that this grant helped address 

some factors that influence teacher retention. However, other factors remain that were not 

addressed with the grant. 

 

I think that the grants highlight important things for us to consider with teachers in bush 

Alaska. Having pressures taken off, a higher quality of life … [these] are all things that 

contribute to the tenure of teachers. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Overall, interviewees seemed more positive about the impact of housing and amenities on 

recruitment and retention than about the cultural experiences. An interviewee remarked that 
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they weren’t sure the cultural piece had made a difference. Another respondent reported 

challenges with attendance at the culture camp—that current teachers were not as eager to 

participate. 

 

However, providing housing could cause conflicts with local community members who 

previously would rent housing to teachers. One interviewee remarked that they did not pursue 

housing under this grant as they did not want to compete. In other communities, the district 

had challenges with purchasing or leasing housing due to land ownership restrictions. Most 

schools eligible for the grant are in rural remote areas, which made the logistics of building or 

upgrading housing complicated and drove up costs. 

 

Interviewees also mentioned that providing benefits to teachers had caused issues between 

teachers and other classified staff members and between district and school administrators and 

classified staff members. Classified staff members reportedly did not feel as valued since they 

were not eligible for the same benefits under the grant terms. One interviewee suggested 

making these grants open to all staff members, not just teachers, if a similar program occurred 

in the future. 

 

Some districts chose to provide training to their staff under the grant. However, if those staff 

members then left the district, interviewees felt like they had lost their investment. 

 

Grant programs that can live beyond a particular staff member are more impactful. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Finally, interviewees felt positive about this grant, but many commented that they had no hard 

evidence to document their success. Respondents were not sure whether the data would show 

an impact, but, anecdotally, they had received a lot of positive feedback and felt like their 

recruitment and retention situations had improved. 
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Chapter 4: High School Graduation Qualifying Exam 
Reimbursements 

This section describes the HSGQE reimbursement grants and details funding, reimbursement 

form information, district and school characteristics, outcome data, and successes and 

challenges in implementation. The HSGQE reimbursement program ”provide[d] a mechanism 

to partially reimburse districts for the costs of providing high-quality HSGQE remediation to 

qualifying students” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012; see appendix A). An eligible student who 

qualified for reimbursement was “a junior or senior failing the HSGQE who attends or 

previously attended high school at one of the 40 lowest schools” (Coalition for Education Equity 

of Alaska, n.d.). Districts were responsible for identifying eligible students who “by the mid-

point of their junior year of high school, ha[d] not passed both portions of the HSGQE” (Moore 

v. State of Alaska, 2012). Reimbursable activities included remediation camps, tutoring, or 

similar services. Districts could receive up to $3,000 per student. 

 

In 2014, the Alaska State Legislature passed House Bill 278 (H.R. 278, 2014), eliminating the 

HSGQE requirement.9 Students who had previously received a certificate of graduation could 

apply to retroactively receive a high school diploma. This reimbursement program was phased 

out after the high school exit exam requirement ceased. 

 

Funding 
 

Six districts (of 14 eligible) received funding through the HSGQE reimbursement program: 

Bering Strait, Kashunamiut, Southeast Island, Yukon Flats, Yukon-Koyukuk, and Yupiit (see 

table C8 for funding detail). (For more information see appendix D, table D1, data source 26). 

These six districts submitted reimbursement forms to provide supports and services for 

students enrolled in up to 19 different schools.10 All districts who received this funding type 

also had two or three other funding sources from the Moore settlement. 

 

Reimbursement Forms 
 

For this grant program, eligible schools and districts did not need to apply prior to providing 

remediation services, but rather submitted reimbursement forms after providing services. Six 

districts received reimbursement funds for HSGQE. Among the available reimbursement forms 

analyzed by the evaluation team, Bering Strait received reimbursements for students at six 

                                                   
9 See news article from Burke (2016) for more information: https://www.adn.com/alaska-

news/article/alaska-students-who-didnt-pass-exit-exam-can-now-get-diplomas-0/2014/06/05/ 
10 Reimbursement grants were provided to the district, not to individual schools. We are unable to 

determine exactly which schools had students that received reimbursement services, as not all 

reimbursement-form information was available to the evaluation team. 
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schools, while Kashunamiut, Southeast Island, Yukon-Koyukuk, and Yupiit received 

reimbursements for students at a single school in each district. Yukon Flats received 

reimbursements for students at two schools.  

 

Available documentation for reimbursement was provided to Education Northwest for all six 

districts; however, these documents did not include all reimbursements provided (see appendix 

D, table D1, data source 2). Based on the forms provided to Education Northwest, the number 

of students per school for which the district was reimbursed ranged from 1 to 19, with a total of 

43 students having services reimbursed by the Moore settlement. 

 

Four of the six districts provided support in the form of intensive sessions of 5–10 days in 

duration. Two of these intensive sessions were referred to as “Skills Camp” or “Skills 

Academy,” while two districts had their students participate in the “Voyage to Excellence” 

program. In many cases, these reimbursements paid for student travel to a central location 

where the remediation services were provided, such as students traveling to Anchorage for the 

“Voyage to Excellence” program through Chugach School District. The remaining two districts 

provided after-school tutoring through either the SylvanSync system (provided by a certified 

teacher) or Keys to Math (provided by a paraprofessional under supervision of a certified 

teacher). 

 

District and School-Level Characteristics and Outcomes 
 

Figure C3 in appendix C displays schools that received HSGQE reimbursement grant funding.  

Given that the HSGQE was discontinued, we have not analyzed changes in HSGQE pass rates 

over time. However, we have examined some school characteristics, including graduation rates, 

for districts that received HSGQE reimbursement funds. All schools that received these funds 

were located in rural, remote areas and were either pre-K–12 or K–12 schools. Many of these 

schools are small and have few high school students. Seven of the 19 schools had fewer than 10 

students in grades 9–12 in both 2012-13 and 2013-14, while the remaining schools ranged in 

enrollment numbers from 11 to 92 and had an average high school enrollment of 25 in each 

year. 

 

In terms of graduation rates, we examined changes over time from the year previous to the 

grant (2011-12) to the 2013-14 school year (the last year of funding and the last year of HSGQE). 

We decided not to compare rates in 2014-15, the year after the grants, as in nearly all districts 

the graduation rate went up. This increase was mirrored by a 4.5 percentage point increase in 

the state graduation rate (from 71.1% to 75.6%), which was in all likelihood at least partially 

caused by the HSGQE discontinuation, as students no longer had that barrier to graduation. 

 

Examining trends over three years (2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14), we found that 8 of the 19 

schools had increasing graduation rates over time, 5 had decreasing graduation rates, and 5 had 

relatively stable rates over time. (One school did not have graduation data for any of the three 

years.) There was not much variation in graduation rates of all students compared to the 
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graduation rates of Alaska Native or economically disadvantaged students; this is likely 

because students with these characteristics made up the majority of the student population at 

these schools. 

 

Across the three years of the analysis, there was an increase of 8 percentage points in the 

average school graduation rate for Moore HSGQE grantee schools, compared to an increase of 

1.5 percentage points for the state graduation rate (table 15). The average graduation rate in 

each year for the Moore HSGQE grantees is much lower than that of the state. However, that is 

to be expected, as these schools were the 40 lowest performing schools in the state. In addition, 

given the small numbers of high school students in these schools, two to three schools in each 

year of our analysis had a 0 percent graduation rate, most likely because one or two students 

that represented the entire senior class did not graduate. Conversely, in each year, at least one 

school had 100 percent of students graduate. For example, in 2011-12, the average graduation 

rate in these schools (at the school level) was only 46.5 percent, compared to the state 

graduation rate of 70 percent. 

 
Table 15. Graduation rates for Moore HSGQE grantee schools, in each year 
Year Statewide graduation 

rate 
Moore HSGQE 
average school 
graduation rate 

2011-12 69.6% 46.5% 
2012-13 71.8% 47.6% 
2013-14 71.1% 54.5% 
Note: Graduation rate refers to the four-year cohort rate. The Moore school average is the average of all 18 
schools’ graduation rates (one school did not have graduation data). 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 3, 6, and 
26. 

 

Implementation, Successes, and Challenges 
 

We interviewed central office staff members (superintendents, program officers, and others) at 

five districts that had received HSGQE remediation reimbursement grants. Three of these 

districts provided specific information regarding the remediation programs and their successes 

and challenges. 

 

Overall, these district staff members felt the program had been successful but was limited in 

scope, partly due to the HSGQE being discontinued. Interviewees said the program varied at 

their sites and between the years of the remediation reimbursement program. Some districts 

chose to send students to remediation camps at their central office or at other district sites, while 

others provided more targeted services to students at their home schools. Remediation included 

targeted instruction in the subject area(s) that the student had not passed, as well as test-taking 

skills. 

 

We saw … a majority of students who improved their scores. For many of them, 

[remediation] was the difference in being proficient or not. 

 —Interviewee 
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Interviewees reported that the program was successful in defraying the cost of remediation 

services for students who did not pass the HSGQE. These remediation services were reported to 

help students pass the HSGQE and receive their high school diploma. One interviewee said that 

having a remediation program that took students out of their typical school environment 

(bringing students to a different school site for a week or more of remediation camp) to focus on 

targeted learning was a particularly successful model. Another commented that the remediation 

funding kept district staff members focused on the goal of helping students graduate and kept 

students focused and motivated. 

 

We never had a kid that didn’t get through after remediation. 

 —Interviewee 

 

One district interviewee said the grant benefitted from having a very narrow and specific target 

of remediation, which made it easier to implement. However, another district staff member said 

the remediation amount was fairly small, which made it difficult to provide remediation 

services to students in remote areas. For example, some districts chose to send students to 

existing remediation programs in other locations rather than developing a program themselves. 

The cost of a flight and lodging for a week or more could potentially use up most of the 

reimbursement amount. 

 

Another challenge of this grant was the reimbursement design. One interviewee said that it was 

difficult to use the grant because the money was not provided up front. In at least one district, 

this led to the decision not to pursue very many reimbursements under this grant. 
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Chapter 5: Considerations 

This chapter offers considerations gleaned from interviews with district staff members and 

other key informants (six members of the Moore Collaborative Committee) that are overarching 

for multiple grant programs. Considerations for individual grant programs were discussed in 

the section corresponding to that grant program. Our hope is that these overarching 

considerations can inform future grant implementation efforts by Alaska education 

stakeholders. 

 

Address Systemic Issues of Low Performance 
 

Some interviewees felt that these grant programs did not address the systemic issues that cause 

low performance in rural and remote Alaska schools and were not well aligned to actual district 

needs. District staff members commented that school funding should not have to rely on grants 

to provide an adequate education for students, but rather funding should be increased to 

schools that have higher costs. At least one respondent was cynical about the purpose of the 

settlement and its associated programs, saying, “It wasn’t intended to solve the problem [of 

making rural education equitable].” 

 

A Moore Collaborative Committee member shared similar thoughts about the amount of 

funding schools receive to make systemic changes. The committee members said there was 

never enough money to engage in some of the more “grandiose ideas” put forth by district staff 

members in grants such as those provided by the Moore settlement. The member went on to 

say, “The reality is that money won’t fix many of the issues … so much of what we do in 

education is [intended to] create systems to bolster goals, but instead what we do is fund 

programs that are individual- and personality-driven, and when leadership changes it has a 

huge effect no matter how strong the process is built.” 

 

Another committee member commented that the success of the grants varied widely from 

district to district. According to this committee member, a major challenge has been the inability 

of the Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (DEED) to develop a systematic 

way to support these grants and intervention programs so that they are successful in all kinds 

of districts.  

 

Another committee member followed up with similar thoughts by suggesting, “There is a fine 

line funders walk between supporting a struggling district with interventions that maybe they 

can’t fully engage in, versus trying to develop a district’s systemic ability to engage in it. Short 

term vs. long term approach. But because we focus on short term approach we never really 

build capacity for the long term. And yet, it’s not fair to children to not do something. Maybe if 

we could do something more to balance those two, how can we enact these things right now 

while figuring out how to build capacity so at a systemic level we could benefit more in the 

future. It’s not just that we should throw more money at them and make them spend it.” 
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Systemic success depends on the capacity of the school district to implement the change they 

seek, according to multiple Moore Collaborative Committee members. And there seems to be 

variation across districts in successfully implementing their interventions. That variation stems 

from strong versus weak leadership at both the district and school levels. The committee 

members we interviewed pointed to strong leadership as the most important factor in whether 

teachers are willing to implement a given intervention with fidelity. 

 

Balance Grant Flexibility With Oversight and Reporting 
 

Grant programs should be flexible enough that districts and schools can determine the best way 

to design and implement a program in their community. Each community, particularly in rural 

Alaska, is unique and has its own set of barriers and facilitators to school success.  

 

Districts and schools are in the best position to understand what services and programs might 

be needed to help overcome barriers and leverage facilitators, and grant structures should allow 

for local flexibility and be culturally responsive. However, oversight and structure are essential 

to ensure that proposed activities are likely to produce the desired change. Review of 

intermediate program outcomes is recommended to determine whether the program is on track 

and to make adjustments if necessary.  

 

The Moore settlement programs varied in their flexibility. The early learning program was not 

particularly flexible, according to some interviewees, while the teacher retention and HSGQE 

reimbursement grants were relatively flexible and allowed for local decision making about the 

program to be implemented. The settlement and application processes were well structured and 

organized, but there was very little review of intermediate program outcomes. 

 

Some grants were targeted and that doesn’t always apply to various locations … It would 

be nice to make it more open so that sites could meet requirements. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Size Grants Appropriately 
 

Multiple district interviewees commented that the grant programs did not provide sufficient 

funding to implement the desired program in their eligible school(s). Programs typically have 

fixed costs to design and implement regardless of the number of students they would serve, 

and the Moore early learning and HSGQE reimbursement programs did not account for these 

fixed costs, but rather only provided per-student funding. In addition, small and rural schools 

do not have extensive resources in terms of staff and capacity to implement programs. 

 

Once we get the money, do we have the resources to implement? 

 —Interviewee 
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A Moore Collaborative Committee member suggested that it will often cost small districts in 

Alaska more per student than large districts to implement interventions due to cost sharing. The 

member went on to say that these grants should not be fixed to a certain dollar amount per 

student because smaller districts are usually more expensive. However, they also questioned 

whether the funding would be equitable if there wasn’t a specific funding formula. 

 

Another committee member reported that the same amount of funding can have a significantly 

different impact from district to district due to disparities in local resources. It was suggested 

that funders need to understand rural needs and the capacity of a given district to adequately 

use funds to implement interventions. Another committee member commented, “When I think 

about the intention of the Moore [settlement] and addressing the things that are leading to kids 

not performing well in school, it seems like a missed opportunity to think about what we do in 

our rural districts to really help kids do better.” 

 

While there were concerns about sufficient funding for rural districts, another problem centered 

on the capacity of districts to spend the money that was allocated to them. Moore Collaborative 

Committee members had some concerns about the amount of money not being used. One 

member indicated that the value of prekindergarten services is undeniable, but that some small 

rural villages did not have the capacity to implement such services let alone to figure out how 

to meaningfully spend thousands of dollars. 

 

Consider Districtwide Eligibility Rather Than School Eligibility 
 

District staff interviewees said it was problematic to have some schools in their district eligible 

for a grant but not others. For example, they said, implementing a program for one or two 

schools could create a significant administrative burden without impacting very many students. 

However, if the program was expanded to all schools in the district, then the administrative 

burden and cost might be worth it for the increased number of students serviced. This is 

particularly relevant for small and rural districts, where each school has low numbers of 

students. At least one interviewee reported that this consideration led to their district not 

applying for certain programs under the settlement. 

 

For a school of 15 students, trying to implement an [early learning] program … for a 

small population, the one student that might be in preschool, it wasn’t worth the state’s 

money. If we could have expanded it to cover more of the district, then it would have been 

beneficial. There were some really strict rules. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Multiple interviewees commented that they would have liked more flexibility for the district to 

determine which school sites would benefit the most from funding under the settlement. One 

district staff member mentioned concerns with starting a program or investing in teacher 

housing for a school whose enrollment might dip below 10 and then close. 
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When the sites hover around 10–12 kids, should I invest the grant money on a school that 

might collapse within a year or two? 

 —Interviewee 

 

Another interviewee remarked that identifying districts as the eligible entity would allow a 

grant to reach more students. This structure would also reflect the reality that—for most Moore 

grantee districts—a few district-level staff members administered and oversaw the grants and 

could have easily expanded a given program to other schools if allowed to do so under the 

funding structure. 

 

It would make sense to identify districts, not schools, to reach as many students as 

possible. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Design Programs to Work in Spite of Turnover 
 

The districts and schools targeted by the settlement had high rates of staff turnover, as 

evidenced by the design of the teacher retention grants to help ameliorate this situation. District 

staff interviewees commented that it is essential to design grant programs to work in spite of 

staff turnover. In particular, programs that offer training to one or two staff members may not 

be useful, as those staff members may leave. District staff members discussed putting systems 

in place to ensure that knowledge from training and professional development can be 

transferred to other staff members. 

 

Grant programs that can live beyond a particular staff member are more impactful. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Streamline the Application Process for Eligible Schools 
 

Some interviewees provided feedback that having four separate programs and application 

structures was challenging. They had trouble with staff capacity to write four separate 

applications and manage up to four separate grants. When targeting multiple small grants to 

small, rural schools with limited central office capacity, consider having a single streamlined 

application and grant-making process to reduce administrative burden both for the grantee and 

the grantmaker. 

 

We have so many needs [that] we want to apply for them all, but there’s not the 

[capacity] for someone to sit there and write grants for every need. 

 —Interviewee 

 

The Moore Collaborative Committee members recognized that the identified Moore districts 

likely lacked the capacity to pursue one grant let alone multiple grants. With that in mind 

committee members met with state superintendents to talk about the types of grants and the 
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processes for applying for the grants. The committee members also heard from potential 

grantees that they wanted the funding as soon as possible, but they knew they had to have an 

accountability process in place before granting the funds. 

 

The Moore Collaborative Committee designed a process that they thought would not be 

burdensome for the districts yet met the need for accountability. For example, CEAAC 

established a preapproved vendor list for TRG-eligible schools, which gave districts the option 

of not having to complete the entire grant application. 

 

One committee member felt there was a political urgency to get grant funds to the Moore 

districts. The lawsuit had dragged on for more than a decade—once a settlement was reached 

there seemed to be pressure to immediately fund the schools. According to another committee 

member, this urgency resulted in a lack of rigor and accountability and did not allow districts 

time to identify the best approach for program improvement. 

 

Align Funding Schedule With District and School Timelines 
 

Particularly for the early learning grant, the timing of fund disbursal did not align well with 

district hiring timelines. For future grants, district and school staff members should be 

consulted at the time a grant is being designed to ensure that the timeline of funding is better 

aligned. This will maximize the utility of the funds by allowing districts to appropriately plan 

for implementation and hire qualified staff. 

 

The timelines need to align with recruiting season so that in January or February, we 

know that we’re going to have funding for that fall, so that … we are able to recruit the 

best and brightest teachers for those programs. … A lot of times we don’t get notified of 

an award until late August or September and that makes it really challenging to hit the 

ground running and have a sustained program for any length of time. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Moore Collaborative Committee members were aware of this misalignment. For example, with 

the early learning grants the issue was that DEED based grant funding on student counts, 

which happened in November, thereby delaying funding until February. As one Moore 

Collaborative Committee member stated, “The problem was that here’s a new program, and 

districts didn’t know how much money they would get until February and they should have 

been implementing already for a few months. It caused hesitancy. We tried to give security, 

estimates in August to distract, but it wasn’t a process that they felt comfortable with since they 

didn’t know what they would get.” 

 

Evaluate Progress and Share Results to Promote Learning 
 

District staff members said they would have preferred an ongoing evaluation to better 

understand their progress and to more easily share what they had learned, both within the 
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district and with others in the state. Interviewees mentioned that in many cases years had 

passed between their implementation of the programs and the time of the evaluation, which 

made them less certain about successes, challenges, and changes in outcomes and made any 

results of the evaluation less useful for future efforts. A concurrent evaluation that provided 

information about progress to grantees would have avoided these issues, which are commonly 

associated with a post-hoc evaluation structure. 

 

Multiple respondents mentioned a desire to share their lessons learned with others. One 

commented on how having a repository for lessons learned could be beneficial to the state and 

to students. 

 

If there were a way to have a repository for this learning … Our children can’t afford for 

us to take four years to figure it out. When we finally do figure it out, it needs to stay. 

 —Interviewee 

 

The Moore Collaborative Committee members acknowledged that it was difficult to find a 

balance between accountability and flexibility. As one committee member said, “[You have to] 

find a comfort level of wanting to see something concrete and measurable and yet recognizing 

that all things valuable are not measurable.” Several interviewees also felt that evaluation of the 

grant programs had focused too much on financial accountability and not enough on 

identifying meaningful and replicable outcomes. 

 

Provide Opportunities for Grantees to Connect and Share Information 
 

District interviewees commented on a desire to talk with other grant recipients and share 

lessons learned and ideas for what was working in their districts and schools. The Moore early 

learning grantees came together as a group at the Anchorage Association for the Education of 

Young Children conference in January 2017. One interviewee mentioned that the convening 

was very informative and much appreciated.  

 

Based on this feedback, we recommend that the grant administrator provide a structure that 

grantees can use to connect with one another. This structure can serve an additional purpose of 

providing touchpoints for the grant administrator to know how grantees are doing. This 

structure could include a closed session at an existing well-attended conference, occasional 

webinars, or the use of an asynchronous platform where grantees can communicate (such as 

EdConnector, an email group, or collaboration software such as Slack). 

 

It would have been nice to hear what other funded districts were doing with their projects 

or to collaborate and share. Maybe we could have learned from them. 

 —Interviewee 

 

A Moore Collaborative Committee member suggested that nearby districts could have 

combined their resources to bring in technical assistance providers, thereby building regional 
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capacity. By working together, the committee member said, the districts would be better able to 

share and fully utilize assets and resources. This would also help address the problem of 

districts that have the necessary resources but lack the capacity to fully implement an 

intervention. 

 

Stay Focused and Keep Stakeholders in the Loop 
 

Respondents also offered general advice to other districts about how to implement similar 

grants in the future. Multiple respondents highlighted the need to apply for grants that fit your 

district focus, rather than chasing money, and to communicate frequently and directly with staff 

and community members about existing grants to ensure that the program is implemented as 

intended. 

 

Making everyone who is involved in the project aware of what the goals are—constantly 

coming back and looking at, here’s where we are, have we improved, do we need to revise, 

make refinements to the program. 

 —Interviewee 

 

Establish a Sustainability Plan 
 

Some districts were successful at sustaining their interventions. For example, one district was 

intentional about training staff members on the school-based intervention, along with the school 

staff members, so that in case of turnover there was institutional knowledge at the district level.  

 

Many districts found it difficult to sustain the programming, however. One Moore 

Collaborative Committee member thought that funding for programming was not being 

sustained partly because the state of Alaska has cut funding in other areas during this same 

time period, which limits a district’s ability to support non-essential programs. Two committee 

members felt that the three-year grants were not sustainable, especially in sites that have 

historically been underfunded. One member thought that because of the flaw in the three-year 

funding model, it’s not surprising that many districts went right back to what they were doing 

before they received Moore funds. 

 

Continue Focused DEED Support 
 

District interviewees commented that the DEED staff members who were responsible for 

administering and coordinating the grants were helpful and supportive. One interviewee said 

they had appreciated technical assistance offered by DEED, but that it could be challenging to 

engage in distance learning and to make time for webinars due to other responsibilities. 

 

I worked with one of the DEED managers [who] was fabulous to work with. Very patient, 

customer service oriented, helped bring me up to date on different grants. Very helpful. 

 —Interviewee 
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While the grantees indicated that DEED was helpful, Moore Collaborative Committee members 

suggested they could have been more supportive to the districts. One committee member stated 

that both DEED and the committee should have provided more resources, such as trainers and 

interventionists, to better support implementation of the interventions and build the districts’ 

internal capacity to carry on the work. 

 

Committee members suggested that better planning at the onset of the grant period could go a 

long way in supporting the districts in implementing their programs or interventions. One 

suggestion was to provide more information to eligible districts via “learning sessions” about 

the intent, processes, and expectations of the grants prior to the grant application process. These 

learning sessions should be open to district teams so multiple district staff members would have 

a better understanding of the purpose of the grants, the application requirements, and the 

methodology that is intended for the implementation. Having district staff members participate 

in the learning sessions could help build the capacity of the district to plan and implement the 

grant as intended.  

 

The challenge, of course, is DEED’s capacity to provide adequate and ongoing support to 

struggling districts. To address DEED’s capacity issue one recommendation was to use 

settlement funds to build a larger support team and a compendium of statewide resources. 
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Appendix A: Moore v. Alaska Settlement 

This appendix includes the first three pages of the Moore v. Alaska settlement text. The full 

settlement text is available online at 

https://education.alaska.gov/news/releases/2012/moore_settlement_signed.pdf.  
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Appendix B: Moore Eligibility List 2012-13 and 2013-14 for the Early Learning, 
Targeted Resources, and HSGQE Reimbursement Grants 

Table B1 shows the schools that were ever eligible for the Moore early learning, targeted resources, and high school graduation 

qualifying exam reimbursement grants and which year(s) they were eligible (see appendix D for more detail regarding data sources). 

 
Table B1. Fifty-four schools within 14 districts were identified on the Moore settlement eligibility lists in 2012-13 and 2013-14 

District School 

On eligibility list Received Moore funding type 

2012-13 2013-14 
Early 
learning 

Targeted 
resources 

Teacher 
retention 

HSGQE* 

Alaska Gateway Tetlin School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Bering Strait Brevig Mission School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Bering Strait Diomede School Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes 

Bering Strait Gambell School Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Bering Strait Hogarth Kingeekuk Sr. Memorial 
School 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Bering Strait Shaktoolik School  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Bering Strait Tukurngailnguq School Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Bering Strait Wales School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Iditarod Area Blackwell School  Yes  Yes Yes  

Kashunamiut Chevak School  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Kuspuk Crow Village Sam School Yes      

Kuspuk Johnnie John Sr. School Yes      

Lower Kuskokwim Akula Elitnaurvik School  Yes Yes    

Lower Kuskokwim Ayagina'ar Elitnaurvik Yes  Yes Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Ayaprun School Yes Yes Yes Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Chaputnguak School Yes Yes  Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Chief Paul Memorial School Yes Yes Yes Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Eek School Yes  Yes Yes   



54  Education Northwest 

District School 

On eligibility list Received Moore funding type 

2012-13 2013-14 
Early 
learning 

Targeted 
resources 

Teacher 
retention 

HSGQE* 

Lower Kuskokwim Joann A. Alexie Memorial School Yes Yes Yes Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Ket'acik/Aapalluk Memorial School Yes  Yes Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Lewis Angapak Memorial School Yes Yes  Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Negtemiut Elitnaurviat School Yes Yes Yes Yes   

Lower Kuskokwim Nelson Island Area School Yes Yes  Yes   

Lower Yukon Alakanuk School  Yes  Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Hooper Bay School  Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Ignatius Beans School  Yes  Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Kotlik School Yes Yes  Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Marshall School Yes Yes  Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Pilot Station School Yes Yes  Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Pitkas Point School** Yes      

Lower Yukon Scammon Bay School Yes Yes  Yes Yes  

Lower Yukon Sheldon Point School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

North Slope Borough Kali School  Yes Yes Yes   

North Slope Borough Meade River School Yes Yes Yes Yes   

North Slope Borough Nuiqsut Trapper School Yes  Yes Yes Yes  

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

Ambler School  Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

Davis-Ramoth School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

Kobuk School Yes  Yes Yes Yes  

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

McQueen School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

Shungnak School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Southeast Island Naukati School Yes   Yes Yes Yes 

Southwest Region Clark’s Point***       
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District School 

On eligibility list Received Moore funding type 

2012-13 2013-14 
Early 
learning 

Targeted 
resources 

Teacher 
retention 

HSGQE* 

Southwest Region Twin Hills School Yes Yes   Yes  

Yukon Flats Arctic Village School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yukon Flats Fort Yukon School Yes   Yes  Yes 

Yukon Flats John Fredson School  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yukon Flats Stevens Village School****  Yes    **** 

Yukon Flats Tsuk Taih School Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes 

Yukon-Koyukuk Allakaket School  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Yukon-Koyukuk Johnny Oldman School Yes   Yes Yes Yes 

Yukon-Koyukuk Kaltag School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yupiit Akiachak School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yupiit Akiak School***** Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yupiit Tuluksak School Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

* HSGQE funding information was provided at the district level; for representation, each of the eligible schools in districts that received funding is 
indicated as yes. 
**Pitkas Point School closed in June 2012. 
***Clark’s Point School was added to the 2012-13 eligibility list after the settlement was published; Clark’s Point School closed in June 2012. 
****Stevens Village School closed in October 2013 and would not have been open during the eligibility window to receive HSGQE funding. 
*****Akiak School was added to the 2012-13 eligibility list in June 2012. 
Note: Two additional schools in Bering Strait School District are included in the evaluation of the targeted resources grants (Tukurngailnguq and 
Shaktoolik), but they are not included in this report as having received TRG funding, as they are not indicated as receiving that grant in funding records. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 26, 27, and 28. 
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Appendix C: Additional Information 

Table C1. Programs funded by the Moore v. State of Alaska settlement 

Program Purpose Beneficiary 

Two-year kindergarten and related 
programs (anticipated $8 million 
total funding, beginning in 2013-
14) 

Standards-based instruction for 
four-year-olds to prepare them for 
school 

The 40 schools with the lowest 
performance and demonstrating 
community support for the program 

Targeted resources grants 
(anticipated $6 million total 
funding) 

Noncompetitive grants to support 
proven educational strategies 

The 40 Alaska schools with the 
lowest performance 

Teacher retention grants 
(anticipated $3 million total 
funding) 

Competitive grants for initiatives or 
physical improvements to reduce 
teacher turnover 

Any Alaska school with high 
teacher turnover and low test 
scores, depending on proposals 

High School graduation qualifying 
exam (HSGQE) remediation 
reimbursement (anticipated $1 
million total funding) 

Remedial support for students who 
fail the graduation exam after 
attending an underperforming 
school, up to $3,000 per student 

Any Alaska school with a junior or 
senior failing the HSGQE who 
attends or previously attended high 
school at one of the 40 lowest 
schools 

Source: Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska’s Children one-page summary of the Moore 
settlement, http://ceaac.net/Moore_Summary.html  

 

Figures C1–C4 display only schools that received Moore funding. The figures denote whether 

schools received funding for each particular type of grant program. In each figure, schools that 

are in gray received other Moore program funding but not the program featured in that figure. 

Figure C5 denotes the number of grants each school received across the four programs. 
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Figure C1. Moore early learning grant recipients 

 
Note: One school that received early learning funding in 2016-17, Circle School in Yukon Flats School 
District, was not on the Moore eligibility list. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 8, 26, 29, 
and 30. 
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Figure C2. Moore teacher retention grant recipients 

 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 8, 26, 29, 
and 30. 
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Figure C3. Moore high school qualifying exam grant recipients 

 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 2, 8, 26, 
29, and 30. 
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Figure C4. Moore targeted resources grant recipients 

 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 8, 26, 29, 
and 30. 
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Figure C5. Moore grantees by number of grants received 

 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 8, 26, 29, 
and 30. 

 

Table C2 shows the funding amount average, the number of districts and schools funded, and 

the minimum and maximum amount per district for the early learning grant across each year. 
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Table C2. Disbursement of early learning funding (new allocations) across years of grant 

Fiscal year Average 
district 
funding 
amount 

Number of 
districts 
funded 

Number of 
schools 
funded 

Minimum 
funding 

amount per 
district 

Maximum 
funding 

amount per 
district 

2013-14 $388,457  5 19 $111,653  $626,446  

2014-15 $270,595  7 26 $8,277  $534,692  

2015-16 $332,648  7 26 $44,928  $624,352  

2016-17 $302,596  9 30 $62,318  $572,989  

Over all fiscal 
years 

$317,441  10 35 $8,277  $626,446  

Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 26. 

 
Table C3. Significance testing for the average change from 2013 to 2017 in percentage of 
kindergarteners receiving 0’s by ADP goal area for Moore early learning grantees 

ADP goal area Average percentage 
change 

t-statistic and p value 

Goal 1: Demonstrates strength and coordination of 
large motor muscles. 

0.7% t(27)=0.54, p=0.59 

Goal 2: Demonstrates strength and coordination of 
small motor muscles. 

-2.3% t(27)=0.82, p=0.42 

Goal 3: Participates positively in group activities. -6.0% t(27)=1.72, p=0.10 

Goal 4: Regulates their feelings and impulses. -8.3% t(27)=2.62, p=0.01 

Goal 5: Shows curiosity and interest in learning new 
things and having new experiences. 

1.2% t(27)=0.22, p=0.83 

Goal 6: Sustains attention to tasks and persists when 
facing challenges. 

-7.7% t(27)=1.64, p=0.11 

Goal 7: Demonstrates knowledge of numbers and 
counting. 

-1.7% t(27)=0.49, p=0.63 

Goal 8: Sorts, Classifies, and organizes objects. -1.1% t(27)=0.15, p=0.88 

Goal 9: Uses receptive communication skills. -3.4% t(27)=0.97, p=0.34 

Goal 10: Uses expressive communication skills. -9.0% t(27)=1.26, p=0.22 

Goal 11: Demonstrates phonological awareness. -3.7% t(27)=0.47, p=0.64 

Goal 12: Demonstrates awareness of print concepts. -9.8% t(27)=1.62, p=0.12 

Goal 13: Demonstrates knowledge of letters and 
symbols (alphabet knowledge). 

2.8% t(27)=0.51, p=0.61 

Note: This analysis excludes schools that received a single year of Moore EL funding. The t-test is a two-
tailed test of whether the mean change is significantly different than 0. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 1, 7, and 
26. 
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Table C4 describes the average, minimum, and maximum funding amounts in each grant year, 

while table C5 details the number of districts and schools funded in each year. 

 
Table C4. New funding allocations of teacher retention funds across years of grant 

Fiscal year Average funding 
amount 

Minimum funding 
amount per district 

Maximum funding 
amount per district 

2012-13 $107,435  $68,064  $160,842  

2013-14 $130,038  $22,967  $403,639  

2014-15 $139,622  $21,500  $514,652  

Over all fiscal years $130,481  $21,500  $514,652  

Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 26. 

 
Table C5. Number of districts and schools benefiting from teacher retention funding 

Fiscal year Number of districts funded Number of schools funded 

2012-13 3 9 

2013-14 9 18 

2014-15 12 32 

2015-16 0 0 

2016-17 0 0 

Over all fiscal years 14 46 

Note: Schools and districts in these counts include only new funding allocations. Number of schools and 
districts funded may differ from tables 13 and 14, as those tables include schools receiving new funds, funds 
carried over from previous years, or a combination of both. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 26. 
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Table C6. Components of proposed cultural experiences from submitted applications 

District Bering Strait Kashunamiut North Slope 
Borough 

Northwest 
Arctic Borough 

Yukon Flats Yukon-
Koyukuk 

Yupiit 

Name of 
proposed 
cultural 
experience 

Culture Camp Cultural 
experience 
(boating/cookout) 
for new teachers; 
Community 
integration 
activities 

Culture Camp Academic and 
Cultural 
Orientation 

Teacher 
Fresh Start 
Week 

Cultural 
immersion 
camp 

Induction 

Duration One week Not described Three days Two weeks One week Weeklong  
cultural 
camp, two-
day program, 
18-hour 
course 

10 days 

College 
credit 

No No No Three-credit 
class 

No Three 
certification 
credits 

Credit for ED 
380 
(Multicultural 
Education) at 
University of 
Alaska 
Southeast 

Approach / 
framework 

Not described Not described Iñupiat Learning 
Framework (ILF) 

Creating 
Cultural 
Competence 

Team 
building, 
camp 
experience 
 

Not described Mentoring, 
having “local 
cultural 
mentors” 

Community 
involvement 

“Led by 
community 
members and 
elders, teachers 
will gather at a 
central village to 
experience local 
traditions and 
customs first-
hand.” 

“New staff will 
travel outside of 
the community 
with elders, 
community 
members and 
returning teachers 
to learn about our 
cultural heritage 
and how to use the 
plethora of 
resources 

Hire local guides Includes 
meeting with 
regional elders 

Local culture 
experts, 
district 
coordinator 
of Native 
Language 
and Culture 

Includes a 
Native 
Language 
Coordinator 

 “We will also 
hire elders and 
local mentors to 
work with the 
new staff in 
order to provide 
them local 
cultural 
knowledge and 
hands-on 
experiences 
designed to 
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District Bering Strait Kashunamiut North Slope 
Borough 

Northwest 
Arctic Borough 

Yukon Flats Yukon-
Koyukuk 

Yupiit 

available from the 
land around us.” 

immerse them in 
the ways of the 
Yup’ik people of 
the mid-
Kuskokwim 
region.” 

Content “During this time, 
educators will 
work side by 
side with local 
community 
members to take 
part in a week 
long camp, at an 
authentic fish 
camp, that will 
help them learn 
the local 
customs of the 
Inupiat and 
Yupik villages” 

Relationship 
building 

Experiential 
learning and 
supporting 
teaching 
practices; 
write a unit 
aligned with ILF 

Guided cultural 
immersion 

Camp 
experience; 
work 
sessions for 
instructional 
preparation 

WorldWide 
IDEA 

Community 
connection, 
relationship 
building 

Additional 
funding 

Not described Not described ANE grant In-kind 
contribution 

Not 
described 

ACHIEVE 
(Alaska’s 
Cultural 
Heritage in 
Education is 
Vital for 
Excellence) 
grant, 
matching 
funds by 
WorldWide 
IDEA 

Local match, in-
kind (salary 
contributions) 

Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 25. 
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Table C7. Type of supports provided in teacher retention applications proposing multiple actions 

 Bering Strait Bristol Bay Kashunamiut Yukon Flats Yukon-Koyukuk 

Connectivity X X X  X 
Counseling    X  
Culture camp X  X X X 
Freight allowance X X    
Funding a non-teaching principal     X* 
Parent facilitator  X    
Quality of life X X X  X 
Site transportation vehicle X  X   
Travel/flight allowance X X X   
Welcoming activity X     
*Two of the nine sites for Yukon-Koyukuk planned to allocate funds for a non-teaching principal. 
Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data source 25. 

 

Table C8 details the disbursement of HSGQE reimbursement funds across the years this program was in existence. 

 
Table C8. Disbursement of HSGQE reimbursement funding across years of grant 

Fiscal year Average funding amount 
per district 

Number of districts funded Minimum funding amount 
per district 

Maximum funding 
amount per district 

2012-13 $16,680 4 $1,863 $46,155 

2013-14 $20,550 3 $2,806 $39,444 

Over all fiscal years $18,339 6 $1,863 $46,155 

Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. See appendix D, table D1, data sources 2 and 26. 
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Appendix D: Evaluation Methodology, Protocols, and 
Data Sources 

This is a companion evaluation to the targeted resources grant evaluation, a component of the 

Moore settlement. Data for this retrospective look at funds dispersed for early learning, teacher 

retention, and high school graduation qualifying exam (HSGQE) remediation include: financial 

data, interviews (district staff members and key informants), administrative data (school- and 

individual-level data), and application data. 

 

Financial Data 

 

The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (DEED) provided documentation 

relating to grant disbursal, planning, and reporting to Education Northwest. These documents 

provided details about which districts and schools received funds from the Moore settlement. 

 

DEED provided raw data, “Moore Settlement Agreement program totals and fiscal year 

allocations FY13 through FY17,” dated December 1, 2016 (see appendix D, table D1, data source 

26). This Excel file was used as the basis to determine the schools and respective districts who 

received funding through Moore settlement programs. Analysis of these data also provided 

information to determine the number of grants and years of support to schools and the type and 

number of allocations each district received. These data were used as reference for additional 

sections of the interview protocol that addressed specific funding to districts, as well to 

reconcile the expected number of applications in our data-collection process. Additionally, these 

raw data were merged with other data sources for analysis. These raw data were also used to 

create the data map visualizations. 

 

Eligibility Data 

 

We used the 2012-13 and 2013-14 eligibility lists to create the data visualization maps, as well as 

table B1 in appendix B, which displays the relationship between eligibility and funding at the 

school level. We also communicated directly with DEED to confirm the entries. The 2012-13 

eligibility list was part of the Moore settlement (see appendix A and appendix D, table D1, data 

source 27). The 2013-14 eligibility list was available from the Citizens for the Educational 

Advancement of Alaska’s Children website (see appendix D, table D1, data source 28). Once 

compiled across both years and aligned with the financial data, we contacted DEED to confirm 

if there was additional data or factors that influence the eligibility lists. We reconciled this raw 

data with the published lists, which then informed appendix B. 
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Interviews 
 

Evaluators conducted semi-structured interviews with superintendents, federal program staff 

members, and/or other central office or school staff members who were involved in 

administering and implementing the three grant programs.  

 

Interview questions focused on grant planning, implementation, specifics of grant activities, 

and perceived success of grant activities by district/school stakeholders and by participants. We 

prioritized districts to be interviewed based on how many grants the district received and 

representation across the districts. Interviews were conducted for 12 of 15 districts receiving 

Moore settlement funds. We analyzed responses and identified key themes recurring 

throughout the interviews, as well as promising practices. 

 

After analyzing the district interview data the evaluation team decided it would be helpful to 

include the perspective of other key informants, particularly on the dispersal of Moore 

settlement funds and the implementation of the grant programs. We then conducted interviews 

with six members of the Moore Collaborative Committee. We used the same methodology to 

analyze these interviews, including the identification of key themes and promising practices. 

 

Administrative Data 
 

Administrative data collected by DEED and participating districts was provided to Education 

Northwest through a secure file transfer system as part of a formal data-sharing agreement. 

Requested data included staffing information and Teaching Strategies GOLD and Alaska 

Developmental Profile scores. For this project, we also accessed multiple public data sources 

from DEED and the Common Core of Data, and combined them into a school-level dataset 

(table D1). 
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Table D1. Data sources 

Data 
source 

Citation 

1 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. Alaska Developmental Profile ADP, 
2012–13, 2013–14, 2014–15, 2015–16, 2016–17. 

2 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. High School Graduation Qualifying 
Examination: Remediation reimbursement forms. (Redacted files provided to evaluation team 
on 6/30/2017 & 9/5/2017). 

3 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. Report Card to the Public: High School 
Graduation Qualifying Exam scores, 2011–2012 to 2013–2014. Retrieved January 30, 2018, 
from http://education.alaska.gov/reportcardtothepublic/ 

4 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. Teacher Retention Data, School Years 
2013–14, 2014–15, 2015–16, 2016–17. 

5 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. Teaching Strategies GOLD (TS GOLD), 
2013–14, 2014–15, 2015–16, 2016–17. 

6 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. (2015). 2013–2014 Graduation Rates 
by Subgroup. Retrieved from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/GradRatesSub/2014GradRatesSubgroup.pdf 

7 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. (2016). Alaska Developmental Profile 
implementation guide. Retrieved from 
https://education.alaska.gov/tls/assessments/DevelopmentalProfile/Fall2016/ImplementationGu
ide_July2016.pdf 

8 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. (2017). List of Active School Numbers 
for 2017–2018 School Year. Retrieved August 30, 2017, from 
https://education.alaska.gov/alaskan_schools/public/DistrictandSchoolIDs.pdf  

9 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2016). School Enrollment by Ethnicity as of October 1, 2012: FY 2013. 
(Rev. ed. 3/11/2016) Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEthnicity/2013_School_Ethnicity_Report.pdf 
 

10 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2014). School Enrollment by Ethnicity as of October 1, 2013: FY 2014. 
Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEthnicity/2014_School_Ethnicity_Report.pdf  

11 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2015). School Enrollment by Ethnicity as of October 1, 2014: FY 2015 
(Updated ed. 2/10/2015). Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEthnicity/2015_School_Ethnicity_Report.pdf 

12 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2016). School Enrollment by Ethnicity as of October 1, 2015: FY 2016 
(Updated ed. 2/29/2016). Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEthnicity/2016_School_Ethnicity_Report.pdf 

13 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2017). School Enrollment by Ethnicity as of October 1, 2016: FY 2017. 
Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEthnicity/2017_School_Ethnicity_Report.pdf 

14 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2013). School Enrollment by Grade as of October 1, 2012: FY 2013 (Rev. 
ed. 3/6/2013). Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEnrollment/2013SchoolEnrollment.pdf  

15 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2014). School Enrollment by Grade as of October 1, 2013: FY 2014. 
Available from https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEnrollment/2014SchoolEnrollment.pdf 

16 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2015). School Enrollment by Grade as of October 1, 2014: FY 2015 
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Data 
source 

Citation 

(Updated ed. 2/10/2015.). Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/Stats/SchoolEnrollment/2015SchoolEnrollment.pdf 

17 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2016). School Enrollment by Grade as of October 1, 2015: FY 2016 
(Updated ed. 1/19/2016). Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEnrollment/2016SchoolEnrollment.pdf 

18 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Assessment, Accountability, and 
Student Information. (2017). School Enrollment by Grade as of October 1, 2016: FY 2017 
(Updated ed. 1/30/2017). Available from 
https://education.alaska.gov/stats/SchoolEnrollment/2017SchoolEnrollment.pdf 

19 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Child Nutrition Program. National 
School Lunch Programs Free and Reduced Price Meals Report. Program Year: 2013. 
Retrieved September 24, 2014, from 
https://education.alaska.gov/tls/cnp/NSLP/docs/Previous_Free_Reduced_Price_Reports.xls 

20 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Child Nutrition Program. National 
School Lunch Programs Free and Reduced Price Meals Report. Program Year: 2014. 
Retrieved September 24, 2014, from 
https://education.alaska.gov/tls/cnp/NSLP/docs/Previous_Free_Reduced_Price_Reports.xls 

21 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Child Nutrition Program. National 
School Lunch Programs Free and Reduced Price Meals Report. Program Year: 2015. 
Retrieved November 4, 2015, from 
https://education.alaska.gov/tls/cnp/NSLP/docs/Previous_Free_Reduced_Price_Reports.xls 

22 Alaska Department of Education & Early Development, Child Nutrition Program. National 
School Lunch Programs Free and Reduced Price Meals Report. Program Year: 2016. 
Retrieved March 11, 2016, from 
https://education.alaska.gov/tls/cnp/NSLP/docs/Previous_Free_Reduced_Price_Reports.xls 
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For administrative data, Education Northwest calculated descriptive statistics, including rates 

of participation, retention, and graduation and average assessment scores by school and district 

over time. Depending on the years of data available, we examined trends over time, with a 

particular focus on comparing the year(s) prior to the grant with grant years to identify the 

difference in outcomes over time for the schools and districts that received the grants. We then 

compared these differences with the rates over time for schools and districts that did not receive 

grants, allowing us to use a difference-in-differences approach to understand the potential 

impact of the grant on outcomes. 

 

Application Data 

 

The authors analyzed application data for each of the grants to provide descriptive information 

about what districts planned to do with Moore settlement funding (see appendix D, table D1, 

data sources 2, 24, and 25). The applications did not provide data on the implementation of 

these proposed activities. Some of the applications for teacher retention were available for 

download on the Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska’s Children webpage, 

“Grants previously approved by the Moore Collaborative Committee.” We cross-checked these 

applications with the financial data provided by DEED, and then requested additional 

applications for teacher retention grants, at either the school or district level, from DEED. DEED 

also provided applications for the early learning grants and suppressed reimbursement forms 

from the HSGQE funding. The majority of applications for early learning grants included 

individual assurances of 85 percent attendance for potential students. These data were stored 

securely. 

 

Only funded applications were analyzed. Data from applications were structured in Excel for 

review of common sections of the applications and to organize the data for descriptive 

contributions to the report. 

 


