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Executive Summary 

Beginning in June 2012, 10 Alaska districts received funding to help 37 of their lowest-

performing schools improve educational outcomes. The 40 lowest-performing schools in the 

state were eligible to receive funds from the Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) program, a 

funding allocation from the state legislature in response to the settlement of a landmark court 

case Moore v. the State of Alaska. During the first year and a half of the TRG program, districts 

applied for funds and established programs to help improve instruction and practice in their 

highest-need schools.   

 

This report provides formative feedback on the activities of the first year of the grant to the 

Moore Collaborative Committee so that adjustments may be made in implementation. This 

report documents the process of disbursing grant funds during the first two cycles of grant 

funding, and summarizes the key findings about district grantee implementation and capacity 

in the first year and a half of the TRG program. It discusses findings across three areas: 1) the 

application process and guidance for district applicants, 2) the evaluation and data capacity of 

the grantees, and 3) the progress and challenges of local district implementation of grant 

requirements. Suggested recommendations for each finding are also discussed. 

Application Process for the TRG Program 

To receive a TRG, districts completed an application for funding. The application asked them to 

describe their goals, set measurable benchmarks, detail the scope of work proposed, provide a 

budget of $400 per student, and include a sustainability and accountability plan.  A review of 

the applications and award process indicates: 

 The Moore Collaborative Committee disbursed settlement funds quickly to grantees in 

the first rounds of grant funding—more than $4.5 million to 10 districts and 37 schools in 

the first year. This quick turnaround was appreciated by grantees, and enabled districts 

to readily engage in their grant activities. 

 Districts that were awarded grants in the spring were able to plan more effectively, and 

implement earlier and more smoothly than those who received fall grants. 

 Contexts and circumstances vary across schools and some/many grantees required more 

funding to accomplish their envisioned activities than what they could offer under the 

suggested $400-per-student guideline. To improve districts’ chances of success, the 

minimal funding level could be increased to support high quality interventions, 

meaningful change, and sustainable programs.  

 Some applications were clearly conceptualized and well written. However, a number of 

applications could have been improved with more explicit guidance and support. 

Applicants would benefit from additional support in writing high quality grants—as 

many districts have limited grant-writing capacity—to ensure the highest quality 

programs are proposed and sustainable. Areas that could benefit from this additional 
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support include clearly linking their chosen program to desired outcomes, measurable 

benchmarks, and sustainability/accountability plans. 

Grantee Evaluation and Data Capacity 

For each TRG, grantees are required to include measurable objectives and a local evaluation 

plan.  In addition, the settlement requires them to provide local data to support their 

measurable outcomes on an annual basis.  The settlement evaluators worked with individual 

districts and schools to set benchmarks and align and collect their local data.  Some key take-

aways from the that process include: 

 Exemplary applications established measurable goals and objectives for their grants. 

Many grantees would benefit from assistance in creating measureable goals, objectives, 

and metrics to ensure that programs are on-track for producing positive changes. 

 Grantees reported data idiosyncratically, based on their unique contexts, goals, and 

measures. In addition, the quality of the data provided was variable—often there were 

missing or incorrect data, or an inability by districts to provide data to the evaluators. 

More centralized support for data collection and assuring its quality would allow 

grantees—and the program as a whole—to better show positive changes as a result of 

their efforts. 

Implementation of TRGs at the District and School Level 

Schools and districts sometimes use TRG funds to support their ongoing school improvement 

efforts, while others use the funds to implement new programs purchased from vendors or 

designed by district staff members. Most TRG grantees are using at least part of their funding to 

pay for consultants or vendors to provide ongoing support to students (e.g., consultants are 

interventionists) or to school or district staff (e.g., consultants are instructional coaches). TRG 

grantees are carrying out a variety of activities with grant funding, including coaching 

interventions to improve reading and math, technology supports, response to intervention, and 

behavioral support programs. Our review of implementation across sites also found: 

 Teachers are beginning to report that they are benefiting from the professional 

development and assistance provided by vendors. 

 Staff turnover is a significant challenge for schools and districts engaged in long-term 

and systemic change. Grantees would benefit from training on how to sustain programs 

in school environments with high staff turnover. 

 

Our implementation data also suggests the following considerations to optimize support to 

districts as they implement their TRG grants: 

 Ensure coordination among different providers of school improvement support.   

 Help grantees obtain staff and community buy-in for developing and implementing the 

grant to create an environment with fewer barriers to implementation.  
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 Develop tools and processes to help district and school staff members measure progress 

of their interventions, and help ensure the programs are implemented as intended and 

that progress is tracked regularly. 
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Introduction 

 
Beginning in June 2012, 10 Alaska districts received funding to help 37 of their lowest-

performing schools improve educational outcomes. The 40 lowest-performing schools in the 

state were eligible to receive funds from the Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) program, a 

funding allocation from the state legislature in response to the settlement of a landmark court 

case in Alaska. During the first year and a half of the program, districts applied for funds and 

established programs to help improve instruction and practice in their highest-need schools.   

 

This report provides formative feedback on the activities of the first year of the grant to the 

Moore Collaborative Committee so that adjustments may be made in implementation. This 

report documents the process of disbursing grant funds during the first two cycles of grant 

funding, and summarizes the key findings about district grantee implementation and capacity 

in the first year and a half of the TRG program. It discusses the application process and 

guidance for district applicants, describes the evaluation and data capacity limitations of the 

grantees, and summarizes the progress and challenges of local district implementation of grant 

requirements. Individual grantee reports in Appenix H present baseline performance data for 

each grantee’s performance metrics. 

Moore Versus the State of Alaska 

The Moore Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) emerged 

as one of four new programs from the settlement of an 

eight-year Alaska Superior Court case. The Moore v. 

State of Alaska lawsuit, filed in 2004, challenged whether 

Alaska’s public education system was adequate under 

the Alaska Constitution. The plaintiffs included rural 

Alaska school districts and the advocacy group, 

Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska’s 

Children (CEAAC) (through the settlement of the case). 

In 2007, the court defined four aspects of the state’s 

constitutional obligation for providing public 

education (see inset).  

 

[The Moore] settlement is built on our confidence that our teachers are good 
teachers and that children will succeed . . . This settlement  will help districts 
use best practices and achieve the improvements that we know are within 
reach. In addition, it shows the benefit of collaboration and cooperation 
between the State and the districts as we work together for Alaska’s children. 

-Mike Hanley, Alaska Commissioner of Education 

Alaska State Constitutional 
Responsibility for Public Education 
 

 Rational educational standards 
that set out what children should 
be expected to learn and that meet 
or exceed a constitutional floor of 
an “adequate knowledge base” 

 An adequate assessment system 

 Adequate funding for schools to 
provide instruction in the standards 

 Adequate accountability and 
oversight by the State over 
individual school districts for the 
functions that have been given 
over to local control 
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In the initial 2007 ruling, the court determined that the state had met its constitutional 

responsibilities for the first three metrics. However, it found the state to be remiss in providing 

assistance and oversight to the local school districts with failing schools. Upon this ruling, the 

court narrowed the case to the state’s failure to support and oversee chronically 

underperforming schools. In 2009 and 2010, the court issued additional positive rulings related 

to compliance, and the state settled the case on January 26, 2012 (further referred to in this 

report as the “Moore settlement”). In the 2012 session, the Alaska legislature appropriated the 

mandated $18 million (without offsets) to improve educational outcomes for students. Some of 

the contingencies of the case included implementing new accountability measures for districts 

accessing settlement funds and new attendance requirements for students benefiting from 

settlement funds.  

Moore Settlement Allocation and Administration  

The Moore settlement allocated $18 million across four programs (Table 1), with a planned 

expenditure over three years. The majority of funding flows to early learning programs and 

TRGs, with smaller amounts allocated to teacher retention and remediation to pass the High 

School Graduation Qualifying Examination. Funding allocation and grants end at the end of 

2015–16, with unexpended funds returning to the state unless extended by further action by the 

legislature. In addition, the state appropriation set aside 10 percent of the total funds for 

evaluation of program impact. 

 
Table 1   
Programs Funded by the Moore v. State of Alaska Settlement 

Program Purpose Beneficiary 

Two-year kindergarten and 
related programs ($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 ($6 
million total funding) 

Noncompetitive grants to support 
proven educational strategies. 

The 40 Alaska schools with the 
lowest performance. 

Teacher retention grants ($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 Examination 
(HSGQE) Remediation 
Reimbursement ($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: CEEAC one-page summary of the Moore Settlement, http://ceaac.net/Moore_Summary.html 

 

A collaborative six-member committee (the Moore Collaborative Committee or “the 

committee”) administers the Moore settlement and is designed to promote collaboration 

between the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development (EED) and the districts in 
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establishing and implementing effective programs. The Commissioner of Education and the 

CEAAC each appoints three standing members to the committee and jointly selects a seventh 

member, a nonvoting chair, to lead the committee. The committee’s primary role is to 

“recommend and advise with respect to program design, grant documents, funding allocations, 

and implementation of programs” created using settlement dollars. The committee determines 

which districts will receive funding, and EED disburses funds to districts. 

Targeted Resources Grant Selection and Award Methodology 

The current evaluation reports on only one of the four grant programs funded by the Moore 

settlement—the Targeted Resources Grants (TRG). Any of the lowest-performing schools found 

on the annual Moore Eligibility List can apply for the TRG program. The eligibility list can 

change from year to year. For the 2012–13 and 2013–14 school years, the list consisted of 

52 schools in 13 districts (see Appendix A for current eligibility list). Eligible districts/schools 

apply for TRG funds to develop and implement a “program . . . to increase student achievement 

in underperforming schools.” The committee awards the grants, while the EED assumes fiscal 

responsibility for grant administration.  

 

The application process for the first three rounds of the TRG program progressed through 

several stages. Early in the Moore settlement process, the committee solicited service providers 

to provide descriptions of their available services applicable to the TRG goals. In an effort to 

help grantees select research-based programs and interventions, the committee reviewed 

provider services, selected vendors that met their criteria, and published a list of vendors and 

descriptions of their services for use by TRG applicants. Applicants could choose from the pre-

approved vendor list or they could propose other programs to meet the goals of the grant. The 

committee encouraged eligible schools and their sponsoring districts to creatively propose 

programs with the greatest potential to impact student learning in their local context.  

 

In the second stage of the process, the committee communicated with eligible districts and 

schools, providing application guidance for the grant funds. While the grants were non-

competitive and the committee’s goal focused on quickly disbursing funds to districts, there 

were several requirements for applicants (Table 2). These requirements included financial 

information about supporting programs and matching funds, accountability and evaluation 

measures at the school and district levels, description of the target population and the research-

based program or intervention to be used, and a plan for sustainability. The grant required 

proposed interventions to be “research-based.” In addition, grant funds could not be used for 

capital projects, but were allowed for “capital purchases that are integral to the purpose of a 

grant project, such as equipment used in a cultural camp.”  
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Table 2   
TRG Grant Requirements 

Methodology Clear plan linking requested funding to desired student achievement. 

Plan includes pre-program benchmark to establish baseline student 
performance and a post-program benchmark to document program impact. 

Financial Information Source and amount of district resources being spent on related efforts. 

Target population Demographic and student achievement data to establish need related to the 
target population. 

School accountability Locally determined, measurable goals, including improvements in student 
achievement, attendance, graduation rates, and/or other measures 
appropriate to the planned intervention. 

Research-based Selected or designed interventions based on programs “tested by an 
independent evaluation … or replicating a successful model already used in 
similar circumstances.”  

Some of the pre-screened vendor and program choices included research 
that TRG applicants could copy and paste into their proposal. 

Sustainability Statement of how the efforts, started and supported with, TRG funds would be 
maintained and sustained after grant funding ends. 

Matching Funds Matching TRG grant funds with a district cash match in an amount determined 
by the overall district student enrollment count. If district student count is: 
<300, then a 10 percent match is required; 301 to 1,000 students, then a 20 
percent match; 1,001 to 3,000, then a 30 percent match; and >3000, then a 
40 percent match. 

District accountability Policy to address superintendent accountability for meeting the locally 
established benchmarks, which incorporate success in meeting those 
benchmarks as a measure in the superintendent’s evaluation. 

Commitment to the implementation of all elements of a scientifically based, 
intensive reading program in underperforming schools, as verified by EED. 

Source: CEAAC Targeted Resources Grant application form, 
http://ceaac.net/documents/Prescreenproposals/Targeted_Resources_Grant_form_1.pdf 

 

Three cycles of applications have occurred thus far under the TRG program—in July 2012, 

November 2012, and April 2013. In each cycle, CEAAC reviewed applications to ensure they 

complied with the above criteria and a $400-per-student guideline as an upper cut-off for 

funding. The evaluation team also reviewed the applications and provided feedback to the 

application reviewer on the quality of the programs chosen and the feasibility/quality of the 

evaluation measures. The committee approved final applications based on reviewer 

recommendations for funding. Recommendations ranged from revising budgets, to specifying 

programmatic components, to accepting the applications as submitted.   
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Findings and Implications 

Our Year 1 findings1 address three major areas:2 (1) the application and award process for the 

TRG program; (2) grantee evaluation and data capacity; and (3) implementation of TRGs at the 

district and school level.  In each section below, we describe the key themes that emerged from 

our analyses (detailed methodology and evaluation plan in Appendix B), and also provide a set 

of considerations and implications for the committee to consider, moving forward. 

Application and Award Process for TRG Program 

As part of the ongoing evaluation technical assistance provided to the committee, we reviewed 

district TRG applications based on the criteria set out in Table 2 above and provided feedback to 

the committee’s consultant on the evaluation components of the grants. As part of our planned 

evaluation support, we also provided technical assistance to grantees around their local 

evaluation plans and developing observable, measurable objectives. Finally, we interviewed 

committee members and school/district administrators about the application process. From 

these data sources, several observations emerged about the application process itself. 

The Moore Collaborative Committee disbursed settlement funds quickly to grantees in 
the first rounds of grant funding—more than $4.5 million to 10 districts and 37 schools in 
the first year.  

This quick turnaround was appreciated by grantees, and enabled districts to readily engage in 

their grant activities. The committee awarded its first TRG to the Northwest Arctic Borough 

School District (four schools) in July 2012, followed by awards to18 schools in five districts in 

November 2012. In April 2013, the committee funded 14 schools in four districts. To date a total 

of  $4,559,425 has been allocated (Table 3), more than three-fourths of the $6 million allocation.  

                                                      
1 The findings emerged from a synthesis of the analyses and data contained in the individual TRG 

reports. For the most part, data reported below come from the Cohort 1 districts (Northwest Arctic 

Borough, Alaska Gateway, Lower Kuskokwim, Yukon Flats, Yukon-Koyukuk, and Yupiit). TRG awards 

for Cohort 2 occurred too late in the 2012–13 school year for schools to begin implementing in time for 

our year-end surveys and interviews. 

 
2 It should be noted we provide baseline data for each of the schools’ selected measures of impact in the 

individual reports in Appendix H. The baseline summaries were conducted at the school level and 

include attendance, graduation, and dropout rates; average scores on AIMSweb, MAP, SBA, and 

TerraNova assessment tests; SBA and HSGQE proficiency rates; and average ratings on the Alaska 

Developmental Profile. For these baseline metrics, we did not compare or pool results across sites due to 

missing data and issues with data quality. However, in future annual reports, we will summarize 

changes in key outcomes, as appropriate, to track progress on grantee performance objectives. 
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Seventy-one percent of the eligible schools and 77 percent of eligible districts3 received grants. 

Additional TRGs may be awarded in 2014. 
 

Table 3   
Schools With TRGs During 2012 and 2013 

Date Awarded District Schools Total Amount Awarded 

July 2012 o Northwest Arctic Borough 

o (4 of 5 eligible schools) 

o Davis-Ramoth School 
McQueen School 
Kobuk School 
Shungnak School 

  $571,200 (3 years) 

o November 2012 o Alaska Gateway 

o (1 of 1 eligible schools) 

o Tetlin School  $54,000 (3 years) 

o November 2012 o Lower Kuskokwim 

o (10 of 11 eligible schools) 

Ayagina’er Elitnaurvik 
Ayaprun School 
Chaputnguak School 
Chief Paul Memorial School 
Eek School 
Joann A. Alexie Memorial School 
Ket’acik/Aapalluk Memorial School 
Lewis Angapak Memorial School 
Nelson Island Area School 
Nightmute School 

 $1,809,600 (3 years) 

o November 2012 o Yukon Flats  

o (3 of 5 eligible schools) 

Fort Yukon School 
Arctic Village  
Tsuk Taih Schools 

 $140,208 (3 years) 

o November 2012 o Yukon-Koyukuk 

o (2 of 3 eligible schools) 

Johnny Oldman School 
Kaltag School 

 $83,388 (3 years) 

o November 2012 o Yupiit 

o (3 of 3 eligible schools) 

Akiachak School  
Akiak School  
Tuluksak School 

 $318,800 (3 years) 

o April 2013 o Bering Strait  

o (6 of 7 eligible schools) 

Brevig Mission School 
Savoonga School 
Shishmaref School 
Wales School 
Gambell School 
Diomede School 

 $810,000 (3 years) 

o April 2013 o Lower Yukon  

o (5 of 8 eligible schools) 

o  

Sheldon Point School 
Kotlik School 
Marshall School 
Pilot Station School 
Scammon Bay School 

 $594,915 (3 years) 

o April 2013 o North Slope Borough 

o (2 of 3 eligible schools) 

Meade River School 
Nuiqsut Trapper School 

 $159,450 (3 years) 

o April 2013 o Southeast Island 

o (1 of 2 eligible schools) 

o Naukati School  $19,864 (2 years) 

Source: CEEAC document showing Moore financial disbursements as of April 29, 2013, retrieved from: 
http://ceaac.net/Moore_Clearinghouse_Page.html  

                                                      
3 Iditarod, Kuspuk, and Kashunamiut districts did not apply during the first three cycles. 

http://ceaac.net/Moore_Clearinghouse_Page.html
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Target Populations Served by the TRG Program 

The districts and schools receiving TRG funds are rural (Figure 1) and are located in remote 

areas of the state.   
 

Figure  1 
Geographic Distribution of Students Served by TRG Funds 

 
As a group, the schools receiving TRG funds serve 4,631 students, 98 percent who are Alaska 

Native, and 82 percent who receive free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) (Table 4). Students 

attend school, on average, 89 percent of the time, and 25 and 31 percent are proficient in math 

and reading, respectively. 
 

Table 4   
Characteristics of Schools and Students Served by TRG, by District  

  Students in TRG Schools 

District 
TRG 

Schools  # Students  
%  

AK Native 
% 

FRL 
Attendance 

Rate 
% Proficient- 

Math 
% Proficient-

Reading 

Alaska Gateway 1 30 100 100 86 42 25 

Bering Strait 6 821 99 88 87 30 42 

Lower Kuskokwim 10 1,601 99 78 87 17 23 

Lower Yukon 5 788 99 89 96 27 26 

North Slope 2 180 96 46 84 33 42 

Northwest Arctic 4 541 99 80 86 21 27 

Southeast Island 1 15 0 71 95 67 60 

Yukon Flats 3 160 91 84 97 26 37 

Yukon Koyukuk 2 46 96    NA
4
 97 24 31 

Yupiit 3 449 97 91 84 18 27 

Total  37 4,631 98 82 89 25 31 

Source: Author’s analysis of EED Data files from 2011/12  

                                                      
4 EED’s 2011/2012 data on free and reduced-price lunch did not include either TRG school. See 

education.alaska.gov/tls/cnp/docs/Previous_F&R_Price_Reports.xls for the data source. 
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Some applications were clearly conceptualized and well-written. However, a number of 
applications could have been improved with additional support in writing high quality 
grants—as many districts have limited grant-writing capacity—to ensure the highest 
quality programs are proposed and sustainable. 

TRG applications varied in completeness and the extent to which they addressed the criteria 

provided by CEEAC. For example, five out of the 10 district applications did not provide 

detailed descriptions of their interventions and how they would promote student learning. 

Similarly, many applications did not clearly specify a sustainability plan. For the most part, 

applicants stated that either district funds would be used to defray the costs once the grant 

ended, or that “capacity would be built,” eliminating the need for the additional support. Third, 

many applications did not provide clear performance metrics or accountability measures. In 

particular, most of the TRG applications did not contain measurable objectives, listing instead a 

range of data collection sources—some more usable than others (e.g., MAP testing, versus 

principal walk-throughs)—and none of the applications stated pre-and-posttest benchmarks for 

their measures. These issues likely reflect districts’ lack of resources available for writing grants, 

selecting interventions, and also deciding upon outcomes and benchmarks that would be 

helpful in evaluating the intervention.  

 

While districts received substantial feedback on their budgets and the degree to which they 

aligned with the $400-per-student guideline, less feedback was provided to applicants about the 

quality of their proposed interventions and evaluation and sustainability plans. For future 

funding rounds, it may be helpful to provide feedback and allocate resources for additional 

technical assistance to grant applicants with the goal of improving their proposals before they 

are funded. The external review process could be augmented to include an examination of all of 

the application criteria and result in comprehensive feedback and technical assistance to 

applicants. The committee might also consider communicating expectations about making 

requested revisions before proposals are funded, and determining if proposals should not be 

funded until they adequately address the nine requirements of the TRG request for proposals. 

Stronger proposals will provide districts with stronger frameworks for implementation, 

measuring progress, and continuous improvement. 

Contexts and circumstances vary across schools and some grantees may require more 
funding to accomplish their envisioned activities than what they could offer under the 
suggested $400 per-student guideline—suggesting that the minimal funding level could 
be increased to support high quality interventions, meaningful change, and sustainable 
programs. 

The amount of annual funding awarded to schools varied widely (an average of $41,165 per 

school, but ranging from $9,932 to $60,320) (Table 5). This variation is in large part due to the 

number of students attending the targeted schools, but in some cases, it was unclear that the 

student enrollment used to calculate the grant amount was the same as the number of targeted 

students to be served. Some districts were provided specific feedback to reduce their budgets 

when their requests exceeded the recommended $400 per student. This recommendation 

conflicts somewhat with the TRG application guidance stating that applicants “should provide 
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an explanation of need for exceeding the $400 per capita guideline and it is understood that 

with economies of scale, smaller schools and districts may have reason to exceed the 

guidelines.”  

 
Table 5   
Total and Average Annual Amount of TRG Funding Per School and Student, by District 

District 
Schools 
Served 

Students 
Served 

Annual TRG 
Funding 

Average 
$ Per 

School 

 
Average $ 

Per 
Student 

Alaska Gateway 1 30  $18,000   $18,000   $600  

Bering Strait 6 821  $270,000   $45,000   $329  

Lower Kuskokwim 10 1,601  $603,200   $60,320   $377  

Lower Yukon 5 788  $198,305   $39,661   $252  

North Slope 2 180  $53,150   $26,575   $295  

Northwest Arctic Borough 4 541  $190,400   $47,600   $352  

Southeast Island 1 15  $9,932   $9,932   $662  

Yukon Flats 3 160  $46,736   $15,579   $292  

Yukon  Koyukuk 2 46  $27,796   $13,898   $604  

Yupiit 3 449  $105,600   $35,200   $235  

Total 37 4,631  $1,523,119   $41,165   $329  

Source: Author’s analysis of EED and CEEAC Moore financial disbursements as of April 29, 2013. 

 

One question that arose from districts and from committee members was whether or not there 

was a “minimum” level of funding needed for a school to make significant instructional 

changes that lead to measurable improvements in student outcomes. For many of the smaller 

schools, a small budget was used to offset a small portion of staff member salaries (e.g., .18 FTE 

of an instructional coach), which may not be enough “intervention” to change the course of 

student performance. This concern is further illustrated by an administrator who, in his 

comment, appreciated the additional funding but wondered how realistic it was to significantly 

improve student achievement with less than $20,000 a year. The limited funding allocation for 

some districts also led to challenges in actually providing the services, especially for 

geographically dispersed sites. For example, much of the funding may go to offset the cost of 

travel, leaving few resources for actually providing the targeted services. As one respondent 

indicated, “Money is spent on travel to get consultants to the sites, but then they really don’t 

have money left to do much else. They then have to choose to do on-site work or use technology 

to communicate over the distance.”  

 

It may be best to address this issue when reviewing applications to determine if the proposed 

scope of work aligns with the estimated costs and takes into account logistical expenses like 

vendor travel to and from schools. Suggested recommendations also include clearer 

communication about funding parameters and potentially allowing some districts to apply for 

additional funds, if justified. 
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Districts that were awarded grants in the spring were able to plan more effectively, and 
implement earlier and more smoothly than those who received fall grants. 

The November funding cycle presented three challenges related to TRG implementation. First, 

having to start new work and activities part way through the school year was sometimes a 

disruption to an already established professional development schedule. Second, some TRG 

grantees opted to delay implementation until the following fall because of potential disruption 

to ongoing school processes. Finally, those districts that were awarded in the fall, and were able 

to implement their TRG during the following spring, found their progress and the momentum 

of their work affected by the end of the school year. Essentially, many fall grantees had 

approximately four months or less to establish TRG processes prior to the end of the school 

year. In comparison, spring grantees had the summer to plan and begin implementing their 

grants. This issue may be ameliorated in future granting cycles held in the spring, a step already 

being taken by the committee. 

Grantee Evaluation and Data Capacity 

In this section, we delve into findings related to grantee evaluation and data capacity. As 

described above under the application process, many grantees had significant difficulty in 

establishing appropriate metrics for their grants. These evaluation and measurement challenges 

also extended into significant data quality and access challenges, making local evaluation 

difficult. Our observations for this section emerge from review of the applications, ongoing 

discussions with grantees about their local evaluation plans, our experience in accessing data 

from local sites, and interviews with administrators at schools and districts. 

Exemplary applications established measurable goals and objectives for their grants. 
Many grantees would benefit from assistance in creating measureable goals, objectives, 
and metrics to ensure that programs are on-track for producing positive changes. 

As a key component of the application process, grantees were asked to establish pre- and post-

intervention benchmark assessments to “provide annual evidence of change due to the 

proposed action.” Identifying appropriate outcome measures enables grantees to track their 

progress and to make course corrections in their programs if the desired outcomes are not being 

achieved. Grantees could use assessment measures already in place, or select new measures. 

Measures could be academic, such as student achievement, or non-academic, such as teacher 

retention, changes in instructional practices, or other measures, as long as they connected to the 

proposed objectives of the grant.  

 

In general, applicants did not develop/construct objectives that allowed them to track their 

progress. Across grantees, objectives were missing, overly general (“improve student 

learning”), or were not measurable. Some specifically referred to increasing attendance or 

student achievement or attendance, but did not specify benchmarks for targeted change. It is 

important to note that this appears, for the most part, to be an issue of capacity. In conversations 

with schools and districts about their local evaluation plans, it was clear that many had not had 

training on, or experience in, setting up objectives that could be used for a multi-year 
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evaluation, and thus did not understand how to go about preparing for evaluation of their TRG 

grant. Several others demonstrated resistance to setting specific targets, saying any 

improvement would be considered success. However, in some cases, districts did not wish to 

clearly specify their plan, make agreements to ongoing data collection, or, in some extreme 

cases, respond to requests to discuss the plan. 

 

We worked with each TRG recipient to create a local evaluation plan that clearly laid out the 

measures to be collected annually, set benchmark targets, and described data collection 

activities that would be taking place across all sites. To support these local evaluation plans, 

additional technical assistance could be provided to districts and principals on how to set 

measurable objectives and benchmarks and to use this implementation data to help their 

schools improve practices and, subsequently, student outcomes.  

Grantees reported data idiosyncratically, based on their unique contexts, goals, and 
measures. In addition, the quality of the data was variable, with missing or incorrect data, 
and/or inability to provide data to the Education Northwest evaluators.  More centralized 
support for data collection and assuring its quality would allow grantees—and the 
program as a whole—to better show positive changes as a result of their efforts. 

In carrying out our external evaluation, data challenges emerged in two areas—first in getting 

agreement and participation in survey and interview activities conducted by Education 

Northwest (local data collection), and second, in acquiring high quality existing data from 

schools and districts to examine their performance measures. While most grantees provided us 

with the necessary documents and data needed to conduct their evaluation, some districts were 

nonresponsive. It is likely that data difficulties emerged out of capacity limitations at the school 

and district level, as many of the smaller schools and districts do not have designated data staff 

members.  In addition, the level of effort required may exceed the resources provided in the 

grants, suggesting that a line item for local evaluation and data management might be helpful 

to districts, or that the base amount of funding could be augmented to accommodate these 

costs. 

 

Local data collection. Our survey and interview efforts yielded variable response rates across 

the different sites. Some sites did not complete the survey, or very few staff members completed 

it, despite repeated reminders. In addition, we experienced difficulty in setting up interviews in 

some sites, with multiple phone calls and email reminders required; in some cases, the 

interviewee did not show up for an interview that was already scheduled. Additionally, in 

many cases, those we interviewed and/or surveyed did not know that their school or district 

was receiving a TRG or what services were supported through TRG. This is not to say the TRG 

intervention wasn’t being implemented; rather, respondents were often unaware the 

intervention was funded via the TRG program. One possible explanation for low response rates 

is that some educators chose not to complete the evaluation survey simply because they did not 

realize their school had a TRG. 
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One strategy to help improve district and school awareness of the TRG and buy-in to the 

evaluation is to develop written memoranda of understanding with the committee, the 

evaluators, and the schools/districts about evaluation expectations and roles. These memoranda 

would include expectations and roles related to providing existing data, participating in 

surveys and interviews, and facilitating scheduling of site visits.. Memoranda of understanding 

and communication from the committee could frame the TRG evaluation as important and 

necessary work that will enable districts to monitor their progress, make adjustments, and 

provide evidence that the funds are well spent.  

 

Acquiring existing local data. Delays in data delivery from local sites posed a significant 

challenge to our baseline analysis (see Appendix C for a list of missing data elements from 

grantees). Though we began the data acquisition process in August 2013, to date we have not 

received all the data we need to conduct the initial analysis we proposed in our evaluation plan. 

The delays in data delivery were primarily caused by a lack of response to our requests for 

signed Data-Sharing Agreements (DSA) and data transfers with individual TRG recipients.5 

Districts varied significantly in their response times at each stage of the process. Some districts 

signed DSAs within a week but took several weeks to transfer data, while others took weeks to 

sign DSAs but transferred data immediately. Some districts required continual outreach for 

DSAs and data and, to date, two districts have not yet sent us the requested data. We have 

provided baseline data where it is available in the individual site reports, but given these 

challenges, have not summarized it overall for the current report. If possible, the committee 

could assist with data collection by contacting nonresponsive districts and/or by reminding 

districts of data collection deadlines. 

 

Data quality issues also produced challenges for the evaluation, particularly in our ability to 

match district and state data and an inability to replicate public results for attendance, dropout, 

and graduation rates with the data we obtained.  For example, we were unable to match unique 

identification numbers for several hundred students. Additional effort is needed to verify 

district and state data to ensure changes in student outcomes are valid. Throughout the rest of 

the evaluation cycle, we will provide additional assistance to districts and schools to improve 

data access and quality. 

                                                      
5 Our original timeline was to begin processing data by the end of October 2013 and to complete the 

analysis by the end of November 2013. When data were slow to come in, we imposed a deadline of 

November 30, 2013, for the data transfers; however, by the end of November, we had not received data 

from Yukon Flats, Northwest Arctic, Bering Strait, nor Yupiit School Districts—more than a third of the 

districts. After a final request for data in early December, with a firm deadline of December 20, we 

received data from Northwest Arctic and Bering Strait. 
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Implementation of TRGs at the District and School Level 

In this section, we describe overall themes from Cohort 1 schools and districts that began 

implementing their proposed programs and interventions in early 2013. We identify successes 

and challenges that the schools and districts experienced in beginning TRG implementation. In 

addition, where appropriate, we also provide recommendations for the committee to consider in 

supporting schools in their TRG implementation. 

 

We assessed implementation of TRG-funded programs and interventions using multiple sources, 

including educator surveys and interviews, site visits, review of documents, and student 

achievement data. We collected survey data from some Cohort 1 schools during the spring 2013; 

however, three districts did not complete the year-end survey or their teachers had not yet 

participated in any of the professional development offered throughout the year and thus could 

not answer the questions. Therefore, only two districts yielded sufficient survey data to 

summarize in this report: Alaska Gateway School District (AGSD), and Northwest Arctic 

Borough School District (NWABSD),6 with a total of 30 teacher survey responses.  

 

We also gathered qualitative data via interviews and review of vendor work logs. In addition to 

interviews conducted during site visits, we conducted phone interviews with district and school 

administrators during spring (Cohort 1 districts) and fall (Cohort 2) 2013. We conducted more 

than 50 interviews, including interviews with 26 teachers, 20 administrators (superintendents 

and principals), and six vendors. We also reviewed work logs from vendors providing TRG-

funded service in AGSD, NWABSD, and Yukon Flats School District (YFSD). 

 

It is important to keep in mind that this report conveys findings related only to initial 

implementation of the TRGs. All of the implementation data in this section came from schools 

and districts that had been awarded a TRG just months before our surveys and interviews 

occurred—making our documentation reflective of schools’ and districts’ early efforts to 

implement their TRG, rather than assessing fully developed programs. In addition, we could 

not collect data from all of the sites. Both of these factors point to treating the findings below as 

preliminary. 

TRG grantees are carrying out a variety of activities with grant funding including 
coaching interventions to improve reading and math, technology supports, response to 
intervention, and behavioral support programs.  

The TRG application asked grantees for a “commitment to the implementation of all elements of 

a scientifically based intensive reading program in underperforming schools, as verified by 

EED.” However, applicants proposed a variety of different interventions to meet their needs 

                                                      
6 Lower Kuskokwim (LKSD) staff completed the survey, but because their TRG intervention (Imagine 

Learning) was a computer-based program tightly focused on supporting struggling readers, the questions 

on the survey were unique and not suitable for inclusion in this report.  
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(Table 6). Several of the TRG recipients described coaching programs to help their staff 

members use data, improve instruction, and create a positive and supportive environment for 

their students. Two districts proposed implementing or expanding a technology-based 

response-to-intervention program (RTI), Imagine Learning. One district proposed implementing 

Project GLAD to support English language learner (ELL) students. Several of the TRG grantees 

proposed a professional learning community approach to provide ongoing support to teachers. 

 
Table 6   
Interventions Proposed by TRG Recipients 

District/School Intervention(s) Proposed 

Alaska Gateway (Tetlin) Support a .18 FTE RTI Specialist/Instruction Coach Position  

Bering Strait (all schools) 

Support three specialists, each 1.0 FTE: an intervention data 
specialist, a literacy coach, and an assessment support 
facilitator  

Lower Kuskokwim (all schools) 

Purchase intervention materials (Imagine Learning), technology 
to extend access to computer-based interventions, and support 
salaries for existing staff members to implement extended 
learning opportunities into afterschool hours  

Lower Yukon (all schools) 

Support travel for training and follow-up support for existing 
staff members to implement the Safe & Civil Schools program 
designed to empower school staff members with techniques to 
help all students behave responsibly and respectfully  

North Slope (Meade River) 

Support travel for training and follow-up support for existing 
staff members to implement the Positive Behavior Interventions 
and Supports model to address problem behaviors that have 
an adverse effect on learning 

North Slope (Nuiqsut Trapper) 

Support two as part-time interventionists to implement the 
research-based RTI model that the district has adopted to 
improve student reading and math proficiency 

Northwest Arctic Borough (all 
schools) 

Provide professional development and coaching support from 
two full-time literacy specialists who will help classroom 
teachers interpret data and assist with using the district 
curriculum 

Southeast Island 
Support travel for training to implement Project GLAD to 
support ELL students 

Yukon Flats (Ft. Yukon) 

Support a consultant and consultant travel to implement and 
conduct systematic and ongoing collaborative meetings with all 
grade levels, focused on improving student achievement in the 
area of math  

Yukon Flats (Arctic Village & Tsuk 
Taih) 

Support a consultant and consultant travel to strengthen core 
programs by providing comprehensive training and support of 
the district-approved reading program through coaching  
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Table 6  (continued)  
Interventions Proposed by TRG Recipients 

District/School Intervention(s) Proposed 

Yukon-Koyukuk (all schools) 

Support a .33 FTE Assessment Coach to provide targeted 
intensive support and effective coaching for teaching staff  
members to use data to identify the specific help students need 
to succeed, and to adjust classroom instruction  

Yupiit (all schools) 

Support two part-time consultants and their travel to assist 
district staff members in the development of the Imagine It! 
reading program, which integrates culturally and experientially 
relevant stories and informational text 

Note: Imagine It! and Imagine Learning are unrelated programs. 

Source: District TRG proposals. 

 

Teachers are beginning to report that they are benefiting from the professional 
development and assistance provided by vendors. 

Teacher survey data provide some measure of teacher satisfaction with the services provided by 

TRG-funded vendors and an indication of perceived value. The majority of survey respondents 

“agreed” or “strongly agreed” that vendors provided helpful assistance, responded to their 

needs, and made them feel better able to serve their students (Figure 2). The small number of 

respondents who did not agree with these items came mostly from NWABSD. 

 
Figure 2   
Teachers’ Perceptions of TRG-Funded Vendors (N=30) 

  
Source: Author’s analysis of evaluation survey data; values are percentages from a four-point scale. 

 

Similarly, most teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that the professional development 

provided by vendors met a variety of indicators for quality, such as high quality overall, 

alignment with assessments, and focus on content (Figure 3). One exception to this trend is that 

most respondents disagreed that professional development was sustained and intensive. 
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Figure 3   
Teachers’ Perceptions of TRG-Funded Professional Development (N=30) 

 
Source: Author’s analysis of evaluation survey data; values are percentages from a four-point scale. 

 

One of the most desirable outcomes of the TRG program is changed teacher practice. The 

majority of teachers reported the professional development they received through the TRG was 

relevant to their practice and, likewise, changed their practice (Figure 4). The staff members 

who reported that the support they received was not relevant and did not help change their 

practice were from NWABSD. 

 
Figure 4   
Teachers’ Perceptions of Relevance and Impact of TRG-Funded Vendors (N=30)  

 
Source: Author’s analysis of evaluation survey data; all values are percentages. 
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Schools and districts sometimes use TRG funds to support their ongoing school 
improvement efforts, while others use the funds to implement new programs.   

Several schools are using TRG funds to support vendors who have been working on site for 

several years. There are potential benefits to supporting these vendors—they enter the TRG 

work with the knowledge and experience to immediately help implement the intervention, and 

they usually have established the trust of the district, school, and community. As one 

respondent said, “The successful implementation of the program was due to the coach knowing 

the district and our needs as a result of working here for the past few years.” However, if the 

TRG program is intended for grantees to try new interventions or approaches rather than 

continue with those already in place, extending existing efforts may not reflect the spirit of the 

TRG.  

 

Vendors, teachers, and administrators all reported vendors doing additional on-site work 

outside the parameters of the TRG, such as administering assessments, substitute teaching, and 

supporting English language learner (ELL) strategies. In one instance, a vendor described 

providing a considerable amount of face-to-face time with teachers focused on English language 

development strategies from World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA), 

despite knowing that it was not the primary focus of the vendor’s role. While providing 

teachers with ELL instructional strategies to improve their effectiveness is noteworthy, this 

activity was not aligned to that specific TRG scope of work. Similarly, one survey respondent 

indicated, “The [vendor] is doing what we didn’t expect. They need to focus on the specific goal 

of [the] grant [and] not be a jack-of-all-trades.”  

 

To ensure that TRGs push schools and districts to innovate and take new approaches to 

improve student outcomes, it may be helpful to provide additional guidance to grantees about 

the desirability of utilizing and of supplanting vendors for work beyond the TRG. If additional 

funds are available, the committee may also consider reaching out to such districts and schools 

to determine if additional funds or resources are needed to support their efforts to improve 

student outcomes. 

Schools and districts are likely to be more successful if there is intentional, enhanced 
collaboration and communication among TRG vendors and other providers of school 
improvement support. 

Schools reported a lack of coordination among TRG vendors and other state-provided supports, 

such as their Alaska EED State System of Support coach. The respondents pointed to the need 

for communication to ensure that staff support and professional development are coordinated 

across multiple programs and supports. As one staff member noted, “The two coaches go in 

different directions and staff find that kind of frustrating.” It may be helpful for the committee 

to enhance communication with any EED offices that send staff members to schools and 

facilitate conversations between vendors and EED coaches. Vendors and EED coaches could 

coordinate their visits and, ideally, develop joint plans for supporting their schools that leverage 

each person’s areas of expertise.  



 

18  Education Northwest 

The success of local TRG grants may be supported by helping grantees obtain staff and 
community buy-in for developing and implementing the grant to create an environment 
with fewer barriers to implementation.  

While many staff members are participating in their respective TRG projects, it remains a 

challenge for schools and districts to get all staff members committed to implement the TRG as 

designed. In two districts, interviewees pointed out that tenured staff members seem to be 

reluctant to participate in the professional development and implementation of the 

intervention. As one vendor reported, “Most teachers are not fully implementing. Older [more 

experienced] teachers do not want to do new things; new staff [members] do not know how to 

implement; not all staff fully understand the intervention.” 

 

Buy-in often emerges as a challenge when a new program or innovation is introduced in a 

school or district. There are many possible causes of low buy-in, but the committee may 

consider offering guidance to districts on the provision of additional professional development 

in formats that promote buy-in and fidelity. Modeling new practices and coaching teachers in 

their own classrooms are but two professional development formats or strategies that vendors 

could utilize to improve buy-in and fidelity. Another approach might be to follow a process 

used in other schoolwide reform models: require school staff—teachers and administrators—to 

secure buy-in in advance of implementation. This step could help bridge any gaps in buy-in and 

awareness of the grant that exist between the district staff members who typically write the 

grant and the school-level staff members who will implement the TRG-funded intervention in 

their buildings and classrooms. One strategy is for districts to collect signatures affirming buy-

in from 80 percent of school administrators and teachers and submit these signatures with their 

applications.  

Developing tools and processes to measure progress of TRG interventions to help 
district and school staff members ensure the programs are implemented as intended, 
and that progress is tracked regularly. 

As part of their TRG application, districts had to assure the committee that “district leaders 

[will] regularly visit schools and classrooms to ensure that district-adopted curricula are being 

taught, and that all elements of the intensive reading program are being implemented.” An 

essential aspect of implementing a curriculum is making sure it is enacted as intended (tracking 

fidelity of implementation). Administrator training on the interventions enhances such work; 

without understanding how the program is intended to be implemented, it is difficult to 

support implementation with a high level of fidelity. 

 

Vendors reported evidence of teacher implementation while they were on site, but further 

evidence of teacher implementation when they were off site is limited. We found that districts 

and school staff members lack capacity and knowledge of how to monitor, or improve the 

monitoring of, the TRG intervention to ensure fidelity of implementation. Many TRG principals 

are also teachers or are itinerant, which may hamper administrative support of TRG 

implementation due to the lack of time to focus on the TRG. Additionally, district and school 

administrators have not always participated fully in TRG-funded training. For instance, one 
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vendor reported that the principal of a school wants to be actively engaged in the trainings but 

he/she tends to miss trainings due to other responsibilities. The vendor went on to say that 

because administrators tend not to be active participants, the question of who monitors and 

supports staff implementation of the intervention becomes an issue.  

 

To ensure high levels of implementation, the committee could ask districts and principals to 

take on responsibility for gauging the ongoing implementation of the TRG in concrete ways, for 

example, between visits from the vendor, or to develop some kind of professional learning 

community model to increase shared commitment and responsibility for implementation and 

success. The committee could facilitate dialogue between administrators and vendors and 

encourage them to develop a shared approach to tracking implementation that takes into 

account the many demands on administrators’ time. Finally, the committee could also ask 

grantees to include district and school administrators in training related to the TRG 

intervention.  

An early start to implementation and supporting new staff is important to continuity in 
implementing the TRG grants. 

Some schools and districts are facing up to four significant disruptions to the pace of 

implementation: (1) the timing of the grant cycle, (2) teacher turnover, (3) gaps in vendor 

service, and (4) lack of time to implement. As noted above, some TRG recipients received their 

grant awards in the middle of the year, which sometimes disrupted already-established 

professional development schedules, and caused some recipients to delay their implementation 

until the fall or to compress initial planning and implementation into the spring.  

 

Teacher turnover is disruptive to many school functions and clearly slowed TRG 

implementation. In one TRG school, only one staff member had been at the school for more than 

a year. As one staff member from that school said, “The coach is spending much of her time 

helping new staff catch up.” In another district, the vendor echoed this by stating, “Constantly 

orienting new staff members to a new district, community, school, curriculum, and assessments 

is a challenge.” Given high turnover in teaching staff at the TRG schools, any professional 

development delivered to staff members in one year is lost when those staff members leave. As 

a result, professional development cannot be built upon over multiple years. In a large school, 

rebuilding that background could be a task taken on by grade-level or content-area teams, but 

such continuity may not exist in village schools, where a single new teacher might be the entire 

K–5 staff or represent a significant number of the K–12 staff. Our initial data suggest that sites 

that training all staff members, including paraprofessionals and administrators, may be more 

likely to sustain efforts. Paraprofessionals are often the longest tenured school staff members 

and this approach shifts the focus from “the teacher turnover problem” to drawing on the assets 

of the school community through the paraprofessionals. The committee could ask grantees to 

explicitly take teacher turnover into account in their TRGs, and design strategies to mediate 

those effects.  
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There is also variation in how frequently vendors are providing support and whether or not 

teachers feel they are getting enough support (Figure 5). At the time of the survey, many 

teachers had not yet received any type of support through the TRG. Another nine respondents 

reported they had participated in professional development less than monthly. Twelve of the 

30 respondents reported they had received too little support from the vendor since the 

beginning of the grant. Several survey respondents noted that while they knew there was a TRG 

designed to support them, they had not participated in any trainings by the end of the 2012–13 

school year. As one interviewee said when asked about the frequency of support provided by 

the coach, “How effectively can a couple times a month really support changes in practice?” To 

address these issues, the committee could produce guidelines for vendor-provided professional 

development to promote ongoing, sustained, and job-embedded professional development for 

TRG recipients. 
 

Figure 5   
Interactions with Vendors (N = 30) 

 

 
Source: Author’s analysis of evaluation survey data; all values are percentages. 

 

Along with frequency of support, time available to participate in and implement the TRG was 

an issue. Responses to the survey at times seem incongruent, given that staff members are 

requesting more contact time with the coach, yet report that they don’t have the time to attend 

trainings and implement the intervention. As one teacher said, “Time is an issue—to get 

through all the trainings when trying to do all things I need to do during the school day.” In 

another school, some staff members did not have enough time to work with the coach to 

explore appropriate remediation strategies and/or identify instructional materials. Finally, 

another survey respondent reported that the biggest challenge with TRG was “finding extra 
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time to work with the coach without infringing on other core subjects.” It may be helpful for the 

committee to recommend strategies TRG recipients can use to augment time available to 

teachers, such as paying for substitute teachers to cover time for teachers to attend professional 

development, encouraging schools and districts to use in-service days for TRG professional 

development, or revising school schedules to allow additional teacher preparation time. 
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Appendix A. Moore Eligibility List 2012/13 and 2013/14 

2012–2014: Fifty two schools, within fourteen districts, identified on the Moore Eligibility List as 

schools that are eligible for Targeted Resources Grants, for which we are requesting data: 

 

NCES School 
ID 

School 
ID School School Alias District 

District 
ID 

020005000528 30070 Tetlin School   Alaska Gateway 3 

020002000423 70010 Brevig Mission School   Bering Strait 7 

020002000499 70050 Diomede School   Bering Strait 7 

020002000468 70120 Tukurngailnguq School Stebbins School Bering Strait 7 

020002000018 70150 Wales School Kingikmiut School Bering Strait 7 

020002000012 70180 Gambell School 

John Apangalook 
Memorial High 
School Bering Strait 7 

020002000014 70200 
Hogarth Kingeekuk Sr. 

Memorial School Savoonga School Bering Strait 7 

020002000466 70100 Shaktoolik School  Bering Strait 7 

020052000240 210010 Blackwell School Anvik Iditarod 21 

020076000347 290020 
Crow Village Sam 

School Chuathbaluk School Kuspuk  29 

020076000348 290030 
Johnnie John Sr. 

School Crooked Creek School Kuspuk  29 

020000100206 310030 
Joann A. Alexie 

Memorial School Atmautluak School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100474 310040 Nightmute School   Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100209 310080 Chaputnguak School Chefornak School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100392 310090 Eek School   Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100391 310110 
Akula Elitnaurvik 

School Kasigluk School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100210 310120 
Chief Paul Memorial 

School Kipnuk School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100211 310130 Ayagina'ar Elitnaurvik 

Dick R Kiunya 
Memorial School/ 
Kongiganak School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100438 310140 
Ket'acik/Aapalluk 

Memorial School 
Kwethluk Community 

School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100440 310190 Ayaprun School Newtok School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000100406 310200 Lewis Angapak Tuntutuliak School Lower Kuskokwim 31 
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NCES School 
ID 

School 
ID School School Alias District 

District 
ID 

Memorial School 

020000100213 310250 
Nelson Island Area 

School Toksook Bay School Lower Kuskokwim 31 

020000300216 320010 Alakanuk School  Lower Yukon 32 

020000300218 320050 Marshall School   Lower Yukon 32 

020000300219 320070 Hooper Bay School  Lower Yukon 32 

020000300411 320080 Kotlik School   Lower Yukon 32 

020000300220 320090 
Mountain Village 

School Ignatius Beans School Lower Yukon 32 

020000300410 320110 Pilot Station School   Lower Yukon 32 

020000300412 320140 Scammon Bay School  Lower Yukon 32 

020000300413 320150 Sheldon Point School Nunam Iqua Lower Yukon 32 

020061000288 360050 Nuiqsut Trapper School   North Slope 36 

020061000290 360070 Kali School Point Lay School North Slope 36 

020061000284 360090 Meade River School Atqasuk School North Slope 36 

020062500292 370010 Ambler School  Northwest Arctic 37 

020062500300 370060 McQueen School Kivalina School Northwest Arctic 37 

020062500297 370070 Kobuk School   Northwest Arctic 37 

020062500303 370110 Shungnak School   Northwest Arctic 37 

020062500394 370210 Davis-Ramoth School Selawik School Northwest Arctic 37 

020070000589 440270 Naukati School   Southeast Island  44 

020071000573 450120 Twin Hills School   Southwest Region 45 

020077500358 510010 Arctic Village School   Yukon Flats 51 

020077500360 510040 Tsuk Taih School Chalkyitsik School Yukon Flats 51 

020077500366 510060 Venetie School John Fredson School Yukon Flats 51 

020077500362 510070 Fort Yukon School   Yukon Flats 51 

020077500365 510100 
Stephens Village 

School  Yukon Flats 51 

020086200377 520010 Allakaket School  Yukon Koyukuk 52 

020086200379 520030 Johnny Oldman School Hughes School Yukon-Koyukuk 52 

020086200381 520050 Kaltag School   Yukon-Koyukuk 52 

020000400579 540010 Akiachak School 
Moses Peter Memorial 

H.S. Yupiit 54 

020000400623 540040 Tuluksak School   Yupiit 54 

020000400624 540030 Akiak School  Yupiit  

020000600582 550100 Chevak School  Kashunamiut 55 
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Appendix B. Evaluation Plan and Methodology 

Evaluation Approach and Methods 

The TRG evaluation plan addressed four major sets of activities. The first set of activities 

involved collecting information about the Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) program, including 

interviews with key program staff members and review of documents such as grantee 

applications. Second, we described the methods and procedures to address questions of overall 

impact across all potential grantees with respect to student outcomes, such as math and reading 

performance, attendance, and other existing data sources. Third, we described the approach we 

used to provide technical assistance to individual grantees on their local evaluation plans. 

Fourth, we summarized the activities related to the last three evaluation questions, which 

consisted of a set of surveys for all TRG recipient schools and districts, as well as site visits to 

some districts that included narrative observations, interviews, and focus groups with teachers, 

administrators, students, parents, and other community members. The plan concluded with a 

discussion of mechanisms for reporting and communicating both with grantees and with the 

Moore Collaborative Committee (MCC). 

 

The evaluation plan is intended to be a dynamic document that can evolve and change as the 

TRG program is rolled out over the three years. Common metrics and fidelity of 

implementation measures may evolve over time. The plan may also change as the collaborative 

learns more about the TRG process and refines its approach. The evaluation aims to maintain 

flexibility to capture information that may emerge as a result of these and any other changes. 

Furthermore, we will respond to additional requests for support from the collaborative and 

EED, as warranted. 

 

The evaluation used a number of data sources including: 

 Document review and analyses from the Moore v. State of Alaska lawsuit  

 Review of TRG applications 

 Review of grantee information, including state report card data and school and district 

school improvement plans 

 Interviews with MCC members 

 Student achievement, attendance, and graduation data 

 Interviews with district and school administrators 

 Interviews with TRG vendors/interventionists 

 School staff surveys 
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Background Information and Document Analysis 

The goal of this set of activities was twofold: (1) for the evaluators to develop a deeper 

understanding of the TRG program and goals, and (2) to determine appropriate common 

metrics and benchmarks that were reasonable for measuring the effectiveness of the TRG 

program. Data collected from interviews and reviews of grantee applications allowed us to 

refine a set of common measures to collect across grantees, as well as reasonable benchmarks 

for assessing progress. For example, while achievement is critical and ultimately the most 

important, it is also unlikely that we will see substantial shifts in the first year or so, so we 

identified other metrics that we can use to report on interim progress. 

Conduct interviews with EED and CEAAC staff 

The purpose of the interviews was to provide the evaluation team a descriptive historical 

context of the Moore settlement and also the current context regarding how the committee 

perceives the purpose and implementation of the targeted grants. The interviews also provided 

information from key stakeholders about what factors are important to track across all the 

grantees. We interviewed the chair of Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska’s 

Children (CEAAC), the commissioner, and a CEAAC contractor to gather background 

information. Interviews were forward-focused, asking questions about the goals of TRG, 

expectations for success, evaluation questions and data sources, messaging report findings, and 

context needed to understand how the program is moving forward. Interviews did not focus on 

the past history of the Moore case. 

Review Grantee Information 

In this activity, we created profiles for each grantee district and/or school that included several 

pieces of information. The goal of this analysis was to develop a comprehensive picture of the 

schools/districts, as well as their proposed TRG goals, activities, and measures, and to assist us 

in developing fidelity of implementation measures (see the Implementation of TRGs section 

below). We reviewed grantee applications, state report card data, and school and district 

improvement plans. The profiles contained the following information: 

 Baseline data on core school characteristics such as achievement levels, demographics, 

attendance, graduation, and other measures, as appropriate, from existing data. We will 

use the baseline data to establish a starting point for assessing impact on common metrics 

(see the Assessment of Impact Across Grantees section below). 

 School and/or district improvement goals. 

 TRG goals and objectives. 

 TRG proposed activities. 

 TRG local evaluation measures. 
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Local Evaluation Technical Assistance 

As part of our creation of grantee profiles described above, we also conducted a review of each 

grantee’s local evaluation plan. The review focused on the following dimensions: 

1. How measurable are the goals of the proposed TRG plan? 

2. Are the selected measures aligned with the goals? 

3. Are the selected measures feasible and will they provide desired or useful information? 

4. How can the grantee incorporate the common measures across TRG grantees into their 

evaluation plan? 

5. What are reasonable benchmarks and measureable indicators on their goals, so they can 

report progress? 

 

We provided feedback and recommendations on the five criteria above to each grantee. This 

written feedback was provided within 30 days after each approved TRG application was 

provided to Education Northwest.7 

Assessment of Impact Across Grantees (Evaluation Question 1) 

We assessed the impact of TRG participation on student outcomes using a matched comparison, 

pre- and post-quasi-experimental design that assesses changes in student achievement, 

attendance, and other outcomes over time. For the overall summary of impact, we conducted 

analyses on existing data from the state. We requested de-identified student-level baseline and 

follow-up data for each year of implementation, starting with baseline year 2011–12, on a 

variety of measures for all students affected by the school or district TRG interventions, as well 

as for three comparison groups. 

Comparison Groups 

Our analyses focused on three comparisons: (1) changes in student performance of TRG 

students to similar changes exhibited by a matched set of peers, (2) TRG student changes to 

similar changes exhibited by students in a matched set of schools, and (3) TRG students to the 

state overall. We used propensity score matching, a quasi-experimental method, to match TRG 

students and schools with non-TRG students and schools. We worked with the Alaska 

Department of Education and Early Development (EED) to refine a matching algorithm for peer 

students and schools and selected comparison students that were similar to TRG students from 

schools similar to TRG schools. 

 

                                                      
7 The only exception to the 30-day timeline was for the Northwest Arctic Borough, which was awarded a grant in 

summer 2012. Feedback was provided to this grantee at the same time as the rest of the 2012 awardees. 
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Statistical Analysis 

The impact analysis focused on group 1, comparing changes in student performance of students 

in TRG schools to changes exhibited by students in non-TRG schools. For this analysis, we 

employed a growth model analysis similar to value-added modeling, which allowed us to 

estimate the “value-added” of students attending TRG schools and/or districts. To gain greater 

insight into how TRG students perform compared to other groups, we also examined the 

comparisons with Groups 2 and 3 descriptively, which allowed us to examine the data from 

three perspectives—how students in TRG schools compared to similar peers, students in similar 

schools, and to the state in general. 

 

To accurately estimate the effects of TRG on student outcomes, we used a hierarchical design, 

adjusting for student clustering within schools (on the assumption that students in the same 

school are more similar to one another than to students in other schools). In addition, we used 

less stringent criteria (.1 or .15) for determining statistical significance, since the sample sizes in 

the analyses were relatively small. These criteria, combined with calculating indices of effect 

size and improvement indices, were used to make judgments about the actual educational 

significance of the results—that is, whether or not TRG had made meaningful improvements in 

student outcomes. 

 

It should be noted there were limitations to this approach. Because we were unable to randomly 

assign students to a “participating in TRG interventions” category or a “not participating 

category,” it was difficult to rule out other factors that may have contributed to changes in 

student performance. We strengthened our design by adding several comparison groups and 

both pre- and post-assessments, but it was not as strong as it would have been with 

randomization and a longer string of baseline data. A second limitation was that the TRG 

intervention was quite different across each of the sites, making it difficult to pool the results 

across all of the grantees.  

Measures 

The measures we used in our impact analyses were selected in consultation with EED, which 

pinpointed measures that would allow us to evaluate the initiative as a whole as well as be 

responsive to a legislative request to include SBA analysis in the evaluation. All of the measures 

are already part of Alaska’s statewide test portfolio, which reduces the burden placed on 

schools to supply data for the evaluation as well as contains costs. During this year of the 

evaluation, we will continue our discussion with EED to determine benchmarks for progress for 

each of these measures to be included in the analysis. The measures also include demographics 

that will allow is to add context and additional specificity to our analyses.  
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We collected the following data from EED for all of the participating schools in the TRG 

program and the comparison groups described above and included the following:  

 Student-level standards-based assessment data in language arts and math for appropriate 

grades 

 Student-level demographic data, including race/ethnicity, gender, free and reduced-price 

lunch status, and special program participation (special education, ELL) 

 School-level TerraNova results in grades 5 and 7 

 Student-level yearly attendance 

 Student-level Alaska Developmental Profile data for kindergarten 

 Student-level graduation and dropout data (if appropriate) 

 

Although this consistent set of measures allows us to study the impact of the TRG program as a 

whole, a limitation to these measures is their generality; for the most part, they are indirect, 

though meaningful, gauges of the progress that can be observed stemming from TRG 

interventions. The measures are also limited in that they have varying degrees of alignment to 

the different TRG interventions. For instance, a TRG-funded instructional coach could 

reasonably be expected to have less impact on student attendance outcomes than a TRG-funded 

student behavior intervention like Safe and Civil Schools. In contrast, districts selected local 

metrics to more directly measure outcomes (see section below). No single measure or data point 

could capture the full breadth of outcomes that can flow from the TRG interventions; analysis of 

multiple measures is needed. 

Local Metrics 

For the local evaluation reports, we also summarized local assessment measures. During the 

past year we identified local measures for each of the schools/districts, as included in their 

proposals, and secured data-sharing agreements8 with each school/district. Two measures were 

relatively widespread: six of the schools/districts used AIMSweb tests and seven used MAP 

assessments. TRG schools/districts also used several other measures, such as McREL 

Walkthroughs (one district), discipline records (three districts), and teacher retention data (three 

districts). 

 

In analyzing these local assessments, we conducted simple descriptive analysis of the outcomes 

during the baseline school year, 2011–12, and we will continue to do so in each subsequent year. 

We will not pool these results across sites. 

                                                      
8 Data-sharing agreements were negotiated with all TRG districts. The evaluation team negotiated the specific data 

that the districts/schools made available for the evaluation, the format for transmitting the data (paper, electronic 

database, spreadsheet, etc.), and the schedule for transmitting evaluation data to the evaluation team as part of the 

final evaluation plan. 
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Implementation Evaluation (Evaluation Questions 2–4) 

The goal of the implementation evaluation was twofold. First, it was designed to assess how 

well grantees were able to implement the strategies they proposed in their TRG applications. As 

part of this evaluation, we examined both satisfaction with the services provided to TRG 

grantees by outside vendors, as well as the degree to which the proposed strategies were 

actually carried out in the school or district by the grantees themselves. 

 

Second, the implementation evaluation attempted to identify factors that could be associated 

with successes or challenges across TRG grantees. We had hoped to describe the contexts in 

which grantees were successful in improving outcomes for students, as well as to provide 

formative feedback on strategies and challenges for program improvement. 

 

The implementation evaluation primarily consisted of qualitative measures, including site visits 

to some of the funded sites, interviews with administrators, and surveys of teachers and other 

school staff members. Below we describe each of these three methods. We report these data in 

detail for Cohort 1 in each district’s evaluation report. We also compiled initial reports about the 

TRG contexts and programs in Cohort 2 districts. During our Year 2 evaluation, we will provide 

updated evaluation reports for each district. We will also continue to summarize the data across 

sites to identify characteristics that support and inhibit the implementation of TRG programs as 

a whole. 

 

Site Visits to Schools and Districts 

The evaluation team intends to visit each TRG district up to two times during its grant cycle. 

During Year 1, the team visited three TRG districts: Northwest Arctic Borough, Alaska 

Gateway, and Lower Kuskokwim. We had intended to visit additional districts, but after 

conversations with district superintendents, it was determined that the implementation of the 

grants was not far enough along for a site visit to be beneficial for the district/school or the 

evaluators. We will visit the remaining seven districts during Year 2. 

 

Site visits at the three districts allowed the evaluation team to collect information necessary to 

understand how each of the programs was being implemented and to provide formative 

feedback to the sites for program improvement. During site visits, evaluation team members 

interviewed administrators, teachers, and interventionists. Interviews allowed the team to 

collect background information on the development and implementation of the TRG. Interview 

questions targeted program implementation (such as the successes and challenges associated 

with implementing the program), the usefulness and quality of the services being provided, the 

changes that have been made as a result of the TRG, and any other issues or concerns they had 

about the TRG. Also, we consulted with districts to determine if focus groups and observations 

would be possible. Because TRG implementation was just beginning at the schools, none of the 

districts recommended we conduct focus groups with students, parents, or community 

members. 
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Evaluation staff members also observed services being provided by the TRG vendors and 

school or district staff members. Observation protocols were developed based on the specific 

services described in the TRG as well as information collected from the vendors about the 

services they are providing (see Appendix D for the observation protocol used during site 

visits). 

 

Finally, we reviewed programmatic documents such as participation logs (e.g., the number, 

types, and attendance at events), professional development programs, costs associated with 

implementing TRG, and other program documents for the purpose of identifying evidence of 

implementation and areas of strength or concern. 

 

We worked with the program administrator at each site to schedule the site visits, interviews, 

and observations. 

 

Surveys of Teachers 

Cohort 1 teachers participating in TRG services were surveyed at the end of the 2012–13 school 

year using a web-based based survey tool (SurveyGizmo; see Appendix E for the complete 

survey). The purpose of the survey was to assess: 

 The degree to which implementation of the TRG is taking place within the school 

 The overall relevance, utility, timeliness, and quality (e.g., preparedness and knowledge 

of the providers) of program services/support provided by the TRG 

 Changes in instructional practices that have taken place as the result of the TRG 

 Perceptions of increased student achievement for all students as a result of TRG 

 The challenges and successes of implementing the TRG 

 Which TRG program services were the most and least effective 

Interviews With Administrators 

Telephone interviews with key administrators (superintendents, district directors, and 

principals) in Cohort 1 schools were conducted at the end of the school year to assess the degree 

of TRG implementation (see Appendix F for the interview protocol). The interviews focused on: 

 Changes in policies and procedures as the result of TRG 

 Strategies used to implement the grant with fidelity 

 Challenges and successes of implementing the TRG 

 TRG program services that were the most and least effective 

 Impact of the TRG on student achievement, school culture and climate, teacher practices, 

etc. 

 Attitudes and motivation of change as the result of the TRG 

 Alignment of the TRG into a coherent schoolwide effort to improve student achievement 
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 Relationships between TRG activities and the intended impacts of the project 

 Sustainability of the TRG efforts 

 

Data Collection from Vendors 

The evaluation team conducted interviews with vendors working at TRG schools (e.g., 

interventionists hired with TRG funds) and requested vendor work logs from Cohort 1 sites 

whose TRG proposals indicated their intentions to hire vendors with the grant funds (see 

Appendix G for the vendor interview protocol). 
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Appendix C. Missing Data Elements from Grantees 

District Data Requested Data Received Missing Data 
Alaska Gateway  2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 

Bering Strait  2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 Unit curricular 
assessments 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 Unit curricular 
assessments 

Lower Kuskokwim  2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 

Lower Yukon  2011-12 SMART 
(discipline data) 

 2012-13 SMART 
(discipline reports) 

 2011-12 SMART 
(discipline data) 

 2012-13 SMART 
(discipline reports) 

 

North Slope (Meade 
River) 

 2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 2011-12 MAP 

North Slope 
(Nuisquit) 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 

Northwest Arctic  2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 Unit curricular 
assessments 

 2012-13 MAP  2011-12 MAP 

 Unit curricular 
assessments 

Southeast Islands  2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

o We only received MAP 
scores for reading. We 
did not receive scores 
for math and language 
usage. 

Yukon Flats  
( Arctic Village/ 
Tsuk Taih) 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

  2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

Yukon Flats 
 (Fort Yukon) 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 Program assessments 

  2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 Program assessments 

Yukon Koyukuk  2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

 2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 2011-12 AIMSweb 

 2012-13 AIMSweb 

Yupiit  2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 Weekly formative 
assessments 

  2011-12 MAP 

 2012-13 MAP 

 Weekly formative 
assessments 
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Appendix D: Observation Protocol 

1) Observer's Name 

____________________________________________  

 

2) Observation Date 

____________________________________________  

 

3) Start Time (XX:XX am) - End Time (XX:XX pm) 

____________________________________________  

 

4) District Name 

____________________________________________  

 

5) School Name 

____________________________________________  

 

6) Name of person who was observed 

____________________________________________  

 

7) What was the grade level(s) of students in the classroom? 

[ ] K     [ ] 1     [ ] 2     [ ] 3     [ ] 4     [ ] 5      

[ ] 6     [ ] 7     [ ] 8     [ ] 9     [ ] 10    [ ] 11     [ ] 12 

 

8) How many total adults were in the room, including the person being observed? 

____________________________________________  

 

9) What were the roles of other adults in the room? 

 

10) How many total students were in the room? 

____________________________________________  
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11) What is the observation event? 

( ) classroom observation/walkthrough (with principal) 

( ) classroom observation of teacher instruction 

( ) classroom-based coaching 

( ) coaching pre/post conference 

( ) small group coaching 

( ) PLC meeting 

( ) collaboration meeting 

( ) interventions with students 

( ) training/workshop 

( ) distance/remote coaching 

( ) community meeting 

( ) Other: _________________ 

 

12) Detailed notes of what occurred during the observation. Take into consideration of the 

quality of the support and the engagement of participants. 

 

13) Overall, how would you rate the quality of the support? 

low     ( ) 1     ( ) 2     ( ) 3     ( ) 4     ( ) 5     high 

 

14) Overall, how would you rate the engagement of the participants? 

low     ( ) 1     ( ) 2     ( ) 3     ( ) 4     ( ) 5     high 

  

15) Other thoughts/comments? 
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Appendix E: Teacher Survey 

This confidential survey is part of the evaluation of your district/school's Targeted Resources 

Grant (TRG).  

 

The study is being conducted by Education Northwest, a private nonprofit research and 

technical assistance provider in Portland, Oregon. A responsibility of Education Northwest is to 

provide an overall evaluation of how well the TRG funds were used to meet school and district 

program goals. Survey data will be used to identify factors that may be associated with 

successes or challenges across TRG grantees.  

 

The survey takes about 25 minutes to complete. We request that you respond by May 17. Your 

responses are very important because you have first-hand information about your school's 

implementation efforts.  

 

The survey is completely confidential. No one other than the evaluators from Education 

Northwest will see your individual responses, and your name and the name of your school will 

not be mentioned in any reports. The purpose of this evaluation is NOT to evaluate you as an 

instructor, but to better understand how TRG resources are being used in schools. Although the 

district may be provided with information about the overall, average responses, you may be 

sure that your individual answers will be closely guarded by Education Northwest and WILL 

NOT be provided to the district. 

 

If you have questions, please contact Tim Speth at Timothy.Speth@educationnorthwest.org or 

(800) 547-6339.  

 

Thank you for your help! 

Districts and Schools 

 

In what district do you work?* 

[ ] Alaska Gateway 

[ ] Lower Kuskokwim 

[ ] Northwest Arctic Borough 

[ ] Yukon Flats 

[ ] Yukon Koyukuk 
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In what school(s) do you work (mark all that apply)?* 

[ ] Ayagina'ar Elitnaurvik 

[ ] Ayaprun Chaputnguak 

[ ] Chief Paul 

[ ] Eek 

[ ] Joann A. Alexie 

[ ] Ket'acik/Aapalluk 

[ ] Lewis Angapak 

[ ] Nelson Island 

[ ] Nightmute 

[ ] Davis-Ramoth 

[ ] Kobuk 

[ ] McQueen 

[ ] Shungnak 

[ ] Arctic Village 

[ ] Ft. Yukon 

[ ] Tsuk Taih 

[ ] Hughes Johhny Oldman 

[ ] Kaltag 

 

Roles, Grades, an Subjects 

 

In your district/school, what role(s) do you have (mark all that apply)?* 

[ ] Certificated teacher 

[ ] Teacher's aide/teacher's assistant 

[ ] Administrator 

[ ] Counselor 

[ ] Other 

 

At what grade level(s) are your students (mark all that apply)* 

[ ] K  [ ] 1  [ ] 2  [ ] 3  [ ] 4  [ ] 5  [ ] 6  [ ] 7  [ ] 8  [ ] 9  [ ] 10  [ ] 11  [ ] 12 

[ ] I don't have students 

 

If you teach, what subject(s) do you teach (mark all that apply)? 

[ ] Elementary (all subjects) 

[ ] English/Language Arts 

[ ] Mathematics 

[ ] Science 

[ ] Social Studies (History, Geography, Government/Citizenship) 

[ ] Specials (music, art, PE, library) 

[ ] World Language 

[ ] Other 
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Awareness 

 If district=Alaska Gateway, when completing the rest of the survey, please keep in mind 

that your school's TRG funds support professional development provided by Dawn 

Buffum to implement a Professional Learning Community. 

 If district=Lower Kuskokwim, when completing the rest of the survey, please keep in 

mind that your district's TRG funds support the Imagine Learning program and 

technology and staff to implement it.  Funds also support other smaller scale intervention 

materials. 

 If district=Northwest Arctic Borough, when completing the rest of the survey, please 

keep in mind that your district's TRG funds support the professional development 

provided by Joy Cogburn (elementary) and Lisa Wehle (secondary). 

 If district=Fort Yukon and school=Ft. Yukon, when completing the rest of the survey, 

please keep in mind that your school's funds support the professional development 

provided by Judy Norton-Eledge. 

 If district=Fort Yukon and school=Arctic Village or Tsuk Taih, when completing the rest 

of the survey, please keep in mind that your district's TRG funds support the work of a 

consultant to support implementation of Reading Mastery and Corrective Reading. 

 If district=Yukon Koyukuk, when completing the rest of the survey, please keep in mind 

that your district's TRG funds support the professional development provided by 

Barbara Sundberg. 

 

To what extent are you aware of the professional development? Mark the one response that 

most applies to you. 

[ ] Not at all aware. 

[ ] I've heard it might be available. 

[ ] I know it's available, but I have not participated. 

[ ] I know it's available, but my students have not participated. 

[ ] I have participated at least once. 

[ ] My students have participated at least once. 

 

Professional Development 

If district/school=Alaska Gateway, Northwest Arctic Borough, Yukon Flats, or Yukon 
Koyukuk: 

 

What has been the primary focus of this professional development this year? 
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How frequently did you work with [Dawn, Joy/Lisa, Judy, TRG consultant, Barbara]? 

[ ] Not this school year 

[ ] Once during the school year 

[ ] Once per semester 

[ ] Every few months 

[ ] Monthly 

[ ] Weekly 

 

How is the support provided to you and your colleagues (mark all that apply)? 

[ ] One-on-one 

[ ] In small groups 

[ ] Whole school 

[ ] Via distance methods (e.g., video-teleconference, Skype, Teaching Studio) 

 

The amount of time you were able to work with [Dawn, Joy/Lisa, Judy, TRG consultant, 

Barbara] was... 

[ ] Too little 

[ ] Just right 

[ ] Too much 

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

[Dawn's, Joy’s/Lisa’s, Judy’s, TRG 

consultant, Barbara] assistance was 

helpful. 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

[Dawn, Joy/Lisa, Judy, TRG 

consultant, Barbara] was responsive 

to my needs. 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

I am better able to serve my students 

because of my work with [Dawn, 

Joy/Lisa, Judy, TRG consultant, 

Barbara]. 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

Any comments or concerns about the support provided? 
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This professional development... 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

was sustained and intensive [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

was content focused [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

was aligned to state academic 

standards 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

was aligned to assessments [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

supported implementation of 

effective, scientifically based 

instructional strategies 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

was of high quality [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

How relevant was the professional development to your practice? 

[ ] Not at all     [ ] Minimally     [ ] Somewhat     [ ] Substantially 

 

To what extent has the professional development changed your practice? 

[ ] Not at all     [ ] Minimally     [ ] Somewhat     [ ] Substantially 

 

How has this professional development changed your practice? Please provide an explicit 

example. 

 

What, if any, challenges have you had integrating this professional development into your 

practice? 

 

How has this professional development impacted your students? Please provide an explicit 

example. 

  



 

42  Education Northwest 

If district=Lower Kuskokwim: 

 

What is your role in implementing Imagine Learning in your school? What activities do you 

regularly engage in as a result? 

 

What percentage of your students, in each instructional tier, has used Imagine Learning? 

 

I have no 

students in this 

tier in my 

classroom 

0-

20% 

21-

40% 

41-

60% 

61-

80% 

81-

100% 

Tier 1 (core 

instruction) 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 2 [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 3 [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

If less than 100% of your Tier 2 students participate, why? 

 

How frequently do your students, in each instructional tier, use Imagine Learning? 

 

I have no 

students in this 

tier in my 

classroom 

D
ai

ly
 

S
ev

er
al

 

ti
m

es
 a

 w
ee

k
 

W
ee

k
ly

 

A
t 

le
as

t 

ev
er

y
 t

w
o

 

w
ee

k
s 

M
o

n
th

ly
 

L
es

s 
th

an
 

m
o

n
th

ly
 

Tier 1 (core 

instruction) 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 2 [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 3 [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  
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This amount of time for students, in each instructional tier, is... 

 

I have no 

students in this 

tier in my 

classroom 

Too little Just right Too much 

Tier 1 (core 

instruction) 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 2 [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 3 [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

How engaging is Imagine Learning to your students, in each instructional tier? 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Very 

Tier 1 students 

(core instruction) 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 2 students [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 3 students [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

What successes have you, your students, and/or your school had with Imagine Learning this 

year? 

 

What challenges have you, your students, and/or your school had with Imagine Learning this 

year? 
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To what extent has Imagine Learning impacted student achievement, in each instructional 

tier? 

 Not at all Minimally Somewhat Substantially 

Tier 1 students 

(core instruction) 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 2 students [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Tier 3 students [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

Demographics 

Including this year, how many years have you... 

 been in your current role(s)? 

 worked in this school? 

 worked in education? 

 

What is your highest educational credential? 

[ ] GED/HS Diploma/Some college/Associate's degree 

[ ] Bachelor's degree 

[ ] Master's degree in education 

[ ] Master's degree in another field 

[ ] Doctorate (Ph.D or Ed.D) 

 

What is your race/ethnicity (mark all that apply)? 

[ ] American Indian 

[ ] Alaska Native 

[ ] Asian 

[ ] Black/African American 

[ ] Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 

[ ] Latino/Hispanic 

[ ] White 

 

If you have any other thoughts or comments about this survey or the TRG work in your 

school this year, please add them here. 

Thank You!
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Appendix F: Administrator Interview Protocol 

Interviewer's Name 

____________________________________________  

 

Interview Date 

____________________________________________  

 

Interviewee's Name 

____________________________________________  

 

District Name 

____________________________________________  

 

School Name (if applicable) 

____________________________________________  

 

Interviewee's Role 

( ) Superintendent 

( ) Other District Administrator 

( ) Principal 

( ) Other: _________________ 

 

Thank you so much for taking time out of your busy day to meet with me. I have a few 

questions for you about the implementation of your Moore Settlement Targeted Resources 

Grant (TRG) funds this past year. While we talk, I will be recording and/or taking computer 

notes to capture your responses to these questions. My notes from today are completely. 

confidential: Nothing you say will be attached to your name or district. Every effort will be 

made to prevent anyone outside the research team from connecting you to your responses. 

Before I begin, do you have any questions for me? 

 

School and District Administrators 

 

1)  What was your involvement in developing the application for the Moore Settlement 

Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) funds? 

2)  Can you briefly describe how your TRG funds are being used? 

3)  How do your TRG funds support your district's/school's improvement efforts? 

4)  What, if any, policy or procedural changes have been made as a result of implementing the 

TRG? Why? 
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5)  What involvement do you have in implementing the TRG? 

6)  What progress has been made in implementing the TRG this year? 

7)  What, if anything, are you planning, or changing, for next year? 

8)  What, if any, documentation do you have to support implementation of the TRG in your 

district/school? What can you share with Education Northwest? 

Documentation could include classroom observation/walkthrough tools, 

specialist/coaching logs, intervention usage reports, training sign-in 

sheets/agendas/handouts, data system reports, PLC agendas/minutes, 

lesson/SAP/STEPP plans, surveys, community meeting agendas/minutes, etc. 

9)  This year, what success have you had implementing the TRG and what factors have 

contributed to those successes? 

10)  This year, what challenges have you encountered implementing the TRG and what factors 

have contributed to those challenges? 

11)  What have you done, or what are you planning to do, to overcome these challenges? 

12)  District administrators only: Is there any variation in implementation across schools? If so, 

what do you attribute this to? 

 

13)  What, if any, providers are you contracting with? 

14)  What services do they provide? 

15)  What is your perception of the quality of the work they are providing your district/school? 

16)  What services have been most useful? Why? 

17)  What services have been least useful? Why? 

18) What, if any, student-level impacts have you seen as a result of your TRG? What evidence 

do you have to support this? 

Impacts could include: engagement, achievement, attendance, etc. 

19)  What, if any, teacher-level impacts have you seen as a result of your TRG? What evidence 

do you have to support this? 

Impacts could include: instruction, use of data, student grouping, attitude, motivation, 

retention, cohesiveness, etc. 
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20)  What, if any, district/school/community-level impacts have you seen as a result of your 

TRG? What evidence do you have to support this? 

Impacts could include: school climate/culture, community involvement, etc. 

21) District administrators only: How are you collecting data to evaluate the performance 

measures in your proposal? 

22)  Do you need support in this area? If so, what kinds of support? 

23)  What data/tools can you share with Education Northwest? 

24)  What, if any, efforts have been taken to ensure the sustainability of the changes when the 

TRG is over? 

25)  Is there anything else you would like to share about your district/school's involvement in 

the TRG this year? 
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Appendix G: Vendor Interview Protocol 

Interviewer's Name 

____________________________________________  

 

Interview Date 

____________________________________________  

 

Interviewee's Name 

____________________________________________  

 

District Name 

____________________________________________  

 

School Name (if applicable) 

____________________________________________  

 

Interviewee's Role 

( ) Principal 

( ) Teacher 

( ) Hired Consultant 

( ) Other: _________________ 

 

Thank you so much for taking time out of your busy day to meet with me. I have a few 

questions for you about implementation of the Moore Settlement Targeted Resources Grant 

(TRG) funds. This district/school gave me your name because you are involved in delivering 

training/interventions or providing a contracted service supported by TRG funds this past year. 

While we talk, I will be recording and/or taking computer notes to capture your responses to 

these questions. My notes from today are completely confidential: Nothing you say will be 

attached to your name or district. Every effort will be made to prevent anyone outside the 

research team from connecting you to your responses. Before I begin, do you have any 

questions for me? 

 

1)  What is your expected role in implementing the TRG this year? 

 

2)  What types of activities are you regularly engaged in? 

 

3)  Are there any differences between what you are expected to do and actually do (questions 1 

and 2)? If so, what are those differences? Why? 

 

4)  With what frequency and duration do you work with the community/school staff/students? 
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5)  Please describe participant's willingness to participate in the services you provide. 

 

6)  What, if any, documentation can you share that describes the work you've done this past 

year? 

Documentation could include classroom observation/walkthrough tools, 

specialist/coaching logs, intervention usage reports, training sign-in 

sheets/agendas/handouts, data system reports, PLC agendas/minutes, 

lesson/SAP/STEPP plans, surveys, community meeting agendas/minutes, etc. 

 

7)  To what extent do you think participants are implementing your services with fidelity? 

Why? 

 

8)  Only ask interventionists who work at multiple schools: Are there differences in 

implementation across schools? What do you attribute this to? 

 

9)  What successes have you had this year? 

 

10)  What challenges have you had this year and what factors contributed to those challenges? 

 

11)  What have you done, or what are you planning to do, to overcome these challenges? 

 

12)  What, if any, student-level impacts have you seen as a result of your work? What evidence 

do you have to support this? 

Impacts could include: engagement, achievement, attendance, etc. 

 

13)  What, if any, teacher-level impacts have you seen as a result of your work? What evidence 

do you have to support this? 

Impacts could include: instruction, use of data, student grouping, attitude, motivation, 

retention, cohesiveness, etc. 

 

14)  What, if any, district/school/community-level impacts have you seen as a result of your 

work? What evidence do you have to support this? 

Impacts could include: school climate/culture, community involvement, etc. 

 

15)  What, if any, data can you share with me? 

 

16)  Is there anything else you would like to share about your involvement in the TRG this year?
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Appendix H: District Reports 

 Alaska Gateway School District 

 Bering Strait School District 

 Lower Kuskokwim School District 

 Lower Yukon School District 

 North Slope Borough School District 

 Northwest Arctic Borough School District 

 Southeast Island School District 

 Yukon Flats School District 

 Yukon Flats School District—Fort Yukon School 

 Yukon-Koyukuk School District 

 Yupiit School District 

  



 

52  Education Northwest 

 


