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Executive Summary
Since June 2012, a total of 11 Alaska districts have 
received funding to help 46 of the state’s lowest-per-
forming schools improve educational outcomes 
through the Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) pro-
gram, a funding allocation from the state legislature in 
response to the settlement of the landmark court case 
Moore v. the State of Alaska. Districts used funds to 
establish programs to improve instruction and student 
learning in their highest-need schools. This report 
describes implementation and progress for the 10 
districts in their first and second year of implementa-
tion after receiving TRG funds—specifically how TRG 
funds were used to support programs and interven-
tions in 38 schools implementing TRG in 2013–14, as 
well as initial progress toward student and teacher out-
comes. We also provide recommendations to improve 
implementation support to the Moore Collaborative 
Committee (MCC) so that adjustments may be made 
for better assistance to schools and districts. 

TRG Grantees
To date, the MCC has disbursed more than $5.1 mil-
lion in settlement funds to 11 districts and 46 schools 
in four funding cycles. Funding ranges from $84 and 
$1,800 per student. School districts receiving grants 
include Alaska Gateway, Bering Strait, Iditarod, Lower 
Kuskokwim, Lower Yukon, Northwest Arctic Borough, 
North Slope Borough, Southeast Islands, Yukon Flats, 
Yukon-Koyukuk, and Yupiit.

The districts and schools receiving TRG funds are 
rural and are located in remote areas. They serve 5,861 
students—99 percent are Alaska Native, and 85 percent 
receive free- and reduced-price lunch (FRL). Students 
in TRG schools attend school, on average, 94 percent of 
the time, and demonstrate low proficiency rates in both 
reading (39 percent) and math (32 percent).

Implementation of TRGs at the District 
and School Level
Our discussion of school and district TRG implemen-
tation focuses on answering three general evaluation 
questions:
• How well are districts and schools providing TRG-

funded supports to their teachers and students? 
(e.g., as intended and in ways that meet school 
needs)

• What benefits have emerged from the TRG 
interventions in schools?

• What additional challenges are schools and districts 
facing in using their TRG resources?

How well are districts and schools providing 
TRG-funded supports to their teachers and 
students?
Districts and schools use their TRG funds to support 
a variety of interventions, including coaching and 
professional development in literacy and math, aca-
demic supports for high needs students, and behavior-
al-support programs to improve school climate. The 
degree to which districts and schools are carrying out 
their proposed activities varies, with some sites fully 
engaged in providing support to teachers and students, 
and others facing challenges in getting the interven-
tions off the ground. Specific observations include: 
• An opportunity remains for increasing awareness 

in some schools among teachers and school staff 
of the TRG interventions and their potential to 
help improve student outcomes; other schools have 
communicated well about TRG to their staff.

• Teachers were most likely to receive support 
monthly or more often. However, many of them 
(and their administrators) still felt there was not 
enough time to meet their needs.
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• Delivery methods included one-on-one, small-
group, and whole-school support provided either 
face-to-face or virtually, and in a few cases, as 
off-site professional development. Challenges 
included needing more time with the coach and 
for developing relationships through virtual 
mechanisms.

What benefits have emerged from the TRG 
interventions in school?
Teachers reported positively on the support they 
received and said that, in many cases, the support 
translated into changes in practice and benefits for 
students. Specific observations include:
• For most, support was helpful, responsive, relevant, 

and of high quality. However, some felt it could 
be improved, citing repetitiveness, lack of new 
information, superficial coverage, and no deep focus 
or application to classroom practice. 

• Most felt their students benefited through increased 
skills in reading and writing and better behavior. 
However, not all interventions worked for all 
students equally, leading to frustration when the 
intervention was not matched to student need. 

• Many felt they had begun to change their 
practices due to better skills in using formative 
assessment data in making instructional decisions, 
new instructional strategies, collaboration with 
other teachers, organization of lessons, and 
implementation of district curricula and state 
standards. However, some remain skeptical that the 
support has helped.

What additional challenges are schools and 
districts facing in using their TRG resources?
Challenges facing schools as they used their TRG funds 
include meeting the needs of their students—in regards 
to student attendance, engagement, and aligning TRG 
activities in culturally responsive ways—and adaptive 
challenges in program implementation. 

With respect to adaptive implementation challenges, 
schools experienced:
• Lack of continuity due to inconsistent access to 

coaches and high staff turnover

• Gaps in leadership and alignment of TRG activities 
to school and district priorities

• Confusion about roles and expectations for coaches 
and support providers in relation to school and 
district goals

• Community-level resistance to the TRG activities 
due to a lack of understanding on the connection to 
community values and priorities

Considerations for Supporting Better 
Implementation
Based on the implementation findings, five consider-
ations emerged for better supporting schools as they 
implement their TRG interventions: 
• Apply professional development, support models, 

and delivery methods that increase frequent, 
ongoing, and sustained support to teachers so they 
can engage in deep learning and application of new 
knowledge and skills in the classroom

• Adapt support to help teachers and administrators 
track and monitor instructional improvement and 
student learning more effectively

• Help teachers increase their ability to infuse cultural 
relevance into materials and instructional strategies

• Build teacher and administrator awareness and 
buy-in to the purposes and priorities of the grant to 
increase participation and alignment to school and 
community priorities

• Implement strategies that account for staff and 
consultant turnover to ensure continuity of program 
services

Progress on Outcomes
TRG schools are beginning to progress on a range of 
student and teacher outcomes, although with mixed 
results. Highlights include:
• Attendance is improving for the majority of schools 

with attendance targets

• Only Lower Yukon reported positive trends for both 
discipline and graduation data 

• Less than half of the schools reporting on teacher 
retention saw an increase in teachers returning to 
the school the following year

• Roughly a third of the schools that administered 
the MAP assessment in reading, language, and 
mathematics showed improvement in these areas

V
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• Two-thirds of schools improved their ASPI scores 
by at least two points and roughly a third moved up 
one star-rating level between 2012–13 to 2013–14.

• Schools were more likely to show progress on 
reading and writing proficiency than math on the 
state SBA.

• More schools met their annual measurable objective 
targets in reading and writing than in math, 
although the percentages were low—less than a third 
of schools.

VI
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Introduction
Since June 2012, a total of 11 Alaska districts have 
received funding to help 46 of the state’s lowest-per-
forming schools improve educational outcomes 
through the Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) pro-
gram, a funding allocation from the state legislature 
in response to the settlement of the landmark court 
case Moore v. the State of Alaska. (See Appendix A for 
detailed description of the settlement of the court case 
and its outcomes.) Districts used funds to establish 
programs aimed at improving instruction and student 
learning in their highest-need schools. The Moore Col-
laborative Committee (MCC)—a joint oversight board 
comprised of appointees of the Alaska Department of 
Education and Early Development (EED) and plaintiffs 
from the court case—coordinates the settlement and 
oversees the use of funding resources. 

This report provides an update on implementation and 
progress for the 10 districts in their first and second 
year of TRG implementation.1 The report examines 
how districts utilize TRG funds to support programs 
and interventions in 38 schools.2 Specifically, the 
report summarizes district and school implementa-
tion of TRG-funded activities and initial progress that 
the TRG schools are making on student and teacher 
outcomes. It highlights key findings to draw attention 
to important results. In addition, the report provides 
recommendations to the MCC for better supporting 
implementation so that adjustments can be made 
to help schools and districts meet TRG goals. These 
recommendations relate not only to implementation 
support but also to evaluation and data-capacity limita-
tions of the grantees. 

TRG Grantees
Four cycles of applications have occurred thus far 
under the TRG program (July 2012, November 2012, 
April 2013, and April 2014). In each cycle, a contractor 
jointly selected by Citizens for the Advancement of 
Alaska’s Children and EED reviewed applications to 
ensure compliance with the appropriate criteria and 
recommended $400 per student as a guide for fund-
ing—actual spending resulted between $84 and $1,800 
per student. The committee approved final applications 
based on reviewer recommendations for funding. 

To date, the Moore Collaborative Committee has 
disbursed more than $5.1 million in settlement 
funds to 11 districts and 46 schools in the four 
funding cycles. 

The committee has awarded grants to 46 schools in 11 
districts in the four cycles of funding to date (see Table 
1). Districts receiving awards in the last cycle, April 
2014, are not included in this report since they do not 
actually begin implementation until 2014–15. To date, 
a total of $5,125,083 has been allocated to 11 districts 
(Table 1), more than 85 percent of the $6 million 
allocation. Ninety-two percent of the eligible schools 
and 85 percent of eligible districts3 received grants. The 
committee does not anticipate awarding any addi-
tional grants. A list of all eligible schools and those that 
received funding as part of district grants can be found 
in Appendix B.

1 Individual district reports are available by request.
2 The current report provides information on the 38 schools in 10 districts that began implementation of their TRG in 2012–13 or 2012–14. 

The remaining nine schools did not begin implementation until 2014–15 and will be included in the Year 3 annual report.
3 Kuspuk and Kashunamiut districts did not apply for TRG funds.
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Table 1. District-level TRG awards
Date Awarded District Number 

of Schools
Grant 

Length 
(in years)

Total Amount 
Awarded

Year of Imple-
mentation in 

2013–14

July 2012 Northwest Arctic Borough 4 3  $571,200 2

November 2012 Alaska Gateway 1 3  $54,000 2

Lower Kuskokwim 10 3 $1,809,600 2

Yukon Flats 3 3 $140,208 2

Yukon-Koyukuk 2 3  $83,388 2

Yupiit 3 3 $318,800 2

April 2013 Bering Strait 7 3 $810,000 1

Lower Yukon 5 3 $594,915 1

North Slope Borough 2 3 $159,450 1

Southeast Island 1 2  $19,864 1

April 2014 Northwest Arctic Borough 1 1 $24,000 0

Lower Yukon 3 3 $316,557 0

North Slope Borough 1 3 $42,420 0

Yukon Flats 2 3 $122,730 0

Iditarod 1 3 $60,000 0

Source: CEEAC document showing Moore financial disbursements as of April 29, 2015, retrieved from: http://ceaac.net/Moore_Clearinghouse_
Page.html 

Target Populations Served by the TRG Program
The districts and schools receiving TRG funds are rural (Figure 1) and are located in remote areas. 

Figure 1. Geographic Distribution of Students Served by TRG Funds
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As a group, the 46 schools receiving TRG funds serve 5,861 students across 11 districts. Ninety-nine percent of the 
students are Alaska Native, and 85 percent receive free and reduced-price lunch (FRL) (Table 2). Students attend 
school, on average, 94 percent of the time, with 39 percent showing proficiency in reading and 32 percent in math.

Table 2. Characteristics of schools and students served by TRG, by district, 2013–14
Students in TRG Schools

District
TRG 

Schools 
# Students

%  
AK Native

% FRL
Attendance 

Rate
% Proficient- 

Reading
% Proficient-Math

Alaska Gateway 1 34 94% 100% 92% 64% 31%

Bering Strait 7 913 99% 89% 89% 48% 44%

Iditarod* 1 18 100% 84% 95% 64% 42%

Lower Kuskokwim 10 1633 100% 88% 91% 37% 30%

Lower Yukon** 8 1656 99% 86% 97% 29% 22%

North Slope*** 3 280 98% 53% 86% 38% 24%

Northwest Arctic*** 5 658 98% 80% 88% 46% 42%

Southeast Island 1 24 8% 65% 97% 88% 81%

Yukon Flats*** 5 170 98% 85% 96% 45% 32%

Yukon Koyukuk 2 36 97% NA 98% 46% 46%

Yupiit 3 439 98% 86% 84% 21% 12%

Total 46 5861 99% 85% 94% 39% 32%

Notes:  
*New district in 2014–15 
** LYSD added 3 schools in 2014–15 
*** NSBSD, NWABSD, YFSD each added 1 school
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Implementation of TRGs at the District and School 
Level
The key findings in this section describe how districts 
and schools are using their TRG resources to support 
teachers and improve student learning. The summary 
examines how the 10 grantee districts and 38 schools 
in their first and second year of funding are doing in 
carrying out their proposed activities. The section 
includes descriptions of what districts and schools are 
doing, how well they are doing it, and the successes 
and challenges they are experiencing. The report also 
provides a set of recommendations for the committee 
to consider in supporting schools in their TRG imple-
mentation. For a detailed description of the evaluation 
methods used to identify the key findings below, see 
Appendix C.

Key Findings
Our discussion of school and district TRG implemen-
tation focuses on answering three general evaluation 
questions:
• How well are districts and schools providing TRG-

funded supports to their teachers and students? 
(e.g., as intended and in ways that meet school 
needs)

• What benefits have emerged from the TRG 
interventions in schools?

• What additional challenges are schools and districts 
facing in using their TRG resources?

How well are districts and schools providing 
TRG-funded supports to their teachers and 
students?

Districts and schools use their TRG funds to sup-
port a variety of interventions including coaching 
and professional development in literacy and math, 
academic supports for high needs students, and 
behavioral-support programs to improve school 
climate. 

The majority of activities implemented by TRG grant-
ees involve providing support for reading and math-
ematics instruction and response-to-intervention 
initiatives to help struggling readers (see Table 3). 
Southeast Islands used its funds to train their teachers 
in using Project GLAD, an intervention designed to 
help English language learners become more successful 
in academic content. Lower Yukon and Meade River 
in North Slope Borough implemented behavioral-sup-
port programs to increase positive student behaviors 
and reduce negative responses and associated disci-
pline. Two grantees implemented computer-based, 
student-level response-to-intervention programs (in 
12 schools, including 11 in LKSD and one in NSBSD), 
while the remaining grantees hired coaches or inter-
ventionists to provide professional development and 
coaching support to teachers on site or virtually. Yupiit 
intended to develop culturally responsive reading 
materials, but at the time of this report, had not yet 
begun implementation.

4
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Table 3. Interventions implemented by Year 1 and Year 2 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 com-
puter-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 tech-
niques 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 part-time interventionists to implement the research-based RTI model ad-
opted by the district to improve student reading and math proficiency

Northwest Arctic Borough (all 
schools)

Provide professional development and coaching support from two full-time literacy spe-
cialists 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 (Arctic Village and 
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

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-Koyukuk (all schools)

Support a .33 FTE assessment coach to provide targeted intensive support and effective 
coaching for teaching staff members to use data for identifying supports 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 experi-
entially relevant stories and informational text

Across all grantees, the degree to which districts 
and schools are carrying out their proposed activi-
ties varies, with some sites fully engaged in provid-
ing support to teachers and students, and others 
facing challenges in getting the interventions off the 
ground. 

Several of the districts (AGSD, LKSD, LYSD, SISD, and 
YKSD) fully implemented their grant as planned. For 
example, in LKSD, nearly all of the teachers targeted 
in the 10 schools used some or all of the interventions 
with their highest-need students, as well as in their 
core instruction with all students. Similarly, teachers in 
SISD fully participated in Project GLAD training and 
follow-up coaching, and actively tried out the strategies 
in their classrooms.

Several grantees were just beginning to build staff 
awareness and implement their TRG interventions or 
were having challenges in engaging all targeted teach-
ers in the work. One district, Yupiit, has not yet begun 
implementing their grant due to staff turnover and lack 
of community buy-in. 

In some cases, there were districtwide challenges ins 
TRG schools not fully implementing interventions and 
variations in implementation across schools within the 
same district. For example, in BSSD, teachers in some 
schools were mostly unaware that their school received 
TRG funding or how it was used, and several teachers 
and administrators commented on lack of clarity and 
communication with consultants about their roles 
and expected activities. Staff from districts that only 
partially implemented their TRGs indicated challenges, 
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such as making their staff, coaches, and community 
aware of the TRG work and goals; accessing the coach/
interventionist in timely and meaningful ways; recov-
ering from high staff turnover; and aligning the TRG 
work with other school and district priorities.

An opportunity exists for increasing awareness of 
the TRG interventions and their potential to help 
improve student outcomes in some schools; other 
schools have communicated well about the TRG to 
their staff. 

One of the challenges that emerged from the first 
year of TRG implementation—and remained into the 
second year—was staff awareness of the TRG interven-
tion and its goals. Even principals and superintendents 
were not always aware of TRG funds and their specific 
purpose in their schools. In the current year, awareness 
challenges persisted among school staff members with 
almost 40 percent indicating that they had not or only 
“might” have heard about the TRG grant and how it 
was intended to help their schools improve. In 10 of 
the 38 schools (26 percent), fewer than half of staff 
members said they were aware of the TRG funding. 
Some comments from teachers illustrating this lack of 
awareness include:

[I] was not aware that their positions were Moore 
Grant funded.

I am not sure what support this is referring to. [The 
coach] did VTCs for the whole district about the 3 
shifts in the new standards. [The other coach] did 
ELL testing 1-1 with students but did not do any 
professional development with me.

I was never aware of what support I might expect 
or hope for. I expect nothing, and am pleased when 
I get a little something. But we don’t get any direct 
help due to our remoteness and unreachability.

Schools with high rates of unaware teachers were also 
schools where administrators did not have a clear 
understanding or were not aware themselves of the 
TRG grant. For example, in one district, a new super-
intendent did not know that the district had a TRG 
grant, and several administrators reported they did not 
know either that their school or district was receiving a 
grant or the services the grant provided.

On the other hand, three-quarters or more staff mem-
bers in 16 schools reported that they knew about the 
TRG program. In general, teachers in these schools 
reported higher levels of satisfaction with the support 
they received (Figure 2). Specifically, teachers’ percep-
tions of relevance, the quality of the support, and the 

effect of the support on practice were 11–17 percent 
higher in schools where staff knew and understood 
TRG better compared to schools where they didn’t. 

Figure 2. Level of satisfaction with support by 
whether or not teacher is aware or not aware of 
TRG

Source: TRG implementation surveys

Even though many staff members were unclear 
about or unaware of TRG in their schools, most 
received at least some support from the TRG fund-
ing, even if they did not explicitly know the source. 

Twenty-five schools used their TRG funds to provide 
instructional support through coaches or professional 
development for their teachers. In these schools,  
88 percent of the staff members surveyed reported 
that they received at least some support from a TRG-
funded intervention, even if they did not know explic-
itly that it was funded through TRG or how it related 
to TRG goals. As described previously, two grantees 
implemented student-level response-to-intervention 
programs (in 12 schools, including 11 in LKSD and one 
in NSBSD), while the remaining grantees implemented 
interventions to provide professional development and 
support to teachers. The vast majority of respondents 
(94 percent) in these two districts reported that they 
used the interventions with their students.

Teachers were most likely to receive support 
monthly or more often. However, many of them 
(and their administrators) still felt there was not 
enough time to meet their needs.

Two-thirds of teachers surveyed said they received sup-
port at least monthly (“adequate” in Figure 3). Slightly 
more than a quarter indicated that they received infre-
quent support (once a year or less). While the majority 
of teachers felt that the amount of support provided 
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was “just right,” 38 percent indicated that they received 
too little support interaction with the coaches and 
interventionists.

Figure 3. Frequency and adequacy of TRG support 
provided to schools4

Source: TRG implementation surveys

Teachers felt that not having enough time with the 
coaches or frequent and sustained professional devel-
opment impeded their ability to implement the inter-
ventions effectively:

There needs to be more time spent working on crit-
ical areas during the whole school year, not just a 
few months. Start at the beginning of the year and 
follow through the whole school term

We need more time! When we were blitzed with 
four or five major initiatives in a single year, they 
became like white noise at times. All of the ini-
tiatives were good, but we will need more time to 
perfect our understanding in the classroom.

Limited face-to-face work with these people made 
it difficult for the professional development to be 
consistent and ongoing. 

Furthermore, coaches and administrators stated that 
they felt more time on site for the coach would have 
produced even better outcomes. One principal noted 
that the amount of time specialists had at each school 
may not have been enough for teachers to internalize 
the coaching strategies. At that school, the princi-
pal felt that the periodic visits were disruptive to the 
established school structure because they happened 
so infrequently and were not integrated in ongoing 
practice. Another administrator stated a preference 
for additional support “because this program has the 

potential to really help my students by gaining control 
of disruptive behavior.” The administrator adds, “I 
would like to meet weekly as a staff to strengthen this 
program and make it effective at our school and keep 
everyone motivated to implement the plan.” 

School staff members who received support from 
coaches or participated in professional development 
accessed this support in different ways.

Methods of providing support were relatively evenly 
distributed across one-on-one meetings, small groups, 
and whole-school delivery (see Figure 4). Nearly 
two-thirds of teachers received support via distance 
delivery, and 45 percent attended off-site professional 
development. 

Figure 4. Types of delivery mechanisms used to 
provide TRG support to schools 

Source: TRG implementation surveys

Distance methods were often used to increase the 
frequency and level of support provided to teachers 
by reducing time and costs needed to travel to remote 
sites. While successful in many cases, distance delivery 
presented other challenges at some sites. Some school 
staff members reported connectivity and technology 
issues that made distance methods and accessing 
online resources difficult. In addition, other teachers 
called out the lack of personal and frequent contact 
with coaches as a challenge to developing a trusting 
relationship and getting enough support. Teachers at 
several schools felt that they had very little exposure 
to their coaches because they spent little or no time on 
site. 

4 Frequency of support is defined as adequate if staff members reported receiving it monthly or more often, and not enough if received once 
per school year or less. Amount of time is defined as adequate if staff members marked “just right” in response to whether the amount of 
time was adequate and as not enough if they marked “too little.”
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What benefits have emerged from the TRG 
interventions in school?

In general, school staff members were satisfied with 
the support they received, citing it to be of high 
quality, sustained/intensive, relevant, responsive, 
and helpful.

Approximately three-fourths of the teachers who 
received TRG support were satisfied with its quality 
(Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Percentage of teachers reporting TRG 
support was positive

Source: TRG implementation surveys

In most of the TRG schools, on average, teachers felt 
that the support was responsive and helpful:

[The coaches] always had answers to questions or 
found answers. 

[The coach] is an excellent person to work with. 
She has great knowledge and is very helpful in 
helping us help our students succeed. 

[S]he is ALWAYS responsive to my questions and 
offers great insight. [She] has been an absolute gift 
to the teachers in terms of being able to provide 
useful tools and teacher support in the classroom. 

They also felt that the support was of high quality, rele-
vant, and sustained/ intensive, but schools vary in these 
ratings. For example, in some schools, 50 percent of 
the teachers found the support relevant, while in other 
schools, 100 percent of teachers said it was relevant. 
One teacher stated, “I felt like the support was good, 
but a lot of the information dealt with scenarios that 
are not applicable to Bush Alaska.”

Similar patterns emerged for ratings on quality and 
sustained/intensive support. Teachers who felt the sup-
port was not as strong as possible listed repetitiveness, 
lack of new information, superficial coverage of topics, 

and not being able to focus deeply on changing class-
room practice as areas for improvement. One teacher 
noted that professional development needed to focus 
on deepening their skills and their ability to apply them 
to new classroom situations. Another teacher suggested 
that coaches and professional-development activities 
needed to engage staff in working toward completing 
all phases of the training. 

Students participating in computer-based interven-
tion, for the most part, found them engaging, but 
aspects of the interventions seemed to work well 
with some students but not others. 

Not all interventions worked equally well for all stu-
dents. For example, LKSD teachers felt that Read 180 
worked best for the students with the greatest need, 
and Language! worked better for students with less 
need. Imagine Learning worked well for both groups. 
This suggests that the mix of interventions may need 
to be modified, for both individual students and for 
core instruction in order to maximize benefits for the 
students they are designed to target. Students also 
sometimes became bored with interventions because 
they worked on the same skills over and over.

I have students who test Below Average on their 
state exams, yet somehow have passed/completed 
the entire Imagine Learning program. It doesn’t 
seem very...adaptive. I often see students reading 
the same text over and over again, which causes 
them to become frustrated or bored. Toward the 
end of the year, I often got many students com-
plaining when it was time for computers.

Teachers who received TRG support indicated that 
their students benefited but are less sure if the sup-
port has actually changed their practices.

Teachers reported that TRG support has provided 
many benefits to their students, including improve-
ments in reading and writing skills and behavior. 
Approximately 80 percent felt they were able to better 
help their students. One district staff member reported 
that their TRG work resulted in increased student 
motivation and better attendance, while three other 
districts’ staff saw an increase in student confidence 
and interest in learning. Other teacher observations 
include:

Allotting them this time gives my students practice 
in reading out loud. The little reader booklets give 
the struggling students more confidence in their 
ability to put sounds together. 
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As a result of this resource, our students are learn-
ing in two languages. They are learning in both 
Yupik, their first language and their other lan-
guage, English

Imagine Learning engaged students in reading and 
listening by providing lively game-type practice.

It has had a largely positive impact on my students 
because they are becoming more fluent readers and 
even reading for accuracy rather than speed. They 
have improved their writing immensely and have 
started to understand the parts of speech. 

My students see themselves as writers now, which 
will benefit them from now on.

The majority of students have changed their atti-
tudes and are working toward rewards. i.e. “caught 
being good” tickets, King Bucks, Pilot Station 
sweatshirts. 

However, a few teachers did not feel that the TRG 
intervention had much benefit or impact:

I don’t think it has impacted the students much at 
all because it was never really used the right way. 
I’ve felt all year as though I’m totally on my own, 
and that I have no control over anything outside 
of my classroom - and I know that that is not how 
PBIS is supposed to work.

I don’t think there is going to be a sizable con-
tribution to my students due to the professional 
development. My scores have already improved 
dramatically before this program was implemented 
and I don’t think this program will change that. It 
did give me a couple of ideas I could implement so 
I will say that it helped me be a little more affective 
in my teaching of vocabulary.

Roughly two-thirds of the teachers (69 percent) felt 
that TRG support had helped them change their prac-
tice. Specifically, those who reported practice changes 
talked about increasing skill in applying formative 
assessment data to instructional decisions, gaining 
new instructional strategies, establishing an effective 
community of practice, organizing lessons, and imple-
menting district curricula and state standards. 

After a workshop with [the coach], I completely 
revamped my approached to writing, especially 
with my first graders. She opened my eyes to some 
really fun practices with early literacy.

I am more conscious of how much I assume what 
my students know. I now try to take the time to 
explain everything, not assume that they already 
know how to do something. 

I am more aware of the new standards and I know 
how to use AIMS universal screening

I now have ways/methods to break [the standards] 
down and analyze them and then apply them to 
what I am teaching. I have also used several strate-
gies that I’ve been given in the classroom. 

In most districts, support on the use of data to inform 
instruction was found to be very beneficial. The col-
laboration and focus on data use not only built teacher 
capacity and helped improve instructional practices, 
but the data focus also helped support improved inter-
ventions and provided specific information for discus-
sions with parents and the community. 

What additional challenges are schools and 
districts facing in using their TRG resources?

Teachers in schools implementing student-level 
computer interventions (e.g., LKSD and Nuiqsut 
Trapper) often face challenges related to student 
attendance and engagement, as well as technology 
difficulties.

Principals named student attendance as the major 
challenge to implementation of the TRG intervention. 
Teachers mentioned other challenges, such as technol-
ogy difficulties, a need for more training and support, 
finding time to incorporate the resources into instruc-
tion, and the inability of some resources to adapt to 
individual student needs or engage student interest.

Schools sometimes struggled to implement TRG 
activities in culturally responsive ways.

Several districts suggested that the lack of cultural rele-
vance affected the implementation and outcomes of the 
of the TRG interventions. Administrators and coaches 
in these districts felt that sometimes teachers struggled 
to implement TRG interventions because they lacked 
confidence and experience in teaching within a local 
cultural context. Teachers also echoed some of these 
concerns:

Teachers have different skill sets and interests 
in doing this. Some staff members lack cultural 
knowledge, so they are hesitant to use the materials 
provided. 
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I’m asked to teach about the Yup’ik culture, but I 
don’t know much about it

One administrator expressed that raising the cultural 
understanding between community members and 
school staff members who are not from the communi-
ties where they teach is critical to the program’s success 
and can promote positive communication and under-
standing between people from different cultures in 
supporting student success. 

Lack of consistent access to coaches and high staff 
turnover creates challenges for the continuity of 
support and progress in some schools.

When teachers do not have consistent interaction 
with coaches or professional development, it impedes 
continuity and prevents them from developing strong 
working relationships and trust. Consistent access can 
be hampered by geography and the need to rely on 
distance delivery methods or because the timing of 
support does not coincide with the implementation 
schedule. One teacher stated, “We needed our training 
closer to the implementation so that there would have 
been better recall about what to do.”

It disrupted our routine every time they came to 
demonstrate new skills. A little forewarning would 
have been nice.

In addition, lack of continuity emerges as a challenge 
when there is significant turnover in the coaches who 
provide support to the schools. Several sites, such as 
AGSD, NWABSD, and YSD, are experiencing coaching 
turnover. For example, in one district the instructional 
coach who has worked with the school for several years 
will not be returning in the next school year. In another 
site, the coach left midyear and was not replaced. Turn-
over can adversely affect TRG efforts because a new 
coach has to start from the beginning in building trust 
with teachers, and may need time to learn the current 
intervention strategies and the local context of the 
school community.

Teacher and administrator turnover also presents 
significant barriers to effective implementation of 
the TRG interventions since new teachers have to be 
trained on the intervention; this often causes the school 
to lose ground and consistency in their approach. Over 
the last three years, the TRG schools have had more 
than a third of their teachers leave each year (Table 
4). Roughly a third of schools have turnover rates of 
50 percent or more, often year after year. Because of 
ongoing staff turnover, coaches spend much of their 
time “helping new staff catch up.” Additionally, new 

staff members have to learn “all the new things at the 
school, like technology and new curricula, and that has 
slowed our progress.” 

Table 4. Staff retention for Year 1 and Year 2 TRG 
recipients

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14

Average reten-
tion rate for TRG 
schools (N= 38)

65% 66% 64%

Number of schools 
with annual reten-
tion rates below 
50%

13 9 13

Number of schools 
with annual reten-
tion rates above 
80%

11 12 6

Teacher absences and missed coaching or profes-
sional development sessions also present difficulties in 
providing support. Because of distance and scheduling 
challenges, it is often a challenge to reschedule missed 
coaching or training sessions. 

We need quality, in-depth training. We also need 
retraining when someone misses training due to a 
medical emergency.

We have a problem when there is a teacher or aide 
absence as a sub cannot deliver Language! lessons 
well without training. One teacher in particular 
has had a lot of absences and this has impacted 
students.

When a trainer is weathered out of a village, in 
these critical times, it is imperative that the train-
ing be rescheduled at site with the trainer, even if 
everyone has to give up a Saturday. I do not feel the 
program has been implemented to fidelity, suggest-
ing follow up training is a must.

School/district leadership and alignment of TRG 
activities to school and district priorities is essential 
for successful implementation.

For some schools, continuity and effectiveness in 
implementing the TRG-funded activities has been 
hampered by a lack in the alignment of TRG programs 
to district and school priorities and a need for strong 
leadership to help teachers implement changes. Staff 
from several districts reported that TRG implemen-
tation was not necessarily cohesive and that teachers 
may not all have implemented the interventions with 
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fidelity. Many tenured staff members continue to be 
reluctant to participate in professional development. 
According to one vendor, a teacher implemented only 
50 percent of the consultant’s suggestions because this 
teacher had a “predetermined notion of how to do 
things and thus doesn’t take suggestions well.” 

When other teachers/staff are not implementing 
the (intervention) on a consistent basis inside their 
classroom, it’s difficult to have the students follow 
expectations outside the classroom.

In addition, several teachers felt school and district 
leaders could have been more supportive and provided 
more guidance as to how the TRG interventions fit in 
with school and district priorities.

When a principal is not willing to support the pro-
gram, then why would you expect teachers at that 
school to implement it? 

I think that the PBIS program will only be effec-
tive with regular support and strong, involved 
leadership.

Not really professional development for an admin-
istrator. There should be a focus on training admin-
istrators as local site instructional leaders to help 
our local teachers utilize the new information.

Successful launch and ongoing implementation of 
TRG-funded programs may require work with vil-
lage communities to make sure they are on board.

In one district, the community is reluctant to support 
the intervention, making it difficult for the district to 
even start implementation in their third year. It has 
also required the district to make substantial revi-
sions to the proposed intervention to infuse culturally 
relevant materials into instruction. In this particular 
district, community members and elders have not been 
willing to participate and provide input on materials 
because of a history of schools not following through 
with previous promises to integrate culture into 
curriculum and instruction. Specifically, prior to the 
TRG, community members helped develop culturally 
relevant materials and those materials were never used, 
leading the community to balk at implementation of 
proposed grant activities to develop more materials: 

If we have materials on hand that serve the pur-
pose of the grant then why should we be buying 
new materials?

Coaches and support providers did not always 
understand their roles clearly in relation to school 
and district goals, producing confusion and mis-
alignment in some schools.

According to teachers and administrators, it is critical 
for the external consultants who are providing support 
to understand the community, the goals of the TRG, 
and the needs of the current teaching staff. These exter-
nal coaches reported that sometimes they were not 
clear about how their roles and content of their work 
related to TRG implementation and sometimes did not 
have clear guidance about expectations on how they 
were to deliver services. 

Often there was a difference of implementation 
ideas between the school district and the CHAMPS 
or STOIC trainer. It made completing tasks diffi-
cult. We would do them during and after training 
according to what we read and the district would 
come in and change what we had done.

Without clear communication and common under-
standing about the external consultants’ roles, the 
result may be, as one district found, that coaches may 
make “unilateral decisions” that may not align with 
school or district priorities and may not feel collabora-
tive to the teachers they support.

Conversely, several school and district administrators 
also benefits from their “skilled” and “competent” TRG 
consultants. In these schools, administrators reported 
that they observed a higher level of teacher mastery of 
the curriculum and improved instructional skills as the 
result of the vendor’s work. As one district adminis-
trator said, “We could not have done this without [the 
coach]. Curriculum implementation is good. We now 
have better methods of classroom instruction.” 

Considerations for Supporting Better 
Implementation
In summary, schools faced continuing challenges 
related to providing sustained and ongoing support 
to teachers; helping teachers serve the needs of their 
specific students; ensuring clarity of role expectations 
and alignment of support to school, district and com-
munity goals; and engaging school and community 
members in support of TRG interventions. Based on 
the findings, five considerations emerged for better 
supporting schools as they implement their TRG 
interventions. 
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Apply professional development, support mod-
els, and delivery methods that increase frequent, 
ongoing, and sustained support to teachers so they 
can engage in deep learning and application of new 
knowledge and skills in the classroom.

As described previously, schools face challenges in pro-
viding teachers with sustained, frequent, and in-depth 
support and professional development. Issues such as a 
lack of access to ongoing support, ineffective distance 
delivery, and not building on common ideas from ses-
sion to session made it more difficult to provide highly 
effective support. As a result, the state and districts may 
want to consider more systematic ways to provide sup-
port to low-performing schools—potentially similar to 
other state models such as the Alaska Statewide Mento-
ring Project. Elements to consider might include:
• Using distance methods to increase frequency of 

contact, while drawing on existing protocols for 
effective engagement and learning via these methods

• Convening targeted face-to-face meetings at 
strategic times to develop and deepen relationships 
and to provide content blocks

• Creating other forms of interaction, including 
collaborative online professional learning 
communities across schools or online discussion 
forums to help teachers create links between support 
sessions and other learning opportunities

• Sharing supports with multiple schools across 
common needs, such as literacy or data use

• Supporting development of effectively functioning 
professional learning communities among teachers 
and teacher leaders in a school to continue local 
collaboration and work on key strategies

Adapt support to help teachers and administrators 
track and monitor instructional improvement and 
student learning more effectively.

One of the issues around quality focused on the rele-
vance of the support for meeting ongoing and specific 
needs of teachers and students. Teachers reported that 
sometimes support or new instructional materials did 
not target the specific students they were teaching. Sev-
eral teachers and administrators also referred to a need 
for better information on meeting individual students’ 
needs. Therefore, recommendations for helping teach-
ers better differentiate their instruction for specific 
students might include:

• Providing support to school staff members in 
data use, especially MAP data, to inform their 
instruction. (This could be done across the schools 
that use MAP)

• Establishing consistent protocols for data use (what 
data to look at, when to look at it, and how to 
analyze it) and the library of instructional strategies 
to support the development of student academic 
plans for all students who need them. Protocols 
could include a step-by-step guide for accessing the 
most meaningful data sources and templates for 
analysis and identifying trends that could be used in 
making instructional decisions

Help teachers increase their ability to infuse cultural 
relevance into materials and instructional strategies 
as they work with their students.

Teachers and administrators reported gaps in their 
knowledge about how to teach students in culturally 
relevant and responsive ways. Suggestions for sup-
porting teachers in developing these important skills 
include:
• Providing more explicit state and district guidance 

and training on the use of culturally responsive 
practices

• Creating and share a repository of culturally 
responsive materials and resources that can be used 
across schools and districts

• Supporting schools in how to engage community 
members to ensure that programs and strategies are 
culturally responsive and relevant

• Connecting schools to Alaska Native education 
groups and university faculty who have conducted 
work on culturally responsive curriculum and 
pedagogy

Build teacher and administrator awareness and 
buy-in to the purposes and priorities of the grant to 
increase participation and alignment of program to 
school and community priorities

Challenges in implementation were often attributed 
to low levels of teacher and/or administrator buy-in 
and poor alignment of TRG interventions to district 
and school priorities. As one interviewee stated, “If 
the TRG is to work, all teachers and principals need to 
make a collective effort to learn about the project, be 
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willing to receive training, and to implement the TRG 
as designed.” Some considerations for increasing this 
buy-in and alignment might include:
• Holding leaders accountable for implementing TRG 

expectations and providing appropriate support to 
teachers for carrying them out

• Providing teachers an overview of TRG goals and 
explaining expectations for teacher participation 
and the role of consultants. (Repeat this overview 
any time there is teacher turnover)

• Engaging school staff members in plan for using 
TRG intervention resources to support school and 
district goals

Implement strategies that account for staff and 
consultant turnover to ensure continuity of program 
services. 

Rural and remote Alaska schools face considerable 
challenges in retaining teachers as well as coaches and 
interventionists who work deeply and long enough 
with the school to understand the context and cul-
ture of a school and community. Turnover leads to 
interruptions in the school community’s learning and 
requires additional time to “re-teach” new coaches. To 
address turnover and help with the continuity of pro-
grammatic services, districts and schools may consider:
• Providing a “refresher” course at the beginning of 

the school year on the previous year’s staff trainings 

• Providing additional and ongoing training for 
new staff to help them get “up to speed” on the 
intervention’s required content and skills; assign new 
staff to a local mentor with experience working on 
the grant

• Helping new coaches and interventionists 
understand the community, the goals of the TRG, 
and the needs of the current teaching staff

• Including all school and district staff in support and 
professional development, including specialists and 
instructional aides
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Progress on Outcomes
As a part of their application, each TRG grantee 
selected at least one measure to track progress toward 
their goals. As a mechanism for making judgments 
about the TRG program across all grantees, data were 
also collected on the state Standards-Based Assess-
ments (SBA) in reading, writing, and mathematics 
and school-level accountability scores (Alaska School 
Performance Index or ASPI). These provided common 
metrics for aggregating across grantees to see overall 
progress.

The summary of outcomes provided below is intended 
only to show trending patterns for TRG schools rather 
than a statement of TRG impact. This is because 
research has found that it takes three to five years 
of implementation for reforms to lead to significant 
increases in student achievement. (See, for example, 
Michael Fullan’s body of work.) The TRG schools are, 
at most, in their second year of implementation, and 
achievement outcomes have not had sufficient time to 
shift. Additionally, we would expect to see—at maxi-
mum—only modest gains in indicators that are “easier 
to move,” such as discipline and attendance.

There are also many factors that make it difficult to 
reliably tease out the effects of the TRG. These include 
variations in the awareness of the program among staff 
at grantee schools, support from consultants par-
tially funded by the program, access to multiple other 

programs and initiatives, and uneven levels of fre-
quency and quality of the support. In the final year, we 
plan to make comparisons of TRG school progress to 
the other schools in the district and state to see if TRG 
schools are showing more growth. Within each school, 
we also plan to examine whether the growth trajectory 
is higher after TRG implementation than before. None 
of these analyses can be completed until the end of 
the grant. For that reason, we give the caveat that the 
outcomes below should be interpreted as indicators of 
progress, not evidence of impact. Though findings may 
show improving outcomes at TRG-funded schools, this 
evaluation cannot definitively attribute impacts, such 
as changes in student assessment results, to implemen-
tation of the TRG. 

Grantee Progress on Student and 
Teacher Outcomes
Tables 5 and 6 summarize how many schools are track-
ing their progress on different outcome measures and 
whether or not they are trending in positive or negative 
directions. (Progress on outcomes by school can be 
found in Appendix D.) Table 5 shows the number of 
schools reporting on each measure, the number who 
showed increases of at least two percentage points, and 
the number who fell more than two percentage points 
since implementing their TRG resources.
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Table 5. Summary of progress on outcomes since baseline for TRG schools
Measure Number of Schools 

Reporting
Number Schools 

Increasing
Number Schools 

Declining

Attendance 16 12 1

Discipline 5 3 0

Graduation 5 3 1

Teacher Retention5 18 8 10

Measures of Academic Progress (MAP)

Percent meeting targeted growth in Reading

19

6 9

Percent meeting targeted growth in Language 7 5

Percent meeting targeted growth in Math 6 6

Alaska School Performance Index (ASPI)6

Increased Score
38

24 6

Moved Level 14 1

Standards-Based Assessments (SBA)

Percent proficient in Reading

38

18 9

Percent proficient in Writing 18 9

Percent proficient in Math 10 15

Table 6. Number of schools meeting state Annual 
Measurable Objective (AMO)7 targets on the 
Standards-Based Assessment (from 2012–13 to 
2013–14)

SBA Content Area
Number Meeting 

Overall Target
Number Meeting 

Annual Target

Reading 6 11

Writing 4 12

Mathematics 5 7

N = 38 schools

Data in Table 5 reveal that about half of the grantee 
schools have chosen to report on indicators such as 
attendance, teacher retention, and student scores of 
the MAP. Only five schools report on discipline and 
graduation rates. Grantee progress was also reported 

using the Alaska School Performance Index and the 
percentage of students who are proficient on the SBA 
in reading, writing, and math.

Across the 10 districts and 38 schools, there is 
mixed progress on key measures, with a higher 
percentage of reporting schools demonstrating 
improvements in attendance, state reading and 
writing proficiency rates, and overall ASPI scores.

Specifically, the following patterns emerged across 
districts:
• Three-fourths of the 16 schools with attendance 

targets made increases of at least two percentage 
points since implementing their TRG; only one 
school dropped during that time

5 Teacher retention rates typically lag behind other indicators of progress because school districts usually hire teachers during the summer 
and early fall. Teachers’ departures from schools, then, are not recorded until the school year after they have departed. Because of this lag, 
any impact of the TRG on teacher retention is likely to appear at least a year after TRG implementation.

6 In 2013, EED obtained a waiver to replace the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Adequate Year Progress (AYP) indicator with the ASPI system. 
ASPI scores are on a 100-point scale and are a weighted composite consisting of proficiency and growth on the state assessment, atten-
dance, and for high schools, graduation and college readiness measures.

7 Alaska’s education accountability system calls for schools and districts to meet annual measurable objectives (AMOs) related to student 
achievement in reading, writing, and mathematics. The AMO growth targets were established based on 2012 assessment data. The targets 
increase in annual increments to reach the goal of reducing by half the percentage of students in the district or school who are not profi-
cient by 2018. The published AMO targets are unique to each district, calculated for the whole population of tested students and for each 
required subgroup.
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• Only Lower Yukon reported progress for discipline 
and graduation. Out of the five LYSD schools, three 
made positive progress on both

• Eight out of 18 schools (44 percent) reporting on 
teacher retention saw an increase in the percentage 
of teachers who returned to the school in the 
following school year

• Nineteen schools administered the MAP assessment 
in reading, language, and mathematics. Of these, 
six schools met their goal of students exceeding 
expected growth8 from one year to the next in 
reading and math, while seven schools met their 
goal in language (between 32 and 37 percent)

• Two-thirds (24) of the TRG schools improved their 
ASPI scores by at least two points and 14 schools 
moved up one star-rating level from 2012–13 to 
2013–14; one school dropped from a two-star to a 
one-star rating

• Schools were more likely to show progress on 
reading and writing proficiency rates, compared to 
math proficiency rates on the state SBA (49 percent 
versus 24 percent of TRG schools)

• More schools met their annual measurable objective 
targets in reading and writing than math, although 
the percentages were somewhat low (29 and 32 
percent versus 19 percent, respectively)
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8 The goal for these schools was to exceed the expected target growth levels (on average) for their students who took the MAP. Target 
growth was calculated by comparing the difference in a student’s assessment score between fall and spring to the typical fall-to-spring 
growth expected based on the student’s fall assessment score and grade level. Students were flagged as having met target growth for that 
year if the difference in fall and spring scores was greater than their projected growth. Only students with fall and spring scores at the same 
school were included in the sample for each school year.



Conclusion
The majority of the 10 grantee districts are currently 
completing their second and third year of implemen-
tation. At roughly the halfway point in the TRG grant, 
districts are at various stages of implementation, but 
most feel they are making progress in their use of 
funds to support student learning. During the last year, 
changes were made to TRG programs to better serve 
students, and grantees have been thoughtful about 
leveraging limited funds for maximum benefit. Over 
the next year, we anticipate seeing continued devel-
opment of implementation quality, and the potential 
for positive outcomes and student learning to occur in 
many schools.

17

Implementation and Progress of the Moore Targeted Resources Grant



Appendix A. Description of Moore v. State of Alaska 
Settlement
The Moore Targeted Resources Grant (TRG) emerged 
as one of four 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). 

In the initial 2007 ruling, the court determined that 
the state had met its constitutional responsibilities 
for the first three aspects. 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 underper-
forming 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”). 
During the 2012 session, the Alaska legislature appro-
priated 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 in these districts. 

Moore Settlement Allocation and 
Administration 
The Moore settlement allocated $18 million across four 
programs (Table A1), with a planned expenditure over 
five years. The majority of funding flows to early learn-
ing programs and Targeted Resource Grants (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 2016–17, 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 TRG funds for evalua-
tion of program impact of the TRG program.

A collaborative six-member committee (the Moore 
Collaborative Committee or “the committee”) admin-
isters the Moore settlement and is designed to promote 
collaboration between the Alaska Department of Edu-
cation and Early Development (EED) and the districts 
in 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.
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Table A1. 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 perfor-
mance 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 mil-
lion 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 attend-
ing an underperforming school, up to 
$3,000 per student

Any Alaska school with a junior or senior 
failing the HSGQE who attends or previous-
ly 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

Targeted Resources Grant Selection and Award 
Methodology
The current evaluation reports on only the Targeted 
Resources Grants (TRG). Any of the lowest-perform-
ing 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 B 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 four existing 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 
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 propose 
other programs to meet grant goals. The committee 
encouraged applicants to propose creative programs 
with the greatest potential for student learning in their 
local context. 

In the second stage of the process, the committee 
provided grant application guidance to eligible districts 
and schools. While the grants were noncompetitive 
and the committee’s goal focused on quickly disbursing 
funds to districts, there were several requirements for 

applicants to address (Table A2). 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 also required proposed 
interventions to be “research-based.” Finally, 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 A2. 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-pro-
gram 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, atten-
dance, 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
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Appendix B. Moore Eligibility List 
In 2012–14, 52 schools across 14 districts were identified on the Moore Eligibility List as schools that are eligible 
for TRGs. The table below indicates the schools that received TRG funding in each of the four cycles.

Table B1. Schools identified as eligible for TRGs and date of funding

School District
Nov 2012
Funding

June 2012
Funding

Apr 2013 
Funding

Apr 2014 
Funding

Tetlin School Alaska Gateway X

Brevig Mission School Bering Strait X

Diomede School Bering Strait X

Tukurngailnguq School Bering Strait X

Wales School Bering Strait X

Gambell School Bering Strait X

Hogarth Kingeekuk Sr. Memorial Bering Strait X

Shaktoolik School Bering Strait X

Blackwell School Iditarod X

Crow Village Sam School Kuspuk 

Johnnie John Sr. School Kuspuk 

Joann A. Alexie Memorial School Lower Kuskokwim X

Nightmute School Lower Kuskokwim X

Chaputnguak School Lower Kuskokwim X

Eek School Lower Kuskokwim X

Akula Elitnaurvik School Lower Kuskokwim

Chief Paul Memorial School Lower Kuskokwim X

Ayagina’ar Elitnaurvik Lower Kuskokwim X

Ket’acik/Aapalluk Memorial School Lower Kuskokwim X

Ayaprun School Lower Kuskokwim X

Lewis Angapak Memorial School Lower Kuskokwim X

Nelson Island Area School Lower Kuskokwim X

Alakanuk School Lower Yukon X

Marshall School Lower Yukon X

Hooper Bay School Lower Yukon X

Kotlik School Lower Yukon X

Mountain Village School Lower Yukon X

Pilot Station School Lower Yukon X

Scammon Bay School Lower Yukon X

Sheldon Point School Lower Yukon X
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School District
Nov 2012
Funding

June 2012
Funding

Apr 2013 
Funding

Apr 2014 
Funding

Nuiqsut Trapper School North Slope X

Kali School North Slope X

Meade River School North Slope X

Ambler School Northwest Arctic X

McQueen School Northwest Arctic X

Kobuk School Northwest Arctic X

Shungnak School Northwest Arctic X

Davis-Ramoth School Northwest Arctic X

Naukati School Southeast Island X

Twin Hills School Southwest Region

Arctic Village School Yukon Flats X

Tsuk Taih School Yukon Flats X

Venetie School Yukon Flats X

Fort Yukon School Yukon Flats X

Stephens Village School Yukon Flats X

Allakaket School Yukon Koyukuk X

Johnny Oldman School Yukon-Koyukuk X

Kaltag School Yukon-Koyukuk X

Akiachak School Yupiit X

Tuluksak School Yupiit X

Akiak School Yupiit X

Chevak School Kashunamiut

9 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).
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Appendix C. Evaluation Plan and Methodology

Evaluation Approach and Methods
The TRG evaluation plan for this report addressed 
three major sets of activities. First, 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 per-
formance, attendance, and other existing data sources. 
Second, we described the approach we used to provide 
technical assistance to individual grantees on their 
local evaluation plans. Finally, we summarized the 
activities related to implementation of grants in each 
district, 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, 
and interviews with teachers and administrators. The 
plan concluded with a discussion of mechanisms for 
reporting and communicating both with grantees and 
the Moore Collaborative Committee (MCC).

The evaluation plan is intended to be a dynamic docu-
ment that can evolve and change as the TRG program 
is rolled out over the years. Common metrics and fidel-
ity 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:
• Review of TRG applications

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

• Discussions with MCC members

• Student achievement, attendance, and graduation 
data

• Interviews with district and school administrators

• Interviews with TRG vendors/interventionists

• School staff surveys

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 and districts, as 
well as their proposed TRG goals, activities, and mea-
sures—and to inform development of fidelity measures 
(see the Implementation of TRGs section below). We 
reviewed grantee applications, state report card data, 
and school and district improvement plans. The pro-
files contained the following information:
• Baseline data on core school characteristics such 

as achievement levels, demographics, attendance, 
graduation, and other measures, as appropriate, 
from existing data9

• School and/or district improvement goals

• TRG goals and objectives

• TRG proposed activities

• TRG local evaluation measures

10 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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Local Evaluation Technical Assistance
As part of our creation of grantee profiles, we also con-
ducted a review of each new grantee’s local evaluation 
plan. The review focused on these 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.10

Assessment of Impact Across Grantees 
To prepare for analysis of outcomes, we created profiles 
of each new grantee district and/or school, as well as 
reviewed and updated the profiles created for continu-
ing grantees. The goal of this step is to develop a com-
prehensive picture of the schools and districts, as well 
as their proposed TRG goals, activities, and measures, 
and to inform the refinement of fidelity measures. We 
reviewed new grantee applications and state report 
card data plans. The profiles contained the following 
information:
• Baseline data on core school characteristics, such 

as achievement levels, demographic make-up, 
attendance, graduation, and other measures, as 
appropriate, from existing data

• TRG goals and objectives

• TRG proposed activities

Grantwide Analyses
The evaluation team has completed analysis of base-
line data for the TRG districts for 10 of the 11 TRGs 
awarded in the first two years of the grant program. 
Baseline analysis is the first phase of a longer process 

to assess whether or not participation in TRG has 
influenced student achievement in math, writing, and 
reading, and ASPI scores and ratings. 

We examined changes in school- and district-level 
achievement in reading, writing, and math, and ASPI 
scores and ratings over time. We compared each TRG 
school’s average proficiency rate on the SBA (and, 
beginning in 2015, the AMP) to their district averages 
and the state averages. Annual Measurable Objectives 
(AMO) targets were used to measure trends. The mea-
sures we are using in our grantwide outcomes analyses 
are:
• School-level SBA and AMP data in language arts 

(reading and writing) and math for appropriate 
grades

• School-level progress on AMOs

• ASPI scores and ratings

Local Metrics
Additionally, we continued to summarize each district’s 
progress on the local metrics they identified in their 
TRG applications. During each grantee’s first year of 
implementation, we selected local metrics suitable for 
analysis and secured data-sharing agreements with 
each district to ensure access to appropriate data. Two 
measures are relatively widespread: eight of the schools 
and districts are using AIMSWeb tests and 10 are using 
MAP assessments. TRG schools and districts are using 
several other metrics, such as student attendance (five 
TRGs), discipline records (three TRGs), teacher reten-
tion data (three TRGs), as well as a few others. 

In analyzing these local metrics, we conducted descrip-
tive analyses comparing pre- and post-intervention 
trends for each site to see if there have been increases 
in achievement. We will not pool these results across 
sites. For districts using MAP assessments, we will 
report trends in the percentage of students who meet 
annual fall to spring growth targets in reading and 
math. MAP data are provided directly by the North-
west Evaluation Association (NWEA), with permis-
sion from the districts. Averages will be used to report 
trends in AIMSweb scores, discipline records, and 
teacher retention rates

Implementation Evaluation 
The goal of the implementation evaluation is twofold. 
First, it is designed to assess how well grantees are able 
to implement the strategies they proposed in their TRG 
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applications. This includes the perceived quality of 
services provided to TRG grantees by outside vendors 
(e.g., interventionists), as well as the degree to which 
the proposed strategies are actually being carried out in 
the schools or districts by the grantees themselves. 

Second, the implementation evaluation is identifying 
factors that may be associated with successes or chal-
lenges across TRG grantees. We continued to describe 
the contexts in which grantees are successful in 
improving outcomes for students, as well as to provide 
formative feedback on strategies and challenges for 
program improvement.

The implementation evaluation consists of qualitative 
measures, including site visits to each of the funded 
sites (up to 12 districts), interviews with school and 
district administrators, and surveys of and (when pos-
sible) interviews with teachers. Below, we describe each 
of these three methods. We analyzed qualitative data by 
distilling themes in implementation and noting factors 
related to successful or unsuccessful implementation. 
We also summarized the data across sites to identify 
characteristics that support and inhibit the implemen-
tation 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. To date, the 
evaluation team has visited each district once—with 
the exception of 2014 grantee Iditarod. Site visits will 
continue to collect information necessary to under-
stand how each TRG is being implemented and to 
allow evaluators to provide formative feedback to the 
sites for program improvement. During site visits, 
evaluation team members interview administrators, 
teachers, and vendors, and observe, when applicable, 
TRG activities and instruction provided by vendors or 
staff members leading implementation. The survey and 
interviews allow the team to collect background infor-
mation on the development and implementation of the 
TRG, as well as to assess the satisfaction and usefulness 
of the services offered through the TRG. Survey and 
interview questions target program implementation 
(such as the successes and challenges associated with 
implementing the program), the usefulness and quality 
of the services being provided, what has changed as 
the result of the TRG, and any other issues or concerns 
they may have about the TRG. Evaluation staff mem-
bers observed services being provided by the TRG ven-
dors and school or district staff members. Observation 
protocols have been, and will continue to be, developed 

based on the specific services described in the TRG 
as well as on information collected from the vendors 
about the services they are providing. 

Finally, the evaluation team reviews programmatic 
documents such as participation logs (e.g., the number, 
types, and attendance at events), professional-devel-
opment programs, costs associated with implementing 
TRG, and other program documents for the purpose 
of identifying evidence of implementation and areas of 
strength or concern. 

As has been our practice during prior years, we work 
with the program administrator at each site to estab-
lish when the site visits should occur and to help with 
the scheduling of interviews. When necessary, site 
visits were coordinated with on-site technical assis-
tance from program vendors. This allows the evalua-
tion team opportunities to observe the services being 
implemented and to ask any questions related to those 
services.

Interviews With District and School 
Administrators
The team conducted telephone interviews with key 
grant administrators (superintendents or assistant 
superintendents, district directors, and/or principals) 
at the end of the school year to assess the degree of 
TRG implementation at sites we do not visit during the 
spring semester. The interviews remain focused on:
• Changes in policies and procedures as the result of 

TRG

• Strategies used to implement the grant with fidelity

• The challenges and successes of implementing the 
TRG

• The TRG program services that were the most and 
least effective

• The impact of the TRG on student achievement, 
school culture and climate, improved teacher 
practices, etc.

• Attitudes and motivation change as the result of the 
TRG

• The alignment of the TRG into a coherent 
schoolwide effort to improve student achievement

• The relationships between TRG activities and the 
intended impacts of the project

• The sustainability of the TRG efforts
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Staff Surveys 
We surveyed school staff members participating in 
TRG services at the end of the 2013–14 school year 
using the web-based based survey tool, SurveyGizmo. 
Surveys continue to be anonymous to encourage full 
honesty and disclosure. The surveys 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 vendor and program services/support provided 
by the TRG

• Changes in instructional practices as a 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

Evaluation Expectations
We have entered into signed agreements (memoranda 
of understanding or MOUs) with each grantee district. 
The MOUs allow us not only to communicate our 
process for supporting grantees but also facilitate our 
collection of the necessary documents and data needed 
to conduct their evaluations. A signed MOU about the 
roles and expectations between Education Northwest 
and the grantees hopefully will lead to all parties ful-
filling their technical assistance and evaluation respon-
sibilities, including the provision of data and comple-
tion of surveys and interviews. Key expectations for 
grantees around data collection and local evaluations 
include:
• Supporting site visits and interviews (e.g., help 

coordinate interviews, focus groups with parents, 
students, teachers, community members) up to two 
times during grant cycle

• Supporting survey administration to teachers using 
web-based surveys on an annual basis

• Participating in administrator interviews, as 
applicable

• Providing access to locally collected data, such as 
AIMSweb or other achievement measures on an 
annual basis
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School Disci-
pline

Atten-
dance

Grad-
uation

Teacher 
Retention

MAP 
Reading

MAP 
Language

MAP 
Math

SBA 
Reading

SBA 
Writing

SBA 
Math ASPI

Alaska Gateway School District

Tetlin NC NC NC

Bering Strait School District

Brevig Mission

Diomede NC

Gambell NC NC

Hogarth Kingeekuk Sr. 
Memorial

Shaktoolik

Tukurngailnguq 

Wales

Lower Kuskokwim School District

Ayagina’ar Elitnaurvik NC NC NC

Ayaprun School NC NC NC

Chaputnguak

Chief Paul Memorial NC

Eek NC

Joann Alexie Memorial NC NC NC NC NC NC

Ket’acik / Aapalluk 
Memorial

NC NC NC

Lewis Angapak Me-
morial

NC NC

Nelson Island Area NC NC NC NC

Negtemiut Elitnaurviat NC NC

Lower Yukon School District

Kotlik NC
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Appendix D. Progress Results by School
Note: Green represents a change greater than 2 percentage points above baseline; NC represents a change between 
-2 and +2 percentage points from baseline. Red denotes a change of more than 2 percentage points below baseline; Sources: 
Author’s interpretation of all sources in endnotes 5 to 8 and raw data provided by the Northwest Evaluation Association 
NWEA. Data in this appendix is simply reporting school progress trends and cannot be attributed as causal to TRG.

Table D1. Schools progress on TRG outcomes



School Disci-
pline

Atten-
dance

Grad-
uation

Teacher 
Retention

MAP 
Reading

MAP  
Language

MAP 
Math

SBA 
Reading

SBA 
Writing

SBA 
Math ASPI

Marshall NC

Pilot Station NC NC

Scammon Bay NC NC

Sheldon Point NC

North Slope Borough School District

Nuiqsut Trapper NC NC

Meade River * * * NC NC

Northwest Arctic Borough School District

Davis-Ramoth NC NC NC NC

Kobuk NC NC

McQueen NC NC NC NC NC

Shungnak NC

Southeastern Islands School District

Naukati

Yukon Flats School District

Fort Yukon

Arctic Village

Tsuk Taih

Yukon Koyukuk School District

Johnny Oldman NC NC

Kaltag NC NC NC
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Note: Asterisk (*) represents a sample size that is too small for statistical accuracy or privacy protection 
Green shading indicates school met target.

Table D2. AMO target benchmarks in TRG schools, 2013-14

School
AMO Reading AMO Writing AMO Math

Target Annual 
Increase Target Annual 

Increase Target Annual 
Increase

Alaska Gateway School District

Tetlin School

Bering Strait School District

Brevig Mission School

Diomede School

Gambell School

Hogarth Kingeekuk Sr. Memorial

Shaktoolik School

Tukurngailnguq School

Wales School

Lower Kuskokwim School District

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

Negtemiut Elitnaurviat School

Lower Yukon School District

Kotlik School

Marshall School

Pilot Station School

Scammon Bay School

Sheldon Point School

North Slope Borough School District

Meade River School

Nuiqsut Trapper School

Northwest Arctic Circle School District

Davis-Ramoth Memorial School

Kobuk School

McQueen School

Shungnak School
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School
AMO Reading AMO Writing AMO Math

Target Annual 
Increase Target Annual 

Increase Target Annual 
Increase

Southeast Islands School District

Naukati School

Yukon Flats School District

Arctic Village 

Fort Yukon School

Tsuk Taih Schools

Yukon-Koyukuk School District

Kaltag School

Johnny Oldman School *
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