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Executive summary 

This report serves as a guide for implementing future grants in Alaska. It addresses important 

factors to include and barriers to overcome in grant programs. It is based on the successes and 

barriers encountered by stakeholders in Alaska who designed and implemented a Targeted 

Resource Grant (TRG) during a five-year period (2012–2017). Our analyses are based on 

feedback from TRG stakeholders, including Alaska Department of Education & Early 

Development staff members, Moore Collaborative Committee members, Coalition for 

Education Equity (formerly known as Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska’s 

Children, or CEAAC) staff members, recipients of TRG funds and services at the district and 

school levels, and TRG intervention providers. The external evaluator collected these data via 

site visits to grantee districts, formal and informal telephone and in-person meetings and 

interviews, and school and district surveys. 

Important factors to include in grant programs 

• Target support on areas in which there is limited capacity 

• Require grantees to adopt research-based interventions tied to school and district goals 

• Require grantees to address sustainability in terms of practice and policy in their grant 

applications 

Important barriers to overcome in grant programs 

• Working within multiple levels of bureaucracy 

• Working within multiple timelines 

• Addressing staff capacity limitations 

• Balancing administration and accountability 

• Maintaining ongoing communication 

• Addressing leadership challenges at the school and district levels 

• Addressing limited stakeholder buy-in 

Considerations for grantors 

• Assess the capacity of the grantor and grantees to engage in a variety of grant 

application, planning, implementation, and sustainability developing tasks and take 

steps to bolster areas in which they have limited capacity 

• Fund proven, research-based initiatives and hold grantees accountable during 

implementation via on-going review and evaluation 
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• Require grantees to explicitly show how their proposed intervention is tied to district 

and/or school goals; whether it has buy-in and support from district and school 

administrators, educators, parents, and community members; and how they plan to 

address common implementation challenges such as staffing and sustainability 

• To ensure funding decisions are aligned to grantee needs, anticipate and address 

common implementation challenges during the grant design and application process 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This report provides a summary of the successes and barriers encountered by stakeholders in 

Alaska who designed and implemented a Targeted Resource Grant (TRG) during a five-year 

period (2012–2017). This chapter begins with a description of the Moore v. State of Alaska 

settlement agreement and the establishment of the Moore Collaborative Committee (MCC). This 

is followed by an overview of the TRG program funding and awards, as well as a research 

summary of successes and challenges experienced by other grantors and grantees implementing 

school reforms. The chapter ends with a description of the research methodology.  

 

Chapter 2 describes factors that appeared to support the successful implementation of the TRG 

grants in Alaska during this time period, while chapter 3 describes factors that appeared to 

present barriers to implementation. Based on these findings, chapter 4 offers strategies that 

grantors may want to consider when implementing similar school reform grant programs in the 

future. 

Moore v. State of Alaska settlement agreement 

The Moore settlement refers to a case brought against the State of Alaska in 2004. A trial was 

held in 2006, and the judge issued a decision in 2007, ruling that the state must set “rational 

educational standards” for an “adequate knowledge base,” establish assessments to determine 

whether children are learning the material described in the standards, allocate adequate 

funding for schools “to provide instruction in the standards,” and conduct oversight of school 

districts to determine whether they are fulfilling the state’s constitutional responsibility to 

“establish and maintain a system of public schools” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012; see 

Appendix A). 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

diplomas from students who failed to pass the High School Graduation Qualifying Exam 

(HSGQE) and had not been exposed to the tested material on the HSGQE (Moore v. State of 

Alaska, 2012). 

 

From 2010 to 2012, the plaintiffs worked with the state and Alaska Department of Education 

and Early Development (DEED) on a settlement that provided remedies in the form of four 

educational initiatives, to be funded through an initial appropriation of $18 million that would 

lapse on June 30, 2017, if not provided to a school district by that date. The settlement 
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agreement declares that “the parties have reached agreement to settle and dismiss this case by 

providing for the creation of various education initiatives intended to address education 

underachievement in the underperforming schools.” The settlement also created and described 

the MCC, which is the group responsible for the design and implementation of the Moore 

settlement programs (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). 

Moore Collaborative Committee 

The settlement agreement directs the creation of the MCC “to recommend and advise as to the 

program design, grant documents, funding allocations and implementation” of the four 

programs created (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). One of the plaintiffs in the settlement, the 

nonprofit organization Coalition for Education Equity (CEE)1, took a lead role in implementing 

the settlement agreement. CEE had three of the six total voting members on the MCC, with the 

remaining three selected by the state. 

Moore settlement programs 

The four programs named in the settlement are: 

• Two-year kindergarten and related pre-literacy programs 

• Targeted Resource Grants 

• Teacher retention grant fund 

• HSGQE remediation reimbursement program 

 

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

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

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

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

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

Additional information on the other settlement programs can be found in a separate report 

(Pierson, Fantz, Lewis, & Speth, 2018). 

Overview of the Targeted Resource Grant program 

The TRG program provided funding to projects “calculated and expected to increase student 

achievement in underperforming schools” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012, see Appendix A). 

These projects needed to be research-based, which the settlement defined as “the basis of the 

proposed project has been tested by an independent education lab or equivalent expert 

                                                      
1 CEE was founded in the 1990s and works through the court system, research, and advocacy to address 

educational inadequacies and help struggling schools (https://ceequity.org/). 
2 The Moore settlement included an initial list of the 40 lowest performing schools, based on a three-year 

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

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

three-year average. 

https://ceequity.org/
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authority, or that the project replicates a successful model already used in similar 

circumstances” (Moore v. State of Alaska, 2012). Projects required sustainability and evaluation 

components, with 10 percent of each grant allocated for evaluation purposes by an outside 

entity. 

TRG components 

The structures of the TRG were determined by two entities—the settlement and the MCC. The 

MCC had control over some but not all aspects of the TRG program, while the settlement 

allowed for the funding of projects “that are calculated and expected to increase student 

achievement in underperforming schools.” The settlement also specified many of the TRG 

program requirements, including the formula for determining school eligibility, eligible 

interventions, a list of qualified vendors, a sunset date of four years, and an external evaluation. 

However, the MCC designed most of the program details, including setting a projected 

spending rate of $400 per student; creating the approved vendor list, the grant applications, and 

the application process; and providing initial and ongoing approval of grant applications. 

TRG funding and awards 

The state paid $18 million total for the four programs. The money was allocated by the MCC. Of 

the total funding, the MCC initially allocated approximately $6 million to the TRG program. 

Eleven Alaska school districts received TRG funding, which they used to implement 

interventions in 45 schools. The MCC disbursed more than $5.1 million in settlement funds 

(Table 1). Seventy-eight percent of the eligible schools and 86 percent of eligible districts 

received grants. The committee did not award any additional grants after April 2014, although 

the Iditarod Area did not begin implementing its grant until the 2016-17 school year. A 

summary of TRG interventions can be found in Appendix C. All districts received funding from 

more than one Moore settlement program. 
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Table 1. District-level Moore settlement awards 

District 

Date 
awarded 
(funding 

cycle) 

Number 
of 

schools 

TRG total 
amount 
awarded 

Teacher 
retention 

Early 
learning HSGQE 

Alaska Gateway Nov 2012 1 54,000 X X  

Bering Strait Apr 2013 7 $798,250 X X X 

Iditarod Area Apr 2014 1 $60,000 X   

Lower Kuskokwim Nov 2012 10 $1,753,633  X  

Lower Yukon  Apr 2013 5 $554,915 X X  

Apr 2014 3 $316,557 

North Slope 
Borough 

Apr 2013 2 $154,750 X X  

Apr 2014 1 $42,420 

Northwest Arctic 
Borough  

July 2012 4 $571,200 X X  

Apr 2014 1 $24,000 

Southeast Island Apr 2013 1 $19,815 X  X 

Yukon Flats  Nov 2012 3 $139,978 X X X 

Apr 2014 1 $122,730 

Yukon-Koyukuk Nov 2012 2 $83,388 X X X 

Yupiit Nov 2012 3 $316,800 X X X 

Note: Data on settlement awards were available through December 1, 2016. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of raw data provided by DEED. 

Successes and challenges in administering school reform grants 

Extant research shows that grantors can support grantees in a variety of ways, both before and 

after awarding grants. Research also highlights successes and challenges that grantees 

experience when implementing school reform grants. This research is summarized below, as it 

provides valuable context for the successes and challenges experienced by TRG stakeholders. 

Grantor support to grantees 

In the early stages of a grant-funded reform effort, the grantor often provides technical 

assistance and resources to potential grantees on how to write their grants. This might include 

establishing grant and/or application requirements, setting appropriate timelines, creating an 

approved vendor list, and providing online resources (Government Accountability Office 

[GAO], 2012; Anrig, 2015; Scott, McMurrer, McIntosh, & Dibner, 2012). As the grant program 

proceeds, grantors can support implementation by communicating regularly with grantee(s) 

and, if needed, establishing means for grantees to communicate with each other. This might 

include providing ongoing technical assistance to districts and schools (Scott et al., 2012; 

Dragoset et al., 2017; GAO, 2012, Council of the Great City Schools, 2015), supporting timely 

data collection/reporting (GAO, 2012), supporting peer-to-peer sharing (Scott et al., 2012), 

facilitating meetings (Council of the Great City Schools, 2015), evaluating/monitoring 

implementation (GAO, 2012; Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City Schools, 2015), and 

requiring annual reporting and/or a renewal process (Scott et al., 2012; GAO 2012). The extent to 
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which grantors have the capacity and resources to initially offer and subsequently provide such 

supports can impact the overall success of the project (Dragoset et al., 2017; GAO, 2012). The 

length of awards can also impact sustainability (Anrig, 2015; GAO, 2012; Scott et al., 2012). 

District/school-level Implementation 

At the onset, grantees have to plan and prepare a grant application, taking into consideration 

grant guidelines and balancing them with research on best practices, district goals, context, 

prior district/school experiences, and community values (Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City 

Schools, 2015; Dragoset et al., 2017; GAO, 2012; Herman et al., 2008; Scott et al., 2012). After 

being awarded funding, grantees need time to plan for implementation and acquire necessary 

resources, including finding qualified and committed project and administrative staff and 

strong district and school leaders (Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City Schools, 2015; Dragoset 

et al., 2017; GAO, 2012; Herman et al., 2008; Scott et al., 2012). Schools in rural areas can be 

especially challenged in these areas (Dragoset et al., 2017; GAO, 2012; Herman et al., 2008; Scott 

et al., 2012).  

 

Grantees must also build buy-in at multiple levels and monitor implementation to ensure goals 

are met (Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City Schools, 2015; GAO, 2012; Scott et al., 2012). All 

along they need to consider how grant initiatives can be sustained after the funding period 

(Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City Schools, 2015; GAO, 2012; Herman et al., 2008; Scott et 

al., 2012). 

Methodology 

Each year, from fall 2012 through spring 2017, evaluators collected a variety of data from TRG 

stakeholders, including DEED staff members, MCC members, CEE staff members, recipients of 

TRGs at the district and school levels, and, when applicable, TRG intervention providers. Our 

data collection included visits to each funded site, formal and informal telephone and in-person 

meetings and interviews, school and district surveys, and observations of interventions, when 

applicable. This report relies on qualitative data collected via these various methods, but it 

excludes closed-ended survey data from district administrators and school administrators and 

staff members. We reviewed open-ended responses to survey questions and interviews, 

summaries from five years’ worth of district and state reports, and experiences culled by 

evaluators from meeting participation and data collection activities. From these data, and from 

existing research, we identified common themes and used them to distill the successful and 

challenging experiences across TRG stakeholders. 
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Chapter 2: Factors to include in grant programs 

Target support on areas in which there is limited capacity 

The MCC, DEED, and CEE acted to provide technical assistance and support to the 
committee, districts, and schools 

The MCC members recognized that they, the districts, and the schools would all face challenges 

in implementing the grant program due to limited capacity in multiple areas. As a result, 

implementation support was provided to both the committee and grantees by DEED, CEE, and 

the MCC in the form of a grant manager, an outside technical consultant, and an external 

evaluator. The grant manager assisted DEED’s commissioner with the logistics of the granting 

process, from monitoring the finances to processing applications and supporting the work of 

MCC. The outside consultant provided third-party support by reviewing each proposal and 

making recommendations to the grant manager on revisions and funding. As the external 

evaluator, Education Northwest supported both the grantor and the grantees. This included 

reviewing the first two funding cycles and providing feedback to the grant manager on the 

quality of the programs chosen and the feasibility/quality of the evaluation measures. Education 

Northwest also collected data, compiled statewide and district-level reports, and provided 

technical assistance to grantees. 

 

While each entity had its designated role, all three collaborated to review applications, provide 

initial technical assistance to applicants regarding the strengths and weaknesses of their 

proposals, provide ongoing technical assistance to grantees regarding implementation, and 

make initial and renewed funding recommendations to MCC. All MCC partners, specifically 

DEED and CEE, were instrumental in supporting the application review effort. 

 

After the review of the initial applications, the MCC, grant manager, and external evaluator 

engaged in monthly phone meetings to discuss progress, challenges, and successes. The MCC 

and/or grant manager would follow up with either superintendents or local grant coordinators 

with questions or guidance. The external evaluator also regularly communicated with grantees 

to discuss survey findings, site visit reports, and implementation issues to help them think 

about ways to improve their interventions the following year. 

MCC created an optional, eligible vendor list 

Because the MCC recognized that some districts lacked the capacity to fully research and 

pursue grant opportunities, the committee established a rigorous process to select a list of pre-

approved vendors from which grantees could pick. The MCC also created the pre-approved 

vendor list to avoid common practices of districts simply “chasing money” and yet not fully 

addressing their local educational issues. The MCC asked potential vendors to submit proposals 

for review, and then screened them to determine whether they were applicable to the program 

and could produce desired outcomes. The MCC approved 26 vendors with whom 
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districts/schools could contract, if the vendor met their needs and circumstances. Very few TRG 

grantees contracted with vendors from the approved list, however. 

 

We gave principals the grant options so that they could read to see what the parameters 

were. Of course, though, once they saw the parameters and the options, they selected 

vendors that were not on the list. Quite honestly, they were very closely related, like a 

similar program with a different vendor. Because we already had a contract with the 

other vendor, it made sense to go with them. In the end, we modified one and used a pre-

approved one. TRG stakeholder 

The MCC intentionally streamlined the grant application process 

While planning the grant application and awarding process, MCC members met with district 

superintendents from across the state to talk about the types of grants being offered and how 

the application process could be simplified. After these consultations, the MCC developed two 

applications. The first, a pre-screened vendor application, could be used when choosing a 

vendor on the approved list. The purpose of this application was to streamline the information 

required to demonstrate need and justify a given intervention. 

 

The MCC designed a second, longer application for use by applicants who did not select a 

vendor from the preapproved list. These districts were required to verify in their grant 

application that the vendor had shown previous success in working with similar districts under 

similar circumstances. The application template provided statement and question prompts to 

support planning, budgeting, accountability, and evaluation measures at the school and district 

levels. All these documents, including grant requirements, were posted online 

(http://www.ceaac.net/Moore_Clearinghouse_Page.html) and therefore were accessible to any 

district staff member seeking funding. Overall, many grantees were positive about the grant-

writing process and appreciated the streamlined nature of the TRG application. 

 

We do have experiences writing many different grants. In a smaller district, it’s very 

taxing to write those competitive grants. I would hope they continue looking at the 

Moore grant, which was very simple. We still had to use a lot of thought, but not to the 

level of a normal competitive grant. Keep in mind you can still get a good program 

without the grant writing being time-consuming for a program. Applications have to be 

streamlined. When we write grants, we’re writing them on top of our regular work. 

Bigger districts have other people to do that. TRG stakeholder 

 

It’s a good model. It didn’t feel stressful like a small grant can be. TRG stakeholder 

 

Appreciate these grants—letting schools write their own grant and what they need and 

the three-year continuation is good. TRG stakeholder 

http://www.ceaac.net/Moore_Clearinghouse_Page.html
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The MCC provided stakeholders with the opportunity to revise grant submissions in 
subsequent years 

As TRGs were implemented, grantees faced several challenges. For example, several grantees 

found implementation difficult due to staffing limitations. Some TRG stakeholders also found it 

challenging to use intervention materials: Texts were written at low levels for struggling readers 

but were not necessarily age appropriate. In addition, they sometimes dealt with content that 

was not accessible to Alaska Native students or that lacked cultural relevance. Districts needed 

to purchase new materials to make the interventions engaging for students. 

 

At the end of the second year of funding, the MCC evaluated the extent to which schools and 

districts were successfully implementing their grants. As a result, the committee announced a 

change that allowed districts to revise their original applications to address challenges. In doing 

so, districts could tweak existing plans, adopt other successful TRG interventions, or implement 

an entirely new intervention. Due to the flexibility provided by the MCC, one district was able 

to continually revise its initiative to add interventions available to students participating in RTI 

to address both interest and ability. The following comment shows how district administrators 

appreciated this flexibility: 

 

There is what we plan to do [and] hope happens, but sometimes you can’t anticipate all 

the circumstances or situations that may come about after you’ve submitted. I 

understand that a committee or a group of individuals look at applications and approve 

them. But sometimes circumstances change. While the MCC has been very receptive to 

our district’s requests to use the moneys in ways that weren’t included in the grant, 

others weren’t as receptive. TRG stakeholder 

Stakeholders appreciated that the MCC provided resources, technical assistance, and 
support 

Stakeholders generally reported that the support they received from the state (MCC) was 

adequate. They were afforded ongoing access to the grant manager and, via the grant manager, 

to a member of the evaluation team. Feedback suggests that the grant manager was supportive 

of district ideas; provided initial and ongoing thoughtful feedback, often in areas in which 

districts had limited expertise; and was flexible in allowing changes. 

 

In this case, the grant manager has been stellar. He couldn’t have done anything more to 

support this. TRG stakeholder 

 

Well, the grant manager is really easy to work with … working with DEED, they’re very 

understanding of making changes and approving changes. TRG stakeholder 

 

Most help has just been a phone call away. The grant manager and external evaluator 

have been responsive to our questions. TRG stakeholder 

 

Districts also expressed appreciation for the local evaluations of their projects. 
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We’ve had a lot of questioning and surveys about the grant and ongoing requests about 

the implementation. We’ve gotten really good feedback from that, and it’s really helped us 

improve. They come in with a fresh set of eyes that help us notice things we might not 

have noticed at first. TRG stakeholder 

 

This has been a great experience. We appreciate that the Moore Collaborative Committee 

cares about us and what we do and that they have an evaluation in place to help support 

us. We don’t view the evaluation as an audit, and we appreciate their perspective. TRG 

stakeholder 

Require grantees to adopt research-based interventions that are tied to school 
and district goals 

TRG initiatives integrated research-based practices 

The Moore v. State of Alaska settlement limited the types of practices that could be supported 

by TRG funds to those considered to be “research-based.” Research has shown that certain 

interventions show promise (Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City Schools, 2015; Dragoset et al., 

2017; GAO, 2012; Herman et al., 2008; Scott et al., 2012). For example, Anrig (2015) identified four 

types of successful interventions: 

1. Classroom instructional support based on data-driven collaboration 

2. Efforts to improve school environments and climates 

3. Extended learning time 

4. Collaborations with community entities that support student success 

 

In adopting TRG interventions, grantees most commonly strove to improve teachers’ 

instructional practices by providing coaching support in a variety of areas—English language 

arts, math, assessment/data use, interventions, and early childhood education. Research points 

to the need to make collaborative, data-based decisions at multiple levels. We do know that 

many TRG coaches addressed data use and that they worked with educators both individually 

and in small groups. 

 

In addition to supporting instructional change via coaching, two districts adopted English 

language arts instructional interventions that addressed specialized content (6+1 Trait Writing 

Model and Project GLAD). One district focused its TRG intervention on supporting its response 

to intervention (RTI) program and providing extended learning opportunities during and after 

school. Two districts addressed school climate by adopting schoolwide behavioral support 

programs (Safe & Civil Schools and Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports). Finally, two 

districts chose to better incorporate their local Alaska Native culture into instruction by 

supporting the development and use of culturally relevant materials. 
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I’ve seen grants come and go. There are two grants that are having the most impact, and 

they’re both happening simultaneously. One is the grant for the preschool, also from 

Moore, and this one. Safe & Civil Schools has been really powerful—how it impacts our 

schools, making them safer and giving the folks who are working with kids more skills for 

working with them. The Moore case was about the rich and diverse curriculum we don’t 

get, but the cities get. TRG stakeholder 

Many TRG grantees adopted interventions tied to school and district goals 

TRG initiatives were often tied to district plans and systems and used existing resources to 

address district/school needs. Data suggest that administrators planned TRG interventions that 

were tied to larger district initiatives. These most commonly included a district’s strategic plan, 

but also school improvement plans, RTI programs, or other grants. When TRG interventions 

were tied to other grants, some stakeholders commented that they worked to ensure 

coordination among these supports. 

 

What we are trying to do with the grant is help support the strategic plan. Once there is 

buy-in to the plan, then there is hope this work will be sustained. We will focus the work 

this year on second through sixth grades. TRG stakeholder 

 

… [W]e combined the Moore resources with other district funds to create a districtwide 

initiative. TRG stakeholder 

 

I established this year having five academic focus areas for the district. One of those was 

to put in place a framework for behavior intervention. TRG stakeholder 

 

When the TRG RFP came out it was an inspiration to get the strategic plan done. It was 

beautiful, man! I hate a lot of my work, but this is exciting. This grant represents the key 

to the success of kids’ education. Implementation is the key, so we need the right people 

on board. There is failure because we are not teaching indigenous people about their own 

culture. We are anally focused on the fidelity of Imagine It, but we need to see that as just 

one tool. We need things that are related to kids. And that will take a lot of effort from 

educators. TRG stakeholder 

 

Districts also leveraged their TRGs to take advantage of existing resources, such as video 

teleconferencing (VTC), or existing models, such as coaching. They were also used to expand a 

current initiative—such as RTI, an adopted curriculum, or an assessment program—to a larger 

number of schools.  

 

The AIMSWeb is something that we started previously. That’s what [the vendor] has 

helped with, but at our site we had only begun to use it in the one or two years previous, 

and we hadn’t really done much progress monitoring or using the progress monitoring to 

target our interventions. So that’s something that we’ve definitely focused on more this 
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year than in the two previous years when we started it throughout the district. TRG 

stakeholder 

Require grantees to address sustainability in terms of practice and policy in their 
grant applications 

TRG grantees varied widely in their plans for creating long-term stability of their chosen 

interventions. While some sustainability strategies were out of their control (e.g., continued 

funding from the state), others depended on school and district efforts. Stakeholders reported 

some strategies that could be implemented to ensure sustainability. These included reallocating 

current funding, formalizing processes, employing different training approaches, and aligning 

policy. Some stakeholders indicated they would sustain their initiatives by using other funding 

sources, such as Migrant Education or Indian Education funds; reviewing budgets/general 

education funds to identify less-pressing programs; and prioritizing participation to those who 

would most benefit. Still, some stakeholders lamented the recent state funding cuts and 

expressed that those cuts would limit their ability to sustain their TRG-funded interventions. 

 

District staff members discussed putting systems in place to ensure the transfer of knowledge 

from training and professional development to other staff members. For example, they 

employed the train-the-trainer approach. This allowed investments to be made in fewer 

individuals, who could then return to train additional staff members, thereby spreading the 

professional development across the school or district. Still, this training approach does not 

guarantee sustainability. Programs that offer training to one or two staff members may not be 

useful, as those staff members may leave. A few TRG stakeholders also said they were trying to 

promote sustainability by including classified staff members in trainings. Typically, these 

classroom aides were members of the local community who were unlikely to move away. 

 

Conversations are happening … how can we use the general fund and other resources to 

really support this? With the turnover we have, there is going to be some level of 

bringing people up to speed. But we’re really building capacity at the district office level 

with which to basically become our own trainers. TRG stakeholder 

 

Using funds for staffing isn’t sustainable. One reason is the high turnover—it’s a big 

problem. If you pay people with these grants it should go to local people. Someone like a 

local classified staff member who has been in the community a while. TRG stakeholder 

 

Finally, stakeholders suggested that human resource administrators could strive to hire school 

administrators who supported existing district/school initiatives and/or administrators and 

teachers who had previous experience implementing such initiatives or were from within the 

community. They also addressed the importance of the onboarding process and how the 

content addressed therein supports initiatives and communicates the message that certain 

practices are “non-negotiable.” 
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Chapter 3: Barriers to overcome in grant programs 

Working within multiple levels of bureaucracy 

Stakeholders perceived a misalignment between school needs and TRG structures 

The needs of districts and schools included in the settlement may not have been fully 

understood, and the structure and funding of the TRGs may have been inappropriate to address 

them. It was suggested by more than one stakeholder that funders need to understand rural 

needs and their capacity to adequately use funds to implement interventions that address those 

needs. 

 

Sometimes the groups sitting in Juneau or Fairbanks or Anchorage who are not on the 

ground, do not grasp the flexibility that needs to be implemented with the grant. I know 

what is best for my district, and I believe that the directorship here is fiscally responsible 

for the decisions we make in using funds. I don’t know if that’s always the perception on 

Juneau’s end. I don’t know if it’s the jumping through the hoops of whoever is delivering 

the funds, but sometimes you just have to trust the district administrators to make good 

decisions and adjustments. TRG stakeholder 

 

Furthermore, some stakeholders felt that the Moore settlement programs were misaligned with 

what districts really needed to help address the systemic issues of low performance in rural and 

remote areas. They commented that school funding should not have to rely on grants to provide 

an adequate education for students, but rather funding should be increased to schools where 

costs are higher. At least one stakeholder was cynical about the purpose of the settlement and 

associated programs, saying, “It wasn’t intended to solve the problem [of making rural 

education equitable].” Likewise, an MCC member commented, “When I think about the 

intention of the Moore lawsuit and addressing the things that are leading to kids not 

performing well in school, it seems like a missed opportunity to think about what we do in our 

rural districts to really help kids do better.” Another MCC member followed up with similar 

thoughts: 

 

Funders walk a fine line between supporting a struggling district with interventions that 

maybe they can’t fully engage in, versus trying to develop a district’s systemic ability to 

engage in it. It’s a short-term vs. long-term approach. But because we focus on the short-

term approach, we never really build capacity for the long term. And yet, it’s not fair to 

children to not do something. Maybe, if we could do something more to balance those 

two? How can we enact these things right now while figuring out how to build capacity, 

so at a systemic level we could benefit more in the future? It’s not just that we should 

throw more money at them and make them spend it. TRG stakeholder 
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Stakeholders thought the $400 per student funding cap was not always enough to 
implement desired interventions, especially when taking local circumstances into 
account 

The funding mechanism established by the MCC exacerbated this oversight. As noted, the 

mechanism capped the amount of funds a district/school could receive at $400 per student. 

MCC members and stakeholders understood this was necessary for equity. However, while no 

award was made for more than the allowed amount, it was challenging for some 

districts/schools to implement approved interventions within the limitations of the funding. 

Multiple district interviewees commented that the grant programs did not provide enough 

funding to implement the desired program in their eligible school(s) to support systemic 

changes. For many stakeholders, identifying a solution that might fully address a given need, 

purchasing the complete intervention package, and funding the fixed costs of designing and 

implementing the intervention were often more than a budget of $400 per student could 

support. 

 

The grant only provided [insufficient funds], so it was difficult to find an individual that 

met the needs we were looking for. TRG Stakeholder 

 

In smaller districts, where expenses are often greater, costs do not change with the number of 

students served. When cost-sharing opportunities and resources are limited, it typically 

intensifies the challenges of implementing a grant—such as the TRG—that is intended to bring 

about a significant level of change. 

Stakeholders reported that awarding grants at the school level—rather than the district 
level—made it difficult to plan and implement effective interventions 

Under the Moore settlement, only qualified schools could apply for TRGs, not districts. 

According to many stakeholders, this proved problematic. Many—although not all—of the 

qualifying schools did not have the capacity to plan and implement interventions that might 

lead to large-scale school improvement. In districts that had multiple qualifying schools, many 

stakeholders found it inefficient to distribute administrative tasks across all their qualifying 

schools instead of at a more centralized district location. Stakeholders would have liked more 

flexibility for the district to determine which school sites would benefit the most from funding 

and to provide more unified and consistent implementation support from a central location. 

 

It’s unfortunate that all of our schools weren’t eligible. We serve the same demographic 

across the entire district. To be told some of our schools didn’t meet the criteria was a 

little disheartening. TRG stakeholder 

Stakeholders with local control chose to hire their own vendors rather than using the list 
compiled by the MCC 

While the MCC took the time and effort to review and approve vendors they thought could 

support the outcomes of the TRG, ultimately districts were not required to choose a vendor 

from the list. Each district had the authority to make its own decisions regarding contracted 
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support. Ultimately, some districts ended up contracting with vendors who had submitted 

applications to be on the pre-approved vendor list but were rejected. 

 

There was a lot of rigor in looking at pre-screened vendors—there was an interest in 

using pre-screened vendors to save districts time. That process was rigorous for vendors. 

I was involved in screening applications, and we didn’t recommend some people, but 

districts hired them anyway. When you have bad actors not doing good work, helping 

districts who are struggling the most, you can’t expect to have great results. Real 

bummer. Informing the future—having a better system in the state for helping districts 

choose qualified vendors that will really help them is important. From what I understand, 

none of the districts chose a pre-screened vendor. TRG Stakeholder 

 

Instead of using the pre-approved vendor list, stakeholders considered other factors, such as 

content expertise, familiarity, and travel costs. 

 

Grantees selected contractors who they felt had the appropriate content expertise 

Stakeholders often addressed the need for contractors to have the expertise needed to work in 

their schools. TRG stakeholders commented that they looked to hire contractors who “are well 

rounded in K–12 and veterans familiar with rural schools,” “have a teacher mentoring 

background,” and “have the skills to support the needs of staff.” A few stakeholders 

commented that this takes a special type of person—a person who is willing to travel to remote 

areas in the middle of winter and who is flexible to meet the needs of a given community. 

Finally, some TRG stakeholders addressed the fact that consultants lacking these qualities or 

expertise hindered grant implementation. 

 

I think I have learned a lot in the process. Something that Alaska needs to offer 

consultants is that it is a very different state. The majority of Alaska is very rural and 

very strong communities. Schools and communities need to be aligned. We’ve had to do a 

lot of different things than we would in an urban setting. TRG stakeholder 

 

Grantees selected contractors who were familiar with their community 

In addition to content expertise, administrators were concerned with issues regarding 

familiarity. Administrators tried to find consultants who had already worked with their district 

and who already knew the staff and students. Some TRG grantees noted that this was especially 

true in villages where community members often distrust outsiders until they have proved their 

value and commitment. Some contractors commented that their work would have been easier 

had they been more familiar with the community and/or the school and district resources (such 

as instructional materials and distance learning equipment). 

 

The contractor was [local], so I think it was a combination of expertise and availability. I 

think the district was trying not to go out and hire somebody from out of district that 

would need to spend all this time getting themselves oriented to how things worked. They 
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wanted somebody who could hit the ground running and that’s what [this contractor] 

could do. TRG stakeholder 

 

Grantees considered travel costs and other logistics when selecting contractors to support 

educators; while educators preferred personalized on-site support, contractors saw the value in 

supporting them off site using other methods 

In Alaska, and especially in the rural/bush TRG communities, travel is expensive and time 

consuming, and weather events frequently interfere with travel plans. Because of the amount of 

travel some interventions included, some districts also tried to hire local contractors to reduce 

the amount of money used on travel, or they included the use of distance technology to provide 

support. As a result, contractors provided professional development and support in multiple 

ways, including in person (both on site and off site) and through distance methods that 

included phone, email, webinars, and video teleconferencing (VTC). 

 

In-person, on-site support was clearly favored over other methods. Many stakeholders wanted 

more support for teachers on site. Some stakeholders argued that to be most effective 

contractors needed to be on site as much as possible, so they could really understand the day-

to-day functioning of each school, build relationships, and target the most pertinent needs while 

contributing to staff buy-in. Still, working on site had its own challenges, such as arranging 

lodging, finding meeting space, spending multiple days on site, and getting “weathered in.” 

 

Actually, I would have loved it if they would have come more. I think what they did was 

very effective, but more would have been even better. TRG stakeholder 

 

While some contractors found aspects of distance learning to be challenging—such as engaging 

staff members and using the required technology—others saw the value of it, particularly in 

addressing the cost of traveling in Alaska. Staff members appreciated having contractors remain 

in contact when off site, whether by phone or email, but acknowledged that it was not a 

replacement for on-site support. Two stakeholders commented: “There are pros and cons. It’s 

cost effective and everyone gets the same information, but differentiation is hard.” 

 

I think VTC is a good format for some things, where you’re just giving information, but 

as far as interplay back and forth and when teachers are talking about their practice and 

their relationships with kids, doing that over VTC with somebody you don’t know is not 

really very comfortable. TRG stakeholder 

Working within multiple timelines 

Stakeholders found it challenging to review and approve grants quickly, while also 
ensuring that grantees chose high-quality interventions 

Some stakeholders felt that the committee was more concerned with quickly disbursing funds 

than with ensuring the quality, feasibility, and sustainability of the proposed interventions. 
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During the initial planning for the TRG program, the MCC heard from potential grantees that 

they wanted the funding as soon as possible. For example, one MCC member felt there was an 

urgency or importance placed on getting dollars to the Moore districts. This urgency may have 

been due to the length of the lawsuit, which took more than a decade to settle. Regardless, 

according to one MCC member the challenge of trying to get the funding “out the door” 

resulted in a lack of rigor in the actual interventions. 

 

As an example of poor planning, one stakeholder commented on an intervention that required 

sending staff members off site for training. They described the cost of wages for both the staff 

attending the training and their substitutes, the travel costs, and the lodging expenses. They 

wondered, at what point does an initiative become too costly, when only a few teachers and 

students will benefit, and those teachers might end up leaving. 

 

Another stakeholder described an initiative that used TRG funds to continue contracting with a 

coach that had not helped the district attain any meaningful outcomes. 

 

In the end, TRG gave us money to continue [using] a coach, who had relationships with 

the district, the schools, the staff, and the students. What might have been the effect if the 

funding was not there? The coach was reinforcing [unsuccessful] district practices, not 

introducing something new. TRG stakeholder 

 

Time issues also impacted the MCC’s ability to use evaluation reports in decision making. 

Annual statewide and district TRG reports were delivered to the MCC but they were not 

entirely useful in making ongoing funding decisions based on initiative implementation due to 

the timing of their delivery. Since they included the use of publicly released data, which were 

often not available until late fall, they were not delivered to the client until winter the following 

year. While the evaluation team maintained at least monthly contact with the MCC and 

changed the data collection schedule to provide input on initiative challenges and success, often 

this information was not taken into consideration by the MCC. 

Stakeholders thought award funding and timing were not always opportune for TRG 
planning and implementation 

The grant award schedule was also impacted by the funding formula. The MCC based student 

counts on school enrollments finalized in November. As a result, funding calculations for 

applications and awards could not be made until late fall or early winter, and funded 

interventions could not be implemented until late winter or early spring. Stakeholders 

recognized the issue of misalignment of funding and school timelines, and some thought that 

administrators needed to be provided more time to plan and implement grants that could be 

better supported in the long run. One stated: 

 

The problem was that here’s a new program, and districts didn’t know how much money 

they would get until February, and they should have been implementing already for a few 

months. It caused hesitancy. We tried to give security, estimates in August to distract, 
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but it wasn’t a process that they felt comfortable with since they didn’t know what they 

would get. TRG stakeholder 

 

Another addressed the difficulties of staffing grant-funded initiatives: 

 

The timelines need to align with recruiting season so that in January or February, we 

know that we’re going to have funding for that fall, so that … we are able to recruit the 

best and brightest teachers for those programs … A lot of times we don’t get notified of 

an award until late August or September, and that makes it really challenging to hit the 

ground running and have a sustained program for any length of time. TRG stakeholder 

Stakeholders expressed that three—or fewer—years of funding was not enough time to 
implement sustainable interventions 

Finally, the settlement provided four years for grant implementation; however, grantees were 

only provided three years to implement interventions funded in the first year and two or fewer 

years for interventions funded afterwards. Stakeholders questioned the effectiveness of 

awarding three-year grants, knowing that research indicates longer implementation times lead 

to greater sustainability. Two stakeholders agreed that the three-year grants were not 

sustainable, especially in sites that historically had limited financial resources. 

 

Harder to maintain when there is no continuity of service—downfall of grant funding—

get going in the right direction and then it’s gone. Two, three, four years; we need 5 to 10 

years to be effective. TRG stakeholder 

Addressing staff capacity limitations 

Stakeholders at the district and school level said their capacity to implement 
interventions varied 

The capacity of staff members in struggling schools, especially those in isolated communities, to 

fully implement reform initiatives is often limited. TRG stakeholders attempted to address these 

limitations, with mixed success. For example, some did not fully understand all that was 

required to implement a given intervention, and, in some cases, interventions were not 

implemented at all. Some staff members were unable to adequately prepare for timely 

implementation because they failed to order the necessary materials or supplies, did not have 

the necessary structures in place to organize or coordinate implementation, or did not 

adequately prepare for professional development/coaching time, and therefore were unable to 

make the most of the opportunity. 

 

Occasionally, we didn’t have the files available for the teachers that needed to give 

particular pre-made monitoring probes, and I think the structure of oversight and making 

sure that everything was getting done was not completely in place. TRG stakeholder 
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TRG stakeholders also addressed their limited ability to use data to inform instruction and 

monitor implementation. 

 

It’s one thing to get all the data. It’s another to interpret it like [a contractor] would. We 

don’t have the capability or the time to do that. TRG stakeholder 

Stakeholders at both the district and school levels struggled with staffing and turnover 

Staffing issues also contributed to capacity challenges. In rural Alaska schools, staff members 

often wear several hats. For example, principal-teachers divide their time between 

administrative and instructional tasks and teachers instruct in multiple content areas in multi-

grade classrooms. Multi-tasking is difficult, and not all individuals have the time and expertise 

needed to run a school; plan and provide instruction; plan/administer, monitor/evaluate, 

analyze, and use data for interventions and program monitoring; and provide professional 

development and coaching. 

 

Simultaneously staffing classrooms and providing interventions is also difficult. Many 

rural/bush schools have very few staff members. Having enough staff members on hand to 

work with students using core, supplemental, or intervention materials was a challenge. One 

stakeholder described the following multi-grade classroom situation: 

 

Within a classroom you have to break down those who can be doing advanced work … so 

that you can spend time with those needing the most assistance. We have two and a half 

aides. We have three students on IEPs that need one-on-one support. We need a few more 

aides so that intervention time can be focused, not just having those kids that you get 

started by themselves working by themselves. We need to be able to work with the lower 

group, the middle group, and the upper group. TRG stakeholder 

 

Furthermore, at times, intervention implementation requires instructional staff members to be 

out of the classrooms for training and meetings, and some interventions also require teachers to 

work with students before or after school. Stakeholders cited staffing as a challenge in 

implementing interventions before, during, and after school. While some stakeholders said 

staffing afterschool programs was easy because teachers were already at the school, others 

found it hard to keep them after hours. 

 

Finally, the districts and schools targeted by the settlement have high rates of staff turnover, as 

evidenced by the design of the teacher retention grants to help ameliorate this situation. 

Constant turnover and its associated hiring bring multiple challenges. With turnover, districts 

and schools lose training investments and procedural knowledge. 

 

Some stakeholders mentioned that it was hard for new staff members to take advantage of the 

TRG interventions. For example, new staff members coming in at the beginning of the year are 

often overwhelmed by the amount of learning and tasks they must engage in to address their 

daily work. It is often difficult to engage them in additional professional development. The 
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inability of new staff members to immediately start implementing interventions causes those 

interventions to start later than anticipated. Furthermore, if a new teacher decides not to return, 

they can “check out” and, even if engaged in training, may not implement new strategies in the 

classroom. Finally, as contractors devote their time to bringing new teachers up to speed, they 

lose momentum with the retained staff members. 

 

Persistent turnover in staffing in our district. Next year multiple principals will be gone, 

as will the superintendent. So much of our time is spent on retraining and recruitment 

that we can’t get to other really important work. Things are moving really slow here in 

part due to not having people on the ground to do the work. There is not buy-in from all 

staff to do this work. I didn’t realize teachers needed so much support for this work. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

Well, knowing that the 40 lowest schools had been identified and that we had four of 

them, we were trying to find out what we could do that would help those teachers since 

we have such a high turnover rate. So again, it gets integrated into all these other things, 

knowing that we have a lot of new teachers that would come in. How could we help those 

teachers and even the returning teachers? How do we help them also to improve 

instruction? TRG stakeholder 

 

Again, turnover and lack of buy-in has slowed things down. Purchase orders have not 

been correct. [We] have ordered books but somehow, they get lost upon receipt. There are 

differences in buy-in, so that affects implementation. The support of the administrators 

varies, too. Teachers also have different skill sets and interests in doing this. Some staff 

also lack cultural knowledge, so they are hesitant to go in that direction. TRG 

stakeholder 

Designing and implementing evaluations and collecting data was challenging 

Some district and school stakeholders struggled with the capacity to evaluate their progress and 

collect data. While some initial proposals were clearly conceptualized, well-written, addressed 

grant requirements, and established measurable goals and objectives, others were not. 

 

Obtaining data directly from the districts and schools posed additional challenges. The quality 

of the data varied widely and often included missing or incorrect data. In some cases, local 

school or district staff members were unable to provide data to support the statewide 

evaluation. When districts could provide data, it was often reported idiosyncratically, based on 

their unique contexts, goals, and measures. Sometimes data were not reported on time or in a 

usable format. Over the course of the evaluation, evaluators provided technical assistance to 

staff members to support the data collection effort, and ultimately memoranda of 

understanding (MOUs) and data sharing agreements were established with each district to 

better support the data collection effort. The external evaluator also executed a data sharing 

agreement with a private assessment provider that multiple districts used to ease district-level 

data collection and sharing. 
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Recommendation: Put on one page the basic things the evaluator wants and have the 

superintendent sign off so that if they get the funding, then they know the expectation. 

TRG stakeholder 

 

Designing and implementing the evaluation and collecting data were also a struggle for the 

external evaluator. When measuring the success of a large-scale grant program in which 

grantees have the flexibility to implement a variety of interventions that meet individual district 

and school needs, it is challenging to find common outcome metrics. Each of the districts 

proposed different projects, often using different data sources. The MCC members recognized 

this challenge. As one committee member suggested, the MCC needed to “find a comfort level 

of wanting to see something concrete and measurable and yet recognizing that all things 

valuable are not measurable.” As a result, the MCC required all schools to report academic 

progress (as the goal of the TRGs was “to increase student achievement”) even though not all 

TRG programs were directly focused on student achievement. 

 

Evaluators designed a project-wide evaluation that initially included a quasi-experimental 

design with propensity score matching to determine academic and behavioral impacts. The 

evaluation would use statewide data collected from its annual administration of the Standards 

Based Assessment (SBA) and the HSGQE. During the time grantees implemented their TRGs, 

the state underwent a series of changes and experienced challenges that made collecting some 

accountability measures difficult. The state changed its statewide assessment three times: from 

the SBA, to the Alaska Measures of Progress (AMP), and finally to the Performance Evaluation 

for Alaska’s Schools (PEAKS). These changes made comparisons over time impossible. It had 

one year where no assessment was administered, due to contractor error, and during which it 

eliminated the HSGQE. As a result, the evaluator modified the plan; eliminated the use of 

propensity score matching, the SBA, and HSGQE; and instead focused on obtaining more data 

from the participating schools and districts. 

 

With the SBA/AMP data, we’re not going to get that data until September, and even 

when we do get it, it’s going to be one of those apples-to-oranges comparisons, I think. 

That will be a baseline year. And this year there were field-tested items, too. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

Change, inconsistent, bad quality data—state assessment and attendance. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

Finally, the nature of working with small districts with low enrollments made it difficult to 

report collected data. Often, aggregating student counts to the district level did not remove the 

need to suppress data to maintain confidentiality for the students involved. 
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Balancing administration and accountability 

The MCC-developed grant application could have been more rigorous 

When assessing the implementation challenges encountered, in retrospect, the grant application 

could have been more rigorous. For instance, common challenges TRG grantees faced were 

staffing and retention; yet the grant application did not require grantees to think through how 

they might overcome these challenges with this funding. Stakeholders recognized the necessity 

of designing grant programs to work despite staff turnover. For example, one stated that “Grant 

programs that can live beyond a particular staff member are more impactful.” 

Stakeholders struggled with accountability 

Over the course of the grant cycle, MCC members had some concerns about the amount of 

money that was not being spent by grantees. Some stakeholders questioned whether 

implementation challenges were accounted for when providing continued funding. While 

DEED and the MCC thought they had established a process to ensure accountability, neither 

entity felt it was authorized to eliminate funding for poor implementation. 

 

It seemed, from my experience, that there was more importance placed on: Are you 

following the plan and spending the money? There wasn’t conversation on: You’re not 

making progress; what can we do differently to improve? TRG stakeholder 

Maintaining ongoing communication 

Communication was not as frequent as many stakeholders would have liked. For instance, at 

the onset of the grant, one stakeholder suggested that proximal districts could potentially share 

resources to bring in interventionists, thereby building regional capacity. By working together, 

this stakeholder argued, districts would be better able to share and fully utilize assets and 

resources. This might also have been helpful in districts that had the assets and resources but 

lacked the capacity to fully implement an intervention. In addition, it would have addressed 

another important aspect of support (one that was specifically requested by some TRG 

grantees): the opportunity to share with and learn from other grantees or districts using similar 

interventions. 

 

Multiple respondents mentioned a desire to share their lessons learned with others. One 

commented, “If there were a way to have a repository for this learning … Our children can’t 

afford for us to take four years to figure it out. When we finally do figure it out, it needs to 

stay.” None of this kind of communication and collaboration took place, either in the initial 

phase or as the grants were implemented. 

 

Beyond annual contact with the evaluation team, the MCC or grant manager did not visit the 

sites, engage in ongoing regular communication regarding grant updates and implementation 

challenges, or provide a way for grantees to network and share experiences. Due to these 
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communication challenges and staff turnover, it appears that some district and school 

administrators did not fully understand the grant purpose or process. 

 

We did not have a direct line to get information from MCC. As a result, there was much 

confusion in the district about how the grant was going to work this year and if funds 

were going to be released. TRG stakeholder 

 

My problem is: I don’t have a clue what the expectations of the grant were and no idea 

what to do. I’m still not sure about what we can do with TRG money. DEED needs better 

communication about the purpose of grant. Have a one-pager ready about the goals of the 

TRG. TRG stakeholder 

 

Rural schools waste money because they don’t plan for the money. We need to prove we 

can do what we propose. I understand the need to address key concerns and to be held 

accountable, but you need a clear understanding of what you’re held accountable to. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

It would have been nice to hear what other funded districts were doing with their projects 

or to collaborate and share. Maybe we could have learned from them. TRG stakeholder 

Addressing leadership challenges at the school and district levels 

Variation in the success of implementing TRG-funded interventions often stemmed from what 

stakeholders considered strong versus weak leadership at the school and district levels. Strong 

leadership was recognized by the stakeholders as a factor in determining whether teachers were 

willing to implement the intervention with fidelity. Many TRG stakeholders discussed the 

importance of leadership in regard to communication, coordination, and collaboration. Strong 

leaders supported good internal communication. Clear communication from district 

administrators to school administrators and interventionists, from school administrators to 

teachers and interventionists, and between interventionists were all noted as necessary 

components of success. Good communication resulted in increased buy-in, more coordinated 

schedules, and greater consistency in the support provided by outside contractors. 

 

Videoconferencing … where we talk through what everyone does for the day—aides and 

staff [both]—and where can we look at adding core or instructional interventions. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

On the other hand, stakeholders equated weak leadership with a lack of demonstrated 

commitment to the grant. School staff members did not always feel they received the support 

they needed from their district to implement the grant in an effective manner. For example, one 

district insisted on continuing to offer professional development in an already adopted format, 

even though staff members in the TRG schools felt site-based professional development would 

better suit the TRG intervention. Another site struggled with how to support administrators 
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who did not attend TRG-funded training but then tried to participate in teacher evaluations 

related to those trainings. Some school staff members also described weak leadership as a lack 

of accountability—with district administrators not holding consultants or school administrators 

accountable and school administrators and consultants not holding teachers accountable. 

 

Some teachers have really bought into it and embraced it and had success. There’s a lot 

that haven’t. That’s one of my failings, where I did not hold them accountable. This 

coming year everyone will be held accountable. TRG stakeholder 

 

In fact, contractors often commented that they were unsure of what was expected of them when 

working with teachers; school administrators were not clear on what was needed to support 

implementation or monitor it; and staff members were not prepared to engage in coaching 

support. 

 

What is needed to be successful? a) provide clear objectives of where to focus the work, b) 

get the interventionist on site early, c) have expectations about how the staff will work 

with the interventionist. TRG stakeholder 

Addressing limited stakeholder buy-in 

Some, but not all, programs suffered from limited staff and community buy-in. Successful buy-

in at the teacher level was exhibited when leaders solicited feedback from teachers on their 

needs and garnered support from both continuing and new teachers. Furthermore, teacher buy-

in was evident when they displayed an open mindset to learning and to trying something new 

and exhibited willingness to devote scarce and precious time to consistently implement the 

intervention in their classroom. 

 

I think the primary thing that was identified by teachers, is that behavior management 

and, frankly, lack of behavior management so often gets in the way of instruction. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

Stakeholders cited limited buy-in from staff members either because they did not see the value 

of the intervention for themselves or their students, did not have the time to devote to it, or 

were not provided enough support to use it. 

 

I can’t say we have site support to do this. We have talked to new principals about this. 

All our schools will have new principals. Not all of our current principals were behind 

this work. TRG Stakeholder 

 

The biggest challenge I found in trying to accomplish this work was with those 

individuals who didn’t feel it was needed or wanted. TRG stakeholder 

 



24 Education Northwest 

At some sites, limited community member buy-in resulted from value differences, not being 

meaningfully involved in decision making and implementation, and/or not being supported in 

implementation. 

 

[Elders] don’t want to [be involved] because of the history of schools not following 

through with their promises; they are slow to participate and provide input. TRG 

stakeholder 

 

Finally, a stakeholder said that implementation was greatly improved when school board 

members and district and school leaders communicated their vision for the grants, 

demonstrated a commitment to the implementation, and were actively involved in it. 

 

There are two big factors. First, district leadership. If they have a strong understanding 

and vision, then they can get implementation to occur. That’s because the district has a 

lot of power. It’s not necessarily that they’re giving a rousing speech, but they have the 

power to mobilize people through mandates. Second, building leadership. We know 

through our research and from a practical standpoint that the success hinges on the active 

involvement of the primary leader in the school. If they believe, it will move ahead. The 

head administrator is the linchpin on which success rests. TRG stakeholder 

 

When goals are not evident, buy-in at all levels suffers. Some TRG stakeholders indicated they 

were unaware of how TRGs supported school and district goals and initiatives. They 

commented that they did not understand the purpose of the TRG or had limited awareness of it. 

In some cases, staff members’ limited awareness of TRG possibilities may have stemmed from 

the fact that district administrators wrote grants for what they perceived were needs for eligible 

TRG schools, but the staff members at those schools were not included in that process. In other 

instances, the grants were written by administrators who no longer worked in the school or for 

the district. 

 

I wasn’t really aware of it. You know, when they send someone out, they don’t say: ‘Hey, 

due to our Targeted Resource Grant, we must do [X] over the course of the year.’ TRG 

stakeholder 
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Chapter 4: Considerations for grantors 

Based on the success and barriers TRG stakeholders encountered during implementation we 

offer the following considerations for future funding opportunities. 

Assess the capacity of the grantor and grantees to engage in a variety of grant 
application, planning, implementation, and sustainability developing tasks and 
take steps to bolster areas in which they have limited capacity 

The MCC understood that both the state and districts have limited capacity in several areas, 

such as staffing, grant writing, technical assistance, data collection and analysis, and evaluation. 

To address these limitations, DEED, CEE, and the MCC supported a grant manager, an outside 

technical consultant, and an external evaluator. They streamlined the work of local 

administrators in applying for grants by establishing multiple grant applications and an 

approved vendor list. They allowed grantees to resubmit applications to address 

implementation challenges. Research shows that grantor efforts that support grantees 

implementing programs can be effective. This includes, publishing approved vendor lists 

(Anrig, 2015; GAO, 2012; Scott et al., 2012) to ease the burden on grantees, as well as hiring 

contractors to collect, analyze, and use data for implementation, monitoring, and evaluation 

purposes (Anrig, 2015; Dragoset et al., 2017; GAO, 2012, Council of the Great City Schools, 

2015). 

 

Despite these efforts, capacity was still an issue for leaders, administrators, and educators at the 

state (MCC), district, and school levels. They struggled with communication, buy-in, and 

implementation. Communication is one of two areas in which the MCC might have provided 

additional support. Communication from the MCC to the districts could have been more 

frequent, especially during periods of transition. The MCC could have identified and supported 

communication from district to school administrators and across grantees with common needs 

and/or interventions. This might have included an annual phone conference with district 

administrators, networking opportunities for grant and program administrators, and site visits 

with opportunities to talk with stakeholders.  

 

A second area for potential support was collaboration. Applicants might have benefitted from 

brainstorming with administrators in other eligible schools and districts in their vicinity to 

identify common needs and then work together to plan for shared support. Research shows that 

sponsoring implementation networks (Scott et al., 2012) and opportunities to share best 

practices (Anrig, 2015; GAO, 2012) can help program implementers in a more ongoing manner. 
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Fund proven, research-based initiatives and hold grantees accountable during 
implementation via on-going review and evaluation 

The design of the TRG required grantees to submit plans for research-based programs. Funding 

interventions and/or contractors with proven track records is essential, but difficult to balance 

with local control. Grantors can still require that grantees provide evidence of the effectiveness 

of their chosen interventions without mandating the use of specific contractors. This requires a 

rigorous application review process that ensures high standards are met, authority to require 

potential grantees to revise applications that do meet those high standards, and ongoing review 

to ensure plans are implemented. Research shows that grantors can hold grantees accountable 

by having representatives conduct site visits, interview stakeholders, and review data (Council 

of the Great City Schools, 2015; Scott et al., 2012). 

Require grantees to explicitly show how their proposed intervention is tied to 
district and/or school goals; whether it has buy-in and support from district and 
school administrators, educators, parents, and community members; and how 
they plan to address common implementation challenges such as staffing and 
sustainability 

TRG grantees provided evidence that their interventions were tied to school and/or district 

goals, improvement plans, or strategic plans. However, not all interventions were successfully 

implemented because the links between them were not strong enough or were not supported by 

administrators at the school and/or district levels. The application process must address how 

programs fit into a larger picture and will be supported by the current administration. 

Furthermore, plans should also address how programs contribute to the realization of goals so 

that future administrators see their continued value. 

 

Research shows that reformers often experience challenges working within the organizational 

structure of their state, district, and school. The Council of the Great City Schools (2015) found 

that successful efforts displayed coherence between district and state strategies for reforming 

schools in particular areas. Scott and colleagues (2012) also found that districts that were 

integrally involved in working with schools were more successful, while those dealing with 

bureaucracy faced challenges. 

 

Applications should include a description of the data-driven process used to identify needs, 

select options, and solicit feedback from stakeholders to ensure the proposed initiative has buy-

in and support at a variety of levels. Research shows that reform efforts often fail to recognize 

the actual needs of schools. Plans are often developed without input from stakeholders who are 

familiar with other reform efforts and who have valid ideas and responsibility for 

implementing reforms (Council of the Great City Schools, 2015). 

 

Further aspects of implementation that support successful efforts include effective principals, 

schools that have a wide variety of qualified applicants to choose from, educators (including 
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unions) that could support and engage in change, staff retention, and community involvement 

and buy-in (Anrig, 2015; Council of the Great City Schools, 2015; Dragoset et al., 2017; GAO, 

2012; Herman et al., 2008; Scott et al., 2012). Research shows that many grantees are also 

challenged by staff capacity, commitment, and leadership ability at the district and school levels 

and that grantees in rural areas are more likely to experience these challenges (GAO, 2012; Scott 

et al., 2012). 

 

Finally, research also shows that grantees often find it challenging to sustain their programs 

after their grant ends and staff members in grant-funded positions leave (Anrig, 2015; Council 

of the Great City Schools, 2015; GAO, 2012; Scott et al., 2012). In many cases, the ability to 

continue implementing programs (e.g., academic and behavioral) and making instructional 

changes is severely hindered. The sustainability of interventions should be considered during 

initial application and during ongoing program reviews. Applicants should address how their 

work can be sustained after the life of the grant, for example by identifying alternate funding 

streams, developing practice protocols, or changing district/school policies. 

To ensure funding decisions are aligned to grantee needs, anticipate and address 
common challenges to implementation during the grant design and application 
process 

TRG stakeholders experienced multiple challenges related to time and funding. These included 

the funding cycle, funding formula, and funding renewal and length. 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. 

 

Research describes multiple time-related challenges when planning, implementing, and 

evaluating interventions (Anrig, 2015; GAO, 2012; Scott et al., 2012). For example, in some cases, 

due to short planning times, interventions are not always able to be implemented within the 

first year of funding and often grantees lack access to state assessment data for evaluation 

purposes (GAO, 2012). Other challenges that impede implementation and sustainability, 

include initial and ongoing funding amounts, funding decisions, and the length of the grant 

cycle (Anrig, 2015; GAO, 2012; Scott et al., 2012). 

 

Strategies for overcoming these challenges include designing grants with some level of 

flexibility to meet diverse grantee needs, using innovative funding schemes that address equity 
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while supporting individual grantee situations, and providing flexibility at the grantee level 

regarding when to begin and end implementation. 

  



Lessons Learned from Stakeholders Implementing TRGs 29 

References 

Anrig, G. (2015). Lessons learned from School Improvement Grants that worked [Issue brief]. 

Retrieved from Century Foundation website: https://tcf.org/content/report/lessons-from-

school-improvement-grants-that-worked/ 

 

Council of the Great City Schools. (2015). School Improvement Grants: Progress report from 

America’s great city schools. Retrieved from 

https://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/87/SIG%20Report%20201

5.pdf 

 

Dragoset, L., Thomas, J., Herrmann, M., Deke, J., James-Burdumy, S., Graczewski, C. … Giffin, J. 

(2017). School Improvement Grants: Implementation and effectiveness (NCEE 2017-4013). 

Retrieved from U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National 

Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance website: 

https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pubs/20174013/ 

 

Government Accountability Office. (2012). School Improvement Grants: Education should take steps 

to enhance accountability for schools and contractors (GAO Publication No. 12-373). 

Retrieved from https://www.gao.gov/assets/600/590054.pdf 

 

Herman, R., Dawson, P., Dee, T., Greene, J., Maynard, R., Redding, S., & Darwin, M. (2008). 

Turning around chronically low-performing schools (IES Practice Guide, NCEE 2008- 4020). 

Retrieved from U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National 

Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, What Works Clearinghouse 

website: https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide/7 

 

Moore v. State of Alaska, No. 3AN-04-9756 Cl (Signed January 26, 2012). Retrieved from 

https://education.alaska.gov/news/releases/2012/moore_settlement_signed.pdf 

 

Pierson, A., Fantz, T., Lewis, K., & Speth, T. (2018). Moore v. Alaska settlement evaluation: Early 

learning, teacher retention, and high school graduation qualifying exam remediation programs. 

Portland, OR: Education Northwest. 

 

Scott, C., McMurrer, J., McIntosh, S., & Dibner, K. (2012). Opportunities and obstacles: 

Implementing stimulus-funded School Improvement Grants in Maryland, Michigan, and Idaho. 

Retrieved from George Washington University, Center of Education Policy website: 

https://www.cep-dc.org/displayDocument.cfm?DocumentID=397 

 

  

https://tcf.org/content/report/lessons-from-school-improvement-grants-that-worked/
https://tcf.org/content/report/lessons-from-school-improvement-grants-that-worked/
https://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/87/SIG%20Report%202015.pdf
https://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/Domain/87/SIG%20Report%202015.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pubs/20174013/
https://www.gao.gov/assets/600/590054.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide/7
https://education.alaska.gov/news/releases/2012/moore_settlement_signed.pdf
https://www.cep-dc.org/displayDocument.cfm?DocumentID=397


30 Education Northwest 

Appendix A: Moore v. State of Alaska settlement 

This appendix includes the first three pages of the Moore v. Alaska settlement text. The full 

settlement text is available online at 

https://education.alaska.gov/news/releases/2012/moore_settlement_signed.pdf. 

  

https://education.alaska.gov/news/releases/2012/moore_settlement_signed.pdf
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA THIRD 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

KRISTINE MOORE, et al.. 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

STATE OF ALASKA, 

Defendant. 

) case No. 3AN-04-9756 Cl 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

The parties agree as follows: 

PREAMBLE 

1. The Plaintiffs remaining in this matter are three rural Alaskan Regional 

Educational Attendance Areas and Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska's 

Children ("CEAAC"), an educational advocacy organization. Additional plaintiffs, including a 

number of individuals and NEA-Alaska, have previously dismissed their claims. The Defendant 

is the State of Alaska. 

2. The original complaint in this action was filed in 2004 alleging that the State was 

in violation of the Education and Due Process Clauses of the Alaska Constitution. The issues in 

the case were ultimately narrowed to whether the State was providing adequate support and 

assistance to underperforming schools. 

3. A four-week trial was held before Anchorage Superior Court Judge Sharon 

Gleason in 2006, and, in June 2007, Judge Gleason issued a Decision and Order in this case. 

4. The substance of Judge Gleason's June 2007 Order concluded that the duty 

described by the Alaska Constitution's Education Clause requires the State to address four 

components: 

First, there must be rational educational standards that set out what it is that children 

should be expected to learn. These standards should meet or exceed a constitutional 

floor of an adequate knowledge base for children. Second, there must be an adequate 

method of assessing whether children are actually learning what is set out in the 
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standards. Third, there must be adequate funding so as to accord to schools the ability to 

provide instruction in the standards. And fourth, where. as here, the State has delegated 

the responsibility to educate children to local school districts. there must be adequate 

accountability and oversight by the State over these school districts so as to ensure that 

the districts are fulfilling the State's constitutional responsibility to “establish and 

maintain a system of public schools” as set forth in Article VIl, I of Alaska’s 

Constitution.3 

5. The June 2007 Order also explained that the Education Clause included a right for 

children to have a meaningful opportunity to become proficient in reading, writing and math. 

and meaningful exposure to curriculum content areas that were not assessed by the State 

standards-based assessments. 

6. In the June 2007 Order. the Superior Court held that plaintiffs had not proven that 

the state's system of funding schools was constitutionally inadequate. The Court also held that 

the State had met its constitutional obligations to adopt appropriate standards and assessments. 

However, under the fourth prong of the State’s constitutional obligations, the Court held that 

the State was failing to provide sufficient support and oversight of schools with “chronically 

poor performance.” 

7. The Court held that merely providing funding without oversight and assistance 

in these schools would be “an impermissible 'legislative abdication' of the State’s constitutional 

responsibility to maintain public schools in this state.” The Court required the legislature to take 

best efforts to provide students with a “meaningful opportunity” to achieve the educational 

standards. 

8. In addition, the Court held that use of the state HSGQE to deny high school 

diplomas to students who had not had an opportunity to learn the tested materials amounted to 

an unconstitutional deprivation of due process. 

9. The Superior Court stayed its June 2007 Order for one year to allow the State the 

opportunity to remedy the constitutional violations the Court had identified. 

10. In June and October 2008, the Court conducted evidentiary hearings on the State's 

efforts to remedy the constitutional violations. 

11. In detailed findings of fact and conclusions of law issued in February 2009, the 

Court recognized that the State had made progress in providing a State System of Support to 

                                                      
3 Moore v. state, 2007 order, p. 174. 



Lessons Learned from Stakeholders Implementing TRGs 33 

struggling schools but held that the State had not remedied the constitutional violations and was 

still failing to provide adequate support to and oversight of struggling schools and districts. 

12. In March 2010, after reviewing additional submissions from the State, the Court 

again ruled that the State had not remedied its constitutional violations with regard to struggling 

schools and districts. Specifically, regarding the nature of the State's obligations, the Court ruled: 

In evaluating the State's responses at this time, this Court returns once 

again to the language of the Alaska Constitution, which places the 

responsibility "to maintain a system of public schools open to all 

children of the State" squarely upon the Legislature — not upon the 

Department of Education and Early Development and not upon local 

school districts. To date, the State has not demonstrated that the 

delegation of this responsibility to school districts that have been 

identified as chronically underperforming, but do not appear to have 

been accorded adequate assistance and oversight, will result in 

compliance with this constitutional responsibility.4 

13. Subject to appropriation, the parties have reached agreement to settle and dismiss 

this case by providing for the creation of various educational initiatives intended to address 

educational underachievement in underperforming schools. 

14. The parties agree that the remedies provided in this Settlement Agreement are in 

the best interests of the affected students and districts. 

15. In entering into this Settlement Agreement, neither party admits any wrongdoing 

or liability. 

  

                                                      
4 Order on Review of 2009 Submissions, Moore v. State at 15 (March 31, 2010). 
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Appendix B: Eligible schools 

During the granting period, 52 schools across 14 districts were identified on the Moore 

Eligibility List as schools that were eligible for TRGs. The table below indicates the schools that 

received TRG funding in each of the four funding cycles. 

Table B1. All schools that have received a Targeted Resources Grant 

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  

Nuiqsut Trapper School North Slope   X  
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School District 
Nov 2012 
funding 

June 2012 
funding 

Apr 2013 
funding 

Apr 2014 
funding 

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     
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Appendix C: Interventions implemented by Targeted 
Resource Grant recipients 

District Intervention(s) 

Instructional support 

Alaska Gateway Support an RTI specialist/instructional coach position. 

Bering Strait 
Support specialists to visit schools and provide specialized services in 
intervention data, literacy/ELA, assessment support, early childhood education, 
and/or math. Content support varied from year to year. 

Northwest Arctic 
Borough 

Support specialists to provide professional development and coaching to help 
classroom teachers interpret data and use the district literacy curriculum. 

Yukon Flats 

Support consultants to 1) provide comprehensive training and coaching in the 
core literacy programs (AV and TT); 2) provide systematic and ongoing 
collaborative meetings with all grade levels, focused on improving student 
achievement in math (FY); or 3) design and support through professional 
development and modeling a framework for implementing the existing 
curriculum and resources. Not all TRG schools received the same services. 

Yukon-Koyukuk 
Support an 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. 

Iditarod 

Support a consultant to provide technical assistance to select teachers and 
provide intensive targeted instruction to their students. This was not 
implemented; it was replaced with a staff training on how to implement 6+1 
Trait Writing. 

North Slope (NT) 
Support interventionists to implement the research-based RTI model that the 
district has adopted to improve student reading and math proficiency. 

Southeast Island Train staff to implement Project GLAD to support ELL students. 

School climate 

Lower Yukon Train and provide follow-up support to implement Safe & Civil Schools. 

North Slope (MR/K) 
Train and provide follow-up support to implement the Positive Behavior 
Interventions and Supports model. (Meade River) 

Extended learning time 

Lower Kuskokwim 
Purchase intervention materials and supplies to extend access to computer-
based interventions, and support salaries for existing staff members to 
implement extended-learning opportunities into afterschool hours. 

Wraparound services that support academics 

Lower Yukon 
Provide professional development on culturally responsive teaching and 
trauma-informed instruction. 

Yupiit 

Support consultants to assist district staff members in the development of a 
reading program that integrated culturally and experientially relevant stories 
and informational text. This was later modified to support a materials developer 
to develop or revise culturally relevant materials that support the district’s 
language arts curriculum and train staff in their use. Neither project was 
implemented. 

 


