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WAIVERS

By submitting this flexibility request, the SEA requests flexibility through waivers of the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and their associated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each of the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas of flexibility
requested; a chart appended to the document titled ESE.A Flexibility Frequently Asked Questions
enumerates each specific provision of which the SEA requests a waiver, which the SEA incorporates
into its request by reference.

X 1. The requirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must
establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) for determining adequate yeatly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s proficient level of academic achievement
on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the
2013-2014 school year. The SEA requests this waiver to develop new ambitious but achievable
AMOs in reading/language atts and mathematics in order to provide meaningful goals that are
used to guide support and improvement efforts for the State, LEAs, schools, and student
subgroups.

X 2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a Title I school that fails, for two consecutive
years or more, to make AYP, and for a school so identified and its LEA to take certain
improvement actions. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and its Title I schools need
not comply with these requirements.

X 3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or
corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, for two consecutive years or more, fails to make
AYP, and for an LEA so identified and its SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to its LEAs.

X 4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of
funds under the Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) and Rural and Low-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and is complying with the
requirements in ESEA section 1116. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA that receives
SRSA or RLIS funds may use those funds for any authorized purpose regardless of whether the
LEA makes AYP.

X 5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40
petrcent or more in order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this waiver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs of the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program in a school in any of its priority and focus schools that meet the
definitions of “priority schools” and “focus schools,” respectively, set forth in the document
titled ESE.A Flexibility, as appropriate, even if those schools do not have a poverty percentage of
40 percent or more.

X 6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that
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section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring. The SEA requests this waiver so that it may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its
LEAs in order to serve any of the State’s priotity and focus schools that meet the definitions of
“priority schools” and “focus schools,” respectively, set forth in the document titled ESEA
Flexcibility.

X] 7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title T, Part
A funds to reward a Title I school that (1) significantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP for two or more consecutive years. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) for any
of the State’s reward schools that meet the definition of “reward schools” set forth in the
document titled ESEA Flextbility._

X 8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (c) for an LEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualified teachers. The SEA
requests this waiver to allow the SEA and its LEAs to focus on developing and implementing
more meaningful evaluation and support systems.

Xl 9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may
transfer from certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this waiver
so that it and its LEAs may transfer up to 100 percent of the funds it receives under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

X 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the definition of a Tier T school in Section
I.A.3 of the School Improvement Grants (SIG) final requirements. The SEA requests this
waiver so that it may award SIG funds to an LEA to implement one of the four SIG models in
any of the State’s priority schools that meet the definition of “priority schools™ set forth in the
document titled ESEA Flextbility.

Optional Flexibilities:

If an SEA chooses to request waivers of any of the following requirements, it should check the
corresponding box(es) below:

[] 11. The requirements in ESEA sections 4201(b)(1)(A) and 4204(b)(2)(A) that restrict the
activities provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community
Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only duting non-school hours or
periods when school is not in session (i.e., before and after school or during summer recess).
The SEA requests this waiver so that 21st CCLC funds may be used to support expanded
learning time during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or periods
when school is not in session.

X 12. The requirements in ESEA sections 1116(a)(1)(A)-(B) and 1116(c)(1)(A) that require LEAs
and SEAs to make determinations of adequate yearly progress (AYP) for schools and LEAs,
respectively. The SEA requests this waiver because continuing to determine whether an LEA
and its schools make AYP is inconsistent with the SEA’s State-developed differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system included in its ESEA flexibility request. The
SEA and its LEAs must report on their report cards performance against the AMOs for all
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subgroups identified in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v), and use performance against the AMOs
to support continuous improvement in Title I schools.

[]13. The requirements in ESEA section 1113(a)(3)-(4) and (c)(1) that require an LEA to serve
eligible schools under Title I in rank order of poverty and to allocate Title I, Part A funds based
on that rank ordering. The SEA requests this waiver in order to permit its LEAs to serve a Title
I-eligible high school with a graduation rate below 60 percent that the SEA has identified as a
priority school even if that school does not otherwise rank sufficiently high to be served under
ESEA section 1113.

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development September 4, 2012
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ASSURANCES

By submitting this request, the SEA assures that:

DX 1. 1t requests waivers of the above-referenced requirements based on its agreement to meet
Principles 1 through 4 of the flexibility, as described throughout the remainder of this request.

X 2. It will adopt English language proficiency (ELP) standatds that correspond to the State’s
college- and career-ready standards, consistent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2),
and that reflect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the new college- and
career-ready standards, no later than the 2013-2014 school year. (Principle 1)

X 3. 1t will develop and administer no later than the 2014—2015 school year alternate assessments
based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities that are consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the State’s
college- and career-ready standards. (Principle 1)

X 4. 1t will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the State’s ELP standards,
consistent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(i1).

(Principle 1)

X 5. It will report annually to the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates for
all students and subgroups of students in each LEA and each public high school in the State.

(Principle 1)

X] 6. If the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language atts
and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to identify priority and focus schools, it has technical
documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating
that the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing
appropriate accommodations for English Learners and students with disabilities, as well as
alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most
significant cognitive disabilities, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(2)(2); and are valid and reliable
for use in the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system. (Principle 2)

X 7. It will report to the public its lists of reward schools, priotity schools, and focus schools at the
time the SEA is approved to implement the flexibility, and annually thereafter, it will publicly
recognize its reward schools as well as make public its lists of priotity and focus schools if it
chooses to update those lists. (Principle 2)

X] 8. Prior to submitting this request, it provided student growth data on their current students and
the students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, all teachers of reading/language
arts and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects in a
manner that is timely and informs instructional programs, or it will do so no later than the
deadline required under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. (Principle 3)

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development September 4, 2012
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X] 9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to
reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on LEAs and schools. (Principle 4)

DX] 10. It has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its
request.

X] 11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LEAs with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy of that notice [Attachment 1)) as
well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs [Attachment 2)

X] 12. Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and information regarding the request to
the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to
the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its website)

and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice [Attachment 3).

X 13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and
evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout this request.

X 14. It will report annually on its State report card, and will ensure that its LEAs annually report
on their local report cards, for the “all students” group and for each subgroup described in
ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v){II): information on student achievement at each proficiency
level; data comparing actual achievement levels to the State’s annual measurable objectives; the
percentage of students not tested; performance on the other academic indicator for elementary
and middle schools; and graduation rates for high schools. It will also annually report, and will
ensure that its LEAs annually report, all other information and data required by ESEA section

1111(h)(1)(C) and 1111(h)(2)(B), respectively.

If the SEA selects Option A in section 3.A of its request, indicating that it has not yet
developed and adopted all the guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support
systems, it must also assure that:

DX 15. It will submit to the Department for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that
it will adopt by the end of the 2012-2013 school year. (Principle 3)

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development September 4, 2012
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CONSULTATION

An SEA must meaningfully engage and solicit input from diverse stakeholders and communities in
the development of its request. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an
assurance that it has consulted with the State’s Committee of Practitioners regarding the information
set forth in the request and provide the following:

1. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
teachers and their representatives.

Introduction. In preparing the elements of this waiver application, Alaska has consulted with both
educators and diverse groups. First, for both Principle 1 (standards) and Principle 3 (teacher and
administrator evaluation), the process of consultation with the public began over two years ago, and
the record of the consultation is quite detailed. For Principle 2, the record of consultation begins
with the preparation of this waiver application. Because the three principles have been introduced to
the public at different times, the Alaska Department of Education & Farly Development (EED) will
address the record of consultation on each principle separately.

Before turning to the actual record of consultation, EED will desctibe the solicitation/advertising
processes that were used frequently to solicit public input and participation:

o Information Exchange. Information Exchange is EED’s weekly electronic newsletter. It is
emailed to approximately 800 entities, including all school districts, the media, and others
interested in education. School district superintendents are sent a web link to the Information
Exchange so they have a convenient way to forward it to district personnel. Potentially, each
week thousands of Alaska educators see the Information Exchange. The Information Exchange is
available at EED’s web site.

o Proposed regulations. When a regulation is first proposed, the public is given advance
notice when the State Board of Education & Early Development’s agenda is published,
usually two weeks before a meeting. The public has an opportunity to give oral comment on
agenda and non-agenda items. Before the State Board considers the regulation for adoption,
it must send the proposal out for public comment. Standard public comment for most items
is more than two months, to coincide with the State Board’s regular quarterly meetings, but
on items of special interest the State Board will extend public comment to encourage more
participation.

® Advertising proposed regulations. EED advertises proposed regulations: a) on its
website, with a method to comment online; b) on the online State of Alaska public notice
web page; ¢) in notices in the Anchorage Daily News, the state’s largest-circulation
newspaper, which is widely distributed in rural Alaska; d) by mailing approximately 700
notices to education stakeholders, including the media, public libraries, and all public
schools; and €) by inserting notices {(each week up to the deadline to comment) in Information
Exchange. Notices are emailed to the Alaska Department of Law, all members of the Alaska
Legislature, and the Legislative Affairs Agency.

® Adoption of proposed regulations. After written public comment closes, EED staff
reviews all public comments and makes recommendations to the State Board for changes to
the proposed regulations. All written public comment is collected and forwarded to the State
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Board. The public has an additional opportunity to provide oral testimony at the State Board
meeting where the proposed regulation is being considered for adoption. Testimony by
teleconference is welcome, and Legislative Information Office teleconference lines, available
throughout Alaska including several remote sites, are open for this purpose.

® Reporting of State Board action. After each meeting of the State Board, EED reports
regulatory actions in an electronic news release to the media; repeats the release once in the
Information Exchange and places it on the front page of the department’s web site; and places
the proposed regulation on the EED regulation webpage and in the State of Alaska online
public notice webpage.

Principle 1: Engagement of educators and their representatives in the standards-setting process.

Summary: A large group of stakeholders, working together for over a year, developed Alaska’s new
college- and career-ready content standards in English/language arts and mathematics for grades
kindergarten to 12. The proposed standards were widely circulated, and EED sought public input.
After an extended petiod of public comment, the State Board formally adopted the standards on
June 8, 2012.

Evidence:

(1) History. 1n 2009, Alaska launched a project to replace its existing content standards in
English/language arts and mathematics, which had last been tevised and adopted in 2005.
The project was called Next Generation Standards. Alaska did not join the Common Core
State Standards initiative specifically so that EED could consult with stakeholders in the
standards-adoption process. (See Attachment [C.10)

(2) Drafting process. Several working groups were formed to draft the new content standards
that were college- and career-ready. The working groups met in central locations. The
working groups drafted content standards for each content area and age group. (See
Attachment C.T9)

(3) Selection of educator participants. More than 200 educators participated in the working
groups. EED encouraged all educators to participate in the groups. It sent recruitment
notices to its database of past committee volunteers (about 700 educators), all
univetsities/colleges in Alaska, and all school district supetintendents. The patticipants
provided representation from each of the following: 1) Geographic representation of each
region of the state (in Alaska, this is a very challenging criterion); 2) teacher representation
from all content areas and grade levels; 3) teacher representation from all major subgroups,
including special education and Alaska Native; 4) teacher union representation; 5) principal
and superintendent-level participation; and 6) higher education representation. Specific
attendance for each meeting broken down by special education and limited English
proficiency educator was as follows (SSOS refers to the State System of Support):

Meeting Participants ~SPED  LEP
2010 February Common Core Comparison 52 3 3
2010 October Career & College Standards Review 32 2 4
2010 November Career & College Standards Review 50
2011 January Career & College Standards Review 39 3 5
2011 February Career & College Standards Review 43 3 4
Alaska Department of Education & Early Development Sgp;gmbg;» 4, 2012
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2011 June SSOS Standards Review 10
2011 October College & Career Standards Review 60 3 4
2011 November College & Career Standards Review 56 18 14

(4) Meetings of working groups. The working groups met in-person eight times over 13
months, in different locations across the state. (In Alaska, this is very challenging and very
expensive. Cost to EED for these meetings was more than $300,000.) Groups composed of
participants representing different stakeholders would meet at tables, and the drafting
process was a collaborative effort among the participants. (See Attachment [C.19)

(5) Updating of educators during the drafting process. During its review of Alaska’s
English/language arts and mathematics content standards for revision, EED frequently
placed notices regarding the process in Information Exchange. The updating included the
following:

e Sept. 23, Oct. 22 and Oct. 29, 2010: Noticed a Nov. 18-19 meeting between EED
and universities, industries, vocational programs, and high schools to outline
Alaska’s content standards in English/language arts and mathematics. Invited
interested people to participate.

e Jan. 14, 2011: Noticed a Feb. 15-16 review of Alaska’s college- and career-ready
standards. Expressly invited mathematics teachers, curriculum specialists, special
education teachers, and teachers of English language learners.

e Sept. 23 and Sept. 30, 2011: Noticed a meeting on Oct. 11-12 related to text
complexity in English/language arts and standards for mathematical practice.
Expressly invited K-12 teachers in mathematics and language arts, school librarians,
and high school career and career and technical educators.

(6) Regulation process. On December 16, 2011, the State Board sent out the proposed
content standards for a five-month period of public comment.

(http:/ /www.eed.state.ak.us/State Board/minutes/2011 12 15 16minutes.pdf at page 7)

(7) FAQ. In addition to the extensive public notice provided for all regulations (see
Introduction, above), after noticing Alaska’s proposed standards for public comment, EED
emailed a six-page FAQ about the standards and copies of the standards to dozens of
entities, inviting them to comment. The following education entities received the FAQs:
university faculty and administrators, instructors in high school and postsecondary career
and technical schools, and faith-based colleges.

(8) Webinars and public meetings. During the public comment period, EED held more than
30 webinars and in-person meetings to inform and consult with the public about the
proposed college- and career- ready standards. Efforts to specifically target educators
included:

o Special education. Feb. 23, 2012: Presentation to Alaska Statewide Special
Education Conference. Also, EED specifically encouraged special educators to
attend webinars.

® Rural educators. EED made a special effort to seek feedback from rural Alaska,
which has a high concentration of low-performing schools, Alaska Native students,
and English learner (EL) students. Presentations on the proposed standards in
remote sites included:
= February 7, 2012: Galena School District (Galena).
= February 24 and March 13, 2012: Kuspuk School District (Aniak).

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development September 4, 2012
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= March 8§, 2012: Lower Kuskokwim School District (Bethel).

= March 15, 2012: Southwest Region School District (Dillingham).

= March 27, 2012: Northwest Arctic Borough School District (Kotzebue).
= March 28, 2012: Hoonah School District (Hoonah).

= April 17. 2012: Nome School District (Nome).

= April 26, 2012: North Slope Borough School District (Barrow).

= May 9, 2012: Kashunamiut School District (Chevak).

o EL. April 25, 2012: Presentation to the Bilingual Multicultural Equity in Education
Conference in Anchorage.

o  Urban school districts. In addition to all other general presentations and
wotkshops, EED made on-site presentations to school districts in Kenai, Fairbanks,
and Kodiak.

® Standards Webinars. Before finalizing the proposed college- and career-ready
standards for presentation to the State Board, EED invited educators and the public
to attend a series of 10 webinars on the standards. Attendance (not including those
who later listened to the recordings) was as follows:

Non-
Number Number Educators
Date Tvype Attended RSVP Attended
6-Feb Overview 31 50 1
8-Feb ELA 19 36 2
9-Feb Mathematics 18 43 1
21-Feb ELA 5 7 0
22-Feb Mathematics 9 13 0
5-Mar ELA 6 11 0
6-Mar Mathematics 2 3 0
20-Mar ELA 0 2 0
21-Mar Mathematics 0 2 0
4-Apr ELA 0 6 0
5-Apr Mathematics 2 4 0
17-Apt ELA 0 2 0

18-Apr Mathematics 0 1 0

Extensive evidence of invitations is available. In addition, the August 2012 webinars
described in more detail under Principle 2, below, solicited feedback on the entire
waiver application, including Principle 1.

® Higher education. Involvement of higher education educators included a pre-
adoption validity study, which required extensive work with university instructors
who taught first-year students. Higher education participation was targeted in the
webinars, and the deans of the colleges of education at all Alaska universities were
individually encouraged to attend.

o CTE. February 1-3, 2012: Presentation to school district career and technical
coordinators in Anchorage.

o Institutes and training. On January 23 and February 16-19, 2012, EED trained
coaches and mentors, who serve as independent contractors and interface with
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educators, so they could inform educators in the field about the standards.
Presentations to educational leaders, including rural educators who were training to
become principals, occurred May 23-25 and May 29, 2012, at the Summer Literacy
Institute and the School Leadership Institute.

e Title I Committee of Practitioners. On April 18, 2012, the proposed
English/language arts and mathematics standards were discussed at the Title I
Committee of Practitioners meeting as part of the overall presentation on the
Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA) flexibility waiver requirements. (Alaska
Standards Rollout Plan at pages 1-7). Additional evidence available upon request.
Note that the Alaska standards adoption process was wholly independent of this
application for flexibility, and that EED planned and executed the extensive
consultation documented here before the decision was made to apply for a waiver.

(9) Educator comments. During the public comment period for the proposed regulations,
general comments were received from 12 educators and one non-educator. Comments on
the proposed college- and cateer-ready English/language atts standards were received from
nine educators, two non-educators, two districts, and one university. Comments on the
proposed mathematics standards were received from nine educators and one district. During
the regulations process, the State Board made approximately 43 changes to the proposed
regulations in response to public comment. During the entire public process, in response to
all stakeholder comment, EED staff made over 150 changes to the proposed language arts
standards and over 150 changes to the mathematics standards.

(http:/ /www.eed.state.ak.us/State Board/pdt/12 june packet.pdf at 282-348 (Note:

ELED’s internal public comment trackinge form is not attached, but would be available upon

request.))

(10) Adoption. On June 7, 2012, the State Board held an oral hearing at which the public had
an additional opportunity to comment on the proposed content standards. On June 8, 2012,
after consideration of public comment, the State Board adopted into regulation Alaska’s
tevised content standards for English/language arts and mathematics. [See Attachment 4)

(11) Post-adoption outreach. EED will continue outreach and training for educators,
including planned sessions with special education directors and NEA-Alaska. For a list of
post-adoption outreach, see Attachment [C.T4

I.  Principle 2: Fngagement of educators and their representatives in the development of
Alaska’s System of School Recognition, Accountability, and Support.

Summary: EED will base its recognition, accountability, and support for schools on an index and
revised Annual Measureable Objectives (AMOs). The index was designed to be simple and
responsive to public comment, and the accountability plan includes elements currently in State
regulation that were adopted through a public process. EED publicized its proposed system,
requested feedback from educators, and made changes in response to educator input.

(1) The Index. After the U.S. Department of Education (USED) announced the availability of
Window 3, a team of EED staff drafted a proposed accountability framework based on an
index of several indicators. The index, called the Alaska School Performance Index, was
designed to be easily understood and easily amended to facilitate stakeholder input. All
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indicators included in the ASPI are scored on a 100-point scale. Each indicator is then
weighted by importance so that the total index equals 100 points. This methodology makes
it very easy for stakeholders to give input on: a) what indicators should be included; b) how
to configure the 100-point scale by which an indicator is measured; and, c) the weight to be
given each indicator.

(2) Use of existing state accountability. EED’s proposal draws heavily from existing State
accountability that educators already know and use. For example, the growth and proficiency
index that will be used as the school progtess indicator is in regulation at 4 AAC 33.540.
This model is used in the cutrent state identification of schools fot state intervention, 4
AAC 06.872, and in identification of School Improvement Grant (SIG) grantees.
Significantly, an education advocacy organization, Council for the Educational Advancement
of Alaska’s Children, specifically selected this model as the appropriate method to identify
low-performing schools in the settlement of a lawsuit on educational adequacy, Moore v. State,
Case No. 3AN-04-9756 CI. In addition, the diagnostics that will be applied to determine
accountability after schools are ranked under ASPI, described in 4 AAC 06.850, already have
been through the public comment process, and are used by educators in a variety of ways,
including a computerized school improvement tool. In short, educators were consulted
during the development of the pre-existing elements built into the proposal, and their
familiarity with these elements has facilitated their understanding and feedback.
(http://education.alaska.gov/news/releases/2012/state_settles_moote_lawsuit.pdf)

(3) Outreach to superintendents. On July 30, 2012, during EED’s summer conference for
school district superintendents, EED provided an overview of the waiver’s principles, and
held breakout sessions and a Q&A session on the State’s proposed accountability system.
The superintendents asked questions and suggested changes. The first suggested change was
to add an additional point value for attendance between 70% and 85%. This change was
made. The other significant change was to incorporate ACT and SAT scores as well as
scores for WorkKeys certificates into the College and Career Ready indicator. This change
was mcorporated into the ASPI index. Superintendents raised other questions that were
addressed by including more specifics in the proposal language to clarify the requirements.
Several superintendents voiced support for the proposed accountability system, and
indicated that they and their staff would closely analyze the State’s draft application. (See
Attachments ], C.4, and [C7)

(4) Outreach to educators regarding decision to apply. On May 30, 2012, EED invited
educators to participate in a webinar to address whether the State should apply for a waiver
and possible ideas for a school performance index system. Representatives from eight
districts participated in the webinar, and indicated support for the application and cautious
support for the concept of using an index. (See Attachments [C.4, and [C.J)

(5) Outreach to districts regarding AMO freeze. On May 31, 2012, EED notified school
district superintendents and federal program coordinators that the State intended to apply to
treeze the AMO targets in order to allow time to create an application for the flexibility
waiver for the September submission date. Two comments were received, both in support
of the AMO-freeze waiver. Because the decision to freeze the AMO targets required a
regulation change, the concept went through a public process, including oral comment at
two State Board meetings, and an opportunity to provide written comment. (See
Attachments [} and )

(6) Outreach to educators regarding application. EED posted a draft of the state’s waiver
application on its website on August 6, 2012. (Note: these webinars covered all three
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principles.) On August 3, 2012, EED sent an email invitation to a large number of
stakeholder groups throughout the state to participate in one of three webinars scheduled
during the week of August 13 to learn about the State’s waiver proposal. The mvited
stakeholders included school districts and education organizations. The webinars also were
announced through Information Exchange. The State presented the draft proposal during
webinars on August 13, August 15, and August 16, 2012. More than 25 participants attended
the webinar, including staff from ten school districts.

II. Principle 3: Engagement of educators and their representatives in the process of supporting

effective instruction and leadership.

Summary: EED has been working for more than two years with educators to put into law a more
extensive state framework for meaningtul and serious evaluation of teachers and administrators.
That framework meets the requirements of this application and is currently out for public comment.

Evidence:

(1) Pre-existing state guidance on teacher evaluation. In 1997, in response to legislation
requiring school districts to base evaluations on standards adopted by the State Board, EED
convened a professional evaluation project committee of educators, parents, NEA-Alaska,
school board members, and others. The Evaluation Handbook, which resulted from this
extensive consultation with educators, addressed many of the requirements of this
application. (See Attachment B.1))

(2) The Teacher Quality Working Group. Immediately after Alaska’s 2009 Education
Summit, EED formed the Teacher Quality Working Group to work on issues affecting
teacher quality. A specific task set to the group in 2009 was to provide input and consult on
providing a statewide framework for teacher and administrator evaluation.

o Membership: the working group consisted of 42 members, 33 of whom were
educators, former educators, or school district employees. Of special note are the
following educators:

= Five educators from rural Alaska, including the State’s rural education
director. These educators provided input on both the Alaska Native
subgroup and the English learner subgroup.

= Two special education teachers.

= The program coordinator for University of Alaska Southeast Special
Education Teacher Preparation Program.

= Representative from NEA-Alaska.

= Representative from the Alaska Council of School Administrators.

= Higher education participation—the five deans from Alaska university
education departments. (See AttachmentB.J)

o Meetings: The working group met 13 times for a total of 28 days to work on the
evaluation system, beginning on November 4-6, 2009, and ending on April 16-17,
2012. (See Attachment B.3)

o Product. The working group produced a set of recommendations for an evaluation
tramework, including timelines for implementation and minimum requirements for
the inclusion of student data in evaluations. (See Attachment .9

(3) Draft regulations. Based on the recommendations from the working group, EED staff
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drafted proposed evaluation regulations for the State Board to consider. The draft
regulations were on the agenda for June 7-8 meeting of the State Board, and the public had
an opportunity to comment at an oral hearing. On June 8, 2012, the State Board put out the
proposed regulations for public comment. To encourage educator comment, the State Board
extended public comment to November 2012, in recognition that summer and early fall is a
difficult time to engage educators. As described above, both EED staff and the State Board
will analyze and consider public comment during the regulation adoption process. (See
Attachment B.9)

(4) August Webinars/superintendents’ conference. The presentations on the entire waiver
package made at the August webinars and the superintendents’ conference were described
above and will not be repeated here. Both of these presentations included a description of
Principle 3 and both resulted in feedback on Principle 3.

2. A description of how the SEA meaningtully engaged and solicited input on its request from
other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil
rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English
Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.

1. General outreach common to all principles:

Summary: EED reached out to a diverse group of stakeholders to present information and
encourage feedback on all principles related to the waiver. The stakeholders included the Title I
Committee of Practitioners (COP) and a large number of community, business, Alaska Native,
and advocacy groups.

(1) Title I Committee of Practitioners. The Title I/ESEA Administrator for Alaska
presented the ESEA flexibility waiver options to the Title I COP on April 18, 2012. The
three principles of the waiver and the State’s current status on elements of the principles
wete discussed. At that time, the proposed English/language atts and mathematics content
standards were out for public comment and scheduled for adoption in June. The Teacher
Quality Working Group was working on proposed changes to the teacher and principal
evaluation regulations to be presented to the State Board in June. The requirements for
Principle 2 were presented to the committee, but no specific ideas for a new accountability
system were presented at that time. Most members who expressed opinions supported the
State’s intention to apply for a flexibility waiver, but were interested in seeing the specifics
that would be proposed. Subsequently, the Title I/ESEA administrator presented the draft
waiver document to the COP members for their review and held a meeting by webinar on
August 20, 2012. The members made comments about the draft proposal at that meeting.
Comments were suppottive overall for the State’s waiver application. The PowerPoint
presentation to the COP and the notes of both meetings can be found in the attachments.

(See Attachments [C.]], €3, and C3)

(2) Notice to districts and the public. Notice to school districts regarding the waiver
application, and an invitation to all stakeholders to participate in the August 2012
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information webinars, was provided on August 3, 2012, through an email announcement,
through Information Exchange, and through postings on EED’s website. EED sent invitations
to participate in the webinars to 62 entities, including Alaska PTA; advocates for rural
education, eatly education and children with disabilities; Alaska Native organizations; K-12
school administrators; NEA-Alaska; universities; career and technical programs; the Alaska
Department of Labor and Workforce Development; the Alaska Municipal League; and
teachers’ content-area associations. More than 25 participants joined the webinars. A
recorded webinar was posted on the web for individuals who were not able to participate in
the live webinars. EED received written public comment either by letter or through the
online public comment form from several Alaska school districts, the Governor’s Council
on Disabilities and Special Education, Citizens for the Educational Advancement of
Alaska’s Children, a representative in the Alaska Legislature, Alaska’s commissioner at-large
to the Education Commission of the States, and University of Alaska representatives. EED
received oral feedback at the webinars or duting in-person presentations. Comments relating
to specific principles will be addressed in each applicable section below. (See Attachments [

and@’g’m’m’m&m

II1. Principle 1: Engagement of diverse communities in the standards-setting process.

Summary: In adopting college- and career-ready standards, EED extensively consulted with
representatives of business, industry, special education advocacy groups, and Alaska Native
organizations.

Evidence:

(1) Solicitation of diverse group participation in drafting standards. In the standards-
drafting process described earlier, EED solicited diverse group participation by sending
approximately 125 invitations to non-educators, including Native American groups, special
education advocacy groups, and others. Because of the time commitment needed for the
process, however, only one non-educator, a representative of the transportation industry,
actually participated. (See Attachments [C.T7)

(2) Business and industry presentations. After the draft college- and career-ready standards
were ready to circulate to the public, EED held four public meetings in regional hubs that
were targeted to business and industry, as follows: March 30, 2012, Juneau; April 9, 2012,
Anchorage; April 24, 2012, Fairbanks; and April 25, 2012 Bethel. Representatives from the
following business/industry sectots attended the meetings: oil industty; labor unions; retail;
toutism; hospitality; insurance; fisheries; education/training (as employers); ttibal
corporations; banking, and resource development. Each meeting included individuals who
worked with new entrants to the workforce, either through making hiring decisions or
training individuals to be ready for the workforce. The meetings focused on the business
community’s expectations for high school graduates, and provided a review of the proposed
Alaska college- and career-ready standards, including how those standards would address
business expectations. (See Attachments C.1d and C.19)

(3) Community open houses. After the working groups had produced a draft of the new
standards (but before the first presentation to the State Board), EED held four community
open houses to introduce and seek feedback on the proposed standards. The open houses
were held in the following communities: March 30, 2012, Juneau; April 9, 2012, Palmer;
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April 24, 2012, Fairbanks; and April 25, 2012, Bethel. EED chose the communities to
provide access to regional hubs representing multiple cultures. EED held the community
meetings in the evening to facilitate community participation, and provided food. Each open
house included conversations about accommodations for students with disabilities and for
English learners. Participants in each location focused on the importance of respecting
cultural differences and including cultural awareness in the Alaska career- and college-ready
standards. EED’s solicitation of attendees was a major effort. For example, for the March
2012 meeting in Juneau, EED placed an online ad on the front page of the Junean Empire
newspaper; interviewed with KINY radio station; inserted a notice in Information Exchange;
sent an electronic news release to the media and to a list of recipients that included disability
law center and several Native Alaska organizations; placed posters at City Hall; and notified
the Juneau School District, the University of Alaska Southeast, the Central Council Tlingit
Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska, and the Juneau Chamber of Commerce. (See Attachments
T and C20)

(4) Outreach to EL and Alaska Natives. The Bethel community meeting was held at the
Yuut Elitnaurviat Center, which translates from Yup’ik as the People’s Learning Center.
EED met with former graduates, students, parents and employers that use this regional
vocational campus. (See Attachment [C.20)

(5) Availability of parent-focused brochures. EED will publicize and make available parent
guides at each grade level from K-8 and one guide each for high school English/language
arts and mathematics.

(6) Regulation-adoption process. As described eatlier, the State Board’s process for
adoption of the college- and career-ready standards provided for inclusive advertising and
outreach to all sectors of the public. For the standards regulations, EED’s solicitations for
public comment went well beyond the normal solicitation. More than 98 entities were
specifically targeted including:

o More than 22 business and industty groups (construction, oil, fishery, health care,
etc.);

Alaska PTA;

State and local Chambers of Commerce;

Rotary;

Higher education;

Alaska Federation of Natives and Association of Village Council Presidents;

Special education advocates, including Disability Law Center and the Governot’s

Council on Disabilities and Special Education;

o Eatly learning entities;
o Regional Native corporations; and
o Tribal organizations.

(7) FAQs. The FAQs on the proposed college- and career-ready standards that EED
distributed during the public comment period (described above in Question 1, Part I) were
distributed to Alaska Native tribal corporations and organizations, advocates for children
with disabilities, advocates for early education, major employers, the AFL-CIO, the Alaska
PTA, NEA-Alaska, industry associations, chambers of commerce, Rotaries, the Alaska
Municipal League, and K-12 education associations. Also as noted earlier, EED made more
than 300 changes to its proposed standards as a result of stakeholder (educator and non-
educator) input during the standards-drafting and adoption process.

(8) August 2012 webinars. EED’s August 2012 webinars are described in more detail in the

O O O O O O
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previous section and the next section under Principle 2. Participants were also encouraged
to consult on Principle 1. As explained below, invitations to participate were extended to EL
and special education advocacy groups, as well as Alaska Native organizations.

I11. Principle 2: Engagement of diverse communities in the development of Alaska’s System of

School Recognition, Accountability, and Support.

Summary: EED solicited diverse community comment on the proposed system of school
recognition, accountability, and support, through the web, email, the media, and webinars.

(1) Solicitation of public comment. EED posted a link to Alaska’s ESEA Flexibility Wavier
Information under the “News and Announcements” section of its homepage
(Lttp://educaton.alaska.cov/). EED opened a comments page on its website on July 30,
2012, to gather feedback from the public.

(https:/ /educaton.alaska.gov/Survevs/Tsea/FlexibilityWaiverComments). PowerPoint
presentations on the key elements of the state’s proposal for Principles 1, 2, and 3 were
posted on the website on August 2, 2012, to allow the public to review the key elements of
the plan (http://education.alaska.gov/nclb/esea.heml). A draft copy of the state’s proposal
was posted on the website on August 6, 2012. (These postings sought comment on all three
principles. However, given that principles one and three had been through extensive public
comment and webinars already, the expectation was that Principle 2, which was new to the
public, would receive the most attention.) (See Attachments J, €3, E3, €3, .4, [C.] and
K:)

(2) August 2012 Webinars. The three August 2012 webinars (in which the public was mvited
to comment on all aspects of the waiver application) have been described. EED emailed
mnvitations to participate to 62 entities, including Alaska PTA; advocates for rural education,
eatly education, and children with disabilities; Alaska Native organizations; K-12 school
administrators; NEA-Alaska; universities; career and technical programs; the Alaska
Department of Labor and Workforce Development; the Alaska Municipal League; and
teachers’ content-area associations.

(3) Regulations adoption process. As described eatlier, the freezing of the AMOs required a
public process to amend the regulations, which included invitations to, and provided several
opportunities for, the public to comment, including the diverse groups that are listed in this
application. If this waiver application is accepted, EED will need to adopt regulations to
implement Principle 2. This will provide several additional opportunities for public
comment.

(4) Comments received. Comments about the proposed accountability system were positive
overall, especially in the use of a school progress factor in addition to a student achievement
factor, and the use of multiple indicators that focus on realistic factors for schools in Alaska.
Comments indicated that the system was a “vast improvement” over the current law, and it
1s a “well-designed formula for including a variety of indicators into a numeric school
rating.” Several comments specifically referred to the recognition for reward schools. Some
comments indicated that there was a lack of clarity between the use of the Alaska School
Performance Index system and the use of the AMOs, so the proposal language has been
clarified to address those issues.
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IV.  Principle 3: Engagement of diverse communities in the process of supporting effective
instruction and leadership.

Summary: EED’s partnerships on teacher quality included community organizations. Community
organization input has been encouraged through webinars and the regulations adoption process.

(1) The Teacher Quality Working Group. The extensive meeting and consultation process
mnvolving the Teacher Quality Working Group in the preparation of the State evaluation
framework (which is now the basis for Principle 3) has been described already. In addition
to the educator members, the working group included four community representatives.
EED made special care to include representative from the Alaska Native community. In
addition to the Native Alaskan educators already discussed, the working group included
representatives from Cook Inlet Tribal Council — a tribal organization providing services to
Alaska Natives in the greater Anchorage/Cook Inlet region — and from Kawerak, Inc., an
Alaska Native tribal association of 20 Bering Strait Native villages. As stated earlier, Alaska
Natives constitute the largest sector of English learner students in Alaska. (See Attachment
)

(2) August 2012 webinars. EED’s 2012 August webinars are described in more detail under
Principle 2. EED encouraged participants to consult on Principle 3. As explained in the
previous section, invitations to participate were extended to EL and special education
advocacy groups, as well as Alaska Native organizations.

(3) Regulations adoption and notice process. The State Board has opened a period of
public comment on regulations that would adopt an evaluation framework. The state public
comment/consultation process for regulations has been thoroughly described in this
application already. As stated, diverse groups are invited to and do participate in the process,
and EED staff and the State Board will consider all comments. (See Attachment B.3)

EVALUATION

The Department encourages an SEA that receives approval to implement the flexibility to
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt of approval of the flexibility, an
interested SEA will need to nominate for evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to
determine the feasibility and design of the evaluation and, if it is determined to be feasible and
appropriate, will fund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the
implementation of the chosen program, practice, or strategy is consistent with the evaluation design.

[] Check here if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your
request for the flexibility is approved.
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OVERVIEW OF SEA’S REQUEST FOR THE ESEA FLEXIBILITY

Provide an overview (about 500 words) of the SEA’s request for the flexibility that:

1. explains the SEA’s comprehensive approach to implement the waivers and principles and
describes the SEA’s strategy to ensure this approach is coherent within and across the
principles; and

2. describes how the implementation of the waivers and principles will enhance the SEA’s and
its LEAS’ ability to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student
achievement.

Alaska is a state of contrasts. It is the largest state, with a very small population. It is a young
state with a long history of indigenous cultures. It is a land of opportunity that faces extreme
climatic and geographic conditions. Although Alaska delivers educational services to remote
villages and modern urban population centers, we demand first-class educational opportunity for
all children.

Two themes running throughout this application illustrate Alaska’s comprehensive and coherent
approach to school improvement: 1) effective school improvement must be based on
diagnostics—there must be an understanding of what is wrong before we can improve; and 2)
effective school improvement must be based on stakeholder involvement—there must be buy-
in and participation from all participants in education if we are to improve.

In addition, Alaska has learned the benefit of simplicity. Although our sister states have devised
very impressive accountability systems, we have avoided the dizzying array of complicated
statistics in favor of a system that everyone can understand.

Our approach to the principles in this application adheres to these themes. Alaska did not adopt
the Common Core State Standards but embarked on a two-and-a-half-year process of having
stakeholders develop challenging college- and career-ready standards. The result is similar to the
Common Core, but it has some unique features and, most important, it has stakeholder buy-in.
We are developing new assessments and have engaged with the two national consortia to explore
the benefits of collaboration in developing a Next Generation accountability system. Following
several meetings and analysis of its options, Alaska has opted to begin the process of joining the
Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). On August 17, 2012, SBAC’s Executive
Council met and recommended that SBAC discuss with USED the inclusion of Alaska as a
member. EED provided evidence to the SBAC leadership showing that the Alaska’s new
English/language arts and mathematics standatrds are well-aligned with the Common Core State
Standards. Consistent with our approach, we have pledged to give our stakeholders a reasonable
time to implement the new standards before imposing high-stakes assessments.

In revising its accountability model, Alaska has included measures that will give feedback and
incentives to schools and students, including a strong incentive for growth, attendance, and
graduation. We revised the AMOs to expect fifty-percent reduction in percent proficient in six
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years, including all subgroups. In determining consequences and State support, we will continue
to employ the diagnostic tools we have developed and refined with the assistance of the Alaska
Comprehensive Center.

Alaska is ahead of the curve on ensuring effective instruction and leadership. A teacher quality
working group has been meeting for more two years to devise new standards for teacher and
administrator evaluation, and this process has resulted in new regulations that are out for an
extended period of public comment.

The flexibility in these waivers is crucial for Alaska’s school improvement agenda, both on a state
level and a school-district level. Without the waivers, we would continue to be trapped in a cycle
of identification and corrective action that has lost credibility, causes unnecessary expense and
poor use of resources, and makes no sense for many of Alaska’s remote single-site K-12 schools.
Although Alaska would urge USED to consider additional flexibility and amendments to make
the law better-suited to the needs of school improvement in Alaska, the flexibility in use of
resources and the identification of focus and priority schools offered by these waivers are
significant improvements. Accordingly, we ask that USED grant the flexibility requested in this
application.

PRINCIPLE 1: COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY EXPECTATIONS

FOR ALL STUDENTS

1.A ADOPT COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option
selected.

Option A Option B
[ ] The State has adopted college- and careet- X] The State has adopted college- and career-

ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that are common to a
significant number of States, consistent with
part (1) of the definition of college- and
career-ready standards.

1. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with the

State’s standards adoption process.
(Attachment 4)

ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that have been
approved and certified by a State network of
mnstitutions of higher education (IHEs),
consistent with part (2) of the definition of
college- and career-ready standards.

1. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with
the State’s standards adoption process.
(Attachment 4))

ii. Attach a copy of the memorandum of
understanding or letter from a State
network of IHEs certifying that students
who meet these standards will not need
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remedial coursework at the

postsecondary level. ([Attachment J)

1.B TRANSITION TO COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS

Provide the SEA’s plan to transition to and implement no later than the 2013-2014 school year
college- and careet-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics for
all students and schools and include an explanation of how this transition plan is likely to lead to all
students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining
access to and learning content aligned with such standards. The Department encourages an SEA to
include in its plan activities related to each of the italicized questions in the corresponding section of
the document titled ESE.A Flexibility Review Guidance for Window 3, or to explain why one or more of
those activities is not necessary to its plan.

»  Does the SEA intend to analyze the exctent of alignment between the State’s current content standards
and the college- and career-ready standards to determine similarities and differences between those two sets
of standards? If so, will the results be used to inform the transition to college- and career-ready standards?

The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (EED) worked with stakeholders to
develop the state’s new college- and cateer-ready English/language arts and mathematics
standards in grades kindergarten through 12.

http://www.ced.state.ak.us/tls /assessment/2012AKStandards.html. The stakeholders used the
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) as the lens through which to examine Alaska’s previous
standards and revise them. This work was conducted over 18 months and included a study by the
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) of the alignment of Alaska’s college- and career-
ready standards with the CCSS (See Attachment [[LT]).

Following an extended period of public comment and further revisions to the proposed Alaska
standards, the State Board of Education & Eatly Development (State Board) adopted them in
June 2012.

To help Alaska’s teachers and students transition to Alaska’s college- and career-ready standards,
EED has developed a compatrison tool that analyzes the commonalities and differences between
Alaska’s new standards and its former standards, the Fourth Edition Grade Level Expectations.

¥ Does the SEA intend to analyze the linguistic demands of the State’s college- and career-ready standards
to inform the development of ELP standards corvesponding to the college- and career-ready standards and
to ensure that English Learners will have the opportunity to achieve fo the college- and career-ready
standards? If so, will the results be used to inform revision of the ELP standards and support English
Learners in accessing the college- and career-ready standards on the same schedule as all students?

As a member of the World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment Consortium (WIDA),
Alaska adopted new English Language Proficient (ELP) standards in 2011 based on the WIDA
consortium standards. WIDA enlisted an independent research group to conduct an alignment
study of its ELP standards and the CCSS

(http:/ /www.wida.us/Research/agenda/Alienment/index.aspx). Results, released in March 2011,
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indicate strong alignment between the WIDA ELP standards and the CCSS for English/language
arts and mathematics. Because of the overwhelming similarities between the CCSS and the Alaska
college- and career-ready standards, this work will benefit English learners in Alaska by providing
school districts the WIDA-Access Placement Test, which may be used as a screener for
identification purposes. These tools provide measures for assessing how well English learners are
learning content needed to fully understand the State’s academic standards. This data then is used
to guide instruction and supports for students.

EED will offer further training in September 2012 at the annual Test Coordinators Conference,
where instruction on delivery, procedure and administration of all tests are addressed.

In addition to the assessment tools, EED, in conjunction with WIDA, will provide English
Language Development Standards training for school districts on September 26 and 27, 2012, via
webinar and live training on November 27 and 28, 2012, in Anchorage. On November 9 and 10,
2012, EL content educators and curriculum development personnel will attend the EED-
sponsored Curriculum and Alignment Institute in Anchorage to facilitate further understanding
on implementing Alaska’s college- and career-ready standards.

»  Does the SEA intend to analyze the learning and accommodation factors necessary to ensure that students
with disabilities will have the opportunity to achieve to the college- and career-ready standards? If so, will
the results be used to support students with disabilities in accessing the college- and career-ready standards
on the same schedule as all students?

EED uses the Special Education Annual Performance Reporting measures for tracking data, and
conducts detailed analysis with this collected data. EED conducts stakeholder sessions twice
annually to review the meaning of data results and to develop a plan to best implement the data
results to school districts. Factors that were directly tied to the opportunity to achieve college- and
career-ready levels are tied to indicators 1-Graduation Rates, 2-Dropout rates and 13-Secondary
transition. This information, complemented by the implementation of new Alaska standards,
provides the framework to developing student plans at the individual level.

School districts with high performance rates model in other districts with similar demographics, in
an effort to replicate success rates while allowing for individual district considerations. College-
and career-ready standards are the same for students with disabilities. Individualized Education
Programs (IEPs) contain goals that must be aligned to the State content standards, and which are
monitored for compliance by EED’s Special Education Team. Students with disabilities have
access to extensive accommodations to empower students to achieve State standards through the
IEP, as well as supports and teaching specifically designed to the students’ disability.

Training on the college- and career-ready standards is being accomplished statewide through a
variety of venues. Within special education, the primary effort is conducted in a statewide special
education director’s training. Because of Alaska’s relatively small number of school districts (54),
gathering the special education directors for an annual meeting is manageable and provides a time
for individualized district support. This meeting, which will address implementing the new
standards, is scheduled for September 27-28, 2012. Further technical assistance will be offered
through personal contact provided through the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG)
funded by the Office of Special Education Programs.
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Through the SPDG, Alaska is supporting and preparing teachers of students with disabilities. This
is a multi-tiered response-to-intervention framework that facilitates high-quality core instruction
for students with disabilities and other students as identified, by partnering with the University of
Alaska Fairbanks to mentor early-career teachers of students with disabilities and special
education directors. Furthermore, the grant provides for early childhood Technical Assistance
Center on Social Emotional Intervention-trained Positive Behavioral Intervention Support
coaches in Alaska school districts.

With the development of the new college- and career-ready standards, the current assessment
measures for student with disabilities may require additional supports and considerations. The
State’s current assessment procedures have very specific guidelines for accommodations,
modifications, and alternate assessments. EED makes available to school districts training and
support to all teachers and administrators to ensure students have appropriate measures in place
for assessment under the college- and career-ready standards.

EED conducts training through conferences, presentations, and webinars as well as through one-
on-one technical assistance as geographic and financial circumstances allow. Training is conducted
from the perspective of how the new standards best support all students to achieve college and
career readiness. Frameworks and instructional suppotts are presented with specific consideration
on how the new standards will impact students with disabilities.

»  Does the SEA intend to conduct ontreach on and dissemination of the college- and career-ready standards?
If 50, does the SEA’s plan reach the appropriate stakeholders, including educators, administrators,
Samilies, and IHEs? s it likely that the plan will result in all stakeholders increasing their awareness of
the State’s college- and career-ready standards?

To ensure that all education stakeholders in Alaska are knowledgeable regarding Alaska’s college-
and career-ready standards, EED will use a phased approach. The Phased Transition Plan
provides educators of all students the opportunity to become aware of the Alaska standards,

transition to their use, and prepare their students to be assessed on the standards. (See
Attachment [L2)

The Phased Transition Plan builds awareness of the college- and career-ready standards through
an awareness campaign and tools to support transition. Transition tools will provide support for
curriculum alignment and instruction in the standards; implementation tools will enable educators
to fully implement the standards while offering continued support for instruction of students. The
timeline below is a result of a commitment to stakeholders to be thoughtful and intentional in the
transition process.

e January 2013: Complete an awareness campaign that began during the standards adoption
process using tools to support distticts in the effort

e 2013-2014 school year: Provide support for curriculum alignment and changes in
instructional practices to the new standards with the expectation some grades and/or
content areas are receiving instruction linked to the new standards.
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e 2014-2015 school year: Continue support for instruction in the new standards with the
expectation that students in all grades and/or content atea are receiving instruction linked
to the new standards.

e 2015-2016 school year: Continue support for instruction in the new standards with
expectations that all students are receiving instruction linked to the new standards.

Understanding that school districts will implement Alaska’s college- and career-ready standards at
varied rates, EED has provided a plan for the transition in a phased roll-out plan as outlined
below:

Phase I: Awareness

The awareness phase has involved, and will continue to involve, presentations at meetings and a
series of awareness webinars for key stakeholders including families and community members. A
webpage with tesources/activities/information related to the college- and career ready standatds
will be available to all community members, parents, school district personnel, teachers, and all
other stakeholder groups.

The literacy and mathematics content specialists are providing outreach on, and dissemination of,
the college- and career-ready standards to education providers and stakeholders, including the
Alaska Statewide Mentor Project, the Alaska Administrator Coaching Project, the Statewide
System of Support coaches, the Teacher Quality Working Group, and EED’s Teaching and
Learning Support Education teams who liaison with school districts in a variety of Federal and
State programs. These collaborative efforts are further described throughout Principle 1, 2 and 3.

Other steps in the awareness campaign include:

e printing and distribution of the college- and career-ready Alaska standards in
English/language arts and mathematics, and distribution of parent and teacher guides and
publications for the standards;

e webinar series for school district leaders, principals, teachers, educational organizations,
professional development providers, community members and parents that will be
archived and retrievable on demand;

e presentations at the Annual Association of School Administratots/EED Summer Meeting
in July 2012 and Professional Development (Title IT) competitive grant technical
assistance meetings in September 18-20 and 24-26, 2012, in Anchorage; and

e presentations during the 2012-13 school year at the Association of Alaska School Boards
winter board membership academy, Alaska Elementary and Secondary Principals
Conference, Alaska PTA Conference, and the NEA-AK Delegate Assembly and
Professional Development Conference.

Content specialists will collaborate with content teacher leader organizations such as the Alaska
State Literacy Association and the Alaska Council of Teachers of Mathematics to coordinate
efforts of awareness of the college- and career-ready standards. EED, with the Alaska Early
Childhood Coordinating Council, will work with content specialists to provide information about
the standards. EED will provide business and community awareness through presentations to the
State Board of Education & Eatly Development (State Board), Alaska Workforce Development
Board, Alaska Legislature, Chamber of Commerce and community organizations.
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Phase II: Transition

In preparation for the transition to the college- and career-ready standards, EED conducted a
comprehensive crosswalk in English/language arts and mathematics to determine the
comparisons between the state’s former content standards and the new standards. The crosswalk
documents are available on EED’s website at

(http://education.alaska. gov/tls/assessment/2012comparison.html). The crosswalk was designed
to be a tool for school districts to become familiar with the new standards in relationship to the
former content standards and Grade Level Expectations.

The transition phase of the college- and career-ready standards will include State-sponsored
professional development for teachers and administrators. Content specialists are developing tools
to be used by school districts and teachers during the transition phase. During the spring of 2013,
EED will continue to build the capacity for statewide implementation of the new standards by
providing ongoing State-sponsored professional development opportunities, including workshops
and online training webinars.

For the past four years, EED has hosted two Curriculum Alignment Institutes, at which time
teams from school districts and EED worked on aligning district curricula to State standards.
During the 2012-2013 school year, EED will host institutes focusing on helping districts align
their curricula with the new standards. (See Attachment [[.4)

Phase III: Implementation

The third phase is the full implementation of the college- and career-ready standards in the 2014-
2015 school year. A portion of this phase will consist of field test questions aligned to the
standards on the spring 2013 state assessment. The results of these field tested questions will be
used to plan future professional development for teachers in their instructional practices.

An additional activity of this phase includes the piloting of tools for use as early as 2013-14 school
year for principals and building leaders to evaluate the quality of standards implementation at the
classroom level. Please see the complete description of the activity later in this principle.

¥ Does the SEA intend to provide professional development and other supports to prepare teachers to teach
all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, to the new
standards? If so, will the planned professional development and supports prepare teachers to teach to the
new standards, use instructional materials aligned with those standards, and use data on multiple
measures of student performance (e.g., data from formative, benchmark, and summative assessments) to
inform instruction?

EED has developed a multi-dimensional professional development plan to support all teachers.
Included in this plan are webinar series, presentations, and collaborative efforts as outlined in the
Standards Professional Development Timeline. Because of the geography, cost of travel from
remote areas, and isolation of a large number of the schools in Alaska, a significant portion of the
professional development plan uses distance delivery as the venue. (See attachment [[.)
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One dimension of this plan is the collaborative efforts of EED’s Special Education team, NCLB
Title I and III teams, assessment team, and literacy and mathematics content specialists to offer
webinar series and conferences to train teachers of all students with specific emphasis on English
language learners and students with disabilities.

The Limited English Proficient (LEP) Title III program has in development a series of webinars
available to all teachers on the Amplified English Language Development Standards and how they
fit into instruction in the general education classroom. EED has invited all teachers to attend the
Academic Language in the Content Areas Mathematics-Science: Skills and Strategies to Adapt
Instruction for English Language Learners Conference sponsored by LEP Title IIT on October
10-12, 2012, in Anchorage. Additional sessions are planned for spring 2013.

EED’s Special Education team and content specialists are working to achieve the goal of making
the college- and career-ready standards accessible to all students, including students with
disabilities, by using resources available through memberships to the State Collaborative on
Assessment and Student Standards Assessing Special Education Students and the National Center
and State Collaborative, through the Office of Special Education Programs, which provide
technical assistance to teachers and directors.

Alaska is a member of both collaboratives. These enterprises address the inclusion of students
with disabilities in large-scale standards, assessments, and accountability systems.

A second dimension of the professional development plan is to conduct training at annual state
conferences. During the 2012-2013 school year, the literacy and mathematics content specialists
will conduct training workshops for teachers at the following professional development
conferences held in Alaska each year: Special Education, Career and Technical Education, and
Alaska Society for Technology in Education. During the 2013-2014 school year, content
specialists will conduct training for teachers at the biennial Mathematics/Science, Literacy, and
Bilingual Multicultural and Education Equity conferences.

The final dimension of the professional development plan is to conduct State-sponsored
opportunities for educators of all children. EED will sponsor the Literacy Institute, Transforming
K-8 Mathematics Instruction Institute, and Curriculum Alighment Institute to help ensure all
teachers have the supports needed to teach to the college- and career-ready standards.
Additionally, EED content specialists will collaborate with teacher leader content consortia and
organizations such as the Alaska State Literacy Association and Alaska Council of Teachers of
Mathematics to ensure the college- and career-ready standards are being addressed in their
statewide professional development efforts.

¥ Does the SEA intend to provide professional development and supports to prepare principals to provide
strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the new standards? 1If so, will this plan prepare
principals to do so?

EED is working with various organizations to provide professional development and supports to
prepare principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the college- and
career-ready standards. The Alaska Administrator Coaching Project will support early-career
principals who have less than two years of experience. In partnership with the Rural Alaska
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Principal Preparation and Support program, EED supports principal preparation specifically
focused on high-poverty and remote schools, and all principals are supported through partnership
with the Alaska Council of School Administrators, Alaska Association of School Administrators,
Alaska Association of Elementary School Principals, and Alaska Association of Secondary School
Principals. In addition, EED has formed a Teacher Quality Working Group that includes
representatives of the University of Alaska Teacher and Administrator Preparation Programs.
Below are descriptions of the programs and activities planned to prepare principals to provide
strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the new standards.

Alaska Administrator Coaching Project (See Attachment [

EED, along with the Alaska Administrator Coaching Project (AACP), will develop tools to
evaluate the quality of implementing the new standards at the classroom level. These tools will be
piloted first with experienced administrators, including principals and superintendents who have
completed the AACP program, then expanded to targeted principals throughout the state, and
tinally to all instructional leaders statewide. Below are activities planned and proposed:

e Workshop for eatly-career instructional leaders (including principals) on the new standards
during the November 2012 AACP Institute. This workshop will include introduction of the
available awareness and transition tools, such as the District Leaders Standard Guide in the
Alaska Standards 2012 Toolkit
(http://education.alaska.gov/tls/assessment/2012toolkit.html).

¢ Development of a tool for administrators, specifically principals and building leaders, to
evaluate standards-implementation quality at the classroom level. In 2013-2014, AACP
coaches and experienced principals will pilot the tool.

e  Workshop on teacher observation for determining effective school-level and classroom-level
instructional practices during the October 2013 AACP Institute.

® Review of existing teacher and principal evaluation tools by AACP coaches and experience
administrators. During spring 2013, piloting of the teacher evaluation tool by AACP coaches
and experienced principals and then the principal evaluation tool by AACP coaches, school
district administrators and superintendents during spring 2014.

o  Work with AACP to identify ways that school district and State resources can be leveraged to
expand efforts to more principals and administrators especially those new to Alaska.

Alaska School Leadership Institute (See Attachment [[.7)

EED works collaboratively to sponsor the Alaska School Leadership Institute each summer with
the Rural Alaska Principal Preparation and Support program (RAPPS). RAPPS is a
comprehensive leadership development program focused on preparing principals for high-poverty
and remote schools, and supporting principals who are serving in those schools. Below are
planned and proposed activities:

e Dissemination of resources from the Alaska Learning Standards Pre-conference session at the
Alaska School Leadership Institute 2012, attended by more than 25 educators on May 29,
2012.

e Workshop dedicated to the college- and career-ready standards, ensuring that principals are
prepared to help teachers to transition. Summer 2013 will focus on the standards transition
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phase, and summer 2014 and beyond will focus on transition and implementation phases.

e  Workshop dedicated to Alaska’s new student accountability system, ensuring that principals
and teachers can use data to improve instruction. In summer 2013, continue the focus on
using school district and state assessment data. Additionally, provide an awareness of the data
that will be used for meeting Annual Measurable Objectives targets and indicators that
contribute to a school’s Alaska School Performance Index score and star rating.

e  Workshop dedicated to Alaska’s new teacher and principal accountability system, focusing on
teachers during summer 2013 and administrators during summer 2014.

e  Work with RAPPS leadership teams to explore potential school district and State resources to
share costs of expanded and sustainability efforts. Any efforts to include additional school
district administrators and beyond September 2013 will be based on resources available.

Content Specialists Collaborative Efforts

EED content specialists will work through a variety of avenues to reach all principals in the state
to provide professional development to enhance strong instructional leadership. The content
specialists have developed the District Leaders Standards Guide (referenced above), which can be
used in professional development for administrators. EED’s literacy and mathematics content
specialists are developing a webinar series specifically tailored to new and experienced principals,
and it will be archived for continued use. The Alaska Council of School Administrators, Alaska
Association of School Administrators, Alaska Association of Elementary School Principals, and
Alaska Association of Secondary School Principals hold annual conferences at which EED
content specialists will present informational sessions on the college- and career-ready standards
and work with members to move the standards forward in their school districts. Content
specialists will work with representatives of the University of Alaska teacher and administrator
preparation programs through EED’s Teacher Quality Working Group.

¥ Does the SEA propose to develop and disseminate high-gnality instructional materials aligned with the
new standards? 1f so, are the instructional materials designed (or will they be designed) to support the
teaching and learning of all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-
achieving students?

Alaska is a local-control state, and school districts have the ultimate responsibility to determine
which instructional materials best meet the needs of their students. EED will work collaboratively
with school districts, educational organizations, and Alaska’s mnstitutes of higher education on
ways to develop and disseminate high-quality instructional materials aligned with the college- and
career-ready standards. In particular, EED will act as a team across the Teaching and Learning
Support programs such as Special Education, English Language Learners and State System of
Support to provide guidance and expertise on how instructional materials can be designed to
support learning of all students, especially those special populations needing extra support. These
high-quality instructional materials will be both for students and professional development for
teachers.

As part of competitive teacher professional development (Title ITA and B) grants, school districts
and other educational organizations must ensure that any curriculum and professional

development materials produced are aligned with the college- and career-ready standards. Specific
workshops on the new standards will be included in the technical assistance sessions being held in
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September 2012.

EED, in collaboration with Alaska Staff Development Network, will host a Professional
Development Forum in Anchorage during winter 2013 to allow outside educational organizations
and professional development providers to become familiar with the new standards, to ensure
that developed curriculum and instructional materials are aligned to Alaska’s standards. EED will
work with publishers conducting alignment studies with Alaska’s standards, and will continue to
support school districts through Curriculum Alignment Institutes and by gathering feedback for
appropriate high-quality instructional materials that will be aligned to the new standards.

EED will provide a process and tools for school districts to review student instructional materials,
specifically the work of the Basil Alignment Project, CCSS Mathematics Curriculum Analysis
Tool, and professional development materials and publishers’ criteria for CCSS from CCSSO.
Other topics may include the National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standards and
differentiation, including Response to Instruction, and Universal Design for Learning, as
suggested in the CCSS’s recommendations for students with disabilities.

Through State and Federal initiatives, planned activities will develop the materials below:

° Instructional resources for Tier I mathematics intervention activities for classroom
teachers. These instructional resources will be linked to Response to Intervention ladders
created for the Measures of Academic Progress assessment.

o Materials on mathematics topics, including diagnosing student errors, mathematics
discourse, and differentiating mathematics instruction for use in professional
development.

o Transforming mathematics instruction materials aligned to the new K-8 mathematics

standards, including illustrative examples, connections to the mathematics practices, and
formative assessment tools.

o Science and literacy instructional matetials for K-6 students aligned to the English/
language arts standards with the accompanying teacher professional development.

o Instructional materials around increased text complexity, text-dependent questions,
vocabulary acquisition, and the English language learner, and connecting reading and
writing in the classroom.

o Materials on rigorous reading instruction though Literacy Institutes, webinar series
highlighting the five essential components of reading instruction, and the Alaska Reading
Course.

o Instructional materials for 9-12 mathematics providing contextual examples for the new

mathematics standards using Career and Technical Education strands.

¥ Does the SEA plan to expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses,
or accelerated learning opportunities? If so, will this plan lead to more students having access to conrses
that prepare them for college and a career?
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EED plans to continue its efforts to expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites,
dual-enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities. These plans are implemented
through two state initiatives, Alaska’s Learning Network and Alaska Performance Scholarship,
and two Federal programs, Advanced Placement and Career and Technical Education. These
efforts will lead to more students having access to courses that prepare them for college and a
career as outlined by program below.

Alaska’s Learning Network (AKLN) — http://www.aklearn.net)

Recognizing the importance of ensuring that all students have access to rigorous coursework and
understanding the challenges of accessibility for many learners in the state, EED worked with a
consortium of all 54 school districts to create Alaska’s Learning Network (AKLN). AKLN
provides all Alaskan students access to rigorous coursework through distance delivery, blended
learning and “flipped” classrooms; using supplemental materials to assist school districts with
needs for highly qualified teachers and class structure. School districts work with AKLN staff, in
partnership with the University of Alaska, to learn how to effectively teach through distance, as
well as build online courses and pilot courses. All AKLLN courses are aligned to the college- and
career-ready standards. AKLN provides courses for students, resources for students and teachers,
and high-quality professional development.

Alaska Performance Scholarship (APS) -

http:/ /akadvantage.alaska.gov/Grants and Scholarships/Alaska Performance Scholarship.aspx

APS is an invitation to excellence for all Alaskan students. Students who complete rigorous
coursework are eligible for scholarships to Alaska’s postsecondary institutions. The APS is a
merit-based scholarship that provides an opportunity for any future Alaska high school graduate
who meets a core set of requirements to receive funding to pursue college or career training in
Alaska. The requirements include an increased course load with a focus on more rigorous
curriculum, tiered award levels for grade point average, college entrance exam scores, and career
skills attamnment scores. Completion of the APS curricular requirements, in addition to mastery of
the college- and career-ready standards, will ensure that high school graduates will be prepared for
college-level courses.

Advanced Placement (AP) - http://education.alaska.gov/tls /ap

EED provides access to AP college-level courses through Federal Advanced Placement Test Fee
Reduction and prior training provided through the AP Incentive Program. Since 2001, EED has
received Federal AP Test Fee Reduction funds, which offer Alaska’s low-income students the
opportunity to take AP exams at no cost. Without Alaska’s current Federal funding, these
students would have limited economic means to participate in AP exams. In 2009, International
Baccalaureate low-income students from all Alaska schools participated in the fee reduction
program for the first time. The program is designed to increase the number of low-income
students to take AP tests and receive scores for which college academic credit is awarded.
Previously, through a partnership with Washington Department of Education, EED received
Federal AP Incentive funds to provide teacher professional development in Pre-AP and AP
courses as well as vertical teaming. EED is in discussion with the National Mathematics + Science
Initiative to enhance teacher training to prepare students to succeed in Pre-AP and AP courses in
mathematics and science. This teacher training program is being implemented in the Matanuska-
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Susitna Borough School District.

Career and Technical Education (CTE) - http://education.alaska.gov/tls/CTE

EED will expand support for the Programs of Study development effort that it has been funded
through the CTE program and the Alaska Tech Prep Consortium. A multi-year effort, it has
evolved into a collaborative effort of university campuses, school districts and EED to seamlessly
align the standards and performance expectations of CTE programs at the secondary and
postsecondary levels with Alaskan employers. The initiative includes review of the university-level
general education requirements in order to reduce and eliminate the need for academic
remediation. The Programs of Study model is expanding its work to the Alaska Process Industries
Career Consortium’s development and advocacy of STEM (science, technology, engineering and
mathematics) activities and, in particular, engineering academies so that students will be prepared
for colleges and careers. The Programs of Study model has developed a statewide University of
Alaska policy for program articulation that governs the availability of concutrent college credit for
high school students, either through a tech-prep model (course offered at the high school with an
approved high school teacher) or dual credit (course offered at the college instructed by college
faculty). During the 2010-2011 school year, 1,550 secondary students earned 7,360 university
credits that were either required or elective for a postsecondary program, providing them a head
start toward their career. The Alaska CTE team will be working with school districts during the
next three years to review all CTE programs and courses, and incorporate the college- and career-
ready standards into the courses. Professional development will continue to be offered, to
increase the capacity of instructors to effectively teach or reinforce the concepts necessary for
success in their CTE pathway. EED’s content specialists will participate to support the
collaboration efforts.

»  Does the SEA intend to work with the State’s IHEs and other teacher and principal preparation
programs to better prepare—

O incoming teachers to teach all students, including English 1 earners, students with disabilities,
and low-achieving students, to the new college- and career-ready standards; and

O incoming principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership on teaching to the new
standards?

If 50, will the implementation of the plan likely improve the preparation of incoming teachers and
principals?

EED collaborates with various organizations and has special working groups to better prepare
teachers to teach all students, and prepare principals to provide strong, supportive instructional
leadership. The Alaska Administrator Coaching Project and the Rural Alaska Principal
Preparation and Support Program, including the Alaska State Leadership Institute, are two
programs that support principals; similatly the Alaska Statewide Mentor Program supports early-
career teachers with less than two years of experience. EED’s Teacher Quality Working Group
will coordinate efforts between these programs, with the University of Alaska Statewide as lead
partnet.

Four Alaska institutions of higher education (IHE) offer teacher and administrator preparation
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programs. To continue the dialog with Alaska’s IHEs about preparing teachers and
administrators, EED has called for meetings in October 2012, January 2013, and April 2013. The
focus will be on preparing teachers and principals so that incoming teachers are prepared to teach
all students to the college- and career-ready standards. Each Alaska IHE will be invited to bring a
team consisting of the deans or chairs of the education and arts and science departments and the
lead faculty of the special populations and administrative preparation programs. (See Attachments

[Jand [P

The meetings will review recent changes to regulations that affect teacher and administrator
preparation programs; the IHEs will share their alignment efforts to date. Participants will identify
resources to expand capacity and areas in which IHEs and EED can collaborate to strengthen
teacher and administrator preparation. Action plans will be created, with responsible parties
identified. Additional meetings will be scheduled as necessary.

The following are among the proposed agenda items for the meetings:
e cxamine national trends in teacher and principal preparation and where Alaska stands;

e review and refine the State’s approval process for teacher and administrator preparation
progtams;

® guidelines and expectations for Alaska’s teacher and administrator preparation programs
to include the Alaska professional and content standards for teachers and administrators,
the State’s cultural standards for beginning teachers and professional teachers and
administrators, the college- and career-ready standards, extended grade level expectations
for severely cognitively delayed students, English language proficiency standards, and the
State’s Literacy Blueprint;

e review the IHEs internal processes for teacher and administrator preparation programs,
alignment efforts and indicators of success.

EED works with IHEs through Title II Professional Development grants for teachers. By
encouraging IHEs to align their professional development offerings with the college- and career-
ready standards, the competitive application process encourages changes needed for pre-service
teachers. IHEs will be encouraged to attend the Professional Development Forum.

»  Does the SEA plan to evaluate its current assessments and increase the rigor of those assessments and
their alignment with the State’s college- and career-ready standards, in order to better prepare students and
teachers for the new assessments through one or more of the following strategies:

o Raising the State’s academic achievement standards on its current assessments to ensure that they
reflect a level of postsecondary readiness, or are being increased over time to that level of rigor?
(E.g., the SEA might compare current achievement standards to a measure of postsecondary
readiness by back-mapping from college entrance requirements or remediation rates, analyzing the
relationship between proficient scores on the State assessments and the ACT or SAT scores
accepted by most of the State’s 4-year public IHEs, or conducting NAEP mapping studies.)

o Augmenting or revising current State assessments by adding questions, removing guestions, or
varying formats in order to better align those assessments with the State’s college- and career-ready

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development September 4, 2012

Page 37 of 820



standards?

o Tmplementing another strategy to increase the rigor of current assessments, such as using the
“advanced” performance level on State assessments instead of the “proficient” performance level as
the goal for individual student performance or using college-preparatory assessments or other
adyanced tests on which IHEs grant course credits to entering college students to determine
whether students are prepared for postsecondary success?

If 50, is this activity likely to result in an increase in the rigor of the State’s current assessments and

their alignment with college- and career-ready standards?

Alaska will analyze the scale scores at each existing proficiency level on the future State
assessments by comparing student scores with the ACT and SAT to find correlations between
achievement levels. This analysis will provide statistical evidence to support the alignment
between the new standards, the new more rigorous assessments, and expected levels of college
readiness.

EED is augmenting its current State assessments by field testing in spring 2013 new items and
new item types that are aligned to the college- and career-ready standards. EED is working with
its testing contractor to design new item samplers to be released for distribution by spring 2014.
Performance tasks and items that are more appropriate for online testing will be developed and
distributed by spring 2015. EED is mapping items in the existing test bank that are based on
existing Grade Level Expectations with the college- and career-ready standards. All existing items
will be recoded to identify how or if they can be utilized for the new, more-rigorous assessments.
In some cases items will be removed; other items will be retained; and others will be recoded to
different grade levels or grade level ranges. These activities will result in a much more robust,
flexible and rigorous item bank that will yield assessments aligned to the college- and career-ready
standards.

»  Does the SEA intend to analyze the factors that need to be addressed in preparing teachers of students
with disabilities participating in a State’s alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement
standards (AA-NLAAS) in order to ensure these students can participate in the assessments that will be
aligned with college and career-ready standards?

Alaska does not have an alternative assessment based on modified academic achievement
standards because the state does not have modified standards. Alternative assessments,
modifications and accommodations exist for testing of disabled students under the educational
standards that address all Alaskan students.

Note: The outcome is that all teachers of students with disabilities will be able to map an
instructional pathway, using learning progressions from a student’s present levels of performance
to be enrolled at grade-level standards. In addition to this, plans are under way to develop training
materials.

¥ Does the SEA propose other activities in its transition plan? If so, is it likely that these activities will
support the transition to and implementation of the State’s college- and career-ready standards?

Alaska is actively pursuing becoming a participating state in one of the assessment consortia.
EED has conducted teleconference meetings with the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium
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(SBAC) and the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers consortium,
and each consortium’s project management partners. Consortia membership will allow Alaska’s
educators to access high-quality instructional materials, interim and formative assessment tools,
and conversations regarding relevant rigorous curriculum.

Most recently, in Seattle, Wash., EED leadership met with leadership team members from SBAC
to discuss Alaska’s effort to join the consortium. The following week, SBAC’s Executive Council
met and recommended that SBAC discuss with USED the inclusion of Alaska as a member.
Alaska provided evidence to the SBAC leadership members showing that the Alaska
English/language arts and mathematics standards are well-aligned with the Common Core State
Standards. EED’s evidence included the standards themselves as well as the documentation for
analyses by the Council of Chief State School Officers’ Common Core implementation team.

Through membership in SBAC, Alaska schools will have access to optional computer adaptive
assessments in the classroom. These assessments will be self-administered several times within a
school year; decisions related to the frequency of testing will be made locally. The interim
assessments will provide immediate results to teachers that can be used to inform instruction.
The items and item types will be similar to those that will be administered in the summative
assessments. Access to these assessments and exposure to the more-rigorous items and item types
will assist students and teachers as we transition to college- and career-ready standards. By the
time that the students participate in the summative assessments in the spring, they will be familiar
with the testing process, content, item types and delivery.

Membership in SBAC will provide classroom teachers with access to multiple formative
assessment resources. SBAC is developing a large bank of tools, processes and practices that will
support the implementation of college- and career-ready standards in Alaska. Classroom teachers
will have access to performance tasks, which can be used to collect formative information.
Scoring rubrics will be available for use by teachers to support teaching learning in an on-demand
tormat. Classroom teachers will be able to design and administer their own assessments to
measure the progress of their students.

Alaska will use a technology readiness tool that has been developed for consortia members. EED
will gather information in preparation of administering not only the electronic delivery of
assessments, but the use of a computer adaptive testing system. EED’s Technology Coordinator
is gathering data to measure the state’s capability for administering computerized tests. EED will
continue to promote the use of electronic testing for all of the students in grade 11 that
participate in the ACT WorkKeys career-ready assessment. In anticipation of Alaska moving to
electronic testing for the future summative testing program, EED’s immediate goal is to have all
school districts attempt to administer the WorkKeys assessment electronically by fall 2013. This
requirement will allow us the first look at district and school capacity for delivering assessments
electronically. EED will investigate the current use of electronic formative and interim assessment
systems that are now used by our public schools.
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1.C DEVELOP AND ADMINISTER ANNUAL, STATEWIDE, ALIGNED, HIGH-

QUALITY ASSESSMENTS THAT MEASURE STUDENT GROWTH

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option

selected.

Option A

[ ] The SEA is participating in
one of the two State
consortia that received a
grant under the Race to the
Top Assessment
competition.

1. Attach the State’s
Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU)
under that competition.
(Attachment 6)

Option B

X The SEA is not
participating in either one
of the two State consortia
that received a grant under
the Race to the Top
Assessment competition,
and has not yet developed
or administered statewide
aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure
student growth in
reading/language atts and
in mathematics in at least
grades 3-8 and at least once
in high school in all LEAs.

i. Provide the SEA’s plan
to develop and
administer annually,
beginning no later than
the 2014-2015 school
year, statewide aligned,
high-quality assessments
that measure student
growth in
reading/language arts
and in mathematics in at
least grades 3-8 and at
least once in high school
in all LEAs, as well as
set academic
achievement standards
for those assessments.

Option C

[] The SEA has developed
and begun annually
administering statewide
aligned, high-quality
assessments that measute
student growth in
reading/language arts and
in mathematics in at least
grades 3-8 and at least once
in high school in all LEAs.

i. Attach evidence that the
SEA has submitted these
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department for peer
review or attach a
timeline of when the
SEA will submit the
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department for peer
review. (Attachment 7)

Alaska adopted college- and career-ready Alaska standards for English/language arts and
mathematics in June 2012, following a review and revision process that spanned more than two
years. Two full years were needed to fully involve all of our stakeholders in thoughtful and thorough
consideration, which was crucial for developing the new standards. Alaska plans to use an
implementation period of four years, to be consistent with states that have adopted the Common
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Core State Standards, as well as to allow school districts to transition from existing Grade Level
Expectations to the new standards. Within the existing assessment system, EED will field test new
items and new item types starting in spring 2013. These new items will be innovative, rigorous and
aligned to the college- and career-ready standards. Alaska’s new high-quality, aligned assessments will
tirst be administered during the 2015-16 school year. Membership with the SBAC consortium will
allow Alaska to use materials and tools that are being developed for the consortium. The statewide
assessment system will continue to assess students in grades three through ten through 2015, with
current consideration being given to assessing students in grade 11 starting in 2016. New item
samplers will be developed by 2014 to be used by classroom teachers.

Alaska is committed to designing assessments that can be delivered in an electronic format. EED
requires the WorkKeys assessment to be delivered electronically for all students in grade 11. EED
has a goal of having all school distticts administer the WorkKeys assessment electronically in fall
2013. To prepare for this, Alaska will conduct a technology readiness survey and coordinate with
district technology coordinators to analyze capacity, bandwidth, and hardware capabilities.

As referenced in Principle 2, a strong aspect of Alaska’s accountability system will continue to be its
ability to measure student growth across multiple years in the statewide assessment system. Alaska
has been incorporating growth data for Federal and State accountability measures for several years.
Alaska was among the first states to have a growth model approved for inclusion in AYP, in 2007,
and continues to use it. The State adopted a growth model for State accountability in 2006.

Alaska has joined the National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC) consortium to address the
needs of students with severe cognitive disabilities. Alaska has participated in the Cutriculum and
Instruction workgroup, the Technology workgroup, and in regularly scheduled Community of
Practice meetings with NCSC leadership. Alaska has addressed the following key factors in its work
with the NCSC: articulating college and career readiness; defining the construct relative to the
Alternate Assessment on Alternate Achievement Standards and the students it serves; developing
communicative competence; delivery of professional development; building capacity to deliver
professional development; and developing a strong argument for validity. Alaska will continue to
coordinate with its qualified mentors, qualified assessors, and school district test coordinators to
ensure that expectations are well-understood for students with severe cognitive disabilities as Alaska
transitions to the college- and career-ready standards.

Alaska has joined the Wotld-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) consortium to
address the needs of English language learners. Alaska adopted WIDA standards in 2011. EED will
work with the consortium to develop and identify resources to meet the needs of the EL population.
Alaska uses the ACCESS for ELs assessment to measure English language development.
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2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016

Summative Standards Based | Standards Based | Standards Based | New Alaska
Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment; fully

aligned to Grade | aligned to Grade | aligned to Grade | aligned to new

Level Level Level Alaska standards

Expectations; Expectations; Expectations;

field test items field test items field test items

and new item and new item and new item

types aligned to | types aligned to | types aligned to

new Alaska new Alaska new Alaska

standards standards standards
Alternate Current Alaska New NCSC New NCSC New NCSC
Assessment Alternate designed designed designed
(NCSC Assessment Alternate Alternate Alternate
Consortium) aligned to current | Assessment Assessment Assessment

AA-AAS aligned to new aligned to new aligned to new

AA-AAS AA-AAS AA-AAS

English ACCESS for ELs | ACCESS for ELs | ACCESS for ELs | ACCESS for ELs
Language
Learner
Assessment
Career WorkKeys by WorkKeys by WorkKeys by WorkKeys by
Readiness ACT ACT ACT ACT
Assessment
Interim Optional: Optional: Optional: TBD
Assessments district- district- district-

purchased purchased purchased

assessments assessments assessments
Formative Optional: Optional: Optional: TBD
Assessments district- district- district-

purchased purchased purchased

assessments assessments assessments
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PRINCIPLE 2: STATE-DEVELOPED DIFFERENTIATED RECOGNITION,
ACCOUNTABILITY, AND SUPPORT

2.A DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STATE-BASED SYSTEM OF DIFFERENTIATED
RECOGNITION, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND SUPPORT

2.Ai  Provide a description of the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support
system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEA’s plan for
implementation of the differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later
than the 2013-2014 school year, and an explanation of how the SEA’s differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system is designed to improve student achievement
and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of mnstruction for
students.

a. Does the SEA’s accountability system provide differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for
all LEASs in the State and for all Title I schools in those LEAs based on (1) student achievement in
reading/ language arts and mathematics, and other subjects at the State’s discretion, for all students and
all subgronps of students identified in ESEA section 1111(0)(2)(C)(v)(11); (2) graduation rates for all
students and all subgroups; and (3) school performance and progress over time, including the performance
and progress of all subgroups?

Overview of Accountability System

Alaska’s differentiated system of recognition, accountability and support will present an overall
picture of a school’s performance in ensuring that students are college and career ready through the
Alaska School Performance Index (ASPI). Schools will receive a rating for their ASPI score based
on 5 stars (highest performing) through 1 star (lowest performing). The ASPI will provide
information to parents and the public about the overall performance of the school and will provide
incentives to schools to improve to receive a higher star rating.

The ASPI index will include college and career ready indicators for schools with students in
elementary and middle (EM) grade levels (K-8) and for schools with students in high school (HS)
grade levels (9-12). The indicators will receive different weights in the overall ASPI score as
applicable to the different grade spans. Schools with students in a combination of grade levels from
K-8 and 9-12, including grades K-12, will receive an index score based on applying the EM and HS
indicators proportionately to the percentage of students in those grade levels in the school. The
academic achievement, school progress, attendance rate, and participation rate in the standards-
based assessments (SBAs) will apply to all schools. Schools with students in grades 9-12 will have
additional indicators of college and career readiness: graduation rate, college and career ready
indicator based on seniors earning certain levels of scores on the ACT, SAT, or WorkKeys
assessments, and a participation rate on the WorkKeys assessment. The academic achievement
indicator measures proficiency on the reading, writing and mathematics standards-based assessments
SBAs for the all-students group. The progress indicator is a weighted growth and proficiency index
score for the all-students group and for the four primary subgroups of Alaska Native/American
Indian (AN/AI), economically disadvantaged (ECD), students with disabilities (SWD), and English
learners (EL) as represented in each school.
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Alaska will set Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) targets in reading, writing, and mathematics
that are ambitious but achievable. Alaska will set state targets for the all-students group and for each
of the currently identified subgroups so that they increase in annual increments toward a goal of
reducing by half the percentage of students (all students and in each traditional subgroup as
currently required by No Child Left Behind (NCLB)) who are not proficient within six years in each
assessment area. In addition, similar AMO targets will be set for each school at the all-students level
and each subgroup. The school will be considered to have met the AMO target if it meets either the
individual school target or the state target for that year. Alaska will publicly report annually on each
school’s progtress in meeting these AMO targets for the all-students group and for all current
NCLB-required subgroups. Public reporting of this data will serve as an incentive for schools to
address any achievement gaps and strive for improvement. Alaska will reset the AMO targets and
the ASPI index rating intervals based on the data from the implementation of the new assessment in
2015-2016.

The State will report the percent of students tested who scored proficient or advanced in each of the
SBAs in reading, writing, and mathematics for the all-students group and for the seven required
subgroups. The State will report the AMO targets and whether the school met the targets in each
group. The State will consider whether the school is making progress toward or meeting the AMO
targets as part of its data review of all schools and to identify schools that are Priority schools, Focus
schools, Reward schools, or other schools that need to address lack of progress in specific
subgroups. The ASPI score will not include points for making or missing the AMO targets.

Alaska will hold distticts and schools accountable for improving student achievement, closing
achievement gaps, and increasing graduation rates for all students and subgroups through
differentiated consequences and interventions based on factors including the school’s ASPI score,
whether the school is meeting the AMO targets in reading, writing, and mathematics, and whether
the school is improving its graduation rate. Alaska will recognize the top 10% of the highest-
petrforming schools and the high-progress schools as reward schools each year and will encourage
those schools to serve as models or mentors to other schools. Alaska will provide support to all
schools and districts through its State System of Support (SSOS) by using a tiered system
differentiated to meet the needs of specific schools and districts. All schools and districts are eligible
to receive support from SSOS through resources posted on the state’s website, through regular
technical assistance and support for statewide initiatives such as new content standards
implementation and the online school improvement planning tool called Alaska STEPP, and
through specific requests for assistance. Alaska STEPP (Steps Toward Educational Progress and
Partnership) is the Alaska customized version of the Indistar online school improvement tool
Heveloped by the Center on Instruction and Improvement. (dee Attachment 2.5 5500 Uperationg
[Manual for more information about AK STEPP.) School districts with schools at lower-performing
levels such as priority and focus schools and those with achievement gaps will receive more targeted
ot intensive support from SSOS. The State will review all schools in the higher-performing ASPI
star ranges (3 stars and above) on the AMO targets and graduation rates for all current NCLB-
reported subgroups, and will require schools that are not closing the achievement or graduation gaps
to address those gaps in a targeted improvement plan submitted to the school district. The school
district will oversee those plans and will be held accountable for ensuring that the schools are
receiving support to close the gaps. The State will perform a desk audit (review of the data) of all
schools in the lowest star ratings and will work with the school districts to provide appropriate
support and interventions to those schools. Of those schools, the State will identify the lowest-
petrforming 5% of Title I schools as priority schools and require those schools to implement the
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specified interventions aligned with the turnaround principles for a minimum of three years. The
State also will identify the next-lowest-performing 10% of Title I schools as focus schools and will
work with the school districts to identify specific interventions aligned with the needs of those
schools, especially in areas of subgroups or graduation rates. Details about the accountability and
support system and the identification of the reward, priority and focus schools will be found in the
remaining sections of Principle 2.

NCLB provisions waived

Alaska will be waiving the following provisions of the current NCLB law:

e Alaska will not report whether schools have made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

e Alaska will not identify schools or districts under the current labels of improvement,
cotrective action, or restructuring.

e Alaska will no longer require the consequences in the current law for schools in
improvement, corrective action or restructuring.

e Alaska will no longer require schools to offer public school choice or supplemental
educational services (SES) in schools identified for improvement. Districts may offer
these options to patrents if desired.

e Alaska will no longer require districts to set aside 20% of their Title I allocation to
provide SES or transportation to schools of choice. These funds may instead be used, as
needed, to provide support to schools identified as Title I priotity or focus schools.

e Alaska will no longer require districts to use 10% of their Title I allocation for
professional development for districts in corrective action.

Alaska School Performance Index
The Alaska School Performance Index (ASPI) represents the overall picture of a school’s
progress. All schools will receive an overall score on the index. The ASPI is based on an index
score that includes college- and career-ready weighted indicators as applicable to the grade span
of the school. The overall ASPI score will determine the category or rating of the school. Five-
star schools will represent the top-performing schools in the state, while the lowest-performing
schools will be rated as 1-star schools.

Each school receives points in the specified indicators, and each indicator is weighted. The
overall score will be on a 100-point scale. There are different indicators and weightings of those
indicators for elementary/middle schools with students in grades ranging from K-8 and for high
schools with students ranging in grades from 9-12. Schools with students that include students
from any grades in K-8 and any grades in 9-12 will receive points and weightings on indicators
based on the percentage of students enrolled in the school on the first day of testing on the
SBAs in April in each grade span. This would include schools with all K-12 grades as well as
those with grade spans that cross the grade spans, such as grades 6-12.

All schools include the following indicators in the ASPI score: academic achievement on the
reading, writing, and mathematics SBAs, progress in the all-students group and in four primary
subgroups as measured by the growth and proficiency index score, attendance rate, and
participation rate in the SBAs. Three additional college- and career-ready indicators are included
for schools with students in grades 9-12: the graduation rate, an indicator based on the percent
of seniors who take and earn scores at designated levels on the ACT, SAT, or WorkKeys
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assessments, and a participation rate in the state-required WorkKeys assessments. These
indicators and weightings are explained in further detail below.

* Academic Achievement indicator: The State will include scores of all students who take
the SBAs in reading, writing, and mathematics in the indicator for academic achievement for
the school. All students tested will be included in the assessment results for the academic
achievement indicator, not just “full academic year” students. This holds schools
accountable for ensuring that students who transfer in later in the year receive the same
mnstructional support as continuing students. The school receives points representing the
average of the percent of students proficient or above on the three assessments. For
example, if the percent of students proficient or above on these assessments were 74% in
reading, 69% in writing, and 67% in mathematics, the academic achievement indicator score
would be (74 + 69 + 67)/3 or 70 points. While this indicator will be represented by the
average of the percent of the all-students group who are proficient on the reading, writing,
and mathematics assessments, the performance of all students and all NCLB subgroups will
be tracked and reported publicly through the progress toward meeting the AMO targets and
through the achievement at each proficiency level as reported in the school and district
report cards.

* School Progress indicator: The growth and proficiency index will be used as the indicator
of progress for students in the school. The index is a score that is given to each school that
reflects the progress made by individual students in the school.

Alaska has a long history of using index table models for accountability purposes. The first
model was developed to be used in the initial accountability system that Alaska proposed for
Adequate Yeatly Progress (AYP) under NCLB. Alaska worked collaboratively with The
National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment, Inc., known as the Center
for Assessment, to present a balanced model consisting of an index table growth model and
a status performance model. At the time, growth models were not being considered for AYP
so Alaska revised the state accountability plan by removing the index table growth model.
Although the model was removed for AYP, Alaska continued to revise it and consider it for
state accountability purposes.

A state initiative in 2006 brought the index table model back into use by adopting and
modifying the initial value table to be used for the Alaska State Performance Incentive
Program (AKSPIP). This program was designed to reward school staff for increased
performance in state-required assessments. The method for identifying growth in schools
was well-accepted; however, the program itself was not continued. The AKSPIP ran for
three years, ending after the 2008-2009 school year.

The growth and proficiency index is currently implemented through state regulation 4 AAC
33.500-540 and is used as one measure to identify schools that are lowest-performing and
must receive additional analysis by the State to determine the reasons for lack of progress in
the school. This index also is used as an indicator of school progress in the definition for the
“persistently lowest achieving schools” for the School Improvement Grant program under
1003g. Alaska used slight modifications of the index table for state accountability purposes
following a legal decision (Moore v. State of Alaska). The settlement of the case required the
Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (EED) to provide programs and
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significant funding to support the lowest performing schools in the state, as measured by the
index table. In 2012 Alaska incorporated the modified the index table into regulations; that
table will be used as an indicator in the new Alaska accountability system. (See Attachment

ED

For the purposes of the growth and proficiency index, the “below proficient” and “far below
proficient” proficiency levels of performance on the SBAs are subdivided into “below
proficient plus,” “below proficient minus,” “far below proficient plus,” and “far below
proficient minus” to in order to measure student progress within the non-proficient
performance levels. The “proficient” performance level is subdivided into “proficient” and
“proficient plus” in order to recognize continued growth in students that are scoring above
the minimum proficient level.

A value number table displays the points from 0 to 230 in each cell in a matrix that reflects
whether the student is maintaining at the same performance level, is progressing, or is
declining from the previous year’s assessment. A student scoring at the proficient level for
two years in a row receives 100 points. Students who move from a below proficient level to
proficient or increase from proficient to proficient plus or advanced will earn more than 100
points depending on the amount of progress from their previous proficiency level. For
example, a student who scored at the proficient level in the previous year and scored at the
proficient plus level in the current year would receive 125 points, and a student who moved
from the far below proficient plus level to the proficient level would receive 160 points.
Students who decline in proficiency from one year to the next receive less than 100 points
and may possibly receive zero points, as indicated by a drop from advanced proficient to
below proficient minus. A student who declined from below proficient plus to far below
proficient plus would receive only 30 points. The following table shows the values
represented for each category of student performance on the assessments from the previous
year to the current year. The values shaded in green (above the solid border) represent
growth in the proficiency level from the previous year. The values shaded in yellow (in the
center diagonal between the solid border and the dashed border) represent students who
maintained the same proficiency level from the previous year. The values shaded in red
(below the dashed border) represent students who declined in the proficiency level from the
previous year. Note that it would be highly unusual for students to improve more than one
ot two categoties per year on the growth and proficiency index value table.
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Growth & Proficiency Index Value Number Table
. Current Year Level
Previous Far
Year Far Below Below Below s
Level Proficient P B;lo.w " Proficient | Proficient | Proficient Prt;f}clent Advanced
Minus t(;,;lcll:n Minus Plus us
Far Below 1
Proficient : 60 90 120 150 180 205 230
Minus 1
Far Below 1
Proficient 40 : 70 100 130 160 185 210
Plus 1
Below 1
Proficient 20 50 : 80 110 140 165 190
Minus 1
Below 1
Proficient 0 30 60 : 90 120 145 170
Plus 1
i
Proficient 0 10 40 70 : 100 125 150
1
Proficient 0 0 20 50 80 1 105 130
Plus 1
i
Advanced 0 0 0 30 60 85 : 110
1

To determine the school or subgroup growth and index score, all of the individual student point
values are totaled and then divided by the total number of students tested during both the previous
year and the current year administrations. The previous-year assessment scores are included for all
students who took the test, regardless of the school in which the student was enrolled for testing.
Growth and index scores of 90 or above indicate that a school is showing progress. Growth and
index scores of 85 or less show declining achievement. While it is possible for a school to receive a
growth and proficiency index score of greater than 100, for the purposes of the ASPI the points
received will be capped at 100.

For the State differentiated accountability system, the growth and proficiency index will be
calculated for the all-students group and for each of four primary subgroups that are represented in
a school with at least five students tested in the subgroup. While Alaska reports AYP results for each
of six ethnic subgroups as well as for economically disadvantaged students, students with disabilities,
and English learners (otherwise known as limited English proficient) students, there are four
subgroups that represent either the largest percent of students in the state or those that are the
lowest-performing: Alaska Native/American Indian (AN/AI), economically disadvantaged (ECD),
students with disabilities (SWD), and English learners (EL). These subgroups will be included in the
ASPI if at least five students in the subgroup participated in the SBAs. This ensures that more
students in each subgroup will be included in the State’s accountability system, as the current
minimum size for a subgroup for AYP is 26. It will provide an incentive for schools to ensure that
all students’ needs are being addressed in order to improve the school progress indicator of the
ASPI and therefore raise the ASPI score.
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The following chart shows both the percent of the all-students group represented by all currently
required Alaska NCLB subgroups and the percent of students in each group at the proficient or
advanced level in reading, writing, and mathematics in 2012. The highlighted cells show the lowest-
performing subgroups and the subgroups of the most significant size statewide. While some schools
will have ethnic subgroups that are not included in the four primary subgroups, the performance of
the students in those subgroups will be tracked and reported both for meeting the AMO targets and
for the student achievement section of the school disttict and school report cards.

2011-2012 Statewide Data % Prof/Advanced
% of
Student

Group Population | Reading | Writing | Mathematics
All students 100.0% 80.1 74.2 68.6
African American 3.7% 74.1 67.4 54.4
Alaska Native /American Indian 22.8% 59.0 51.3 48.6
Asian/Pacific Islander 8.8% 76.3 73.2 67.9
Caucasian 50.9% 90.1 84.7 78.7
Hispanic 6.4% 80.3 75.0 66.3
Multi-Ethnic 7.5% 82.4 76.6 70.2
Economically disadvantaged 46.9% 68.9 62.0 56.4
Students with disabilities 13.1% 44.0 38.2 32.2
English learners 10.2% 31.4 27.2 26.7

The school receives points based on the growth and proficiency index score for the all-students
group and for each of the primary subgroups that are represented in the school with at least five
students tested. For each applicable subgroup in the school, the subgroup score would be 10% of
the overall progress points, with the all-students group making up the remaining percentage of the
overall points. If the school has no subgroups, the points received are the growth and proficiency
index score for the all- students group. If the school has represented subgroups, then the weighting
of the overall growth and proficiency index is as follows:

*  One subgroup: all students — 90%, subgroup — 10%

* Two subgroups: all students — 80%, subgroups — 20%
* Three subgroups: all students — 70%, subgroups — 30%
* Tour subgroups: all students — 60%, subgroups — 40%
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Example: School A with no subgroups

G&P Index Component of
Group Score Weighting |  Progress Score
Alaska Native/Am Indian N/A N/A N/A
Economically disadvantaged N/A N/A N/A
Students with disabilities N/A N/A N/A
English learners N/A N/A N/A
All students 57.78 100% 57.78
School Progress Score - 100% 57.78
Example: School B with 1 subgroup

G&P Index Component of
Group Score Weighting |  Progress Score
Alaska Native/Am Indian N/A N/A N/A
Economically disadvantaged N/A N/A N/A
Students with disabilities N/A N/A N/A
English learners 69.33 10% 6.93
All students 76.67 90% 69.00
School Progress Score - 100% 75.93
Example: School C with 2 subgroups

G&P Index Component of
Group Score Weighting |  Progress Score
Alaska Native/Am Indian N/A N/A N/A
Economically disadvantaged 97.44 10% 9.74
Students with disabilities 88.65 10% 8.86
English learners N/A N/A N/A
All students 100.00 80% 80.00
School Progress Score - 100% 98.60
Example: School D with 3 subgroups

G&P Index Component of
Group Score Weighting | Progress Score
Alaska Native/Am Indian N/A N/A N/A
Economically disadvantaged 96.28 10% 9.63
Students with disabilities 88.75 10% 8.88
English learners 99.79 10% 9.98
All students 100.00 70% 70.00
School Progress Score - 100% 98.49
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Example: School E with 4 subgroups

G&P Index Component of
Group Score Weighting | Progress Score
Alaska Native/Am Indian 75.35 10% 7.54
Economically disadvantaged 77.40 10% 7.74
Students with disabilities 70.00 10% 7.00
English learners 80.45 10% 8.05
All students 81.13 60% 48.68
School Progress Score - 100% 79.01

Participation rate in SBAs indicator: The school receives points on the participation rate
indicator based on the following chart. Schools are expected to have a minimum of 95% of the
students participate in the SBAs. The chart indicates the points applied to the participation rate
indicator of the ASPI based on the range of the participation rate in the SBAs.

Participation Rate ASPI Indicator Points
95% - 100% 100

90% - 94% 50

0% - 89% 0

Attendance rate indicator: The school receives points on the attendance rate indicator based on
the following chart. The points are structured to provide incentives for schools to maintain or
improve their attendance rate to 93% or above.

Attendance rate Points
96% - 100% 100
93% - 95% 95
90% - 92% 80
85% - 89% 50
70% - 85% 25
Below 85% 0

Graduation rate indicator: The school receives points on the graduation rate indicator based on
the school’s four-year or five-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the all-students group. The
graduation rate is calculated based on the adjusted cohort formula in current regulations and the
current approved Accountability Workbook. Points are assigned according to the following chart.
The school receives the points for either the four-year rate or the five-year rate, whichever results in
the higher number of points. The point table is structured to encourage districts to improve their
four-year graduation rate.

For schools that have 25 or fewer students in the cohort (the denominator of the fraction used to
compute the graduation rate), the school will receive points on the graduation indicator based on
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aggregated graduation rate data for up to three consecutive years, including the current year, so that
the aggregated cohort (denominator of the fraction) is larger than 25. For schools that have
msufficient data to make a graduation rate determination with a cohort of at least 25 students over
three consecutive years, and the cohort for the current year is two or fewer, the school will receive
50 points on the graduation rate indicator if the graduation rate for four consecutive years, including
the current year, demonstrates progress of at least 3%.

4-year 5-year
graduation rate graduation rate Points

98-100 98-100 100
90-97 93-97 95
85-89 89-92 90
80-84 85-88 70
70-79 80-84 50
60-69 70-79 25
50-59 60-69 10

Below 50 Below 60 0

Note that graduation rates for the all students group and each NCLB required subgroup will be
reported in the school and district report cards.

College and Career Readiness indicator: Alaska requires all 11"-grade students to take the
WorkKeys (WK) assessment administered by ACT in the fall as a measure of college and career
readiness. WorkKeys is a set of assessments in reading for information, applied mathematics, and
locating information administered by ACT. Students are encouraged to earn at least a bronze
certificate, which represents entry-level qualifications in basic skills for specified jobs and which is
recognized by a number of employers in the state. (See State regulation 4 AAC 06.717.) In addition,
the Alaska Performance Scholarship program (APS) provides incentives for students to achieve a
level of readiness for college or a career. Students who complete rigorous coursework and meet a
core set of requirements are eligible to receive funding to pursue college or career training in Alaska.
The requirements include an increased course load with a focus on more rigorous cutriculum, and
tiered award levels based on grade point average, ACT or SAT scores, and WorkKeys scores.

(Lttp:/ /akadvantage.alaska.gov/Grants and Scholarships/Alaska Performance Scholarship.aspx)

To calculate the College and Career Ready indicator, each high school senior (students enrolled in
12" grade on October 1 of the school year) who has earned a WorkKeys cettificate or received a
score on the ACT or SAT college entrance exam that qualifies for one of three APS scholarship
levels will earn points according to the chart below. The highest score in any category will count for
an individual student. The total points earned by the 12"-graders enrolled at the school will be
divided by the total number of 12"-graders from the school who patticipated in any one or more of
the WorkKeys, ACT, or SAT assessments. The assessments may have been taken in either the junior
ot senior year no matter where the student was enrolled.
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WorkKeys Certificate | ACT Score | SAT Score Points
Gold or Platinum 25 1680 100
Silver 23 1560 95
Bronze 21 1450 80

WorkKeys participation rate indicator: The school receives points based on the percentage of
11"-graders enrolled on October 1 as reported in the fall OASIS (Online Alaska School Information
System) data submission who participate in the WorkKeys assessment. The participation rate points
are based on the chart below.

WorkKeys Participation Points
Rate
95% - 100% 100
90% - 94% 50
0% - 89% 0

Elementary/Middle Grade Levels (K-8) ASPI Indicator Weightings

The chart below shows the weighting factors applied to each indicator for students in grades K-8. If
a school includes grade levels only from K to 8, then the school receives an ASPI score based only
on these weightings.

Category Weighting
in Overall
Score

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient or 35%

above (average of % proficient on reading, writing and

mathematics SBAs)

School Progtress - growth and proficiency index score for 35%

all students group and for each primary subgroup (AN/AI,

economically disadvantaged, SWDs, and ELs)

Attendance Rate (all students) 25%

Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 5%

Total 100%
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High School Grade Levels (9-12) ASPI Indicator Weightings

The chart below shows the weighting factors applied to each indicator for students in grades 9-
12. If a school includes grade levels only from 9 to 12, then the school receives an ASPI score
based only on these weightings.

Category Weighting
in Overall
Score

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient or 20%

above (average of % proficient on reading, writing and
mathematics SBAs)

School Progtess - growth and proficiency index score for all 35%
students group and for each primaty subgroup (AN/AI
economically disadvantaged, SWDs, and ELs)

Attendance Rate (all students) 10%
Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 5%
Graduation rate (cohort of all students) 20%
College & Career Readiness Indicator (12™-graders at score 8%
levels on WorkKeys, ACT, or SAT)

WorkKeys participation rate (11™-graders) 2%
Total 100%

Schools with Grades K-12

Schools that have students in a mixture of grades between K-8 and 9-12 will receive points and
weightings on indicators based on the percentage of students enrolled in the school as reported on
the first day of testing for SBAs in April in each grade span. This would include schools with all
K-12 grades as well as those with grade spans that cross the grade spans, such as grades 6-12. The
following chart shows an example of such a school.

Grade Span ASPI points earned | % of students in ASPI weighted points
in grade span grade span

K-8 67.89 77.2% 52.41

9-12 51.81 22.8% 11.81

Total for school 64.22

b.  Does the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system create incentives and provide
support that is likely to be effective in closing achievement gaps for all subgroups of students?

ASPI Star Ratings and School Designations

Alaska will designate ranges of ASPI scores with a rating from 5 stars for the highest-performing
schools to 1 star for the lowest-performing schools. The initial performance ranges will be set by
reviewing the ASPI scores based on the 2012 assessment data. This will be the baseline year for
setting the ASPI ranges and the AMOs. Alaska will identify the range for the 1-star schools as
approximately the lowest 10% of the scores, and the 2-star schools will be approximately the next
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lowest 10% of the scores. The range for the 5-star schools will be approximately 10% of the highest
scores. The remaining ranges will represent the 3-star and 4-star schools, which represent the
schools in the average to above-average performance ranges. Once these ranges are determined,
Alaska anticipates maintaining the corresponding star ratings for each range over the next three
years, until the new assessments are implemented. This will provide an incentive to all schools to
increase performance in order to raise their star rating. The goal would be for all schools to move
out of the 1- and 2-star categoties and for more schools to move into the 5-star category. Alaska will
review the school performance data, ASPI indicators and scores, and star ratings annually and, if
adjustments are needed, will seek to amend its waiver request to adjust the index and ratings to best
reflect the overall performance of a school. Alaska will revise the AMO targets and the ASPI index
based on data in the year the new assessments are implemented.

AK Schools Performance Index
ASPI Star

Intervals Score Rating
Highest (~10%) 94 - 100 Fohkkk
Next Highest
(~35%) 85-93.99 Hokkk
Middle (~35%) 65 - 84.99 Hokk
Next Lowest (~10%) | 55 - 64.99 *k
Lowest (~10%) 0-54.99 *

The following chart shows the proposed ranges for points on the Alaska School Performance Index
and the corresponding star rating. It also shows the number of schools in each category by grade
span and by Title I status that would receive each star rating.

Summary of Schools with ASPI scores and proposed star ratings

#all | % ofall # TitleI |% Title Iin
Summary counts schools [ schools [ASPI range |Rating |# EM| % EM [# HS| % HS | # K12| % K12 | schools | star rating
Highest range 58 11.5% 194 -100 Risioio 47 81.0% | 0 0.0% 11 19.0% 15 25.9%
Next Range 167 33.0% |85-93.99 ool "7 1 70.1% | 13 7.8% 37 22.2% 76 45.5%
Next range 179 35.4% |65 - 84.99 HAA 53 29.6% | 25 | 14.0% 101 56.4% 119 66.5%
Next Lowest 10% 51 10.1% |55 -64.99 ok 3 5.9% 2 3.9% 46 90.2% 43 84.3%
Lowest 10% 51 10.1% |less than 55 [* 2 3.9% 15 ] 29.4% 34 66.7% 33 64.7%
Total all schools 506 100.0% 222 55 229 286 56.5%

Key

Schools with only grades K-8 EM
Schools with only grades 9-12 HS
Schools with both EM & HS K12

The chart below shows the number of schools in each proposed star rating as compared to the
current AYP levels. Note that an AYP level of 0 means that a school made AYP. Each level number
refers to the number of consecutive years that a school has missed AYP. An AYP level of 5 means
that a school is in restructuring, and may have been at Level 5 for a number of years. The chart
shows that while many of the higher-rated star schools are making AYP and many of the lower-
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rated star schools are at high levels of school improvement, cotrective action or restructuring under
the current law, there are some schools that are currently making AYP but are still very low-
performing, and some schools that are at high levels of not making AYP but are fairly high-
performing schools overall.

# Schools in each category compared to AYP levels

AYP levels
Proposed ASPI Star Ratings 0 1 4 5
1 star 2 30
2 stars 2 7 5 29
3 stars 63 39 10 13 8 46
4 stars 81 30 18 17 4 17
5 stars 52 4 0 1 0 1

Sample School Charts Showing Overall ASPI Score Calculation

Anytown Elementary School # %
Students in grades K-8 502 100%
Students in grades 9-12 0 0%
Grades K-8
Points Weighted
Category Earned | Weight | points

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient
or above on SBAs) 63.5 35% 22.23

School Progress — growth and proficiency index
score for all students group and for each primary

subgroup (AN/AI, ECD, SWD, & EL) 93.98 35% 32.89
Attendance Rate (all students 85 25% 21.25
Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 100 5% 5.00
Total 100% 81.37
ASPI Overall Score 81.37
Star Rating i
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Anytown High School H# %
Students in grades K-8 0 0%
Students in grades 9-12 2211 100%

Grades 9-12

Points Weighted
Category earned | Weight | points

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient
or above on SBAs 65.82 20% 13.16
School Progress — growth and proficiency index

score for all students group and for each primary

subgroup (AN/AI, ECD, SWD, & EL) 86.38 35% 30.23
Attendance Rate (all students 50.00 10% 5.00
Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 100.00 5% 5.00
Graduation rate (cohort of all students) 50.00 20% 10.00
College & Career Readiness Indicator (12th graders
scores on SAT, ACT, or WorkKeys) 73.53 8% 5.88
WorkKeys participation rate (11th graders) 50.00 2% 1.00
Total 100% 70.28
ASPI Overall Score 70.28
Star Rating i
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Anytown K-12 School # %

Students in grades K-8 132 T7%
Students in grades 9-12 39 23%
Grades K-8
Points Weighted
Category Earned | Weight | points

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient
or above on SBAs 28.06 35% 9.82
School Progress — growth and proficiency index

score for all students group and for each primary

subgroup (AN/AI ECD, SWD, & EL) 80.19 35% 28.07
Attendance Rate (all students) 100 25% 25.00
Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 100 5% 5.00
Total 100% 67.89
Grades 9-12

Points Weighted
Category earned Weight | points

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient
ot above on SBAs 10.42 20% 2.08
School Progress — growth and proficiency index

score for all students group and for each primary

subgroup (AN/AI, ECD, SWD, & EL) 76.59 35% 26.81
Attendance Rate (all students) 0.00 10% 0.00
Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 100.00 5% 5.00
Graduation rate (cohort of all students) 70.00 20% 14.00
College & Career Readiness Indicator (12th graders
scores on SAT, ACT, or WorkKeys) 24.00 8% 1.92
WorkKeys participation rate (11th graders) 100.00 2% 2.00
Total 100% 51.81
ASPI Overall Score (67.89*%77% + 51.81%23%) 64.22
Star Rating Fokk

¢. Did the SEA provide a plan that ensures that the systens will be implemented in 1.EAs and schools no later
than the 20132014 school year?

State Level Incentives and Support for All Schools
The State will publicly report the following information for all schools. The overall ASPI score will
be reported, along with a chart showing how the score was calculated for each school. The percent
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of students proficient or advanced in the all-students group and all traditional subgroups on the
reading, writing, and mathematics SBAs will be reported, along with whether the school has met the
AMO targets in each of those areas. For schools with grade 12 students, the high school graduation
rate will be reported for the all-students group and all current NCLB-required subgroups. The
schools will have incentives to improve their ASPI score by focusing on the areas where all students
ot subgroups need additional support.

The State will perform a desk audit to review the above data for each school annually. The ASPI
score and corresponding star rating of a school, combined with school data about meeting the AMO
targets for achievement in reading, writing and mathematics, and the graduation rate targets for all
subgroups will determine the types of supports and interventions that the school will received.

EED’s State System of Support provides resources and support to all schools through a tiered
system of support and resources. The tri-tiered model represents SSOS efforts to help districts build
their capacity. The work of the SSOS is based on the Alaska Effective Schools Framework. The
framework is based on six domains that represent important areas of school functioning: curriculum,
assessment, instruction, supportive learning environment, professional development, and leadership.
Each domain includes a set of indicators and a rubric against which evidence of implementation is
rated — from little or no development or implementation to exemplary level of development and
implementation of the indicator. These six domains are the basis of several tools used to determine
areas in which schools need to improve and in planning school improvement strategies and actions
to increase the school’s level of implementation of effective practices in each domain. The Alaska
Self-Study Tool and the Alaska STEPP (Steps Toward Educational Progress and Partnership) online
school improvement tool both use the Alaska Effective Schools Framework indicators and rubrics
to assist schools in completing a needs assessment and developing school improvement plans
targeted to fully implementing the six domains. The SSOS system and Alaska STEPP is described
more completely in section 2G of this application and in the SSOS Operations Manual attached.
(See Attachment .3)

Schools with Average or Above Star Ratings (3- to 5-star schools)

Schools with ASPI ratings of 3, 4, or 5 stars that are missing AMO targets in any one subgroup for
two years in a row, that have declining subgroup growth and proficiency index scores over a petiod
of two years, or that have declining or stagnant cohort graduation rates (for schools with grade 12)
will be required to create a plan and timeline with specific strategies for improving the achievement
or graduation rates of the subgroup(s) affected. Those plans must be submitted to the school district
for review and approval. The district will be responsible for providing suppott to those schools, and
may request support through the State System of Support. These schools will generally have access
to the universal level of SSOS support available to all schools and districts, but may request support
in specific areas as needed. The state will identify the highest-performing and high-progress reward
schools for recognition from among the 5-star and 4-star schools. The criteria for identification and
the recognition process for reward schools are described in section 2.C of this application.

Schools with Lowest Star Ratings (1-star and 2-star schools)

The State will perform a desk audit on all 1-star and 2-star schools. In addition to the ASPI score,
the State will use the growth and performance index score for the all-students group and each
subgroup, information about whether the school is meeting the AMO targets, information about the
graduation rate, and information about the size and characteristics of the schools. For each school
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district with 1-star and 2-star schools, the State will consider data about the performance of other
schools in the district, including the number and percent of schools in each star ranking, information
about the previous levels of improvement in the schools in the district including identification as
“872” schools, whether the schools and district have been in intervention status, change in key
district or school personnel, and any progtress being shown by the schools in the district. (Note:
“872” schools are low-performing schools that meet the specific criteria as stated in 4 AAC 06.872, a
State regulation to identify low-performing schools that require more support and possibly
mtervention from SSOS. The “872” schools are not required to be Title I schools — it applies to all
schools.) The State will determine the 14 Title I priotity schools from the 1-star schools and will
determine the 28 Title I focus schools from the remaining 1- and 2-star schools. The identification
criteria and complete description of the priority and focus schools are found in sections 2.D and 2.E
of this application. The 1-star schools receive the most-comprehensive support from SSOS in the
form of rigorous and explicit interventions. The 2-star schools would receive the targeted level of
support from SSOS, such as on-site professional development opportunities or specific content area
mnstitutes provided by contractors. School districts that have a number of schools with 1-star and 2-
star ratings or priotity and focus schools will receive comprehensive support.

Superintendents of school districts with 1-star and 2-star schools will be required to participate in a
conversation with members of the SSOS team and EED leadership (by phone or in person) to
address the areas of low performance in the school(s) and how they are being addressed by the
district. The calls will address key areas of the six domains of the Alaska Effective Schools
Framework. Based on the information gathered from those phone calls, EED will determine the
level of support and interventions required in each school. In providing support and requiring
mnterventions, EED will work with the school district and hold the district accountable for working
with the schools. Depending on the level of assistance required and need shown by the desk audit
and phone calls with the superintendent, support and interventions may include:
e On-site visit by EED staff to gather further information about needs in the school and
district.
e Tacilitated support to the school and district in completing the self-study of the Alaska
Effective Schools Framework.
e On-site external team to perform an instructional audit of the school, or selected schools
in the case of a district with more than one lowest-performing school.
¢ Required use of the online school improvement planning tool Alaska STEPP.
e Provision of specialized training for the staff and leadership at the school and district.
¢ Required participation of school and district staff in initiatives such as the Alaska School
Leadership Institute, the Curriculum Alignment Institutes, etc.
e Provision of a SSOS on-site coach.
e Ifidentified as a Priority or Focus school, interventions and support as specified in the
descriptions in sections 2D-2G of this application.

The State System of Support has been using the above process for identification of the lowest-
performing schools in the state and providing direct support through intervention in five school
districts since 2007. Since that time, two of the school districts have met the State-defined critetia to
exit intervention status. The SSOS support and intervention in schools has evolved over time and
continues to change based on feedback from schools and evaluation of the supports that have
shown to be effective. The Alaska Legislature recognized the need for more State support to assist
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low-performing schools and has increased state funding for the SSOS program through additional
positions in EED as well as for on-site coaches through contracts.

2.A1  Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding information, if
any.

Option A Option B

X] The SEA includes student achievement only | [_] If the SEA includes student achievement on
on reading/language arts and mathematics assessments in addition to reading/language
assessments in its differentiated recognition, arts and mathematics in its differentiated
accountability, and support system and to recognition, accountability, and support
identify reward, priority, and focus schools. system or to identify reward, priority, and

focus schools, it must:

a. provide the percentage of students in the “all
students” group that performed at the
proficient level on the State’s most recent
administration of each assessment for all
grades assessed; and

b. include an explanation of how the included
assessments will be weighted in a manner that
will result in holding schools accountable for
ensuring all students achieve college- and
career-ready standards.

Alaska currently administers separate content assessments in reading and writing as well as
mathematics. Reading and writing together have been reported for the language arts adequate yearly
progress (AYP) targets. In this waiver proposal, reading and writing would be reported separately,
but are considered to comprise the language arts assessment.

2.B SET AMBITIOUS BUT ACHIEVABLE ANNUAL MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES

Select the method the SEA will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable
objectives (AMOs) in at least teading/language atrts and mathematics for the State and all LEAs,
schools, and subgroups that provide meaningful goals and are used to guide support and
improvement efforts. If the SEA sets AMOs that differ by LEA, school, or subgroup, the AMOs
for LEAs, schools, or subgroups that are further behind must require greater rates of annual
progtess.
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Option A

X] Set AMOs in annual equal
increments toward a goal of
reducing by half the
percentage of students in
the “all students” group
and in each subgroup who
are not proficient within six
years. The SEA must use
current proficiency rates
based on assessments
administered in the 2011—
2012 school year as the
starting point for setting its
AMOs.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMOs.

Option B

[] Set AMOs that increase in
annual equal increments and
result in 100 percent of
students achieving
proficiency no later than the
end of the 2019-2020
school year. The SEA must
use the average statewide
proficiency based on
assessments administered in
the 2011-2012 school year
as the starting point for
setting its AMOs.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of the

method used to set these
AMOs.

Option C

[] Use another method that is
educationally sound and
results in ambitious but
achievable AMOs for all
LEAs, schools, and
subgroups.

1. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMOs.

ii. Provide an educationally
sound rationale for the
pattern of academic
progress reflected in the
new AMOs in the text
box below.

1. Provide a link to the
State’s report card or
attach a copy of the
average statewide
proficiency based on
assessments
administered in the
2011-2012 school year
in reading/language arts
and mathematics for the
“all students” group and
all subgroups.
(Attachment 8)

Option A: Did the SEA set its AMOs so that they increase in annual equal increments toward a goal of reducing by
half the percentage of students in the “all students” group and in each subgronp who are not proficient within six

_years?

i Did the SEA provide the new AMOs and the method used to set these AMOs?

The State will set AMO targets based on Option A so that they increase in annual increments
toward a goal of reducing by half the percentage of students who are not proficient within six
years in each assessment area: reading, writing, and mathematics. The targets will be set for each
content area assessment separately rather than combining the results of the reading and writing
assessments into one language arts target. This will provide more information about the areas of
need in reading and in writing and progress from year to year can be determined on the
individual content assessments.

i, Did the SEA use curvent proficiency rates from the 2011—=2012 school year as the base year?
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The following chart shows the process of calculating the AMO targets using 2011-2012
proficiency rates as the base year:

AMO Calculation Example
68.0 2012 % proficient or advanced
32.0 % Not proficient or advanced

16.0 % to reduce not proficient in 6 years

84.0 Target at the end of 6 years

2.7 Equal annual increments
70.7 2012-2013 AMO Target
73.3 2013-2014 AMO Target
76.0 2014-2015 AMO Target
78.7 2015-2016 AMO Target
81.3 2016-2017 AMO Target
84.0 2017-2018 AMO Target

i, If the SEA set AMOs that differ by 1LEA, school, or subgroup, do the AMOs require LEAs, schools, and
subgronps that are further bebind fo make greater rates of annnal progress?

AMO targets will be set at both the state level and for each individual school. Targets will be set
for the all-students group and for each current NCLB subgroup: African American, Alaska
Native/ American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islandet, Caucasian, Hispanic, Multi-ethnic,
economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities, and English learners (formetly known as
LEP students). The effect of setting AMO targets for each subgroup means that the lower-
performing subgroups that have a lower percentage of students proficient in the baseline year
will have a larger percent of not-proficient students and thus larger annual increments for the
AMO targets, requiring the subgroup to make a greater rate of progress than the all-students
group. Schools will be determined to have met the AMO target in a specific subject and
subgroup if they have met the target either for their school or the state target. Schools that are
far below the state targets will need to make more progress from their baseline year to reach
their own AMO target, but meeting their own AMO target will be more likely to be achieved
than making a jump to the higher level state target. Schools that are already above the state
targets will be considered to have met the targets if they remain at or above the state targets.

Because Alaska has chosen to waive the requirement to report schools as making Adequate
Yeatly Progress (AYP), the following requirements in the currently approved Accountability
Workbook will apply to reporting whether schools meet the AMO targets:

o DParticipation rate must be 95% for all students and all subgroups.
o  Only “full academic year” (FAY) students will be included.

o 1% and 2% caps for students with disabilities who take the alternate assessment based
on alternate achievement standards or modified achievement standards will still apply.
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e Recently arrived English learners (ELs or LEP) who take the ELP assessment will count
towatd the patticipation rate for the reading/language atts assessment, and the school
district may choose not to include the scores of those students on the reading/language
arts or mathematics assessments.

e Reading/language atts and mathematics assessment scotes for former English learners
and students with disabilities may be included for up to two years.

e Tor the purposes of determining whether a school district met the target for English
learners in in reading/language arts and mathematics undet Title IIT (AMAO3), the
target would be based on meeting the participation rate and the AMO targets for the
English learners subgroup.

The following provisions would no longer apply or will be revised for new accountability system.
o The provision of “safe harbor” would no longer apply to meeting AMOs because that is
a provision directly related to making AYP.

o The subgroup size for meeting AMO targets will be changed to be a minimum of five
students to be included.

o The confidence interval would no longer be applied.

AMO targets will be used for reporting purposes for all schools and NCLB-required subgroups.
Whether a school has met the AMO targets will be used as one of the critetia for identification
as a reward or priority school, but it will not be a factor in the ASPI score.

The state AMO targets for the all-students group and each subgroup based on 2011-2012 data
are shown in the table below. The AMO targets will be in place until the year of the
implementation of the new assessments that are aligned with Alaska’s college- and career-ready
standards (2015-2016). At that time, the targets will be reset using the data on the new
assessments as the baseline yeat.
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AMO Targets
%Prof/

Adv Annual

2011- Incre- | 2012- | 2013- | 2014~ | 2015- | 2016- 2017-
Group Content Area 2012 ment 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2018
All students Reading 80.1 1.7 81.8 83.4 85.1 86.7 88.4 90.1
All students Writing 74.2 2.2 76.4 78.5 80.7 82.8 85.0 87.1
All students Mathematics 68.6 2.6 71.2 73.8 76.5 79.1 81.7 84.3
African American Reading 741 2.2 76.3 78.4 80.6 82.7 84.9 87.1
African American Writing 67.4 2.7 70.1 72.8 75.6 78.3 81.0 83.7
African American Mathematics 54.4 3.8 58.2 62.0 65.8 69.6 73.4 77.2
Alaska Native/Am Ind | Reading 59.0 34 62.4 65.8 69.3 72.7 76.1 79.5
Alaska Native /Am Ind | Writing 51.3 4.1 55.4 59.4 63.5 67.5 71.6 75.7
Alaska Native /Am Ind | Mathematics 48.6 4.3 52.9 57.2 61.5 65.7 70.0 74.3
Asian/Pacific Islander Reading 76.3 2.0 78.3 80.3 82.2 84.2 86.2 88.2
Asian/Pacific Islander Writing 73.2 2.2 754 77.7 79.9 82.1 84.4 86.6
Asian/Pacific Islander Mathematics 67.9 2.7 70.6 73.3 75.9 78.6 81.3 84.0
Caucasian Reading 90.1 0.8 90.9 91.8 92.6 934 94.2 95.1
Caucasian Writing 84.7 1.3 86.0 87.3 88.5 89.8 91.1 92.4
Caucasian Mathematics 78.7 1.8 80.5 82.3 84.0 85.8 87.6 89.4
Hispanic Reading 80.3 1.6 81.9 83.6 85.2 86.9 88.5 90.2
Hispanic Writing 75.0 2.1 77.1 79.2 81.3 83.3 85.4 87.5
Hispanic Mathematics 66.3 2.8 69.1 71.9 747 77.5 80.3 83.2
Multi-Ethnic Reading 82.4 1.5 83.9 85.3 86.8 88.3 89.7 91.2
Multi-Ethnic Writing 76.6 2.0 78.6 80.5 82.5 84.4 86.4 88.3
Multi-Ethnic Mathematics 70.2 2.5 72.7 75.2 77.7 80.1 82.6 85.1
Econ disadvantaged Reading 68.9 2.6 71.5 741 76.7 79.3 81.9 84.5
Econ disadvantaged Writing 62.0 3.2 652 | 683 71.5 74.7 77.8 81.0
Econ disadvantaged Mathematics 56.4 3.6 60.0 63.7 67.3 70.9 74.6 78.2
Students with
disabilities Reading 44,0 4.7 487 53.3 58.0 62.7 67.3 72.0
Students with
disabilities Writing 38.2 5.2 434 48.5 53.7 58.8 64.0 69.1
Students with
disabilities Mathematics 322 5.7 379 435 49.2 54.8 60.5 66.1
English learners Reading 314 5.7 37.1 42.8 48.6 54.3 60.0 65.7
English learners Writing 27.2 6.1 33.3 39.3 45.4 51.5 57.5 63.6
English learners Mathematics 26.7 6.1 32.8 38.9 45.0 51.1 57.2 63.4
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2.C REWARD SCHOOLS

2.C.i  Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying highest-performing and high-progress
schools as reward schools . If the SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of reward
schools in ESEA Flexibility (but instead, e.g., based on school grades or ratings that take into
account a number of factors), the SEA should also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is
consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools
meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance.

Did the SEA describe its methodology for identifying highest-performing and bigh-progress schools as reward schools? If the
SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of reward schools in ESEA Flexibility (but is instead, e.g., based on school
grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), did the SELA also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2
Is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools Meet ESEA
Flexcibility Definitions” guidance?

a. s the SEA’s methodology for identifying reward schools educationally sonnd and likely to result in the
meaningful identification of the highest-perforniing and high-progress schools?

Alaska will identify up to the top 10% of schools in each grade span category
(Elementary/Middle, High School, or combination of K-12) that meet the highest-petforming or
high-progress definition described below as reward schools. The schools will be selected from
among all schools that meet the criteria, without regard to Title I status, for State recognition.

Reward schools selection criteria:
e Highest-Performing Schools
o Rank schools in order of greatest to least ASPI score.
o Find the top 10% based on the ASPI score of schools that meet the following criteria:
= Made AYP in 2010-2011 and 2011-2012. For future years after the waiver is
implemented, the schools must have met the AMO targets for two
consecutive years in each subject (reading, writing, and mathematics) for all
students and for each subgroup.
= Have at least an 85% graduation rate average over the two most recent
consecutive years, if the school includes 12" grade.
e High-Progress Schools
o Rank schools in order of greatest to least on the school progress indicator (growth and
proficiency index for all students).
o Find the top 10% of schools based on the growth and proficiency index that meet the
following criteria:
®  Growth and proficiency index for the all students group average over the most
recent 3 consecutive years must be >=95.0.
®  Growth and proficiency index for each applicable primary subgroup in the
school (AN/AIL ECD, SWD, and EL) must be >= 90.0 for the cutrent year.
Have at least an 85% graduation rate average over the two most recent consecutive years, if the
school includes 12" grade.

2.Cii  Provide the SEA’s list of reward schools in Table 2. (Bee Attachment J)

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development September 4, 2012

Page 66 of 820



2.C.iii Describe how the SEA will publicly recognize and, if possible, reward highest-performing
and high-progress schools.

Are the recognition and, if applicable rewards proposed by the SEA for its highest-performing and high-progress
schools likely to be considered meaningful by the schools?

»  Has the SEA consulted with 1.EAs and schools in designing its recognition and, where applicable,

rewards?

All Highest-Performing and High-Progress schools will be recognized on the EED website,
through announcement in the EED Information Exchange newsletter, through press releases, and
with letters of congtatulation and/or certificates from the education commissioner and possibly
from the governor. Additional recognition options include legislative proclamations, a logo that
may be used by the school on newsletters, website, signs, etc., and recognition by the education
commissioner or governor at local events. Schools recognized as Highest-Performing or High-
Progress will be among the pool of schools asked to present at workshops or serve as models or
mentors to other schools. Informal feedback from the State’s previous recognition program
indicated that the schools were very proud of their congratulatory letters that were received from
that program.

Title I Highest-Performing and Title I High-Progress schools with at least 35% poverty may apply
to be considered for the Title I Distinguished Schools program. Interested schools will submit
applications to be considered. One Title I school will be selected in each category and given
financial support (as resources allow) to travel to the National Title I Conference to be recognized
and to participate in the professional development opportunities of the conference. Alaska has
participated in the Title I Distinguished Schools program since 2007-2008. The schools that have
been selected have been very excited about the recognition and have found attendance at the
National Title I Conference to be very beneficial. Several schools have presented over the years
both at state conferences and at the national conference, sharing their effective strategies with
other schools.

2.D PRIORITY SCHOOLS

2D.4  Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying a number of lowest-performing schools
equal to at least five percent of the State’s Title I schools as priority schools. If the SEA’s
methodology is not based on the definition of priority schools in ESE.A Flex:ibility (but instead, e.g.,
based on school grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), the SEA should also
demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s
“Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance.

Alaska had 286 Title I schools in 2011-12. The state will identify 5%, or at least 14, of those
schools as the lowest-performing schools, the priority schools. To identify these schools, the State
will begin with the Title I schools with a 1-star rating. There are 33 Title I schools with a 1-star
rating. Within this list, the State will choose the 14 Title I priority schools based on consideration
of these factors: ASPI score, SBA proficiency rates in the all-students group and in the four
primary subgroups over three years, growth and proficiency index scores averaged over three
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years, and graduation rates less than 60% (in schools with 12"-graders) over three consecutive
years. Additional factors of consideration include: schools with current SIG grants; data from the
SSOS desk audit and conversations with the superintendent, school district and school leadership
about the school improvement strategies and interventions currently in place; schools currently in
corrective action school districts under State intervention; the number and percent of other Title I
schools on the 1-star list in the same district; and the size and characteristics of the schools.
Schools in districts that have a higher number or percentage of 1- and 2-star schools would be an
indicator that more support is needed for those schools and districts. Schools of very small size or
special populations may not be schools that would best fit the comprehensive interventions
required for priority schools. Based on the factors described above, schools will be chosen as
priority schools that are identified as having the greatest need for support and within districts
having the greatest need for support. For example, a school with 12"-graders may have graduation
rates less than 60% for three years, but the graduation rate is showing improvement. Or, the
school may have a low percentage of students that are proficient on the SBAs, but the growth and
performance index score shows that the school is improving. The schools identified as priority
schools will be of sufficient size for the interventions required by the turnaround principles to be
meaningfully applied and to have the most likelihood of success. For example, schools with an
enrollment of less than 50 students or with only primary grades may not be schools that would
benefit the most from interventions aligned with the turnaround principles. Schools with SIG
grants will not automatically be identified as ptiority schools as schools that have made progress
may no longer be in the category of the lowest-performing 5% of Title I schools. Alaska will not
include Title I-eligible high schools with less than 60% graduation rate in its selection of priority
schools as there are a large number of low-performing Title I schools that are K-12 schools with
both low performance and low graduation rates. Of the Title I high schools (those schools with
only grades 9-12) that were identified with a graduation rate of less than 60%, all also received a 1-
star ASPI rating, so these schools will be included in the schools from which the priority schools
will be determined. (Attachment L.§)

2.D.i Provide the SEA’s list of priority schools in Table 2. (See Attachment )

2.D.ii Describe the meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles that an LEA
with priotity schools will implement.

Are the interventions that the SEA described aligned with the turnaround principles and are they likely to result in
dramatic, systemic change in priority schools?

Priority schools will be required to implement meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround
principles for a minimum of three years. These turnaround principles align with the Alaska Effective
Schools Framework. The framework is based on six domains that represent important areas of
school functioning: curriculum, assessment, instruction, supportive learning environment,
professional development, and leadership. Each domain includes a set of indicators and a rubric
against which evidence of implementation is rated — from little or no development or
implementation to exemplary level of development and implementation of the indicator. These six
domains are the basis of several tools used to determine areas in which schools need to improve and
in planning school improvement strategies and actions to increase the school’s level of
implementation of effective practices in each domain. The Alaska Effective Schools Framework is
described in the State System of Support Operations Manual found in the attachments. The
following chart shows the specific alignment of required interventions with the six domains of the
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framework. (Attachment 2.4)

a. Do the SEA’s interventions include all of the following?
b Are the identified interventions to be implemented in priority schools likely fo —
(1) increase the quality of instruction in priority schools;
(iz) improve the effectiveness of the leadership and the teaching in these schools; and
(i23) improve student achievement and, where applicable, graduation rates for all students, including
English 1 earners, students with disabilities, and the lowest-achieving students?
¢. Has the SEA indijcated that it will ensure that each of its priority schools implements the selected
intervention for at least three years?

Turnaround Principle Required implementation

Providing strong leadership by: (1) (1) The school district will review the performance
reviewing the performance of the current of the current principal. The performance of the
principal; (2) either replacing the principal current principal will be based on alignment with
if such a change is necessary to ensure the indicators of Domain 6, Leadership of the
strong and effective leadership, or Alaska Effective School Framewotk, as well as
demonstrating to the SEA that the on performance evaluations of the principal for
current principal has a track record in the employment at the cutrent school (up to the
improving achievement and has the most recent three years if the principal has
ability to lead the turnaround effort; and served the school longer than three years), and
(3) providing the principal with student achievement and growth data on the
operational flexibility in the areas of standards based assessments for the most period
scheduling, staff, curriculum, and budget; of the principal’s employment at the school (up

to the most recent three years).

(2) The school district may demonstrate to EED
that the current principal has a track record in
improving student achievement and the ability
to lead the turnaround effort by providing
evidence that the principal is operating at the
“fully functioning and operational level” or
higher of at least 80% of the indicators in
Domain 6, that the performance evaluations of
the principal for the most recent three years are
satisfactory or above, and that the student
achievement and growth data at the school is
increasing.

If the district determines that the principal will
be replaced, the district must demonstrate to
EED that the district will recruit for a principal
with the skills and abilities as referenced in the
indicators of Domain 6 and that it will hire the
candidate that has been demonstrated through
the application process and previous
employment references to have those skills and
abilities to lead the turnaround effort in the
school.
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(3) The school district will outline what operational
flexibility will be provided to the principal in the
areas of scheduling, staff, curriculum, and
budget and what parameters will be around that
flexibility. For example, the district may allow
the principal to determine start and stop times
of the school day within the week to meet the
needs of the local community, but may not allow
the principal to shorten the length of time that
students are in school.

Ensuring that teachers are effective and | (1) The school district, in conjunction with the

able to improve instruction by: (1) principal, will review the quality of all teachers in
reviewing the quality of all staff and the school. The indicators of quality will include
retaining only those who are determined the most recent performance evaluations of the
to be effective and have the ability to be teachers (up to the three most recent years of
successtul in the turnaround effort; (2) employment). If the previous teacher evaluations
preventing ineffective teachers from did not include a measure of data related to
transferring to these schools; and (3) student growth, the school district will include,
providing job-embedded, ongoing at a minimum, information on the growth in
professional development informed by student achievement on the State standards-

the teacher evaluation and support based reading, writing, and mathematics

systems and tied to teacher and student assessments, if applicable, as well as any other
needs; indicators of student academic progress available

for each teacher (student benchmark or progress
monitoring data, etc.). The school district will
retain teachers who, based on the review, have
demonstrated that they are effective and ate
likely to be successtul in the turnaround effort.
If a teacher is determined not to be effective, the
school district will remove that teacher from the
school through any of the following means, as
required by applicable contract and statute: non-
retain the teacher prior to the beginning of the
school year; transfer to another school in the
school district; or place the teacher on a plan of
improvement for the coming school year with a
clear timeline and set of criteria for non-
retention or dismissal if the criteria for
improvement are not met. The school district
will identify, in consultation with EED, the skills
and abilities that are desired for teachers to be
newly hired for the priority school. The school
district will recruit and hire teachers with the
identified skills and abilities to fill any vacant
positions in the school.

(2) The school district will require that only teachers
that have been determined to be effective in
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other district schools through the same review
process as described in (1) above may transfer to
the designated priority school, and only with the
concurrence of the school’s principal.

(3) The school district will ensure that it will
provide job-embedded, ongoing professional
development informed by the teacher evaluation
and support systems and tied to teacher and
student needs. This will be aligned with the
indicators in Domain 5, Professional
Development, of the Alaska Effective School
Framework and will be documented in the
school’s priority turnaround plan in AK STEPP.

Redesigning the school day, week, or | The school district will be required to ensure that

year to include additional time for the school redesigns the school day, week, or year to
student learning and teacher include additional time for student learning and
collaboration; teacher collaboration. Priority schools must have a

minimum of 90 minutes of core reading instruction
and 60 minutes of core mathematics instruction per
student per day. The schedules must include
additional time for Tier II instruction/interventions
and additional time for Tier Il intensive
interventions. The school will provide copies of the
school schedules for the prior year and the coming
year identifying the changes. These strategies will be
demonstrated through these indicators in Domain 4,
Supportive Learning Environment and Domain 5,
Professional Development:

4.1 Effective classroom management strategies that
maximize instructional time are evident throughout
the school day.

4.2 School-wide operational procedures are in place
to minimize disruptions to instructional time.

4.8 Extended learning opportunities are made
available and utilized by students in need of
additional support.

5.3 Professional development is embedded into the
daily routines and practices of school staff.

5.5 Sufficient time and resources are allocated to
support professional development outlined in the
school improvement plan.

Strengthening the school’s The priority school will be required to improve the
instructional program based on student | school’s instructional program to ensure that it is
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needs and ensuring that the mstructional
program is research-based, rigorous, and
aligned with State academic content
standards;

based on student needs and that the program is
research-based, rigorous and aligned with Alaska
academic content standards. This will be
demonstrated through an analysis of the current
mnstructional program in Domains 1 and 3
(Curriculum and Instruction) of the Alaska Effective
Schools Framework, and by the creation of the
timeline, strategies and action steps in the school
turnaround plan to implement improvements in the
mnstructional program. Priorities for cutriculum and
mnstruction areas of improvement will be based on
the analysis of the current instructional program and
the needs determined through the analysis of
student achievement data. The priorities will be
informed by the teacher and principal evaluation
system data that identify areas in need of
improvement. Priority schools will be required to
adopt core reading and mathematics programs that
are aligned with the Alaska’s college- and career-
ready standards.

Using data to inform instruction and
for continuous improvement, including
by providing time for collaboration on
the use of data;

The priority school will be required to use data to
inform instruction and for continuous
improvement. The school will use a three-tiered
Response to Instruction/Intervention model. The
priority school will identify appropriate screening
assessments to be given to all students three times
during the school year, such as AIMSweb or an
equivalent tool approved by EED. The results of
those screening assessments will be used to
determine which students need additional
mterventions and support in Tier II, and which
students will need even more intensive interventions
and support in Tier III. The use of data to inform
mstruction will be demonstrated through indicators
in Domains 2 and 3, Assessment and Instruction, of
the Alaska Effective Schools Framework.

Establishing a school environment that
mmproves school safety and discipline and
addressing other non-academic factors
that impact student achievement, such as
students’ social, emotional, and health
needs; and

The priority school will be required to establish a
school environment that improves school safety and
discipline. It will be required to address other non-
academic factots such as student’s social, emotional,
and health needs to the extent possible in the
school/community situation. The school will be
required to implement a schoolwide behavior plan,
such as Positive Behavior Intervention and Support,
CHAMPS or another plan of the school’s design,
that is comprehensive and implemented school-
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wide. This will be demonstrated through Domain 4,
Supportive Learning Environment, of the Alaska
Effective Schools Framework.

Providing ongoing mechanisms for The priority school will be required to provide
family and community engagement. ongoing mechanisms for family and community
engagement. These mechanisms will be aligned with
Indicator 4.6 of Domain 4, Supportive Learning
Environment, of the Alaska Effective Schools
Framework: The school and classtoom
environments reflect cultural awareness and
understanding of cultural values of the students and
community. The rubrics for the Alaska Cultural
Standards for Educators will be used to determine
implementation of these standards by the teachers
and principal in the school. A focus on family and
community engagement strategies will be expected
in the priority school turnaround plan.

2.D.v Provide the timeline the SEA will use to ensure that its LEAs that have one or more ptiority
schools implement meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles in each
priority school no later than the 2014—2015 school year and provide a justification for the
SEA’s choice of timeline.

»  Does the SEA’s proposed timeline distribute priority schools’ implementation of interventions in a
balanced way, such that there is not a concentration of these schools in the later years of the timeline?

All identified priority schools will begin implementation of the meaningful interventions aligned
with the turnaround principles in 2013-2014. If a school that is identified as a priority school has
already been required to implement specific interventions aligned with the turnaround principles
through current state intervention support, that school will be required to continue to implement
those interventions and to revise and update its needs assessment, turnaround plan, and timeline
in AK STEPP. The timeline will specify the priority implementations over a three-year period. If
a school is identified as a priority school that has not previously been receiving State support
through intervention, the State will work with that school (after the State’s ESEA Flexibility
Waiver application has been approved) to complete its comprehensive needs assessment during
the 2012-2013 school year. The State will collaborate with the school district and the priority
school to determine the priorities and timeline for implementation of the required interventions
over the three-year period. See the Alaska STEPP District and School Indicators and
Expectations for Districts and Schools in Intervention that describe the indicators and rubrics
aligned with the six domains of the Alaska Effective Schools Framework at the school and district
level, and the current expectations for sites and districts in interventions. These expectations will
be those expected of priotity schools and districts with priority schools as described in this waiver
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2.D.v Provide the criteria the SEA will use to determine when a school that is making significant
progress in improving student achievement exits priority status and a justification for the
criteria selected.

.. Do the SEA’s criteria ensure that schools that exit priority status have made significant progress in
improving student achievement?

» s the level of progress required by the criteria to exit priority status likely to result in sustained
improvement in these schools?

A priority school must implement the turnaround plan for a minimum of three years. In order to
exit priotity status, the school must have improved at least 6 points on the ASPI and have a three-
year average (consecutive years, including the current year) on the growth and proficiency index
score for the all students group and each primary subgroup of at least 90 points to show that
progress is being made. A school that meets this target at the end of the first or second year of
priority status will be recognized as making progress, but it will not be removed from the list of
priority schools until the end of the full three years of implementation of interventions. This will
allow the school to continue to qualify for the additional funding and support to continue on the
path of improvement. If the priority school is not ready to exit priority status at the end of three
years, the State will re-identify the school as a priority school for the next three-year cycle and may
take additional actions by requiring the school district to implement specific instructional
strategies, by requiring external coaches or providers to support the school in identified areas, or
by appointing a trustee or other external contractor to oversee the finances of the district, or by
causing the district's funding under ESEA or State funding to be redirected to pay for required
actions ot to a holding account for the district until the actions are completed. Alaska regulations
4 AAC 06.840 (i)-(I) and 4 AAC 06.872 describe the cutrent actions and authority the State may
take for school districts in corrective action or low-performing schools that meet certain criteria
(known as “872” schools). These regulations are illustrative of the types of actions the state would
take with districts that have priority schools that have not exited priority status after three years.
These regulations would be revised and incorporated into new regulations based on the
provisions of the approved oLy TIExIDINty Walver. (oce PAppendix T In Zsttachment 2.J o004

Dperations Manual)

2.E Focus SCHOOLS

2.E.i Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying a number of low-performing schools equal
to at least 10 percent of the State’s Title I schools as “focus schools.” If the SEA’s methodology is
not based on the definition of focus schools in ESE.A Flexibility (but instead, e.g., based on school
grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), the SEA should also demonstrate that
the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating
that an SEA’s Lists of Schools meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance.

a. I identipying focus schools, was the SEA's methodology based on the achievement and lack of
progress over a number of years of one or more subgroups of students identified under ESEA section
1111(6)2)(C)(w)(I1) in terms of proficiency on the statewide assessments that are part of the SEA’s
differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system or, at the high school level, graduation
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rates for one or more subgronps?
b. Is the SEA’s methodology for identifying focus schools educationally sonnd and likely to ensure that
schools are acconntable for the performance of subgroups of students?

Alaska had 286 Title I schools in 2011-2012. The state will identify 10%, or at least 28, of those
schools as focus schools. Focus schools will, in general, represent the next-lowest-performing
group of Title I schools. After the identification of the Title I priority schools, the remaining Title
I schools with a 1-star rating will be identified as focus schools. Next, the State will sort the Title I
schools with a 2-star rating from the least to greatest ASPI score and will select the remainder of
the 28 focus schools from this ranked list from least to greatest. Schools identified as focus
schools will have one ot mote low-achieving subgroups and/ot a low graduation rate because all
the Title I schools with a 1- or 2-star rating had one or more of the four primary subgroups as a
factor in their ASPI score and most also had graduation rates of less than 60%. (See Attachment
2.8)

2.E.ii Provide the SEA’s list of focus schools in Table 2. (See Attachment 9)

2.E.iii Describe the process and timeline the SEA will use to ensure that each LEA that has one or
more focus schools will identify the specific needs of the LEA’s focus schools and their
students. Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions focus schools will be
required to implement to improve the performance of students who are the furthest behind.

»  Has the SEA demonstrated that the interventions it has identified are effective at increasing student
achievement in schools with similar characteristics, needs, and challenges as the schools the SEA has
identified as focus schools?

»  Has the SEA identified interventions that are appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary,
middle, high) and that address different types of school needs (e.g., all-students, targeted at the lowest-
achieving students)?

All identified Title I focus schools will begin implementation of interventions targeted to improve
the performance of students who are the furthest behind in 2013-2014. After the ESEA Flexibility
Waiver is approved, the State will work with school districts that have focus schools identified in
their districts to complete a needs assessment by the end of the 2012-2013 school year to identify
specific areas of need, especially in low-subgroup achievement or graduation rates. The needs
assessment will be completed in AK STEPP and will be aligned with the six domains of the
Alaska Effective Schools Framework. If a school that is identified as a focus school has been
required already, through current State intervention support, to implement specific interventions
that are based on a comprehensive needs assessment and aligned with the six domains of the
Alaska Effective Schools Framework, that school will be required to continue to implement those
interventions and to revise and update its focus school improvement plan and timeline in AK
STEPP. The State will collaborate with the school district and the focus school to determine and
prioritize the interventions and strategies that will best address the areas of need in the school and
the timeline for implementation of the identified interventions. The school will be required to use
AK STEPP for its plan of improvement for focusing on specific subgroups of concern and for
specific indicators including curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional development.
The SSOS will provide support to focus schools through reading and mathematics content
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support specialists, and for EL or SWD student subgroups through additional resources and
professional development through contracts with external partners for specific areas of need.

2.E.iv Provide the criteria the SEA will use to determine when a school that is making significant
progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps exits focus
status and a justification for the criteria selected.

a. Do the SEA’s criteria ensure that schools that exit focus status have made significant progress in
imiproving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps?

> Is the level of progress required by the criteria to exit focus status likely to result in sustained
improvement in these schools?

A Title I focus school must implement interventions for at least two years and until the school has
met the exit criteria. In order to exit focus status, the school must show improvement of at least 5
points in the growth and proficiency index (average of three consecutive years, including the most
current year) in the all students group and in any specific subgroups in which the school was
identified as a focus school. If the school was identified as a focus school for a graduation rate
less than 60%, then the graduation rate must improve to greater than 60% (measured as an
average over three consecutive years, including the current year). If a Title I focus school exits
focus status before the end of three years from initial identification, the State will review the Title
I schools with 1- and 2-star ratings on the current year’s data that are not already identified as
priority or focus schools, and will use the same process to select replacement focus school(s) to
keep the number of Title I focus schools at 28 over the period of three years until the ASPI and
AMO targets are reset based on the new assessments.
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TABLE 2: REWARD, PRIORITY, AND FOCUS SCHOOLS

Provide the SEA’s list of reward, priotity, and focus schools using the Table 2 template. Use the key to indicate the criteria used to identify a school as a

reward, priority, or focus school. (See Attachment 9)

TABLE 2: REWARD, PRIORITY, AND FOCUS SCHOOLS

LEA Name School Name School NCES ID # | REWARD SCHOOL | PRIORITY SCHOOL | FOCUS SCHOOL
Ex. Washington Oak HS 111111100001 C

Maple ES 111111100002 H
Adams Willow MS 222222200001 A

Cedar HS 222222200002 F

Elm HS 222222200003 G
TOTAL # of Schools:

Total # of Title I schools in the State: _286

Total # of Title I-participating high schools in the State with graduation rates less than 60%:

Key

Reward School Criteria:
A. Highest-performing school
B. High-progress school

Priority School Criteria:
C. Among the lowest five percent of Title I schools in the State based on
the proficiency and lack of progress of the “all students” group

D-1. Title I-participating high school with graduation rate less than 60%
over a number of years

D-2. Title I-eligible high school with graduation rate less than 60% over a
number of years

E. Tier I or Tier II SIG school implementing a school intervention model

Focus School Criteria:

F. Has the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving
subgroup(s) and the lowest-achieving subgroup(s) or, at the high school
level, has the largest within-school gaps in the graduation rate

G. Has a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high
school level, a low graduation rate

H. A Title I-participating high school with graduation rate less than 60%
over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school
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2.F PROVIDE INCENTIVES AND SUPPORTS FOR OTHER TITLE I SCHOOLS

2F  Describe how the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system will
provide incentives and suppotts to ensure continuous improvement in other Title I schools
that, based on the SEA’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in
improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, and an explanation of how
these incentives and supports are likely to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.

i Does the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system provide incentives and supports for other
Title I schools that, based on the SEA’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in improving
Sstudent achievement and narrowing achievement gaps?

2. Are those incentives and supporis likely to improve student achievement, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality
of instruction for all students, including English Learners and students with disabilities?

The State’s differentiated recognition, accountability and support system will provide incentives and
support for all schools, including Title I schools that are not identified as priority or focus schools.
Public reporting of the ASPI scores and star ratings, the academic proficiency rates and progress
toward the AMO targets and the graduation rates will provide intrinsic motivation for schools to
improve those scores and ratings for all students as well as for students in lower performing
subgroups.

The State will review the data for each school annually. The ASPI score and corresponding star
rating of a school, combined with school data about meeting the AMO targets for achievement in
reading, writing and mathematics, and the graduation rate targets for all subgroups will determine
the types of supports and interventions that the school will receive. All schools will have support
available at the universal level from the SSOS that includes access to a number of resources in areas
such as transition to the Alaska college- and career-ready standards and support for students with
disabilities and English learners.

Schools with ASPI ratings of 3, 4, or 5 stars, including Title I schools, that are missing AMO targets
in any one subgroup for two years in a row, that have declining subgroup growth and proficiency
index scores over a petiod of two years, or that have declining or stagnant cohort graduation rates
(for schools with grade 12) will be required to create a plan and timeline with specific strategies for
improving the achievement or graduation rates of the subgroup(s) affected. Those plans must be
submitted to the district for review and approval. The district will be responsible for providing
support to those schools, and may request targeted support through the SSOS. The SSOS will
provide requested targeted support as resources allow, and will prioritize requests for support in
assisting students with disabilities and English learners.

2.G BuiLD SEA, LEA, AND SCHOOL CAPACITY TO IMPROVE STUDENT
LEARNING
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2.G  Describe the SEA’s process for building SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student
learning in all schools and, in particular, in low-performing schools and schools with the
largest achievement gaps, including through:

i timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA
implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools;
. ensuring sufficient support for implementation of interventions in priority schools,

focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under the SEA’s differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system (including through leveraging funds
the LEA was previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG
funds, and other Federal funds, as permitted, along with State and local resources);
and

ii.  holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance,
particularly for turning around their priority schools.

Explain how this process is likely to succeed in improving SEA, LEA, and school capacity.

. Is the SEA’s process for ensuring sufficient support for iniplementation of interventions in priority
schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools under the SELA’s differentiated recognition,
acconntability, and support system (including through leveraging funds the 1EA was previously
required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG funds, and other Federal funds, as
permitted, along with State and local resonrces) likely to result in successful implementation of
such interventions and improved student achievement?

wi.  1Is the SEA’s process for holding I EAs acconntable for inproving school and student
performance, particularly for turning aronnd their priority schools, likely to improve LEA
capacity to support school improvement?

All Schools

EED’s State System of Support provides resources and support to all schools through a tiered
system of support and resources. The tri-tiered model represents SSOS efforts to help districts
build their capacity. The SSOS provides aligned resources, information, professional
development, and technical assistance within the six domains of the Alaska Effective Schools
Framework that represent aspects of best practices that substantially influence school and student
performance. The six domains are: curriculum, assessment, instruction, supportive learning
environment, professional development, and leadership. Depending on which tier a district is in,
SSOS provides the district with varying degrees of support within each domain. Although all
districts have access to the supports, the districts with schools designated at the lowest-
performing levels will have targeted support or may be required to participate in comprehensive
support activities. (See Attachment .3)

Tier I: Universal Access. At the Universal Access level of support, all districts and schools have
access to information and resources aligned to the six domain areas. Examples of asssitance
provided at the Universal Access level are information provided through the Alaska
Comprehensive Center and EED websites (visit http://alaskacc.org/ssos or

http:/ /education.alaska.gov/), through audio or web conferences, and through regional or state
conferences offered to participants from all districts. School districts with schools at the higher-
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performing levels 4-stars and 5-stars on the ASPI index score and meeting AMOs or showing
growth in all traditional subgroups and the graduation rate generally use effective practices to
improve student achievement and ask for support when they need it. SSOS is available to help
identify and leverage resources for school and district improvement.

Tier II: Targeted Level. The SSOS Targeted level is designed to provide school districts with
schools in greater need with additional assistance. At the Targeted level of support (Tier II), SSOS
provides increased resources and support available to schools and districts identified in greater
need. Examples of this support are on-site professional development opportunities or specific
content area institutes provided by contractors. Schools in this category will typically be schools
with 2- or 3-star ratings and those that have been identified as focus schools. Districts that have a
number of schools with 2-star ratings or focus schools will be supported at the Targeted level.

Tier III: Comprehensive Level. The SSOS Comprehensive level is designed to provide school
districts with schools in the highest level of need with rigorous and explicit interventions. At the
Comprehensive level of support, SSOS provides focused support for those districts and schools
at the highest level of need to assist them in meeting the expectations set out by the State.
Examples of this support include the assignment of SSOS coaches and on-site professional
development. The schools and distticts with the highest level of need will need to focus on key
areas that will have an immediate impact on student achievement. Expectations are cleatly defined
by the district and the state. Implementation is monitored by the State. In addition to providing
schools and districts in Tier III with a centralized pool of resources, SSOS provides support for
administrators and teachers in the implementation of effective instructional and leadership
practices and systems thorough a SSOS coach. Schools in this category will typically be schools
with 1-star and 2-star ratings and those that have been identified as priority schools. Districts that
have a number of schools with 1-star and 2-star ratings or priority and focus schools will receive
comprehensive support.

The SSOS also works in partnership with the following agencies to provide support and assistance
to schools and districts in the state:
iv.  Alaska Administrator Coaching Project
v.  Alaska Comprehensive Center
vi.  Alaska Staff Development Network
vii.  Alaska Statewide Mentor Project
viii.  Assessment & Accountability Comprehensive Center
ix.  Association of Alaska School Boards
Center on Innovation and Improvement
xi.  Consortium on Reading Excellence
xii.  Education Northwest
xiii.  Mid-Continent Research for Education & Learning (McRel)
xiv.  Measured Progress
xv.  Rural Alaska Principal Preparation & Support
xvi.  Special Education Service Agency

¢

A primary support tool made available by the state is Alaska STEPP (Steps Toward Educational
Progress and Partnership), the Alaska-customized version of the Indistar online school
improvement tool developed by the Center for Instruction and Improvement, a member of the
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Comprehensive Center network funded by the U.S. Department of Education. The State is in the
third year of implementing AK STEPP. The process began through Alaska’s participation in the
Academy of Pacesetting States. The State has been phasing in the use of the AK STEPP tool
through cohotts of schools. The State encouraged the lowest-performing schools to participate
and offered the opportunity to additional schools. In the first and second years, the State provided
on-site training to all schools in Cohortt 1 and Cohort 2 of implementation. The training and
support is more than just training for how to use the online tool; it is geared to assist schools in
developing and implementing a true collaborative approach to school improvement. The
advantage of AK STEPP is that the plan is not a printed plan lost on a shelf in the principal’s
office, but rather an active plan that is updated regulatly and provides a point-in-time picture of
implementation of strategies and interventions. All schools in the state may choose to use AK
STEPP. Schools identified as Title I priority and focus schools will be required to use the tool and
receive training and support for its use.

i s the SEA’s process for ensuring timely and comprebensive monitoring of, and technical
assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools likely to result
in successfurl implementation of these interventions and in progress on leading indicators and
student outcomes in these schools?

»  Did the SEA describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used
by the SEA and its LEAs to support the implementation of interventions in priority and focus
schools that is likely to result in the identification of high-quality partuers with experience and
expertise applicable to the needs of the school, including spestfic subgroup needs?

Title I Priority Schools

The State will provide support and technical assistance to districts with priotity schools to ensure
implementation of the required interventions and to hold school districts accountable for
implementing the interventions with fidelity to turnaround their priority schools. The State will
identify one or more staff as the priority school liaison to be the primary contact and support for
each school.

During the process of identifying priority schools, the State will perform a desk audit of the
school’s achievement, progress, and graduation data over the last three years and conduct
subsequent discussions with the superintendent and key district leaders. Depending on the results
of the desk audit and discussions with the district superintendent, the State may require a priotity
school to have an instructional audit based on the Alaska Effective Schools Framework by an
external review team. If such an instructional audit is performed, the results will inform the
comprehensive needs assessment and turnaround plan of the school.

All priotity schools will be required to use the AK STEPP online school improvement planning
tool. The school will use the tool either to complete a self-assessment of their level of progress on
key indicators of the six domains of the Alaska Effective Schools Framework, or to enter the
results of the instructional audit as the needs assessment. The school will then use AK STEPP to
create its turnaround plan and timeline for implementation by prioritizing, in consultation with
and supported by the district and the State priority school liaison, the areas of need identified
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through the needs assessment and required interventions aligned with the turnaround principles.
Priority schools that have received training and have been using AK STEPP for the immediately
preceding one to three year(s) that have already completed a needs assessment will be required to
update that needs assessment, to evaluate if their strategies are bringing about the improvement
expected, and continue with revisions and implementation of their school turnaround plan.
Priotity schools that have not yet begun to use AK STEPP will receive on-site training from the
State. All priotity schools will participate in continued support for the use of AK STEPP and the
continuous school improvement process through webinars and individual assistance.

The State will support priority schools by providing a SSOS school improvement coach. The
SSOS Coaching Program provides on-site technical assistance to support schools and districts in
their efforts to improve systems and structures that increase student achievement. Coaches work
collaboratively with educators to assess district and school needs and to design and implement
interventions based on education research. The SSOS coach will provide on-site suppott at the
school at least one week per month and additional support by distance through email, Skype,
phone, etc. The coach will be provided to each priority school through the SSOS State funds, to
the extent resources allow. The State will provide additional support to priority schools through
SSOS- supported initiatives such as the Curriculum Alignment Institutes, the annual Alaska
School Leadership Institutes, and Cognitive Coaching training. Priority schools will be given first
priority in placement of teacher mentors through the Alaska Statewide Mentor Project and
principal coaches through the Alaska Administrator Coaching Project. The State may provide
support through school board and parent engagement coaches, as resources allow. At its option,
the district may engage an external provider to guide the school through the turnaround process
for at least three years.

School districts with priority and focus schools that elect to use external providers to provide
support to the schools, either as an external partner to guide the turnaround process, or as an
external provider providing support or professional development to the school in a specific area,
must use a rigorous process for recruiting, screening, and selecting any external providers. The
screening process must verify that a provider has a meaningful plan for contributing to the reform
efforts in the school, will implement strategies that are research-based, has a record of success in
similar schools, has a healthy fiscal history, and has the capacity to implement the strategies it is
proposing. The State priority school liaison will be included as a reviewer in the external provider
selection process for any turnaround partners and for any providers that will be providing
significant support that do not already have a track record of providing effective support to
Alaska’s low-achieving schools. (External providers may be used to provide technical expertise in
implementing various components of the intervention model, such as helping a school evaluate its
data and determine changes that are needed, providing job-embedded professional development,
assisting in curriculum alighment, designing teacher and principal evaluation systems that rely on
student data, etc.)

In addition to support provided to the school through the SSOS program and funds, the State will
make SIG 1003g funds available for priotity schools as they become available. Current SIG
schools from Cohort 2 that are identified as priotity schools will have a third year of SIG funds
available for 2013-2014. New SIG funds received by the state in 2013-2014 will be available to
award to other priority schools upon application by school districts with those schools that
choose to implement one of the approved SIG intervention models. The State will make funds
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from the set-aside from the Title I allocation under 1003(a) for school improvement available for
priority and focus schools. Depending upon the amount of funds available in a given year, the
State will determine the funding level available to each priotity school and will require the priority
schools to apply for the funds through a budget and narrative that shows alignment with the
required interventions. The State will require a district to use up to 20% of its Title I allocation to
serve its priority and focus schools (in lieu of the set-aside requited for SES and school choice) as
needed, if other funds are not sufficient.

The State will monitor the progress of priority schools regularly by reviewing results of the
screening assessments three times per year and reviewing State assessment data annually. The
State will monitor progress of implementation of required interventions through review of the
online priority turnaround plan in AK STEPP and through discussions with school and district
staff at least three times per year through phone calls, video conferences and, when possible, on-
site visits. If progress is not being shown and/or there are indications of less than full
implementation of the interventions, the State will work more closely with the district and school
to require specific strategies and interventions, provide more on-site suppott, and provide
mncreasing levels of oversight and intervention.

Title I Focus Schools

The State will provide support and technical assistance to districts with Title I focus schools to
ensure implementation of the identified required interventions and to hold districts accountable
for implementing the intetventions with fidelity to increase the graduation rate and/or the
achievement rate of the low-performing subgroups. The State will identify a staff member as the
focus school liaison to be the primary contact and support for each school.

Focus schools will be required to use AK STEPP to complete a comprehensive needs assessment
and to create an ongoing focus school improvement plan. Focus schools that have not yet begun
to use AK STEPP will receive on-site training from the State. All focus schools will participate in
continued support for the use of AK STEPP and the continuous school improvement process
through webinars and individual assistance.

The SSOS will provide support to focus schools through reading and mathematics content
support specialists, and for EL or SWD student subgroups through additional resources and
professional development through contracts with external partners for specific areas of need.
Focus schools will be given second-priority (after priority schools) to participate in SSOS State
mitiatives such as such as the Curriculum Alignment workshops, the annual Alaska School
Leadership Institutes, Cognitive Coaching training, the Alaska Statewide Mentor Project, and the
Alaska Administrator Coaching Project.

Districts with priority and focus schools that elect to use external providers to provide support to
the schools must use a rigorous process for recruiting, screening, and selecting any external
providers. The criteria for selecting external providers are described in the section on priority
schools above.

The State will make available funds from the set-aside from the Title I allocation under 1003(a)
for school improvement for priority and focus schools. Depending upon the amount of funds
available in a given year, the State will determine the funding level available to each Title I focus

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development Sepfember 4, 2012

Page 83 of 820



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST

school and will require the focus schools to apply for the funds through a budget and narrative
that shows alighment with the identified interventions in its focus school improvement plan. The
State will require a district to use up to 20% of its Title I allocation to serve its priority and focus
schools (in lieu of the set-aside required for SES and school choice) as needed, if other funds are
not sufficient.

The State will monitor the progress of focus schools regularly by reviewing results of any
screening assessments identified for implementation at least twice per year and reviewing state
assessment data annually. The State will monitor progress of implementing identified
interventions through review of the online focus school improvement plan in AK STEPP and
through discussions with school and district staff at least twice per year through phone calls, video
conferences and, when possible, on-site visits. If progress is not being shown and/or there are
indications of less than full implementation of the interventions, the State will work more closely
with the school district and school to require specific strategies and interventions, provide more
on-site support, and provide increasing levels of oversight and intervention.
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PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION
AND LEADERSHIP

3.A DEVELOP AND ADOPT GUIDELINES FOR LOCAL TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL
EVALUATION AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding description and evidence,
as appropriate, for the option selected.

1.

Option A

X] 1f the SEA has not already developed and
adopted all of the guidelines consistent with
Principle 3, provide:

the SEA’s plan to develop and adopt
guidelines for local teacher and principal

evaluation and supportt systems by the
end of the 2012-2013 school year;

a description of the process the SEA will
use to involve teachers and principals in

Option B

[] If the SEA has developed and adopted all of
the guidelines consistent with Principle 3,
provide:

L

a copy of the guidelines the SEA has
adopted (Attachment 10) and an
explanation of how these guidelines are
likely to lead to the development of
evaluation and support systems that
improve student achievement and the
quality of instruction for students;

the development of these guidelines; and
ii. evidence of the adoption of the guidelines
ili. an assurance that the SEA will submit to (Attachment 11); and
the Department a copy of the guidelines
that it will adopt by the end of the 2012— 1l

2013 school year (see Assurance 14).

a description of the process the SEA used
to involve teachers and principals in the
development of these guidelines.

» i) Is the SEA’s plan for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and
support systems likely to result in the successful adoption of those guidelines by the end of the 2012-2013
school year?

Based on Alaska’s previous success in the adoption of statutes and regulations requiring teacher
and principal evaluation guidelines and support systems, the more recent work of the Teacher
Quality Working Group (TQWG) and the proposed teacher and principal evaluation regulations,
we are confident that Alaska will be able to successfully adopt guidelines that will expand our
current evaluation and support systems by the end of the 2012-2013 school year to meet the
requirements of Principle 3.

In comparing Alaska’s current statutes, regulations and guidance to the requirements of Principle
3, many of the elements are included already in our existing system. This is reinforced by the
information gathered through the Teacher & Principal Evaluation Survey conducted on behalf of
the Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (EED) by the Alaska Comprehensive
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Center in May 2011. (See Attachment B.7]) In a side-by-side analysis of Alaska’s current statutes
and regulations with Principle 3 elements, the areas of need are the inclusion of student learning
data, an overall rating and reporting system, and the assurance of inter-rater reliability. (See

Attachment B.g]

Historically, Alaska has recognized the importance of teacher and principal evaluation. Since 1975
by regulation, the State Board of Education & Early Development (State Board) has required
districts to evaluate professional employees, including teachers and principals. As defined in the
regulation, the purposes of evaluation were the continuous improvement of instruction and as a
method to gather data relevant to subsequent employment decisions. In addition, Alaska
regulation 4 AAC 19 Evaluation of Professional Employees allowed for the use of multiple
measures, required a formal written evaluation at least once per contract year, and mandated in-
service training in evaluation techniques for all certified staff. School districts also were required
to submit their evaluation procedures to EED for review.

In 1996, the State enacted House Bill 465 to strengthen the Alaska teacher and principal
evaluation system and to allow for non-retention of tenured teachers based on the teacher
evaluation system. Alaska Statute 14.20.149 requires each district to align its evaluation system to
the professional performance standards adopted by the State Board and incorporate information
from all stakeholders—students, parents, and community members, as well as education
professionals—in the plan’s design and implementation. The district evaluation system also must
collect information on performance from a variety of sources, contain provisions for
improvement of sub-standard performance, and provide training for those employees subject to
the evaluation system, as well as, the principals who conduct evaluations. HB 465 revised the
portion of AS 14.20.175 that provides guidelines for the non-retention of a tenured teacher who
failed to meet the performance objectives set out in a plan of improvement. (fee Attachment 10)

In order to assist districts in the designing and installing an evaluation system that incorporated all
the requirements set forth in House Bill 465, EED and the Association of Alaska School Boards
co-sponsored the Professional Evaluation Project Committee from June to December 1996.
These organizations were joined by representatives of the Alaska Council of School
Administrators, NEA-Alaska and the Alaska Parent Teacher Association. At the request of the
committee, EED assembled information on certificated employment evaluation from around the
state and the nation. The information was compiled, synthesized, and presented in a manner that
would be useful to districts as they revised, modified and strengthened their existing evaluation
system to meet the new requirements. (See Attachment B.1))

At the direct result of Alaska’s 2009 Education Summit, the Teacher Quality Working Group
(TQWG) was established to work on issues related to teacher quality, including teacher education
and certification, teacher employment, and teacher and principal evaluation. The work of the
TQWG has resulted in action by the State Board and EED. Based on recommendations from the
TQWG, the State Board adopted regulations that require districts to make available to the public
a blank copy of the form, template, or checklist that the district uses to evaluate teachers and
principals. This includes posting the form, template or checklist on a district website. At the
TQWG’s suggestion, EED produced and published an e-Learning module on teacher and
principal evaluation to assist districts with the required teaching and principal evaluation training.
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From the 2010-2011 school year to the present, the TQWG has focused its discussions and work
on teacher and principal evaluations. The working group began by reviewing Alaska statutes and
regulations regarding teacher and principal evaluations. (See [Attachment 10). The working group
also reviewed research on teacher and principal evaluation and sought information concerning the
use of student assessment data in teacher and principal evaluation. (See Attachment .Y

On May 18, 2011, the Alaska Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) discussed the use of Alaska’s
standards-based assessment (SBA) data to evaluate teachers and principals. The TAC
recommended that Alaska’s current SBAs, which are not on a vertical scale, be used only as one
of many data points to define student growth and achievement when evaluating teachers and
principals. The TAC also recommended that teachers and principals be included in the decision-
making process as Alaska determined how to incorporate student assessment data into its teacher
and principal evaluation system. The TAC’s recommendations were shared with the TQWG and
helped to frame the working group’s discussion in this area. (See Attachments B.10 and B.T1))

In March 2012, the TQWG made recommendations to the State Board regarding teacher and
principal evaluations. (See Attachments .4 and B.3). The recommendations included:

¢ Allowing school districts to either choose to revise their current teacher and principal
evaluation framework, system or model to incorporate specific critetia or use a research-
based model that meets the same critetia.

¢ Working with stakeholders to develop a communications plan to inform all individuals
who will be impacted by changes to teacher and principal evaluation.

e Using the term “student learning data” instead of student achievement or student growth
data to allow for pre/post-tests; end-of-course tests; student work samples; and
performance (e.g., music, drama, speech) in addition to standardized tests to be included
in determining a teacher’s or principal’s overall performance rating. The term “student
learning data” was recommended to provide school districts the greatest possible
flexibility in the types of assessments they may select to substantiate the effectiveness of
teachers and principals. It also provided accommodations for the teachers of special needs
students, English language learners, and students in non-tested subjects.

e Working with a group of stakeholders to develop and provide guidance for school
districts as the new evaluation system is implemented.

e Revising the existing regulations to reflect current knowledge of teacher and principal
evaluation.

¢ [Expanding the professional development requirements of teachers and principals who are
performing below proficient on any performance standard.

At the direction of the State Board, EED began working with the Alaska Attorney General’s
Office to draft revisions to the regulations for teacher and principal evaluation for public
comment.

The process to determine the percentage and weight of student learning data began in January
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2012. Between January and April 2012, TQWG members discussed the issues with their
constituencies and brought back that information to the working group. At its April meeting, the
TQWG made the final determination on the percentage of weight that student learning data
would account for in teacher and principal evaluations. The TQWG determined that student
learning data would account for 20% of a teacher’s or principal’s evaluation and that the four
performance levels the districts would report to EED were: unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, and
exemplary. In addition, it recommended that a teacher or principal not be given an overall rating
of proficient or exemplary if any one performance area, including the student learning data
component, was rate as below proficient.

In addition to these recommendations, the TQWG felt that it was appropriate for districts to have
time between the adoption of their evaluation procedures that incorporated student learning data
mnto the evaluation process and the use of that information in the overall rating of teachers and
principals. The group members also felt strongly that there should be a review and evaluation of
the new system after it had been in place to determine if the goal of increasing student
achievement had been met by increasing the use of student learning data in the teacher and
principal evaluations.

At its June 2012 meeting, the State Board opened a period of public comment on changes to

4 AAC 04.200(f) professional content and performance standards; 4AAC 04.205(b)(c)(d) District
performance standards; 4 AAC 19.010 Purpose and scope of evaluation; 4AAC 19.020 Scope of
evaluation; 4 AAC 19.030 Evaluation procedures; 4 AAC 19.040 Confidentiality of the evaluation;
4AAC 19.050 Reporting of evaluation results and local incorporation of student learning data;
4AAC 19.060 Evaluation training; and 4 AAC 19.099 Definitions.

The proposed regulations provide the following:

e School districts must provide evaluator training that assures inter-rater reliability;

School districts must report to EED at the end of the 2015-2016 school year the number
and percentage of teachers and principals at each overall performance rating;

Plans for professional growth for teachers and principals who receive a rating of basic
level in one or more performance area;

2 << 22 <¢

Definitions of the terms “student learning data,” “measurements,” “measurements of
student growth,” and “objective, empirical, and valid measurements”; and

The percentage and timeline for the inclusion of student growth in teacher and principal
evaluations.

These regulations will be open for public comment until November 2012 and are scheduled for
final consideration and adoption at the State Board’s December 2012 meeting. (See Attachment

B9.

» i) Does the SEA’s plan include sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of
these guidelines?
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Convened by EED in November 2009, the TQWG brought together a variety of stakeholders
from throughout Alaska who were interested in working on issues related to teacher quality. The
working group has met regulatly to address issues including teacher preparation, teacher
certification requirements, and teacher and principal evaluation, and it has made
recommendations to EED and the State Board. During the 2010-2011 and the 2011-2012 school
years, the TQWG focused solely on the improvement of Alaska’s teacher and principal evaluation
systems. Stakeholders included representatives from NEA-Alaska, teachers, human resource
directors and representatives from school districts, faculty and deans from the state university
system and Alaska’s private university, members of the Alaska Council of School Administrators,
mentors from the Alaska Statewide Mentor Project, and representatives from the Alaska
secondary school and elementary school principal associations. (See attachment B.2) Additionally,
a representative the Alaska Comprehensive Center served as a member and provided access to
resources on evaluation being used in other states. The stakeholders presented the viewpoints of
the groups they represented and sought input from their constituencies between meetings to help
inform the work of the TQWG. Information from stakeholder groups was used to ensure that
work being done by the TQWG met the unique needs of Alaska.

Additionally, the proposed teacher and principal evaluation regulations are out for public
comment until November 2012. This extended comment period will allow for individual
stakeholders to have additional input prior to the State Board taking final action on the proposed
Alaska’s revised teacher and principal evaluation regulations. During September and November
2012, EED will continue to share the proposed regulation with all stakeholder groups at
scheduled meetings and conferences. (See Attachment [C.T9)

» iti) Has SEA indicated that it will submit to the Department a copy of the guidelines that it will adopt
by the end of the 2012—-2013 school year?

Alaska will submit to the Department for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that it
will adopt by the end of the 2012-2013 school year.

ENSURE LEAS IMPLEMENT TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EVALUATION AND

SUPPORT SYSTEMS

3.B Provide the SEA’s process for ensuring that each LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and
implements, with the involvement of teachers and principals, including mechanisms to
review, revise, and improve, high-quality teacher and principal evaluation and support
systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted guidelines.

» s the SEA’s process for ensuring that each 1.EA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements, with the
involvement of teachers and principals, evaluation and support systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted
guidelines likely to lead to high-gnality local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems?

From the 2010-2011 school year to the present, the TQWG has focused its discussions and work
on teacher and principal evaluations. The group reviewed the existing Alaska statutes and
regulations regarding teacher and principal evaluations. Forty-four of Alaska’s 54 school districts
responded to an Alaska Comprehensive Center survey about their evaluations of teachers and
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principals. Items included the purpose of the district’s evaluation, the use of Alaska professional
content and performance standards, evidence used in the evaluation of teachers and principals,

and the levels of proficiency used in the evaluation system. The group reviewed those results. (See
Attachment B.7)

The tegulations open for public comment contain a provision to ensure that each school district
works with teachers and principals to develop the process for incorporating student learning data
that will be used in the district evaluation system. By October 1, 2015, each school district must
have adopted procedures that incorporate student learning data in its teacher and principal
evaluations. Once the State Board takes final actions on the regulations, EED will work with
school districts to help develop their process for incorporating student learning data. During fall
2012, the TQWG will begin work on a detailed communication plan and guidance for school
districts so that it is ready when the proposed regulations are finalized an adopted.

»  Does the SEA have a process for reviewing and approving an LEA’s teacher and principal evalunation
and support systemss to ensure that they are consistent with the SEA’s guidelines and will result in the
successful implementation of such systems?

AS 14.20.149.(g) Employee evaluation states, “The department may request copies of each school
district’s certificated employee evaluation system and changes the district makes to the systems.”
Current regulations require districts to post the forms used in their evaluation systems. By
October 1, 2014, each district will have adopted a teacher and principal evaluation system that
meets the requirements, including the use of student learning data, set by the State Board. As
districts revise their systems to meet new requirements, EED is asking each district to submit a
copy of its evaluation system for review by EED.

Additionally, beginning July 1, 2016, each district is required report to EED by July 1 of each
school year the number and percentage of teachers and principals scoring at the four performance
levels. The department will work with interested stakeholders on a voluntary peer review process
for districts to request feedback on their evaluation system.

»  Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that an 1.EA develops, adopts, pilots, and iniplements its
teacher and principal evaluation and support systems with the involvement of teachers and principals?

The regulations open for public comment contain a provision to ensure that each district works
with teachers and principals to develop the process for incorporating student learning data in the
district evaluation system. School districts that are further along in the process are serving as
models to other districts in how to collaborate with the variety of stakeholders with a vested
mnterest in teacher and principal evaluation. EED plans to hold a meeting at which districts
piloting a new system could take the lead in helping other school districts as they begin to revise
their teacher and principal evaluation systems. Pilot school districts will work with EED and the
TQWG on guidance that will be available to all districts.

As a requirement of submitting their revised evaluation systems, school districts will need to
assure that they have involved teachers and principals in developing, piloting, and implementing
their systems. Once plans have been received by EED, staff will review the plans and assurances
of collaboration.
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»  Did the SEA describe the process it will use to ensure that all measnres used in an 1LEA’s evaluation
and support systems are valid, meaning measnres that are clearly related to increasing student academic
achievement and school performance, and are tmplemented in a consistent and high-quality manner across
schools within an LLEA (i.e., process for ensuring inter-rater reliability)?

The regulations open for public comment contain the provision that within the evaluation training
each district must provide an assurance of inter-rater reliability. EED is researching information
on the use of valid measurements and will work with districts and the TQWG to develop a
process for ensuring inter-rater reliability. As a process is developed, EED will provide additional
guidance to districts.

EED will work with the Alaska Administrator Coaching Project, the Alaska School Leadership
Institute, and Alaska’s new comprehensive center to identify inter-rater reliability systems that can
serve urban and rural districts. (See Attachments [L4 and [[T7)

»  Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that teachers working with special populations of students, such
as students with disabilities and English 1earners, are included in the 1.EA’s teacher and principal
evalyation and support systems?

All teachers of special populations are required to be certified in order to teach in the state.
Alaska’s teacher evaluation system applies to all certificated teachers regardless of the population
of students the teachers teach. Within the Alaska Administrative Code there is provision for
districts to use up to 10 days as in-service days for professional development for educators.
School districts may determine, according to their needs, such professional development. Within
these parameters each district provides professional development and support to its teachers in a
variety of areas and will support teachers of special populations as new systems are implemented.

» s the SEA’s plan likely to be successful in ensuring that 1EAs meet the timeline requirements by either

(1) piloting evaluation and support systems no later than the 2014=2015 school year in preparation for
Jull implementation of the evalnation and support systems consistent with the requirements described above
no later than the 2015-2016 school year; or (2) inmplementing these systems no later than the
20142015 school year?

» Do timelines reflect a clear understanding of what steps will be necessary and reflect a logical sequencing
and spacing of the key steps necessary to implement evaluation and support systems consistent with the
required timelines?

» s the SEA plan for providing adequate giidance and other technical assistance to 1.EAs in developing
and implementing teacher and principal evaluation and support systems likely to lead to successful
implementation?

> Is the pilot broad enongh to gain sufficient feedback from a variety of types of educators, schools, and
classrooms to inform full implementation of the LEA's evalnation and support systems?

Recognizing the scope of changes that the TQWG felt were necessary to ensure that Alaska’s
teachers and principals were effective, improved student learning, and continued to grow as
professionals, work to date has been deliberative and has had input from a variety of stakeholders.
As the work has moved forward, new stakeholders have been added to the TQWG. Working with
EED, the TQWG developed a timeline for implementing the new teacher and principal evaluation
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process:

2012-2013 School Year

e September 2012 The Kenai, Anchorage and Kodiak school districts have already begun
the process of reviewing and revising their teacher and principal evaluation systems. These
districts will be invited to setve as pilot districts and models for districts that are ready to
move forward. Additionally, they will be asked to provide technical assistance for other
districts. School districts that have schools with School Improvement Grants (SIG) will
also be asked to serve as pilot districts. They have begun the process of revising their
evaluation systems as well as incorporating student learning data into those systems for
their SIG schools. The Alaska school districts that have been awarded grants for SIG
schools are Bering Strait, Matanuska-Susitna, Yupiit, and Yukon-Koyukuk. Collectively,
these districts include both rural and urban schools and represent the range of school sizes
seen across Alaska.

e September-November 2012 EED researches other states’ guidance that the TQWG can
use as it works with pilot school districts on the guidance for the new evaluation system.
EED increases stakeholder’s awareness, continues to gather public comment, and
recommends modifications of proposed regulation to the State Board.

¢ December 2012 State Board takes action on proposed teacher and principal evaluation
regulations.

¢ January 2013 Draft guidance is available to school districts for use and feedback.
Guidance will continue to be available to school districts in succeeding years. As feedback
and new information become available, the guidance will be updated.

¢ January-June 2013 EED works with pilot school districts on incorporating the use of
student learning data into district evaluations. EED works with the testing contractor to
ensure that the new statewide assessment system can provide data that can be used in
teacher and principal evaluations.

2013-2014 School Year
Throughout the school year, pilot school districts begin using available student learning data
as a criterion in their teacher and principal evaluations. EED continues to work with the
testing contractor to ensure that new statewide assessment system can provide data that can
be used in teacher and principal evaluations. EED provides technical assistance to school
districts as requested. A voluntary peer review process for school districts to request feedback
on their evaluations is developed. Additionally, EED will meet with school districts to
determine other needs regarding implementation.
¢ August-December 2013 School districts review and revise their evaluation systems to

Incorporate new requirements.

e December 2013-January 2014 EED collects and compiles feedback/data from school
districts on the evaluation processes being used.

e March 2014 EED reports to the State Board on progress being made with school districts

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development Sepfember 4, 2012

Page 92 of 820



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST

and the new evaluation system.

2014-2015 School Year
Throughout the school year, pilot school districts continue to use available student learning
data as a criterion in their teacher and principal evaluations. EED provides technical
assistance to school districts as requested. EED will meet with school districts to determine
other needs for implementation.

¢ November 2013-April 2014 Pilot school districts collect data on the use of student
learning in their teacher and principal evaluations. EED works with school districts to
mterpret data and provide information to the State Board.

¢ June 2014 EED reports to the State Board on teacher and principal evaluations.

e July 1, 2015 All school districts will have adopted a teacher and principal evaluation
system that meets the requirements, including the use of student learning data, set by the
State Board.

2015-2016 School Year
EED provides technical assistance to school districts as requested. EED will meet with school
districts to determine other needs for implementation.

e April 2016 If the new student assessment system is in place, the student assessment data
can provide baseline information that can be used in future teacher and principal
evaluations.

¢ July 1, 2016 School districts report to EED and the public the number and percentage of
teacher and principals at each performance level for the 2015-2016 school year. Reporting
continues from this point forward. Student learning data will not be included in this initial
reporting.

2016-2017 School Year

e April 2017 Alaska’s new standards-based assessment system will be in place. EED in
collaboration with school districts and other stakeholder groups will determine how the
student data from this source can be incorporated into the existing student learning data
component.

¢ July 1, 2017 School districts report to EED and the public the number and percentage of
teachers and principals at each performance level for the 2016-2017 school year. Student
learning data must account for at least 20 percent of the teacher’s or principal’s overall
performance rating.

The timeline allows school districts the time necessary to be able to collaborate with their teachers
and principals and other education stakeholders on a new evaluation system. The timeline allows
EED to work with the TQWG and interested school districts to develop a voluntary peer
feedback process that can be used to help school distticts improve their evaluation systems. The
timeline allows districts to request and receive peer feedback in order to strengthen their
evaluation systems. As the process within districts moves forward and feedback is received from
districts, the State Board and other stakeholders, the timeline may need to be adjusted.
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Notice to LEAs . Attachment 1

The following email notice was sent to all district (LEA) superintendents, ail public stakeholder groups,
and was forwarded to district federal programs contacts as notification of Alaska’s intent to apply for
the ESEA Flexibility Waiver. Also attached is the Notice to LEAs sent to request and AMO freeze waiver in
order to devote tjme and resources to planning for the submission of the ESEA Flekibility Waiver.

Hi, all,

'm forwarding this message to our federal programs contacts list to ensure that you all know that the state is seeking
input on our draft waiver proposal. | encourage you all to participate in one of the webinars during the week of August
13, to review the information posted on the website, and to provide comments through the online comment form.

Thank you!

Margare;‘ MacKinnon
Title I/ESEA Administrator
Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

From: Fry, Eric V (EED) -
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 1:46 PM
Subject: Alaska Seeks Comments on Draft NCLB Waiver

Eric Fry

information Officer :
Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
907-465-2851

Alaska is preparing to apply for a waiver from many aspects of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), commonly called No Child Left Behind. That federal law created a complex
accountability system for public schools. If Alaska is granted a waiver, the state would implement its
own accountability system for public schools, subject to some federal conditions.

The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development is preparing a draft of its waiver proposal.
The department is asking interested Alaskans to comment on the draft no later than August 21,2012,
using an online form at http://education.alaska.gov/nclb/esea.html.

That webpage currently contains an overview of the waiver process and preséntations about Alaska’s
proposals for the three principles the federal government requires states to address:

Principle 1 — College and Career Ready Standards and Assessment;
Principle 2 — Accountability and Support; and ‘
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Principle 3 — Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership.
By early next week, the webpage will contain a draft of the full application for a waiver.

The following webinars/audio conferences will explain Alaska’s draft proposal and invite stakeholder
input. Click on the link to join a specific webinar online. You can participate by audio-only by calling 1-
800-315-6338 and entering passcode 2970#.

Monday, August 13, 2:00-3:30 p.m.
https://sas.elluminate.com/m.jnlp?sid=2010175&password=M.227641 196DBD9879D51290CFC48F2

9

Wednesday, August 15, 3:00-4:30 p.m. :
httos://sas.elluminate.com/m.inlp?sid=2010175&password=M.08D5F2A34519F748BDFC03C31B486
D :

Thursday, August 16, 3:00-4:30 p.m.
https://sas.elluminate.com/m.jnip?sid=2010175&password=M.7552BCF66C4F893408D2B17A88DIA

2

We invite you to distribute this e-mail to your organization’s members and to encourage anyone
interested in school accountability to participate in the webinars and enter comments about Alaska’s
draft proposal. Thank you for your consideration. :

If you have questions, please contact Eric Fry at 907-465-2851 or eric.fry@alaska.gov.
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/ SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR

STATE OF ALASKA

Department of Education & Early Development

801 West 10" Street, Suite 200
PO Box 110500

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500
(907) 465-2970

(907) 465-2989 Fax

Teaching & Leaming Support Margaret. MacKinnon@alaska.gov

To: Superintendents
cc: Federal Programs Coordinators

From: Margaret MacKinnon
Title /NCLB Administrator

Date: May 31, 2012

Subject: Notification of Alaska’s Intent to Apply for Waiver to Freeze AMOs for AYP
determinations for 2011-2012

Py D R T L L R At AT A TR T PR T T L PR TR T 2+ T T 2 At 2 ok
The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development is planning to request a waiver of
section 1111(b)(2)(H) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended, to
permit Alaska to use the same annual measurable objectives (AMOs) that Alaska used for AYP
determinations based on assessments administered in the 2010-2011 school year to make such
determinations for the 2011-2012 school year. Alaska believes that using the same AMOs for AYP
determinations based on assessments administered in the 2011-2012 school year as it used for the
2010-2011 school year will help increase the quality of instruction for students and improve the
academic achievement of students by removing the pressure of meeting escalating AMOs so that Alaska -
and other stakeholders within the State can devote necessary time and resources to planning for
submission of a request for ESEA flexibility.

When Alaska submits an application for the waiver to use the same AMOs to make AYP determinations
based on the assessments in 2011-2012, it also agrees to submit evidence that the state has adopted
college and career ready standards, and that it will provide student growth data on current students and
students taught in the previous year to, at a minimumi, teachers of reading/language arts and mathematics
in grades in which the state administers assessments in those subjects in a manner that is timely and
informs instruction. The state will also post a table that sets forth statewide achievement data, including
proficiency rates and achievement gaps, for the “all students” group and identified student subgroups
based on the most recent three years of data. Finally, in applying for the waiver to freeze the AMOs, it
agrees to take all steps necessary to plan for the implementation of ESEA flexibility and will submit a
request for ESEA flexibility. EED understands that, if it fails to submit a request for ESEA flexibility or
if its request is not approved prior to the time it must make AYP determinations based on assessments
administered in the 2012-2013 school year, Alaska will revert to using its currently approved AMOs for
the 2012-2013 and the 2013-2014 school years, meaning that all schools and local educational agencies
(LEAs) in the State will be held accountable for reaching 100 percent proficiency by 2014.

This notice is to meet the notification requirements under Section 9401(b)(3)(A)(i) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. Districts are invited to submit comments to the department
regarding this waiver request no later than June 8, 2012. After that date, the department will
submit the district comments to the US Department of Education (USED) along with its waiver
request. Comments may be submitted to Margaret MacKinnon by email at
margaret.mackinnon@alaska.gov or by fax at 907-465-2989.
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Comments from LEAs - Attachment 2

KENA!I PENINSULA BOROUGH SCHOOL DIiSTRICT

August 20, 2012

Office of Superintendent
Dr. Steve Atwater

148 North Binkley Street
Phone (907)714-8888

Mike Hanlev, Commissioner

Department of Education & Early Development
801 West 10th Street, Suiie 200

Juneau, AK 99811-0500

Dear Commissioner Hanley,

Soldotng, Alaska 99669-7553

Fax {907) 262-9132

I am writing on behalf of the Kenai Peninsula Borough School District (KPBSD) to comment
on Principle 2 of the proposed ESEA Flexibility Waiver application. KPBSD applauds the
Department for making this application and generally views the proposed changes as positive.
The move away from the requirement that 100% of the state’s students demonstrate proficiency
two years from now is a nccessary one. KPBSD does have some reservations regarding some of
the application’s specifics. These reservations and suggestions arc listed in the following table.
I have also included a series of questions that may or may not be immediate to the waiver

application.

Item Concern Suggestion

Use of the | Although in regulation, WorkKeys | Use the SAT or ACT instead (this
WorkKeys Exam | results do not seem to be embraced | is already a requirement of the
as indicator for | by employers as it was thought | APS)

high schools

that they would be. Hence, the test
has little immediate urgency for
the district’s students and is not
taken seriously. The APS has
helped give the WorkKeys more
validity, but for many students this
is not making a difference. The
formalizing of the WorkKeys for
this  waiver will require an
increascd level of eftort by the
district to track and report results.

Another consideration for this
indicator is the Accuplacer. This
exam would help with the K-12-
university conversation on students
not being ready for university after
HS graduation.

Best option 1s  for the new
assessment system that the state
will roll out in FY16 to include
what is needed as a way to avoid
two exams.

Star rating

Use of a symbol not viewed as the
best motivator for schools.

Would rather see a term, e.g.,
distinguished. Star rating makes a
school sound like a hotel or
restaurant
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Commissioner Hanley
August 20, 2012

Page 2.

State level Department has its hands full with | Ensure  that  the departmenﬂ

reporting the review and reporting of current | continues to have the capacity to
AYP data. Proposal does not | handle the data. Imperative that
appear to diminish the enormity of | the legislature not reduce the
this task Department’s budget.

Questions

Turnaround Question ot who replaces staft? Assume this 18 a  district

principles responsibility; state docs not have

the capacity for this.

Consequences On-Site coach Who pays for this?

Sub-group size Is this the same as current number? | Do not make it smaller

Confidence What are the statistical calculations

interval, sate
harbor

that go with the waiver? Are they
the same as those that are currently
in place?

Graduation rate

Is the graduation rate disaggregated
for the tour subgroups? If so, is there
a minimum (n} for the subgroups?

i

Again, thank you for working to make the accountability portion of the federal requirements
more manageable for Alaska’s schools. [ look forward to leamning whether the application is

approved.

Sincerely,

(b)(8)

Steve Atwater, Ph.D.

Superintendent

AMCHOR POIMT COOPER LAMDING  HOMER HOPE KACHEMAK SELO KENAT MOOSE PASS MAMWALEK NIKISKI MIKOLAEYSK
NINILCHIK  PORT GRAMHAM  RAZDOLMNA  SELDOVIA  SEWARD SOLDOTHA

STERLING  TUSTUMENA  TYOMNEK VOIMNESENKEA
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Comments 8/23/2012 2:47:22 PM

8212002 |P© LKSD
Priniciple 1: College & Career Ready Standards & Assessment

Priniciple 2: State-Developed Differentiated System of Recognition, Accountability & Support

Overall we are pleased with the proposal. Potential concerns are with graduation rate points for small schools with very few
graduates. If one or two graduates leave the school, drop out or otherwise count against the school, they may not receive
;any graduation rate points. The WorkKeys Certificate rate could potentially hurt schools. Many of our small schools do not

‘have the teaching staff to offer world languages or some of the other classes required for APS. Until we build the capacity to |
“offer these classes in small schools, they could potentially lose points. '

LKSD is concerned about the timelines for teachers and principals to show effectiveness under the turnaround principles.
Without sufficient time for staff to show effectiveness and improve, we risk continuing a revolving door of turnover. Districts
will continue to need time to build capacity and train teachers and principals. Itis a bit difficult to tell about funding levels
under the new system. 7
Priniciple 3: Effective Instruction & Leadership (Teachpr&i Er:incipal Evaluatlon_&Supp_ort Systems)
8217202 | Ass't Lower Kuskokwim School District
Superintendent N S
Priniciple 1: College & Career Ready Standards & Assessment
Priniciple 2: State-Developed Differentiated System of_ Recognition, Accountability & Support

Priniciple 3: Effective Instruction & Leadership {Teacher & Principal Evaluation & Support Systems)

multiple measures and instruments; flexibility for district selection of tools and measures; tools that are applicable to all

content areas including content not assessed by SBA; must recognize that many teachers teach a large range of subjects and
grade levels
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& Q
4 r June 8, 2012

u Margaret MacKinnon

Title [/ NCLB Administrator
Anchora ge Department of Education and Early Development

Schoot P.O. Box 110500
Dis £ ri ot Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500

_ Ms. MacKinnon:
wontheen Lights Blyd
FEER TR

The Anchorage School District appreciates the opportunity to forward
comments related to notification of Alaska’s intent to apply for a waiver
to freeze Annual Measurable Objectives for Adequate Yearly Progress
determinations for 2011-12.

The district strongly supports the department seeking this waiver.

Under current rule, AYP determinations are resulting in an
indiscriminate number of schools being identified for improvement,
corrective and restructuring actions. Based on 2011 AYP results, the ASD
currently has 28 schools identified as Level 5, six identified as Level 4 and
13 identified as Level 3. If these schools do not make AYP in 2012, the
ASD will have 47 (or 49 percent) of its schools in Level 4 or higher status.

In 2012 AYP results, graduation rate requirements will add disaggregated
accountability for all student subgroups, rather than being limited to the
All Student category. Consequently, the ASD antcipates that small,
alternative high schools with low student diversity will be the only
schools likely to meet the AMOs.

SUPERINTENDENT

These examples illustrate that, instead of identifying high-priority schools
for focused improvement actions, the current AYP process appears to be
on pace to identify nearly all schools for such actions. Consequently, the
district supports seeking the waiver, so the state can devote increased

attention to developing a more realistic and effective accountability
system.

Having said this, the district has significant concerns about state and
federal expectations for meeting ESEA requirements in the interim, if the
waiver is sought. For example, ASD Director of Assessment and
Evaluation, Laurel Vorachek, writes, “ASD is currently calculating AYP
based on the freezing of the AMO targets at the 2010-11 levels. Since we
are required to provide the information to our principals by June 30 for
their review, we have to make a decision about how we run it for the
inital review.”

Depending on how AYP outcomes are determined for 2012, the ASD has
18 Title [ schools that may be faced with meeting ESEA Public School
Choice (PSC) requirements. Fach of these schools is required to offer at
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SUPERINTENDENT

Vaenl Coeas

receiving schools form 54 potential scenarios for which the ASD must
make determinations based on AYP outcomes. Added to the 54 pending
scenarios are 20 current receiving locations, which must be removed as
receivers if they do not make 2012 AYP. (State law prohibits schools in
mmprovement status from being PSC receivers.) August 8 marks the
deadline for meeting notification requirements to eligible PSC families.
Meeting 2012 PSC requirements will involve over 8308 letters being
mailed (in multiple languages) to eligible households. Added to this list is
the coordination of transportation for hundreds of approved students.

Meeting Title I Supplemental Educational Services (SES) requirements
raises similar concerns.

Consequently, if EED applies for a waiver to frecze AMOs, the ASD will
need immediate, clear and explicit guidance from the state regarding how
districts are expected to proceed in making AYP determinations and
meeting ESEA notification, PSC and SES requirements for the 2012-13
school year.

District staff and 1 are available to answer any guestions regarding these
comments and will forward additional remarks and clarifications, as you
deem necessary.

Sincerely,
(b)(8)

Carol Comeau
Superintendent

cc: Ed Graff, Assistant Superintendent, Instruction
Laurel Vorachek, Director, Assessment & Evaluation
Vernon Campbell, Director, District Accountability
Karin Halpin, Supervisor, Title I-A Program
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MacKinnon, Marﬂaret H (EED)

From: |(b)(6)

Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2012 515 PM

To: MacKinnon, Margaret H (EED)

Subject: RE: ESEA Flexibility Walver Information and Notice of Intent to Apply to Freeze AMOs
June 7,2012

Margaret McKinnon

Title VESEA Administrator

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
PO Box 110500

Juneau, AK 99811-0500

Dear Ms. McKinnon,

I am writing on behalf of the Kenat Peninsula Borough School District {KPBSD) in support of Department of
Education and Early Development’s application for a waiver of section 1111(B)}2)(H) of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). KPBSD believes that a waiver from this section of ESEA will be a benefit to
all of Alaska’s students. Without a waiver, DEED would likely be faced with an overwhelming need to offer
assistance fo the majority of its schools that would reguire corrective action. I feel that this responsibitity would
compromise the Department’s other improvement initiatives.

I am confident that the requirements of the waiver will lead to a higher level of student leaming. I encourage
the Department to engage all stakeholders in the decision of how best to meet the need to include (as a
significant factor) data on student learning growth. Further, KPBSD feels that this factor should comprise no
more than 20% of a teacher’s evaluation. Finally, KPBSD’s evaluation system, although needing a fifth domain
for this requirement, should he viewed as a model for the state when considering a system to satisfy the waiver
requirements.

Thank you for seeking comument on the proposed warver application.

Sincerely.

(b)(8)

Superintendent
Kenai Peninsula Borough Scheol District
Soldotna, AK 99668

907-714-8836- voice
907-262-3132- fax

The information contained in this E-maii is confidential and intendad only for the designated recipient(s). If the reader of
this E-mail page is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that the intended review, dissemination, distribution,
or copying of this information is forbldden. If you have received this information in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete the message.
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Notice and Information Provided to the Public

The following email notification was provided on August 3 to a large group of stakehoiders. it
was also published in the information Exchange which is posted on the EED website at
http://education.alaska.gov/doe news/infoexch/ix120803 html#top . In addition, the ESEA
Flexihility Walver information is posted on the website at this link:
http://education.alaska.gov/nclb/esea.html.

Screen shots attached show the changes in the website over time during the process of
gathering stakeholder feedback.

From: Fry, Eric V (EED)
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 1:4¢ PM
Subject: Alaska Seeks Comments on Draft NCLE Waiver

Eric Fry

Information Officer

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
907-465-2851

Alaska is preparing to apply for a waiver from many aspects of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA). commonly cailed No Child Left Behind. That federal law created a compiex
accountability system for public schools. If Alaska is granted a watver, the state would impiement its
own accountability system for public schools, subject to some federal conditions.

The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development is preparing a draft of its waver proposal.
The department is asking interested Alaskans to comment on the draft no later than August 21, 2012,
using an online form at http://feducation alaska gov/nclb/esea.html

That webpage currently contains an overview of the waiver process and presentations about Alaska's
proposais for the three principles the federal government requires states 1o address:

Principle 1 — College and Career Ready Standards and Assessment;
Principie 2 — Accountability and Support; and

[}
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Principle 3 — Supporting Effective instruction and Leadership.
By early next week, the webpage will contain a draft of the full application for a waiver.

The following webinars/audio conierences will explain Alaska’s draft proposal and invite stakeholder
input. Click on the link to join a specific webinar online. You can participate by audio-only by calling 1-
800-315-6338 and entering passcode 2970#.

Monday, August 13, 2:00-3:30 p.m.

https://sas.elluminate.com/m.inlp?sid=2010175&password=M.227641196DBD9879D512080CFC48F2
9

Wednesday, August 15, 3:00-4:30 p.m.

https://sas.elluminate com/m.nip?sid=2010175&password=M.08D5F2A34519F748BDFCO3C31B486
D

Thursday, August 16, 3:00-4.30 p.m.

hitps://sas.elluminaie.com/m.inlp?sid=2010175&password=M.7552BCFG66C4F893408D2B17A88D09A
2

We invite you to distribute this e-mail to your organization’'s members and to encourage anyone
interested in school accountability to participate in the webinars and enter comments about Alaska's
draft proposal. Thank you for your consideration.

If you have questions, please contact Eric Fry at 907-465-2851 or eric.fry(@alaska.gov.

8]

Page 104 of 820



Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

Webpage screen shots showing waiver information for stakeholder outreach

Home web page (8/16/2012; http://education.alaska.gov)
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Online comments submission tool

{8/16/2012; https://education.alaska.gov/Surveys/Esea/FlexibilityWaiverComments)
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STATE OF ALASKA )
SS.

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT )

AFFIDAVIT OF BOARD ACTION

I, Dottie Knuth, Executive Secretary to the State Board of Education & Early Development,
being duly sworn, state the following:

The attached motion dealing with the publication Alaska English/Language Arts and
Mathematics Standards, and amendments to regulations associated with the publication were
adopted by reference in: 4 AAC 04.010, Purposes and responsibilities; 4 AAC 04.140, Content
standards; 4 AAC 04.150, Performance standards; 4 AAC 04.200, Professional content and
performance standards; 4 AAC 06.700, Purpose; 4 AAC 06.710, Statewide student assessment
system; 4 AAC 06.730, Standardized norm referenced test administration; and 4 AAC 06.737,
Standards-based test, by the Alaska State Board of Education & Early Development during its
June 8, 2012, meeting held at the Anchorage School District Board Room, 5530 E. Northern
Lights Blvd., Anchorage, AK.

Date: jM,M 12, 200 2

JuneauYAlaska

(b)(8)

Dottie Knuth, Executive Secretary

; N —
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this ! l* dayof JUhe¢ 2012

(b)(6)
““IIEII.,"

R *3\9,6.%-5}2;;1 M/ ,5'%,' Notary Public in and for the State of Alaska
::Oc?_.g;«‘“ &, ,;;?_o % My commission expires: _yv/{ +h ol
NS T '

: NOTARY : 3
ik, PUBLIC (K
"o@ '-.?”th ot s (qﬁ:
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State Board of Education and Early Development Meeting
June 8, 2012
Excerpt From the Unapproved Minutes

Board member Pat Shier moved and member Phil Schneider seconded the following motion:

I move the State Board of Education & Early Development adopt the revised Alaska
English/Language Arts and Mathematics Standards. The publication is adopted by reference in:
4 AAC 04.010, Purposes and responsibilities; 4 AAC 04.140, Content standards; 4 AAC 04.150,
Performance standards; 4 AAC 04.200, Professional content and performance standards;

4 AAC 06.700, Purpose; 4 AAC 06.710, Statewide student assessment system; 4 AAC 06.730,
Standardized norm referenced test administration; and 4 AAC 06.737, Standards-based test.

The motion carried by a 6-1 roll call vote.
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Patrick Gamble, President 202 Butrovich Building

Phone: (907) 450-8000 e 910 Yukon Drive
Fax:  (907) 450-8012 /] P.0. Box 755000
Email: ua.president@alaska.edu Fairbanks, AK 99775-5000
UNIVERSITY
of ALASKA
Masy Trads fony Oue Alnska
June 7, 2012

The Honorabie Arne Duncan

U.S. Secretary of Education

The United States Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave., SW

Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

As President of the University of Alaska, | am pleased to confirm that our state’s K-12
academic standards in English/language arts and mathematics are designed to provide the
academic preparation that students need to succeed at the postsecondary institutions of
the University of Alaska system. We believe that a student who masters those standards
will not require remedial coursework in English/language arts or mathematics at our
campuses.

University faculty and staff participated in several of the 16 events that the Alaska
Department of Education & Early Development conducted over the course of two years
in support of developing, discussing and reviewing the new standards. A total of 19
University faculty members were involved in the review process and an additional 6 staff
members participated in our business/industry and community outreach meetings.

Additionally, Alaska Department of Education & Early Development staff coordinated
with Achieve, Inc. in the initial planning stages of the standards revision process in 2010.
Staff from Achieve reviewed Alaska’s standards revision plan and provided feedback via
phone conversations and a teleconference. Achieve provided critical guidance for
consideration of appropriate stakeholders, identifying key decision-makers, and process-
specific tasks, which Alaska incorporated into the review.

Alaska also utilized two national experts who were involved in developing the Common
Core Standards: Dr. Brian Gong and Dr. Karin Hess from The National Center for the
Improvement of Education Assessment, Inc. (NCIEA). Dr. Gong and Dr. Hess facilitated
five meetings and several activities that included K-12 teachers, district curriculum
specialists, administrators, college professors and deans, and members of the business
community. Their knowledge, familiarity and experience with the Common Core
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The Honorable Arne Duncan
June 7, 2012
Page 2

Standards allowed them to provide guidance that specifically addressed concerns related
to the quality of our new Alaska standards. They were able to effectively balance the
standards that were important to Alaskans with those that identify skills and knowledge
allowing our students to remain competitive on a global level. This was accomplished
without sacrificing rigor or relevancy.

The Common Core implementation team for the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSS0) reviewed Alaska’s new standards and compared them to the Common Core.
The CCSSO team reported that the two sets of standards track closely. The team did note
that the first draft of Alaska’s standards did not include literacy standards separately for
history/social studies, science and technical subjects. However, Alaska’s final standards
do include literacy standards separately for history/social studies, science and technical
subjects.

The timeline for implementation of the Alaska college and career ready standards calls
for full implementation in 2015-2016, and that is the first year that the standards are
proposed to be assessed. It is too early to measure the effectiveness of the standards
mastery in relation to students requiring remediation in higher education. The University
is currently conducting a validity study to examine entry-level postsecondary courses and
determine the degree to which the new Alaska standards represent the knowledge and
skills necessary for postsecondary readiness. The study is modeled after the validity
study conducted by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and the Educational Policy
Improvement Center (EPIC). Alaska’s study is being conducted by our Center for
Alaska Education Policy Research (CAEPR) from the University of Alaska Anchorage
campus. We are hopeful the findings of the study will demonstrate the new Alaska
standards prepare students for post-secondary readiness at our University. In the
meantime, we hope that you will aceept our institutional confidence as you consider
Alaska’s application for a waiver from elements of No Child Left Behind.

Sincerely,
®)6)

Patrick K. Gamble
President, University of Alaska
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Alaska Statewide Proficiency Rates 2012 Assessments

Percent proficient or above based on all students tested

Reading | Writing | Math
All students 80.1 74.2 68.6
African American 74.1 67.4 54.4
Alaska Native /Am Indian 59.0 51.3 48.6
Asian/Pacific Islander 76.3 73.2 67.9
Caucasian 90.1 84.7 78.7
Hispanic 80.3 75.0 66.3
Multi-Ethnic 82.4 76.6 70.2
Economically Disadvantaged 68.9 62.0 56.4
Students with Disabilities 44.0 38.2 32.2
English Learners 314 27.2 26.7

Attachment 8
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Attachment 9

TABLE 2: REWARD, PRIORITY, AND FOCUS SCHOOLS

Provide the SEA’s list of reward, priority, and focus schools using the Table 2 template. Use the key to indicate the criteria used to identify a school as a
reward, priotity, or focus school.

TABLE 2: REWARD, PRIORITY, AND FOCUS SCHOOLS

LEA Name

School Name

School NCES
ID#

REWARD
SCHOOL

PRIORITY
SCHOOL
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SCHOOL
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A, B
A
B
A, B
B
A, B
A, B
A
A, B
A
A
A
B
A
C,D-1&E
C,D-1&E
C,D-1&E
C&D-1
C&D-1
C&D-1
C&D-1
C&D-1
C&D-1
C&D-1
C,D-1&E
C,D-1&E
C,D-1&E
C&D-1
G&H
G
G
G&H
G&H
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G&H

G

G&H

G

G&H

G&H

G&H

G

G

G

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

G&H

TOTAL # of Schools:

Total # of Title I schools in the State: 286

Total # of Title I-participating high schools in the State with graduation rates less than 60%: 50

Key

Reward School Criteria:
A. Highest-performing school
B. High-progress school

Priority School Criteria:
C. Among the lowest five percent of Title I schools in the State based on

Focus School Criteria:
F. Has the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving

level, has the largest within-school gaps in the graduation rate
G. Has a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high
school level, a low graduation rate

subgroup(s) and the lowest-achieving subgroup(s) or, at the high school
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the proficiency and lack of progress of the “all students” group H. A Title I-participating high school with graduation rate less than 60%
D-1. Title I-participating high school with graduation rate less than 60% over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school
over a number of years
D-2. Title I-eligible high school with graduation rate less than 60% over a
number of years
E. Tier I or Tier II SIG school implementing a school intervention model
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Alaska Statutes related to Teacher & Principal Evaluation
Title 14. Education, Libraries, and Museums.

Article 2 Employment and Tenure

Sec. 14.20.149. Employee evaluation.

(a) A school board shall adopt a certificated employee evaluation system for evaluation and
improvement of the performance of the district's teachers and administrators. The evaluation
system applies to all the district's certificated employees except the district's superintendent. A
school board shall consider information from students, parents, community members, classroom
teachers, affected collective bargaining units, and administrators in the design and periodic
review of the district's certificated employee evaluation system. An evaluation of a certificated
employee under this section must be based on observation of the employee in the employee's
workplace.

(b) The certificated employee evaluation system must

(1) establish district performance standards for the district's teachers and administrators
that are based on professional performance standards adopted by the department by
regulation;

(2) require at least two observations for the evaluation of each nontenured teacher in the
district each school year;

(3) require at least an annual evaluation of each tenured teacher in the district who met
the district performance standards during the previous school year;

(4) permit the district to limit its evaluations of tenured teachers who have consistently
exceeded the district performance standards to one evaluation every two school years;

(5) require the school district to perform an annual evaluation for each administrator;

(6) require the school district to prepare and implement a plan of improvement for a
teacher or administrator whose performance did not meet the district performance
standards, except if the teacher's or administrator's performance warrants immediate
dismissal under AS 14.20.170(a); and

(7) provide an opportunity for students, parents, community members, teachers, and
administrators to provide information on the performance of the teacher or administrator
who is the subject of the evaluation to the evaluating administrator.

(c) A person may not conduct an evaluation under this section unless the person holds a type B
certificate or is a site administrator under the supervision of a person with a type B certificate, is
employed by the school district as an administrator, and has completed training in the use of the
school district's teacher evaluation system.
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(d) Once each school year, a school district shall offer in-service training to the certificated
employees who are subject to the evaluation system. The training must address the procedures of
the evaluation system, the standards that the district uses in evaluating the performance of
teachers and administrators, and other information that the district considers helpful.

(e) A school district shall provide a tenured teacher whose performance, after evaluation, did not
meet the district performance standards with a plan of improvement. The evaluating
administrator shall consult with the tenured teacher in setting clear, specific performance
expectations to be included in the plan of improvement. The plan of improvement must address
ways in which the tenured teacher's performance can be improved and shall last for not less than
90 workdays and not more than 180 workdays unless the minimum time is shortened by
agreement between the evaluating administrator and the teacher. The plan of improvement shall
be based on the professional performance standards outlined in the locally adopted school district
evaluation procedure. The school district must observe the teacher at least twice during the
course of the plan. If, at the conclusion of the plan of improvement, the tenured teacher's
performance again does not meet the district performance standards, the district may nonretain
the teacher under AS 14.20.175 (b)(1).

(f) A school district may place an administrator who has previously acquired tenure, whose
performance, including performance as an evaluator under the district's certificated employee
evaluation system, does not meet the district performance standards on a plan of improvement.
The plan must address ways in which the administrator's performance can be improved and shall
last for not less than 90 workdays and not more than 210 workdays unless the minimum time is
shortened by agreement between the evaluating administrator and the administrator being
evaluated. The school district must observe the administrator being evaluated at least twice
during the course of the plan. If, at the conclusion of the plan of improvement, the administrator's
performance again does not meet the district performance standards, the district may terminate
its employment contract with the administrator. This subsection does not restrict the right of a
school district to reassign an administrator to a teaching position consistent with the terms of an
applicable collective bargaining agreement.

(g) The department may request copies of each school district's certificated employee evaluation
system and changes the district makes to the systems.

(h) Information provided to a school district under the school district's certificated employee
evaluation system concerning the performance of an individual being evaluated under the system
is not a public record and is not subject to disclosure under AS 40.25. However, the individual
who is the subject of the evaluation is entitled to a copy of the information and may waive the
confidentiality provisions of this subsection concerning the information

Sec. 14.20.170. Dismissal.

(a) A teacher, including a teacher who has acquired tenure rights, may be dismissed at any time
only for the following causes:

(1) incompetency, which is defined as the inability or the unintentional or intentional
failure to perform the teacher's customary teaching duties in a satisfactory manner;
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(2) immorality, which is defined as the commission of an act that, under the laws of the
state, constitutes a crime involving moral turpitude; or

(3) substantial noncompliance with the school laws of the state, the regulations or bylaws
of the department, the bylaws of the district, or the written rules of the superintendent.

(b) A teacher may be suspended temporarily with regular compensation during a period of
investigation to determine whether or not cause exists for the issuance of a notification of
dismissal according to AS 14.20.180 .

(c) A teacher who is dismissed under this section is not entitled to a plan of improvement under
AS 14.20.149 .

Sec. 14.20.175. Nonretention.

(a) A teacher who has not acquired tenure rights is subject to nonretention for the school year
following the expiration of the teacher's contract for any cause that the employer determines to
be adequate. However, at the teacher's request, the teacher is entitled to a written statement of the
cause for nonretention. The boards of city and borough school districts and regional educational
attendance areas shall provide by regulation or bylaw a procedure under which a nonretained
teacher may request and receive an informal hearing by the board.

(b) A teacher who has acquired tenure rights is subject to nonretention for the following school
year only for the following causes:

(1) the school district demonstrates that

(A) the district has fully complied with the requirements of AS 14.20.149 with
respect to the tenured teacher;

(B) the teacher's performance, after completion of the plan of improvement, failed
to meet the performance objectives set out in the plan; and

(C) the evaluation of the teacher established that the teacher does not meet the
district performance standards;

(2) immorality, which is defined as the commission of an act that, under the laws of the
state, constitutes a crime involving moral turpitude; or

(3) substantial noncompliance with the school laws of the state, the regulations or bylaws
of the department, the bylaws of the district, or the written rules of the superintendent.

Sec. 14.20.210. Authority of school board or department to adopt bylaws.

A school board or the department may adopt teacher tenure bylaws not in conflict with the
regulations of the department or state law.

Sec. 14.20.215. Definitions.
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In AS 14.20.010 - 14.20.2135,

(1) "continuous employment" means employment that is without interruption except for
temporary absences approved by the employer or its designee, or except for the interval between
consecutive school terms if the teacher is employed only for the months of the school term;

(2) "dismissal" means termination by the employer of the contract services of the teacher during
the time a teacher's contract is in force, and termination of the right to the balance of the
compensation due the teacher under the contract;

(3) "district performance standards" means evaluation criteria for the district's teachers and
administrators that are adopted by a school district under AS 14.20.149 and that are based on the
professional performance standards adopted by the department;

(4) "employer" means the school board or superintendent that appoints the teacher;

(5) "nonretention" means the election by an employer not to reemploy a teacher for the school
year or school term immediately following the expiration of the teacher's current contract;

(6) "school year" includes "school term" if the teacher is employed only for the period of the
school term;

(7) "teacher" means an individual who, for compensation, has primary responsibility to plan,
instruct, and evaluate learning of elementary or secondary school students in the classroom or an
equivalent setting and also includes individuals holding other positions as determined by the
department by regulation.
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Regulations related to Teacher & Principal Evaluation

4 AAC 04.200. Professional content and performance standards

(a) The provision contained in subsections (b), (c), (e¢) and (f) of this section identify and
describe content and performance standards that reflect the highest abilities and qualities of the
teaching profession. The paragraphs within each of those subsections describe the content
standards for teachers, and for teachers who are administrators, as applicable. The subparagraphs
within those paragraphs identify performance standards upon which districts shall base district

performance standards.

(b) The following content and performance standards apply to a teacher:
(1) A teacher can describe the teacher's philosophy of education and demonstrate its
relationship to the teacher's practice. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard
include
(A) engaging in thoughtful and critical examination of the teacher's practice with
others, including describing the relationship of beliefs about learning, teaching,
and assessment practice to current trends, strategies, and resources in the teaching
profession; and
(B) demonstrating consistency between a teacher's beliefs and the teacher's
practice.
(2) A teacher understands how students learn and develop, and applies that knowledge in
the teacher's practice. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) accurately identifying and teaching to the developmental abilities of students;
and
(B) applying learning theory in practice to accommodate differences in how
students learn, including accommodating differences in student intelligence,
perception, and cognitive style.
(3) A teacher teaches students with respect for their individual and cultural
characteristics. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) incorporating characteristics of the student's and local community's culture

into instructional strategies that support student learning;
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(B) identifying and using instructional strategies and resources that are
appropriate to the individual and special needs of students; and
(C) applying knowledge of Alaska history, geography, economics, governance,
languages, traditional life cycles and current issues to the selection of instructional
strategies, materials, and resources.
(4) A teacher knows the teacher's content area and how to teach it. Performances that
reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) demonstrating knowledge of the academic structure of the teacher's content
area, its tools of inquiry, central concepts, and connections to other domains of
knowledge;
(B) identifying the developmental stages by which learners gain mastery of the
content area, applying appropriate strategies to assess a student's stage of learning
in the subject, and applying appropriate strategies, including collaborating with
others, to facilitate students' development;
(C) drawing from a wide repertoire of strategies, including, where appropriate,
instructional applications of technology, and adapting and applying these
strategies within the instructional context;
(D) connecting the content area to other content areas and to practical situations
encountered outside the school; and
(E) staying current in the teacher's content area and demonstrating its relationship
with and application to classroom activities, life, work, and community.
(5) A teacher facilitates, monitors, and assesses student learning. Performances that
reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) organizing and delivering instruction based on the characteristics of the
students and the goals of the curriculum;
(B) creating, selecting, adapting, and using a variety of instructional resources to
facilitate curricular goals and student attainment of performance standards and
grade level expectations;
(C) creating, selecting, adapting, and using a variety of assessment strategies that
provide information about and reinforce student learning and that assist students

in reflecting on their own progress;
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(D) organizing and maintaining records of students' learning and using a variety
of methods to communicate student progress to students, parents, administrators,
and other appropriate audiences; and
(E) reflecting on information gained from assessments and adjusting teaching
practice, as appropriate, to facilitate student progress toward learning and
curricular goals.
(6) A teacher creates and maintains a learning environment in which all students are
actively engaged and contributing members. Performances that reflect attainment of this
standard include
(A) creating and maintaining a stimulating, inclusive, and safe learning
community in which students take intellectual risks and work independently and
collaboratively;
(B) communicating high standards for student performance and clear expectations
of what students will learn;
(C) planning and using a variety of classroom management techniques to establish
and maintain an environment in which all students are able to learn; and
(D) assisting students in understanding their role in sharing responsibility for their
learning,
(7) A teacher works as a partner with parents, families, and the community. Performances
that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) promoting and maintaining regular and meaningful communication between
the classroom and students' families;
(B) working with parents and families to support and promote student learning;
(C) participating in schoolwide efforts to communicate with the broader
community and to involve parents and families in student learning;
(D) connecting, through instructional strategies, the school and classroom
activities with student homes and cultures, work places, and the community; and
(E) involving parents and families in setting and monitoring student learning
goals.
(8) A teacher participates in and contributes to the teaching profession. Performances that
reflect attainment of this standard include

(A) maintaining a high standard of professional ethics;
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(B) maintaining and updating both knowledge of the teacher's content area or
areas and best teaching practice;

(C) engaging in instructional development activities to improve or update
classroom, school, or district programs; and

(D) communicating, working cooperatively, and developing professional

relationships with colleagues.

(c) In addition to the content and performance standards set out in (b) of this section, the
following content and performance standards apply to a teacher who is an administrator in the
public schools:
(1) An administrator provides leadership for an educational organization. Performances
that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) working with and through individuals and groups;
(B) facilitating teamwork and collegiality, including treating staff as
professionals;
(C) providing direction, formulating plans and goals, motivating others, and
supporting the priorities of the school in the context of community and district
priorities and staff and student needs;
(D) focusing on high priority issues related to student learning and staff
competence;
(E) recognizing and acknowledging outstanding performance;
(F) solving or convening others to solve problems and making sound judgments
based on problem analysis, best practice, and district goals and procedures;
(G) prioritizing and using resources effectively to accomplish organizational goals
through planning, involving others, delegating, and allocating resources
sufficiently to priority goals;
(H) taking action to carry out plans and accomplish goals; and
(I) maintaining the administrator's own professional goals.
(2) An administrator guides instruction and supports an effective learning environment.
Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) supporting the development of a schoolwide climate of high expectations for
student learning and staff performance;

(B) ensuring that effective instructional methods are in use;
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(C) maintaining school or program-level records of student learning and
communicating students' progress to the appropriate individuals or entities;
(D) developing and supporting instructional and auxiliary programs for the
improvement of teaching and learning; and
(E) facilitating the establishment of effective learning environments.
(3) An administrator oversees the implementation of curriculum. Performances that
reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) demonstrating knowledge of current major curriculum design models,
including a standards-based curriculum;
(B) interpreting school district curricula in terms of school-level organization and
program;
(C) facilitating staff's alignment of materials, curricula, methods, and goals and
standards for student performance; and
(D) monitoring social and technological developments as they affect curriculum.
(4) An administrator coordinates services that support student growth and development.
Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) implementing and overseeing student behavior and discipline procedures that
promote the safe and orderly atmosphere of the school;
(B) providing for student guidance, counseling, and auxiliary services;
(C) coordinating outreach for students, staff and school programs, community
organizations, agencies and services;
(D) being responsive to parent and family requests for information, involvement
in student learning, and outreach assistance;
(E) supporting the development and use of programs that connect schooling with
plans for adult life; and
(F) supporting the development and overseeing the implementation of a
comprehensive program of student activities.
(5) An administrator provides for staffing and professional development to meet student
learning needs. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) supervising or arranging for the supervision of staff for the purpose of
improving their performance, demonstrating the ability to apply, as appropriate,

both collegial and hierarchical models;
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(B) working with faculty and staff to identify individual and group professional
needs and to design appropriate staff development opportunities;
(C) evaluating staff for the purpose of making recommendations about retention
and promotion; and
(D) participating in the hiring of new staff based upon needs of the school and
district priorities.
(6) An administrator uses assessment and evaluation information about students, staff,
and the community in making decisions. Performances that reflect attainment of this
standard include
(A) developing tools and processes to gather needed information from students,
staff, and the community;
(B) using information to determine whether student, school, or program goals
have been met and implementing changes where appropriate;
(C) interpreting assessment information and evaluations for others; and
(D) relating programs to desired standards or goals.
(7) An administrator communicates with diverse groups and individuals with clarity and
sensitivity. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) communicating clearly, effectively, and with sensitivity to the needs and
concerns of others, both orally and in writing;
(B) obtaining and using feedback to communicate more effectively;
(C) recognizing the influence of culture on communication style and
communicating with sensitivity to cultural differences; and
(D) communicating a positive image of the school in the community.
(8) An administrator acts in accordance with established laws, policies, procedures, and
good business practices. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) acting in accordance with federal and state statutes, regulations, and other
law;
(B) working within local policy, procedures, and directives; and
(C) administering contracts and financial accounts responsibly, accurately,
efficiently, and effectively.
(9) An administrator understands the influence of social, cultural, political, and economic

forces on the educational environment and uses this knowledge to serve the needs of
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children, families, and communities. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard
include
(A) acting with awareness that schools exist in a political environment and are
affected by other systems with which they intersect and interact;
(B) identifying relationships between public policy and education;
(C) recognizing the appropriate level at which an issue should be resolved,
including home, classroom, building, and district levels, and taking appropriate
action;
(D) engaging in and supporting efforts to affect public policy to promote quality
education for students;
(E) addressing ethical issues that arise in the educational environment, acting with
care and good judgment within appropriate time frames; and
(F) enlisting public participation in and support for school programs, student
achievement, and the schoolwide climate for learning.
(10) An administrator facilitates the participation of parents and families as partners in
the education of children. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) supporting and respecting the responsibilities of parents and families,
recognizing the variety of parenting traditions and practices in the community;
(B) ensuring that teachers and staff engage parents and families in assisting
student learning;
(C) maintaining a school or program climate that welcomes parents and families
and invites their participation; and
(D) involving parents and community in meaningful ways in school or program

decision-making.

(d) Nothing in this section requires an educator to disclose information or communicate about

students to others if disclosure or communication is otherwise prohibited by law.

(e) The content and performance standards that apply to a beginning teacher for purposes of
completion of a teacher preparation program include the standards described in the Guidelines
for Preparing Culturally Responsive Teachers for Alaska's Schools, published by the Alaska
Native Knowledge Network, revised as of February 2, 1999, and adopted by reference, and the

following:
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(1) A beginning teacher can describe the teacher's philosophy of education and
demonstrate its relationship to the teacher's practice. Performances that reflect attainment
of this standard include
(A) stating a personal philosophy of education supported by research, professional
literature, and experience with students;
(B) identifying teaching practices that are consistent or inconsistent with the
teacher's personal philosophy of education; and
(C) demonstrating teaching practices that represent the teacher's philosophy of
education.
(2) A beginning teacher understands how students learn and develop and applies that
knowledge in the teacher's practice. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard
include
(A) identifying the abilities of students based on a developmental continuum
through formal and informal assessment, including observation, documentation,
developmental profiles required under 4 AAC 06.712, and state standards-based
assessments under 4 AAC 06.737;
(B) providing instructional opportunities to meet the needs of students based on
(1) theories of learning and motivation; and
(1) the individual and special needs of students, including students with
different learning styles, students at different stages of development,
students with disabilities, limited English proficient students, and gifted
students.
(3) A beginning teacher teaches students with respect for their individual and cultural
characteristics. Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) making connections with local cultures and with the individual and cultural
characteristics of the students to promote learning;
(B) using resources and information about the community and the state in
planning and delivery of instruction;
(C) recognizing and minimizing bias in instructional materials and practice;
(D) using culturally appropriate communication, instructional strategies, and ways
of knowing, and using knowledge of the cultural standards adopted by reference
in 4 AAC 04.180 in practice; and
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(E) identifying and using instructional strategies and resources that are
appropriate to the individual and special needs of students.
(4) A beginning teacher knows the teacher's content area and how to teach it.
Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) identifying the connections in instructional plans to the
(1) student content and performance standards adopted by reference in 4
AAC 04.150; and
(11) district curriculum; and
(B) developing and teaching lessons or units that demonstrate
(1) accurate and current knowledge of the content;
(11) instructional strategies that are suited to teaching the content area,
integrating technology where appropriate;
(111) consideration of students' developmental stages of content mastery
using an analysis of various qualitative and quantitative assessment data;
(iv) a variety of teaching strategies that encourage students' development
of critical thinking, problem solving, creativity, and performance skills;
and
(v) connections across disciplines that enable students to apply their
content knowledge and process skills to real world situations.
(5) A beginning teacher facilitates, monitors, and assesses student learning. Performances
that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) teaching lessons based on
(1) the student content and performance standards adopted by reference in
4 AAC 04.150;
(i1) the district curriculum; and
(111) individual and special needs of students;
(B) selecting appropriate assessments that measure what students know,
understand, and are able to do;
(C) analyzing and using data from formative, interim, and summative assessments
to guide instruction and planning;
(D) identifying and using a variety of instructional strategies and resources that
are appropriate to the individual and special needs of students, including students

with disabilities, limited English proficient students, and gifted students;
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(E) assisting students to reflect on their own progress using assessment data;
(F) using a record keeping system to monitor and report student progress and
attendance; and
(G) communicating ongoing student progress in a timely manner to students,
parents, administrators, and other appropriate audiences.
(6) A beginning teacher creates and maintains a learning environment in which all
students are actively engaged and contributing members. Performances that reflect
attainment of this standard include
(A) creating and maintaining a learning environment that is physically,
emotionally, and intellectually safe;
(B) establishing a culture of learning for all students by
(1) setting clear expectations of high standards for student performance;
(1) promoting pride in student accomplishments;
(i11) teaching students to be responsible for their individual and
collaborative learning and decision-making;
(iv) promoting respect for individual differences; and
(v) responding appropriately to student behavior; and
(C) implementing routines, procedures, scheduling, a classroom physical
arrangement, and other elements of a classroom management plan that
(1) establishes an environment in which students are actively engaged,
contributing members;
(1) establishes an environment in which time is managed for maximum
learning, by means of transitions, pacing, administrative procedures, and
other time management techniques; and
(111) includes a discipline plan incorporating district, school, and classroom
standards of behavior.
(7) A beginning teacher works as a partner with parents, families, and the community.
Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) promoting regular communication between the classroom and students'
families;
(B) participating in schoolwide efforts, if available, that involve families and the

public in the school community;
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(C) relating curriculum to local lifestyles, using culturally relevant lesson plans,
using local experts, local artists, and field trips, and using other instructional
strategies that connect classroom activities with students' cultures and families
and with the local community; and
(D) providing parents and families the opportunity to set and monitor student
learning goals.
(8) A beginning teacher participates in and contributes to the teaching profession.
Performances that reflect attainment of this standard include
(A) complying with 20 AAC 10.020 (code of ethics and teaching standards), and
explaining how it impacts decision-making;
(B) committing to continuous professional growth by
(1) setting professional goals based on identified strengths, weaknesses,
and feedback from colleagues, supervisors, administrators, mentors, and
other professionals;
(i1) reflecting upon the teacher's own teaching practices, including
progress towards goals; and
(i) pursuing certification advancement, professional organization
affiliation, district in-services, or other professional development
opportunities;
(C) working cooperatively with colleagues, supervisors, administrators, mentors,
and other professionals;
(D) demonstrating compliance with federal, state, district, and school laws,
regulations, policies, procedures, and schedules; and
(E) considering feedback from colleagues, supervisors, administrators, mentors,
and other professionals.
(f) In addition to the provisions of (b) and (e) of this section, the Cultural Standards for
Educators contained in the publication Alaska Standards for Culturally Responsive Schools,
published by the Alaska Native Knowledge Network, revised as of February 3, 1998, and
adopted by reference, apply to teachers, including teachers who are administrators.
History: Eff. 12/17/94, Register 132; am 4/20/97, Register 142; am 3/15/2007, Register 181;
am 9/12/2008, Register 187; am 2/4/2011, Register 197
Authority: AS 14.03.015 AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060 AS 14.20.010 AS 14.20.020
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Editor's note: Copies of the Guidelines for Preparing Culturally Responsive Teachers for
Alaska's School and the Cultural Standards for Educators adopted by reference in 4 AAC 04.200
may be obtained by writing to the Department of Education and Early Development, 801 West
10th Street, Suite 200, P.O.Box 110500, Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500.
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4AAC 04.205. District performance standards

(a) Teacher performance standards established by a district must be based on the standards set
out at 4 AAC 04.200.
(b) A district shall establish performance standards for each of the professional content standards
set out at 4 AAC 04.200. In establishing its performance standards, a district shall discuss each
of the performance standards set out at 4 AAC 04.200 that reflect attainment of each professional
content standard. A district may
(1) establish a performance standard set out at 4 AAC 04.200 as one of its performance
standards;
(2) modify a performance standard set out at 4 AAC 04.200 to accommodate district
goals and priorities;
(3) combine performance standards set out at 4 AAC 04.200 to create broader
performance standards; and
(4) provide additional or alternative performance standards to accommodate district goals
and priorities.
(c) A teacher evaluation system adopted by a district may
(1) provide a variety of assessment strategies;
(2) recognize a variety of evidence of performance of a standard; and
(3) recognize a variety or continuum of levels of skill acquisition and require more
experienced teachers to perform at a higher level than those with less experience.
(d) Performance standards established by a district shall be interpreted and applied in the context
of the job requirements of the teacher being evaluated.
History: Eff. 4/20/97, Register 142
Authority: AS 14.03.015 AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060 AS 14.20.010 AS 14.20.020
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4 AAC 19 Evaluation of Professional Employees
4 AAC 19.010. Purpose of evaluations

Evaluation of the performance of professional employees of each school district shall be directed
toward improving the quality of instruction and facilitating the learning process in the public
schools. Additionally, formal evaluations shall serve as a method for gathering data relevant to
subsequent employment status decisions pertaining to the person evaluated.

History: Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55 Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060
4 AAC 19.015. Evaluation form to be available

A district shall make a copy of a form, template, or checklist that the district uses in the
evaluation of certificated employees available to the public, including posting the form, template,
or checklist on the district's website. The posting shall make clear how the district has considered
information from students, parents, community members, classroom teachers, affected collective
bargaining units, and administrators in the design of the district's certificated employee
evaluation system, as required under AS 14.20.149 .

History: Eff. 9/2/2011, Register 199 Authority: AS 14.07.060
4 AAC 19.020. Scope of evaluation

The evaluation should emphasize such factors as teaching or administrative skills, processes and
techniques and interpersonal relationships with students, parents, peers and supervisors, as well
as those additional factors which the school district considers relevant to the effective
performance of its professional employees. The standards for performance must be measurable
and relevant.

History: Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55 Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060
4 AAC 19.030. Method for evaluating professional employees

(a) Formal written evaluation of professional employees of each school district must be made at
least once per contract year for each certificated staff member, without regard to tenured or
nontenured status, including teacher evaluation of principals and other administrators.

(b) An acknowledgment of content signed by both the evaluator and the person evaluated must
appear on all formal evaluations. The person evaluated must be informed that he has the right to
review each written evaluation prior to its final submission and comment in writing on any
matter contained in it and that he may, at his request, retain the evaluation for a reasonable
amount of time, but not less than 24 hours, for the purpose of reviewing and commenting upon it.
The fact that a person evaluated exercises his right to comment on his evaluation in the manner
described may not be used against him. Failure to submit written comments by a person
evaluated prior to his acknowledgment of the evaluation constitutes a waiver of this right.

(c) The evaluation may include information other than specific observations of the evaluator.
Districts may adopt procedures whereby input such as students "evaluation of teachers,
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principals" evaluation of administrators, peer and self-evaluation are utilized. The evaluation
must clearly indicate that this kind of information has been used and clearly identify the source
of the information.

(d) The evaluation must be approved by a person who possesses an administrative certificate
issued under 4 AAC 12.345.

History: Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55; am 1/12/83, Register 85; am 9/29/2005, Register 175
Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060
4 AAC 19.040. Use of the evaluation

(a) Neither the formal evaluation document, nor any notes, comments, or other information used
in its preparation is a matter of public record.

(b) The evaluation may be reviewed upon demand at reasonable times by the person evaluated or
some other person designated in writing by the person evaluated.

(c) Each school district shall establish procedures as to which supervisory personnel may have
access to the evaluation documents.

(d) Unless mutually agreed otherwise by both the person evaluated and the school board (or its
designee), no portion of an evaluation may be made public, except as evidence in a proceeding
relative to an evaluated person's certification or employment, or as otherwise allowed or required
by a court of law.

History: Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55 Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060

4 AAC 19.050. Development of local evaluation procedures

(a) Responsibility for evaluation of the performance of professional employees rests with the
individual school district. To this end, each school board shall develop and adopt procedures for
evaluation of its professional employees. These procedures must be consistent with the standards
and guidelines set out in this chapter, as well as other relevant provisions of federal or state law
and regulations.

(b) Prior to final adoption, the local procedures must be submitted to the department for review.
(c) Each school district in the state, whether or not it has previously adopted evaluation
procedures, shall submit current procedures to the department for review no later than July 1,
1976.

(d) Each school district is encouraged to invite, obtain, and consider community input, including
that of students, parents, teachers, and administrators, in the design of the procedure and content

for evaluation.

History: Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55 Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060
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4 AAC 19.060. Evaluation training

Each school district shall provide in-service training in evaluative techniques for all certificated
staff.

History: Eff. 8/30/75, Register 55 Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.07.060
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Acronyms and other usage

AA-AAS: Alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards
AAC: Alaska Administrative Code, the State regulations

AACP: Alaska Administrator Coaching Project

ACT College entrance examination

AKLN: Alaska’s Learning Network

AKSPIP: Alaska State Performance Incentive Program

Alaska STEPP: Steps Toward Educational Progress and Partnership

Alaska’s career-and college-teady standards: The Alaska Standards in English/Language Atts and
Mathematics for grades kindergarten through 12, adopted in June 2012

AMO: Annual Measureable Objective

AN/AI Alaska Native/ American Indian

APS: Alaska Performance Scholarship

ASPI: Alaska School Performance Index

AYP: Adequate Yearly Progress

CCSS: Common Core State Standards

CCSSO: Council of Chief State School Officers

COP: Committee of Practitioners

CTE: Career and Technical Education

ECD: Economically disadvantaged

EED: Alaska Department of Education & Farly Development
EL: English learners, also known as English language learners
ELA: English/language arts

ELP: English language proficiency
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EM: Elementary and middle school grade levels

ESEA: The Elementary and Secondary Education Act

FAY: Full academic year

HS: high school grade levels

IHE: institution of higher education

LEP: Limited English proficient

NCLB: No Child Left Behind

NCSC: National Center and State Collaborative

NEA-Alaska: National Education Association-Alaska

OSEP: The federal Office of Special Education Programs
RAPPS: Rural Alaska Principal Preparation and Support

SAT: College entrance examination

SBA: Alaska’s standards-based assessments in reading, writing and math
SES: Supplemental Educational Services

SIG: Federally funded School Improvement Grants

SBAC: Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium

SPDG: State Personnel Development Grant

SSOS: EED’s State System of Suppott to schools and districts
“State” in caps: The Alaska state government

“state” lower-case: The geographic and political entity

State Board: The Alaska State Board of Education & Early Development
SWD: Students with disabilities

TAC: Alaska’s Technical Advisory Committee for assessments

TQWG: Teacher Quality Working Group

Attachment 12
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USED: U.S. Department of Education
WIDA: World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment Consortium

WK: WorkKeys assessments
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

Title | Committee of Practitioners Meeting
Captain Cook Hotel, Anchorage
April 18, 2012
3:00-4:30 PM

Committee Members Present

Ray Alstrom, School Board member, Lower Yukon School District

Kerry Boyd, Superintendent, Yukon-Koyukuk School District

Sandy Miller, Federal Programs Coordinator, Kenai Peninsula School District

Therese Ashton, Federal Programs Coordinator, Wrangell School District

Steve Doerksen, Federal Programs Coordinator, Kodiak School District

Vernon Campbell, Director of Accountability/School Improvement, Anchorage School District
Michael Webb, Title | Principal, Anchorage School District

LeeAnn Tyree, Federal Programs Coordinator, Northwest Arctic School District

Ted Wilson, Title | Principal, Juneau School District

Sharay Samuel, parent, Anchorage School District

Jenny Burr*, Title | Teacher, Delta-Greeley School District

Amanda Angaiak*, Private School Administrator, Immaculate Conception School, Fairbanks
Daniel Walker*, Assistant Superintendent, Lower Kuskokwim School District

*attended via phone

Absent:
Doug Walrath, Vocational Educator, Bering Strait School District

EED Staff members present:

Margaret MacKinnon, Title I/ESEA Administrator

Sheila Box, Title I/SES/Choice Program Manager

Angela Love, Title I/School Improvement Program Manager
Kay Holmes, Title I/N&D/Homeless Program Manager
Pattie Adkisson, Title I/Title 11l Program Manager

Jousette McKeel, Title I/Migrant Program Manager

Margaret MacKinnon opened the meeting at 3:00 PM.

Proposed Alaska Standards-Regulations open for public comment (4 AAC 04.140, 150, 180)

Margaret MacKinnon, Title I/ESEA Administrator, gave an overview PowerPoint presentation of the
proposed Alaska English/Language Arts and Mathematics Standards. The overview presented the
rationale for the need for new standards, the process for creating and reviewing the standards, and an
overview of the changes from the current standards to the new standards. The proposed standards are
scheduled for adoption at the June 8 State Board of Education meeting.
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Committee questions & discussion on the proposed standards:

Question: We had a presentation on the proposed standards at our district. Staff noticed that there are
small differences between the common core standards adopted by other states and the proposed
Alaska standards. Why didn’t Alaska just adopt the common core? Answer: There was a requirement
for states that adopted the common core standards to take them in their entirety without changing
anything in the standards. Alaska wanted to be able to adopt standards of equal rigor, but have some
flexibility in addressing specific Alaska needs.

Question: This won’t start until 2016? Answer: Training will start once proposed standards are adopted.
There will be a plan for transition to the new standards over the next few years, but students will not be
assessed on the new standards until spring 2016.

Question: Will teachers be transitioning to new standards this year? How will that affect the reliability
of the SBAs? Answer: Margaret gave a brief overview of requirements for a waiver from ESEA and
discussed how some other states are proposing professional development to transition
teachers/students to the new standards. Alaska has begun the plans for transition by making
presentations on the proposed standards in outreach to districts and will be further developing the plan
for professional development and transition to the new standards.

Question: Is the state going to create its own assessments? Answer: That has not been decided at this
point. The current assessment contract expires with the 2014-2015 assessments. The new assessments
will be aligned with the new standards.

Question: What is the biggest difference between the common core standards and what the state is
proposing? Answer: They are pretty similar. Alaska will also recommend that the cultural standards are
included.

Comment (from a member of the standards committee): Math is much more rigorous in middle school.
Comment: NW Arctic district has done a comparison. It is going to be very important for teachers to
understand the new standards so that students will be ready for the assessment. PD will be vital.
Comment: PD is going to be very important. How will a school implement? Will look at the current
assessment and then go from there.

Margaret asked the members what kind of support from the state will be necessary to make the
transition.

Comment: Maybe a common formative assessment for all teachers to use and understand would be
helpful.

Comment: The math is going to be a big shift. Maybe the state could supply videos of teachers teaching
new standards so that they could have that support.

Comment: ASD really encourages the state to really look at the comment being sent into the state. He
clarified that he is not the spokesperson for the district on the standards, but his understanding is that
ASD is adopting common core because they felt like the common core component of showing what
things “look like” across the content areas was important. Common core standards had greater
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clarity...felt that when they read them they knew exactly what the student was expected to do. The
district was concerned with their capacity to adopt curriculum materials from publishers knowing that
materials are being created for states across the country that have adopted the common core
standards.

Comment: It sounds like coherency and alignment is included. Will a reliable formative assessment be
aligned to the new SBA so that teachers can have an idea of how their kids will do on the new
assessment?

Comment: She has been thinking about this for years and is wondering if her board is aware of the new
proposed standards.

Comment: Math is a huge shift and she is concerned about the assessment piece of the language arts.
How do you move away from “checking the box” to a true assessment?

Comment: Professional development for teachers is going to be a must.

Other members had no comment at this time or similar comments to those already expressed.

Report from Teacher Quality Working Group on Teacher & Principal Evaluations

Margaret MacKinnon summarized the report from the Teacher Quality Working Group (TQWG) on
Teacher and Principal Evaluations that was presented in the State Board of Education (SBOE) meeting
packet in March. The TQWG expects to present proposed regulations to the board at the June 8
meeting. The anticipated plan is for the SBOE to put the regulations out for public comment through
November 2012, with adoption scheduled for December 2012.While the TQWG is finalizing its
recommendations, they expect to include these key elements: districts will revise their current teacher
and administrator evaluation frameworks or select a research-based model to use; a component of
measuring growth in student learning will be incorporated; each teacher and administrator will receive
an overall rating in one of 4 levels; feedback from the evaluation process will be used to inform
professional growth and development of teachers and administrators.

ESEA Flexibility Waiver Requirements

Margaret gave a PowerPoint presentation on ESEA Flexibility Waivers. The waivers have been offered by
the US Department of Education to allow states to waiver certain provisions of the No Child Left Behind
Act such as the targets that require all students to be proficient by 2013-2014 and the consequences of
school improvement, corrective action and restructuring. In exchange for waiving these provisions of
NCLB, the state would submit a waiver that includes the following provisions in three key principles: 1)
adopt rigorous college and career ready standards in language arts and math and create a plan to
transition to the new standards and new assessments aligned to the standards; 2) create a state-
developed differentiated accountability system for all schools that includes ambitious but achievable
targets in language arts and math, incentives and supports for all Title | schools, and rigorous
interventions and supports for the lowest performing schools and the schools with the greatest
achievement gaps; and 3) supporting effective instruction and leadership by creating state guidelines for
teacher and principal evaluation systems that differentiate overall performance on at least three levels,
provide feedback that is used to guide professional development and inform personnel decisions, and
includes as a significant factor data on growth in student learning. At this time, 11 states have approved

3
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waivers, and 27 other states applied for waivers by the February deadline. Alaska has not yet
determined if it will apply for a waiver, but the state has done work both on two of the principles:
college and career ready standards and the teacher and principal evaluation systems.

Comments on the ESEA waiver requirements:

Comment: Supports the state applying for a waiver. Current system doesn’t work well because if a
school misses in one area it is still seen as failing by many parents and community members.
Comment: NWA would also like to have a waiver.

Comment: Has questions about how it will work with tying student achievement to all teacher’s
evaluations equitably?

Comment: In ranking schools, if you focus on the lowest 5% you are going to have to hold someone
accountable to a measure that won’t even be determined until 6 months after the work is completed.
Also, allocation of resources could be targeted best towards the lowest 5%. How will the lower 5%
ranking effect principals and their ratings. It is complicated and more involved that at first you might
think.

Comment: It almost seems like a race. Will waivers come first or ESEA reauthorization first? Kenai would
like to see a waiver. Implementation will be a huge undertaking.

Comment: Supports the waiver.

Comment: His district is neutral regarding waiver at this time (due to new incoming superintendent).
There is consensus that the current system isn’t working well. Feel as though they may be trading one
set of headaches for a different set of headaches. Likes the idea of focusing onto 15% of lowest
performing schools. But how does a special school fitin? It is a nontraditional model and it always
appears on the list. Can there be a possibility of flexibility to have it taken off of the lists?

Comment: His district is in favor of applying for a waiver. They would want to be involved in developing
the details of the criteria.

Comment: No comment. She is just watching the developments and the conversation at this time.
Comment: Feels similarity with others for schools that are unique. Could there be a waiver for non-
traditional schools?

Two members had no comments at this time.

Margaret: The details will be important. There could be a way to build flexibility into the accountability
system. How will we categorize schools as showing progress and not showing progress? It may also
allow us to look at K-12 schools as well as traditional elementary, middle school, and high school
configurations. If the state moves forward with a waiver application, the Title | Committee of
Practitioners will be called to provide more input, as will other stakeholder groups.

Margaret MacKinnon adjourned the meeting at 4:30 PM.
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

WHY CONSIDER APPLYING FOR
FLEXIBILITY?

Under the current version of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) known as NCLB:

* Current AMO targets are rising every year with targets for all
students to be proficient in 2013-2014.

* The number of Alaska schools not making AYP will increase
dramatically over the next two years if the targets do not change.

* Current NCLB targets are “all or nothing” for meeting AYP and do
not recognize school or student growth or progress.

* NCLB requirements may create barriers to state and local
implementation of reforms that could focus resources where they are
needed most.
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WHY CONSIDER NOT APPLYING

FOR FLEXIBILITY?

* The ESEA waiver flexibility offered by the US Department of
Education includes specific requirements in the areas of
standards, assessments, accountability, and teacher and
principal evaluation that may not “fit” Alaska.

* The waiver has been called “not so much a waiver as a substitution
for a new set of requirements and a new set of challenges."

* The current version of the ESEA 1s overdue for reauthorization
by Congress. While it is uncertain when Congress will
reauthorize the law, when it is reauthorized the state may need
to amend the provisions of its accountability system again to
meet the requirements of the new law.

3
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

KEY PROVISIONS TO BE WAIVED

1. Current timeline for all students to be proficient by 2013-2014

2. Current school improvement levels and required
consequences (school improvement, corrective action and
restructuring)

3. Current requirement to use 20% of Title I-A allocation for
choice/SES for schools in improvement

4. Current requirements and consequences for districts to be
identified for improvement or corrective action

5. Current highly qualified teacher plan requirements (but still
must meet targets for all teachers to be highly qualified)
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS MAY BE
WAIVED

6. Allows rural districts eligible for REAP to use funds for any

purpose regardless of AYP status and increases flexibility under
transfer of funds provision.

7. Allows Title I schools to operate schoolwide programs with
less than 40% poverty.

8. Allows school improvement funds under section 1003(a) to
serve any Title I priority or focus school and SIG funds under
1003(g) to serve any Title I priority school.
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

THREE KEY PRINCIPLES REQUIRED
FOR ESEA FLEXIBILITY WAIVER

1. College- and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

2. State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability,
and Support

3. Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
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Principle 1: College- and Career-Ready
Expectations for All Students

* Adopt college- and career-ready (CCR) standards in at least
reading/language arts and mathematics (not required to adopt
Common Core standards; state’s standards would need
approval from Institutions of Higher Education that students
who meet standards would not need remediation in college)

* Transition to and implementation of CCR standards

* Develop and administer statewide, aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure student growth

* Adopt English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards for
English Learners that correspond to the state’s new CCR

standards and develop aligned ELP assessments
7
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated
Recognition, Accountability, and Support

* Provide a differentiated accountability system for all schools
that is likely to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality
of instruction for all students

* Set ambitious but achievable AMO targets for the percent of
students proficient in English/Language Arts and Math

* Provide incentives and supports for all Title I schools

* Build state, district, and school capacity to improve student
learning in all schools
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 2: Reward, Focus and Priority
Schools

* Reward schools: Provide incentives and recognition for high-
progress and highest-performing Title I schools

* Priority schools: Identify at least 5% of Title I lowest-
performing schools and implement interventions aligned with
the turnaround principles required by US ED in the waiver
package

* Focus schools: Identify at least 10% of Title I schools as those
with the greatest achievement gaps or low graduation rates and
implement interventions in those schools to close achievement
gaps and raise graduation rates
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 2: Priority Schools Turnaround
Principles

Must implement, for three years, meaningful interventions
aligned with the turnaround principles:

* replace the principal or demonstrate principal effectiveness;

* ensure effective teachers by reviewing quality of staff and retaining those
determined to be effective and providing professional development;

* provide additional time in the school day, week or year for student
and teacher learning;

* ensure research-based and aligned instructional programs;
* use student data to inform instruction;
 establish positive school environment; and

* provide mechanisms for family and community engagement

10
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 3: Supporting Effective
Instruction and Leadership

* Develop and adopt state guidelines for local teacher and
principal evaluation and support systems

* Ensure districts implement teacher and principal evaluation
and support systems that are consistent with state guidelines

* Support teacher and principal effectiveness beyond the current
highly qualified teacher requirements

11
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 3: Guidelines for Teacher &
Principal Evaluation Systems

The teacher and principal evaluation systems must:

be used for continual improvement of instruction;
differentiate performance with at least 3 levels;

include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students
(including English Learners and students with disabilities), and
other measures of professional practice;

evaluate teachers and principals on a regular basis;

provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback that
identifies needs and guides professional development; and

be used to inform personnel decisions.

12
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

TIMELINES

* September 6, 2012 — Next date available for submission of
waiver request to US ED that would be implemented for 2013-
2014 school year based on 2013 assessment results

* A state may request an extension of the initial period of this
flexibility prior to the start of the 2014—2015 school year
unless it is superseded by reauthorization of the ESEA.

* State may request to “freeze” AMO targets at the 2010-2011
levels for 2011-2012 tests in order to have time to prepare
waiver request.

13
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

CONSULTATION

* A state must engage diverse stakeholders and communities in
the development of 1its request

* Engage and solicit input from
— teachers and their representatives

— diverse stakeholders, such as students, parents, community-based
organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations
representing students with disabilities and English Learners,
business organizations, and Indian tribes.

 (Consult with the state’s Title I Committee of Practitioners

14
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

PEER REVIEW PROCESS

State requests will be evaluated by expert peer reviewers

A state will have multiple opportunities to clarify its plans for
reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have.

If necessary, the US Department of Education will provide
feedback to a state about components of the state’s request that
need additional development

Peer reviewer evaluations will inform the Secretary’s decisions
to grant flexibility to states.

15
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* College & Career Ready Standards & Assessments

— Proposed standards in English Language Arts and Math
scheduled for consideration of adoption at State Board of
Education meeting in June, 2012

— New assessments in reading, writing, and mathematics
tentatively planned for 2015-2016

16
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Teacher and Principal Evaluation System

— Teacher Quality Working Group (TQWG) meeting since 2010-
2011 made recommendations to the State Board of Education in
March, 2012

— TQWG includes representatives from districts, higher education,
NEA Alaska, Cook Inlet and EED

— Proposed regulations for teacher & principal evaluations will be
presented to State Board at June, 2012 meeting to be put out for
public comment

17
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* TQWG Recommendations

— Districts would revise current evaluation framework to include
all criteria or use a research-based model such as Charlotte
Danielson, Marzano, etc.

— Evaluation must align to Professional Content and Performance
Standards

— Include the use of student learning data as a criterion in the
teacher/administrator evaluation

— Address Cultural Standards for Educators

18
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* TQWG Recommendations continued

— Ties to professional growth & development
— Includes input from students and parents
— Includes teacher observation component

— Provides training for principals and other evaluators and
develops inter-rater reliability between evaluators within a
district

— EED to provide guidance, technical assistance, and resources for
implementing new evaluation system

19
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Timeline for Evaluation System

— December 2012 potential adoption of new regulations

— 2013-2014: new teacher & principal evaluation system to be
piloted 1n some districts

— 2014-2015: all districts pilot new system
— 2015-2016: all districts fully implement new system

20
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Accountability System for All Schools

— Need to determine elements of an overall accountability system
for all schools that will provide incentives for increasing student
achievement for all schools and closing achievement and
graduation gaps, not just Title I schools

— Need to determine criteria for identification of reward, priority
and focus schools and exit criteria from priority and focus status

21
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Accountability — ideas to consider from other state waiver
applications

— Only reading, writing, and math assessments or others?
— Use of School Index Point Value to determine school progress?
— Measurement of individual student growth?

— Graduation rate only or include other elements of “completion
rate”

— Include traditional subgroups, a “combined” lowest-achieving
subgroup, or other ideas?

22
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Accountability ideas for all schools

— Use different criteria for elementary, middle, high & K-12
schools?

— Include other factors that demonstrate college or career
readiness 1n secondary grades such as career readiness
certificates, college enrollment rates, AP test scores, etc.?

— Use of one overall “index” score or individual elements and
weighting factors?

— Use continuous improvement model by continually ranking

schools, use letter grades, or use other differentiation system to
classify schools?

23
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ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Reward, Priority & Focus Schools

— How to “rank” schools to determine lowest 5% of Title I schools
for priority status?

— How to rank or otherwise determine schools with greatest
achievement gaps?

— How to determine exit criteria — based on specific amount of
growth or no longer being in lowest 5%?

— How to determine reward schools and what types of rewards?

24
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MORE INFORMATION

— If Alaska decides to submit a waiver by the September 6, 2012
deadline, the Title I Committee of Practitioners will be involved
in further consultation about specific waiver provisions.
Information will be posted on the EED website.

— If waiver 1s not submitted, Alaska will continue to implement
current NCLB law and regulations.

— Information about waivers 1s available on the US ED website at
http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility.

25
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

Title | Committee of Practitioners Meeting
Webinar/Audio Conference
August 20, 2012
3:30-5:00 PM

Committee Members Present

Doug Walrath, Vocational Educator, Bering Strait School District

Kerry Boyd, Superintendent, Yukon-Koyukuk School District

Sandy Miller, Federal Programs Coordinator, Kenai Peninsula School District

Therese Ashton, Federal Programs Coordinator, Wrangell School District

Vernon Campbell, Director of Accountability/School Improvement, Anchorage School District
LeeAnn Tyree, Federal Programs Coordinator, Northwest Arctic School District

Daniel Walker, Assistant Superintendent, Lower Kuskokwim School District

Absent:

Ray Alstrom, School Board member, Lower Yukon School District

Steve Doerksen, Federal Programs Coordinator, Kodiak School District

Michael Webb, Title | Principal, Anchorage School District

Ted Wilson, Title | Principal, Juneau School District

Sharay Samuel, parent, Anchorage School District

Jenny Burr, Title | Teacher, Delta-Greeley School District

Amanda Angaiak, Private School Administrator, Immaculate Conception School, Fairbanks

EED Staff members present:
Margaret MacKinnon, Title I/ESEA Administrator
Sheila Box, Title I/SES/Choice Program Manager

Margaret MacKinnon opened the meeting at 3:30 PM

The purpose of the meeting is for the Committee of Practitioners to review the draft ESEA waiver
proposal prior to submission to the US Department of Education on September 6. The COP reviewed the
waiver requirements and the status of each principle at its April 18 meeting. At that meeting the state
had not yet decided to apply for a waiver, but the new ELA and Math college and career ready standards
were up for adoption by the State Board of Education and the Teacher Quality Working Group was in
the process of finalizing changes in teacher and principal evaluations to present to the State Board.

The waiver proposal is due September 6 to US ED. It will be peer reviewed the first week in October.
The state will then get feedback from US ED and work on revisions with the goal of reaching an
approved waiver application. The waiver to freeze the AMO targets at 2010-11 levels was already
approved and AYP was determined based on the same targets as last year. Waiver would be for 2 years,
2013-14, and 2014-15. At that time we will request an extension, or deal with reauthorization of NCLB.
If the waiver is not approved, and we will go back to the regular schedule of AMO targets for the 2013-
14 school year and will continue to implement all provisions of NCLB as written.
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COP members can read the draft application and submit comments through the link on the
department’s webpage.

As most members of the COP had not yet had an opportunity to participate in a public webinar about
the waiver, Margaret presented the overview of all principles of the waiver and information about the
proposed state differentiated accountability and support system in Principle 2 in detail.

Principle 1 - College and Career ready standards and assessments: Since the April meeting the State
Board adopted the new ELA and Math standards. The Alaska standards are similar in rigor to the
common core standards adopted by many states, and Alaska received a letter of support from the
University of Alaska system indicating that students who meet the standards would not need remedial
work in college. Most of the work for Principle 1 is the plan for supporting the transition to the new
standards, and the implementation of a new assessment based on the new standards in 2015-16. The
state adopted WIDA standards for ELP are aligned to the common core standards. Alaska is still
exploring the option to join one of the two national assessment consortia, or will consider creating a
state-specific assessment system as we have now.

Principle 3 — Supporting effective instruction and leadership: The state must adopt guidelines for
teacher and principal evaluation systems. There must be 3 levels of performance, have student growth
data as a significant component, provide clear and timely feedback, and inform personnel decisions.
The State Board has put the proposed regulation changes out for public comment now through
November 2. The state’s waiver application will essentially be submitting a timeline for creating the
teacher and principal evaluation guidelines by the end of the 2012-2013 school year.

Principle 2 — Accountability and Support: The state accountability system will apply to all schools; will
have to set AMO targets for all students and all NCLB required subgroups. System should build state,

district and school capacity to improve learning and provide incentives to close achievement gaps and
increase graduation rates.

The proposal includes the Alaska School Performance Index (ASPI), a rating system that includes
different indicators for K-8 and 9-12, which are based on 100 point scale and include college and career
ready indicators. Each school will receive 1 to 5 stars (5 is high) based on the points earned on the ASPI.
Elementary —

Academic achievement — 35%

School progress — growth and proficiency 35%

Attendance — 25%

Participation rate — 5%

High School

- Academic Achievement 20% (based on all students, average of proficient on all 3 tests.)

- School Progress 35% (growth index in regulation now, all students and 4 subgroups — Alaska
Native, economically disadvantaged, LEP, and students with disabilities - indicates growth
by year for each student. School gets a score based on weights in each subgroup and the
whole.)

- Attendance rate 10% (based on interval scale, points for 85% attendance and up)

- Participation Rate 5%
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- Graduation Rate (based on currently required formula in regs, 4 or 5 year cohort, points for
60% and up)

- Work Keys certificate rates — 8% (points for each student 11" grade student taking the test
and earning a certificate)

- WorkKeys participation rate — 2%.

In K-12 schools, the point value for the different age groups are multiplied by the percentage of students
in that age group to determine ASPI for the whole school.

Star ratings — Determined scale of ASPI points so that approximately 10% of the schools received a 1 star
rating (lowest performing), about 10% at 2 stars, and about 10% at 5 stars. The remainder of the schools
fall into the 3 or 4 star ratings (about 35% in each category). The incentive would be for schools to
increase their star ratings over time so that perhaps no schools will be in the 1 star category in the
future.

Comparing Stars and AYP —

Most schools making AYP would have 3-5 stars, but some can make AYP through safe harbor, and still
score low stars. Most schools at low star levels also are in high levels of school improvement, but there
are a few exceptions here too, where some are at the upper levels of not making AYP, but have high
growth and progress so would get more star points.

AMOs — The proposal is to set the targets to reduce the percent not proficient by half over a six year
period in equal increments. There will be statewide targets for all students and each subgroup as well as
individual school targets under the waiver proposal. The AMOs will be used primarily for reporting the
progress of the school, but will not be included in the ASPI index.

Comments/questions on the accountability index:

One member asked, is there a correspondence between star ratings and AMOs?

Margaret responded, No, but roughly lowest 10% of schools would start at 1-star, but those schools can
move up over time. In addition, all targets would be reset when the new assessment is ready in 2015-
16.

Another member asked if looking at % proficient, on Sample state AMO chart, is that based on where
kids are at this time?
Margaret answered yes.

A rural district member commented he’s worried about small schools for graduation rate, i.e. if 2 kids
out of 5 drop out for some reason.

Margaret said that the department will look at that over time, and it may be that we can add an
improvement factor for small schools; we’ll keep that comment in mind.

Margaret asked the committee members if they were all feeling this would be a good direction for the
state to go?

A rural district member said his district has a few concerns, but overall they think it is less onerous than
NCLB. They like the growth component, and that there is not such a big penalty for one subgroup.

Margaret continued to outline the process for identification of schools and providing support.
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Incentives & Support — All schools have support of the State System of Support (SOSS). The state will
review the star levels, and schools with 3-5 stars will get a subgroup review to see if specific subgroups
are lagging in achievement. An improvement plan would be required for those schools that would be
submitted to the district.

Reward schools — 2 categories — highest progress and highest performing. Most will be 5 star schools,
about 5% (or 5, whichever is higher) would be recognized in each grade span (K-8, 9-12, K-12) with
announcements, certificates from the commissioner or legislative proclamations, would be asked to
mentor other schools. Title | schools above 35% poverty could apply for the Title | Distinguished Schools
recognition and be supported financially by the department to send staff to the National Title |
Conference.

Lowest performing schools — 1 and 2 star ratings, state will look at ASPI scores, growth and proficiency
index, graduation rates — similar to current state review for schools under regulation 872, and consult
with districts that have lowest performing schools as is being done now. The state would consult with
the district on implementation of 6 domains of the Alaska Effective Schools Framework.

Priority Schools — Need to identify the lowest performing 5% of Title | schools (14 schools). The state will
consider schools with 1-star ratings using similar indicators as above, plus size and characteristics of
schools. Must implement interventions for 3 years once identified. The Turnaround Principles are
similar to the SIG program transformation model. Priority schools can apply for SIG 1003g funds and will
be supported by the 1003a school improvement funds and the 20% set aside from district Title |
allocation that was formerly used for SES/choice. Consequences — schools would be required to use
STEPP; initial comprehensive needs assessment; most intensive level of support from SOSS (onsite
coach); participation in initiatives such as Curriculum Alignment Institutes and Alaska Leadership
Academy. Exit Priority Status — must meet criteria — improve 5 points on ASPI at the end of three years,
and at least 85 growth and proficiency index for all students and each primary subgroup.

FOCUS schools — Need to identify at least 10% of Title | schools that have achievement or graduation
gaps, either within school or compared to state at subgroup level (28 schools). Interventions required —
use AK STEPP to create plan focused on specific interventions in areas of need; targeted SOSS team
intervention, might not be as comprehensive as Priority schools plans, access to same funding sources as
Priority schools except SIG 1003g funds. Exit Focus status — graduation rate greater than 60%, must
improve in subgroup growth and proficiency index scores for all subgroups.

One member asked if, in the interim are they still required to set aside 20% for Choice-SES?
The director responded yes, in the current year 2012-2013 everything operates as it has in the past.

Comments/questions on waiver proposal:
Margaret asked the COP members what their thoughts were on the waiver as a whole?

One district member said he thinks this is a big improvement over the previous system; the timeline for
comments is a bit short for their district though. He also asked why there are still AMOs as well as star
system?

Margaret said that the AMOs are still required, and will be publicly reported information. She
recognizes that in seems in some ways to be a double system. The ASPI index scores and star ratings will
be a way to report an overall picture of a school to the public, but the AMO targets and reporting will
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give specific information to the public for all students and all subgroups and will be a way to hold the
schools and districts accountable for reaching all students.

A member said that in other states, he knows there has been friction between states and districts, and
in some cases the state is not exercising some waiver flexibility that districts want. He asked about
districts not being required to develop an HQ plan.

Margaret said that the federal statute reference that is waived does not mean teachers do not have to
be HQ. The requirement that is waived is the HQ plan and also the requirement to not hire additional
paraprofessionals if a district does not have 100% of the teachers highly qualified. Teachers must still be
HQ, but instead of an HQ plan, the evaluation system will be the factor used to improve teaching and
learning over and above the minimum HQ requirements.

Alaska wanted to do a very simple plan, to accommodate small and large schools. The state regulations
would be redone if the waiver goes through to reflect the ASPI star criteria and identification of high and
low performing schools. Even though AMOs are written for 6 years as required, the targets will be re-set
once the new assessment system has been implemented. Also, it is possible that NCLB would be
reworked in the interim to allow for a more growth-based model.

Another member said she thinks the proposal is much better than what they’ve been functioning under.

One member asked if the state has any sense whether the waiver will be approved.
Margaret responded that she thinks the accountability system would be approvable, but there may be
some timeline issues, due to limited application periods offered by the feds.

The member replied that she appreciates the state’s work, and thinks this system is better than what we
have.

Another urban member said she agrees with everyone, it’s certainly a step in the right direction. She
asked if the state had gotten much comment from superintendents about the use of the WorkKeys
assessment.

Margaret replied that some are concerned that participation will be down because some kids know they
are going to college or don’t want to take it as they are taking the ACT or SAT instead. WorkKeys is
currently required for 11" graders by state regulation so that is why it is included.

Margaret said she knows it’s a tight timeline for comments, but asked members to please continue to
comment, as the state will be working with the US ED on the waiver with possible more information
requested over the next few months. It will still be amendable after approval, in case we need to tweak
it later.

A member said she is really excited about this proposal, fresh start for schools that can focus on growth.

Another member asked how the funding that is currently going to a district would change, related to the
20% set-aside and 1003a and SIG?

Margaret responded that the 1003a is allocated by the state to all current Title | school improvement

sites, so it would be redirected to the districts with focus and priority schools. The 20% set-aside is from
the Title | funding the district always gets, which would simply not be set aside for SES, and instead
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could be used to support interventions in priority and focus schools, or as Title | funding directed to
other Title | schools.

The member followed up and asked if the 20% set-aside funds must be split between focus and priority
schools or could it be directed to other Title | low performing schools (1 and 2 stars).

Margaret replied that as Title | funding, it could be used to serve Title | schools, but she would need to
research if it could be used as supplemental funding to 1- and 2-star schools that are not identified as
priority or focus schools rather than be allocated to all Title | schools through the allocation formula.

The member asked, if they have a lot of low performing schools in a single district, would only some of
those schools be identified, so the state could spread out the funds among districts?

Margaret replied that it would depend on the capacity of the district, and the nhumber of schools in
guestion. The state

The member asked about the ‘characteristics’ of schools in the criteria for selection as Priority schools?
Margaret responded that things like schools that are very small or serve special populations might not
be identified as Priority schools that would benefit from the kinds of comprehensive required
interventions. It is more likely that those types of schools might be identified as Focus schools where the
interventions can be targeted to meet the needs of the school.

The member asked, on the turnaround principles for a Priority school, for replacing the principal, does
the state have a timeline for when that school would need to turn around before the state mandated a

change in leadership at a school?

Margaret replied that there should be some indication that the principal has the skills required, and is
making progress. The state will work collaboratively with districts on this issue.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 PM.
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STATE OF ALASKA, /= meermor

801 West 10" Street, Suite 200
. PO Box 110500
Department of Education & Early Development/ . > 720 0os11-0500
Margaret.MacKinnon@alaska.gov
. . 907-465-2970
Teaching & Learning Support Erik.McCormick@alaska.gov
907-465-8686

To: Superintendents

cc: Federal Programs Coordinators ©)(6)
District Test Coordinators

From: FErik McCormick
Director Assessment and Accountabilityl
(b)(6)

Margaret MacKinnon
Title /NCLB Administrator

Date: May 24, 2012

Subject: ESEA Flexibility Waiver Options Webinar Wednesday, May 30, 3:00 PM
dhdddddddr bbb bbb ddddrr bbb dddddbbr bbb ddddbbbbb bbb bbb ddddbb bbb dbdbdddrr
The US Department of Education has offered states the option to apply for waivers of certain
provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), currently authorized as No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) in exchange for meeting new requirements in three areas: college and
career ready standards and assessments for all students; state-developed differentiated
accountability systems and supports for schools; and supporting effective instruction and
leadership. EED is offering a webinar on Wednesday, May 30, at 3:00 PM in order to review
the provisions of the waivers and to consider possible provisions of a state-defined accountability
system as the state continues its process of considering whether Alaska will apply for a waiver
for ESEA flexibility. You and other interested staff are encouraged to participate in this webinar
to gain information about the waiver requirements and options and to share your ideas with EED.

To participate in the webinar, please use this link:
https:/ /sas.elluminate.com/ m.inlp?password=M.5EFFECCF1C774BAA7CF6EE62DCH
A32&sid=2010175

To participate by audio conference, please call 1-800-315-6338, and enter pin 2970#.

We hope you’ll be able to participate in this webinar and/or conference call. Please contact either
of us if you have any questions.
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ESEA FLEXIBILITY WAIVERS:
AN OVERVIEW

Presentation to Superintendents & District Staff
May 30, 2012

Margaret MacKinnon
Title I/ESEA Administrator

Erik McCormick
Director of Assessment, Accountability, & Information Management

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

WHY CONSIDER APPLYING FOR
FLEXIBILITY?

Under the current version of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) known as NCLB:

* Current AMO targets are rising every year with targets for all
students to be proficient in 2013-2014.

* The number of Alaska schools not making AYP will increase
dramatically over the next two years if the targets do not change.

* Current NCLB targets are “all or nothing” for meeting AYP and do
not recognize school or student growth or progress.

* NCLB requirements may create barriers to state and local
implementation of reforms that could focus resources where they are
needed most.
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WHY CONSIDER NOT APPLYING

FOR FLEXIBILITY?

* The ESEA waiver flexibility offered by the US Department of
Education includes specific requirements in the areas of
standards, assessments, accountability, and teacher and
principal evaluation that may not “fit” Alaska.

* The waiver has been called “not so much a waiver as a substitution
for a new set of requirements and a new set of challenges."

* The current version of the ESEA 1s overdue for reauthorization
by Congress. While it is uncertain when Congress will
reauthorize the law, when it is reauthorized the state may need
to amend the provisions of its accountability system again to
meet the requirements of the new law.

3
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

KEY PROVISIONS TO BE WAIVED

1. Current timeline for all students to be proficient by 2013-2014

2. Current school improvement levels and required
consequences (school improvement, corrective action and
restructuring)

3. Current requirement to use 20% of Title I-A allocation for
choice/SES for schools in improvement

4. Current requirements and consequences for districts to be
identified for improvement or corrective action

5. Current highly qualified teacher plan requirements (but still
must meet targets for all teachers to be highly qualified)
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS MAY BE
WAIVED

6. Allows rural districts eligible for REAP to use funds for any

purpose regardless of AYP status and increases flexibility under
transfer of funds provision.

7. Allows Title I schools to operate schoolwide programs with
less than 40% poverty.

8. Allows school improvement funds under section 1003(a) to
serve any Title I priority or focus school and SIG funds under
1003(g) to serve any Title I priority school.
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

THREE KEY PRINCIPLES REQUIRED
FOR ESEA FLEXIBILITY WAIVER

1. College- and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

2. State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability,
and Support

3. Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 1: College- and Career-Ready
Expectations for All Students

* Adopt college- and career-ready (CCR) standards in at least
reading/language arts and mathematics (not required to adopt
Common Core standards; state’s standards would need
approval from Institutions of Higher Education that students
who meet standards would not need remediation in college)

* Transition to and implementation of CCR standards

* Develop and administer statewide, aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure student growth

* Adopt English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards for
English Learners that correspond to the state’s new CCR

standards and develop aligned ELP assessments
7
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated
Recognition, Accountability, and Support

* Provide a differentiated accountability system for all schools
that is likely to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality
of instruction for all students

* Set ambitious but achievable AMO targets for the percent of
students proficient in English/Language Arts and Math

* Provide incentives and supports for all Title I schools

* Build state, district, and school capacity to improve student
learning in all schools
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 2: Reward, Focus and Priority
Schools

* Reward schools: Provide incentives and recognition for high-
progress and highest-performing Title I schools

* Priority schools: Identify at least 5% of Title I lowest-
performing schools and implement interventions aligned with
the turnaround principles required by US ED in the waiver
package

* Focus schools: Identify at least 10% of Title I schools as those
with the greatest achievement gaps or low graduation rates and
implement interventions in those schools to close achievement
gaps and raise graduation rates
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 2: Priority Schools Turnaround
Principles

Must implement, for three years, meaningful interventions
aligned with the turnaround principles:

* replace the principal or demonstrate principal effectiveness;

* ensure effective teachers by reviewing quality of staff and retaining those
determined to be effective and providing professional development;

* provide additional time in the school day, week or year for student
and teacher learning;

* ensure research-based and aligned instructional programs;
* use student data to inform instruction;
 establish positive school environment; and

* provide mechanisms for family and community engagement

10
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 3: Supporting Effective
Instruction and Leadership

* Develop and adopt state guidelines for local teacher and
principal evaluation and support systems

* Ensure districts implement teacher and principal evaluation
and support systems that are consistent with state guidelines

* Support teacher and principal effectiveness beyond the current
highly qualified teacher requirements

11
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

Principle 3: Guidelines for Teacher &
Principal Evaluation Systems

The teacher and principal evaluation systems must:

be used for continual improvement of instruction;
differentiate performance with at least 3 levels;

include as a significant factor data on student learning growth for all
students (including English Learners and students with disabilities),
and other measures of professional practice;

evaluate teachers and principals on a regular basis;

provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback that
identifies needs and guides professional development; and

be used to inform personnel decisions.

12
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

TIMELINES

* September 6, 2012 — Next date available for submission of
waiver request to US ED that would be implemented for 2013-
2014 school year based on 2013 assessment results

* A state may request an extension of the initial period of this
flexibility prior to the start of the 2014—2015 school year
unless it is superseded by reauthorization of the ESEA.

* State may request to “freeze” AMO targets at the 2010-2011
levels for 2011-2012 tests in order to have time to prepare
waiver request. State must submit a waiver and receive
approval before determining AYP for 2012-2013. If not, the
state would make AYP determinations based on current AMO
targets for 2012-2013.

13
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

CONSULTATION

* A state must engage diverse stakeholders and communities in
the development of 1its request

* Engage and solicit input from
— teachers and their representatives

— diverse stakeholders, such as students, parents, community-based
organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations
representing students with disabilities and English Learners,
business organizations, and Indian tribes.

 (Consult with the state’s Title I Committee of Practitioners

14
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

PEER REVIEW PROCESS

State requests will be evaluated by expert peer reviewers

A state will have multiple opportunities to clarify its plans for
reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have.

If necessary, the US Department of Education will provide
feedback to a state about components of the state’s request that
need additional development

Peer reviewer evaluations will inform the Secretary’s decisions
to grant flexibility to states.

15
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* College & Career Ready Standards & Assessments

— Proposed standards in English Language Arts and Math
scheduled for consideration of adoption at State Board of
Education meeting June 8, 2012

— New assessments in reading, writing, and mathematics
tentatively planned for 2015-2016

16

Page 191 of 820



ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Teacher and Principal Evaluation System

— Teacher Quality Working Group (TQWG) meeting since 2010-
2011 made recommendations to the State Board of Education in
March, 2012

— TQWG includes representatives from districts, higher education,
NEA Alaska, Cook Inlet and EED

— Proposed regulations for teacher & principal evaluations will be
presented to State Board at June, 2012 meeting to be put out for
public comment

17
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* TOQOWG Recommendations for Evaluation System

— Districts would revise current evaluation framework to include
all criteria or use a research-based model such as Charlotte
Danielson, Marzano, etc.

— Evaluation must align to Professional Content and Performance
Standards

— Include the use of student learning data as a criterion in the
teacher/administrator evaluation

— Address Cultural Standards for Educators

18
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* TQWG Evaluation Recommendations continued

— Ties to professional growth & development
— Includes input from students and parents
— Includes teacher observation component

— Provides training for principals and other evaluators and
develops inter-rater reliability between evaluators within a
district

— EED to provide guidance, technical assistance, and resources for
implementing new evaluation system

19
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Timeline for Proposed Evaluation System

— December 2012 potential adoption of new regulations

— 2013-2014: new teacher & principal evaluation system to be
piloted 1n some districts

— 2014-2015: all districts pilot new system
— 2015-2016: all districts fully implement new system

20
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Accountability System for All Schools

— Need to determine elements of an overall accountability system
for all schools that will provide incentives for increasing student
achievement for all schools and closing achievement and
graduation gaps, not just Title I schools

— Need to determine new AMOs (Annual Measurable Objectives)
in English/Language Arts and Math

— Need to determine criteria for identification of reward, priority
and focus schools and exit criteria from priority and focus status

21
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ALASKA’S CURRENT STATUS

* Reward, Priority & Focus Schools

— Need to determine how to “rank” schools to identify lowest 5%
of Title I schools for priority status

— Need to determine how to rank or otherwise identify schools
with greatest achievement gaps

— Need to determine exit criteria from priority and focus status —
based on specific amount of growth or no longer being in lowest
5%

— Need to determine criteria for reward schools and what types of
rewards

22
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

AMO OPTIONS

* Set AMO targets so that they increase 1n annual increments
toward a goal of reducing by %2 the percentage of students (all
and in each subgroup) who are not proficient within six years

* Set AMOs so that they increase in equal increments toward a
goal of 100% proficiency no later than end of 2019-2020

* Set AMOs through another method that 1s educationally sound
and results in ambitious but achievable AMOs for all LEAS,
schools, and subgroups

23
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

* Possible ideas - based on other approved state waivers — no
actual proposals yet

— All schools receive an overall score on an accountability chart or
framework.

— Each school receives points in specified indicators with each category
receiving a weighting within the overall score.

— The points are totaled, weighting factors applied, and an overall point
score 1s assigned each school.

— Schools are assigned a level based on the overall score (labels to be
determined — probably 4 or 5 levels).

— Elementary/middle, high school, and K-12 schools have separate
accountability charts.

24
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

Academic Achievement indicator: School earns from 1 to 5
points in each subject based on the % of all students proficient
on reading, writing, and math SBAs.

5 points = exceeds AMO target

4 points = meets AMO target

3 points = approaching AMO target (within 10 points)

2 points = lagging target by up to 20 points

1 point = seriously lagging target by more than 20 points)

25
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

* Achievement Gaps indicator: School earns from 1 to 5
points in each subject based on the gap between the %
proficient in the subgroup and the % proficient in the all
students group.

— 5 points = gap of > 0*
— 4 points = gap of 0

— 3 points = gap 0 to -10
— 2 point = gap -10 to -30
— 1 point = gap > -30

*Note: a positive gap means that the subgroup is actually performing
higher than the all students group.

26
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ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

* Student growth indicator:

— 1 to 5 points in each subject for students in the lowest performing group
(lowest 25% of students)

— 1 to 5 points for students not in the lowest performing group (top 75%
of students)

— allows comparisons in growth between lowest performing students and
those not lowest performing

— Typically includes students in lowest performing subgroups such as

economically disadvantaged, English learners, students with
disabilities, etc., but each student “count” once, not multiple times for

multiple groups

27
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ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

* Participation rate in SBAs indicator:
— 1 point for each subject for 95% or above participation rate

— 0 points for each subject in which participation rate is < 95%

 Attendance rate indicator:

— 1 to 5 points on scale for attendance rates for the all students group on a
sliding scale TBD.

— 0, 1, or 2 points for improving the attendance rate from the prior year.

* Graduation rate indicator:
— 1 to 6 points for the 4 year graduation rate

— 1 to 4 points for the 5 year graduation rate

» (scale to be determined — for high schools and K-12 schools only)
28
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

POSSIBLE INDICATORS FOR HS

* Drop outs indicator: % of students from original 9" grade
cohort that dropped out during the school year.

« HSGQE indicator: % of 10™ through 12% graders who passed
all 3 tests

* Work Keys indicator: % of 11t & 12t graders who have
reached any National Career Readiness Certificate Level

29
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ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

SAMPLE ELEMENTARY/MS CHART

Indicator Applied to Points available Total Weighting in
Possible Overall

Academic Achievement - % proficient or All students 5eachR, W, M 15 30

above

Achievement Gap — difference in % Subgroup minus all students 5eachR, W, M 15 30

proficient or above between subgroup and | group

all students

Student Growth — measure of amount of Highest performing students 5eachR, W, M 30 30

student growth for each group in each

subject Lowest performing students 5eachR, W, M

Attendance Rate — attendance rate for all All students 5 7 7

students and for improvement in

attendance from previous year Improvement 2

Participation Rate in SBAs All students leachR, W, M 3 3
Total 70 100

30

Page 205 of 820



ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview

SAMPLE HIGH SCHOOL CHART

Indicator Applied to Points available Total Weighting in
Possible Overall
Academic Achievement - % proficient or All students 5eachR, W, M 15 15
above
Achievement Gap — difference in % Subgroup minus all students 5eachR, W, M 15 15
proficient or above between subgroup and group
all students
Student Growth —— measure of amount of . Highest performing 5eachR, W, M 30 30
student growth for each group in each students
subject . Lowest performing 5eachR, W, M
students
Attendance Rate - rate for year and for . All students 5 7 7
improvement . Improvement 2
Participation Rate in SBAs All students leachR, W, M 3 3
Graduation Rate 4 year 6 10 10
5 year 4
Drop outs - % of dropouts from original 9t 9-12t grade 5 5 5
grade cohort
HSGQE - % passed all 3 tests . 10t grade 6 10 10
. 11t & 12th retakes 4
Work Keys - % reached any NCR Level 11th & 12th graders 5 5 5
Total 100 100

31
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SAMPLE K-12 CHART

Indicator Applied to Points available Total Weighting in
Possible Overall
Academic Achievement - % proficient or All students 5each R, W, M 15 30
above
Achievement Gap — difference in % Subgroup minus all students 5each R, W, M 15 10
proficient or above between subgroup and | group
all students
Student Growth —— measure of amountof | e Highest performing 5eachR, W, M 30 30
student growth for each group in each students
subject o Lowest performing 5each R, W, M
students
Attendance Rate - rate for year and for . All students 5 7 7
improvement ° Improvement 2
Participation Rate in SBAs All students leachR, W, M 3 3
Graduation Rate 4 year 6 10 10
5 year 4
Drop outs - % of dropouts from original 9t | 9-12th grade 5 2.5
grade cohort
HSGQE - % passed all 3 tests . 10t grade 6 10 5
. 11t & 12th retakes 4
Work Keys - % reached any NCR Level 11t & 12t graders 5 2.5
Total 100 100

32
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ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

e (Considerations

— Use of indicators that are currently measurable, commonly applied, and
relevant to school type

— Consider complexity of approach, factors that give a picture of school’s
overall success, ease of public and schools to understand, and provides
incentives for all schools to improve and close achievement gaps

— All students could be included in the accountability system, not just full
academic year students.

— All indicators for both elementary/middle and for high schools could
apply to K-12 schools, but with reduced weightings for the high school
components to reflect greater distribution of students across all grades.

33
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ACCOUNTABILITY IDEAS

* Ideas/Questions/Feedback

— What assessments should be included — reading, writing, math, others?

— What are the most appropriate indicators for use at high school to
measure college and career readiness in addition to graduation rate?

— What are the pros and cons of using the lowest performing or lowest
quartile of students as the only subgroup vs. using the required NCLB
subgroups both for measuring achievement gaps and for measuring
student growth?

— Would a measure for decrease in number or percent of students
chronically absent be useful to include?

— What other indicators or overall frameworks should be considered?
— What should not be included?

34
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MORE INFORMATION

— If Alaska decides to submit a waiver by the September 6, 2012
deadline, the Title I Committee of Practitioners and other
stakeholders will be involved 1n further consultation about

specific waiver provisions. Information will be posted on the
EED website.

— If waiver 1s not submitted, Alaska will continue to implement
current NCLB law and regulations.

— Information about waivers 1s available on the US ED website at
http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility.

— Contact Margaret MacKinnon or Erik McCormick for questions
or to indicate an interest in participating on a workgroup for
future 1deas

35
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Attachment C.6

Principle 2 — Accountability System
Alaska’s Initial DRAFT Proposal
July 30, 2012

Alaska Department of Education & Early
Development

Page 211 of 820



Requirements for waiver:

Accountability system for all schools

Provide a state developed differentiated accountability system for
all schools to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of
instruction for all students

AMO targets

Set ambitious but achievable AMO targets for the percent of
students proficient in English/Language Arts and Math; report for all
students and all NCLB subgroups annually

Incentives and supports for all Title | schools

Build state, district, and school capacity to improve
student learning in all schools
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ASPI is rating system for overall performance for all
schools

Includes college and career ready indicators, with each
iIndicator weighted in the overall score

Based on 100 point scale
Indicators for grades K-8 and grades 9-12

Schools with students that cross both grade spans
(including K-12) have indicators for each grade span,
weighted by % of students in school in each grade span

School receives rating from 1-star to 5-stars (highest)
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Category Weighting in
Overall Score

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient or above 35%
(average of % proficient on reading, writing and math SBAs)

School Progress — growth and proficiency index score for all 35%
students group and for each primary subgroup (AN/AI,
economically disadvantaged, SWDs, and LEPs)

Attendance Rate (all students 25%
Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 5%
Total 100%
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Category Weighting in
Overall Score

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient or 20%

above (average of % proficient on reading, writing and math

SBAs)

School Progress — growth and proficiency index score for all 35%

students group and for each primary subgroup (AN/AI,

economically disadvantaged, SWDs, and LEPs)

Attendance Rate (all students 10%

Participation Rate in SBAs (all students) 5%

Graduation rate (cohort of all students) 20%

WorkKeys certificate rate (11" graders) 8%

WorkKeys participation rate (11" graders) 2%

Total 100%
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Based on all students group

Average of % proficient on three tests
Reading
Writing
Math
Weighted 35% for grades K-8, 20% for grades 9-12
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Growth and proficiency index (capped at 100 points
earned)

All students group and 4 primary subgroups:
AK Native/Am Indian
Economically disadvantaged
Students with disabilities
English learners (LEP students)

Subgroups included if 5 or more students test in that
subgroup

Each subgroup included weighted 10% of progress score;
all students group receiving remaining % of weighting

Progress indicator weighted at 35% for all grades

Page 217 of 820



Group G&P Index Weighting | Component of
Score Progress Score
All students 86.11 .70 60.28
Econ Disadvantaged 83.66 .10 8.37
SWDs 73.17 .10 7.32
LEP 87.62 .10 8.76
School Progress Score -- 1.00 84.73
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Weighted at 25% for grades K-8, 10% for grades 9-12

Incentive for attendance >= 90

Attendance rate Points
96-100 100
93-95 95
90-92 80
85-89 50
Below 85 0
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Use higher of 4-year or 5-year cohort rate (required

graduation rate formula)

4 year rate 5 year rate Points
98-100 98-100 100
90-97 93-97 95
85-89 89-92 90
80-84 85-88 70
70-79 80-84 50
60-69 70-79 25
50-59 60-69 10

Below 50 Below 60 0

Page 220 of 820



Points earned for each certificate level attained by 11t

graders

Total certificate points divided by # of 11t graders tested

WorkKeys Certificate Earned Points
Gold or Platinum 100
Silver 95
Bronze 80
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SBAs weighted at 5% for all grades

WorkKeys weighted at 2% for 11t graders who take test

Participation Rate Points
95-100 100
90-94 50
0-89 0
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Anytown Elementary School # %
Students ingrades K-8 502 100.0%
Students in grades 9-12 0 0.0%
Grades K-8
Points Weighted

Category Earned | Weight | points
Academic Achievement - % of all students
proficient or above (average of % proficient on
reading, writing and math SBAs) 63.5 35% 22.23
School Progress —growth and proficiency index
score for all students group and for each primary
subgroup (AN/AIl, economically disadvantaged,
SWDs, and LEPs) 93.98 35% 32.89
Attendance Rate {all students 85 25% 21.25
Participation Rate in SBAs [all students) 100 5% 5.00
Total 100% 81.37

ASP| Overall Score 81.37

O

Star Rating

Page 223 of 820



Anytown High School

#

%

Students in grades K-8 0 0.0%
Students ingrades 9-12 2211 100.0%
Grades 9-12
Points Weighted
Category earned |Weight [points
Academic Achievement - % of all students
proficient or above (average of % proficient on 60.82 20% 12.16
School Progress — growth and proficiency index
score for all students group and for each primary
subgroup [AN/Al, economically disadvantaged,
SWDs, and LEPs) 86.38 35% 30.23
Attendance Rate (all students 50.00 10% 5.00
Participation Rate in SBAs {all students) 100.00 5% 5.00
Graduation rate {cohort of all students) 50.00 20% 10.00
WorkKeys certificate rate {11th graders) 73.53 8% 5.88
WorkKeys participation rate {11th graders) 50.00 2% 1.00
Total 100% 69.28
ASP| Overall Score 69.28
o Hok

Star Rating
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Anvyvtown K-12 School H o5
Students in grades K-8 132 F7.2%4
Students in grades 9-12 2o 22.8%%
Grades K-8
Points VWeighted
Category Earned Vveight points
Academic Achieverment - 26 of all students
proficient or above {average of 2 proficient on
reading, writing and math SBAs) 258.06 3594 9.82
School Progress —growth and proficiency index
score for all students group and foreach primary
subgroup (AMN/AL economically disadvantaged,
SWDs, and LEPs) 80.129 359 28.07
Attendance Rate {all stude nts 100 25940 25.00
Participation Rate in SBAs [all students) 100 S%6 .00
Total 100824 &7.89
Grades 9-12
Points Weighted
Category earned Weight |points
Academic Achieverment - 26 of all students
proficient or above {average of 24 proficient on
reading, writing and math SBAs) 10.42 2024 2.08
School Progress —growth and proficiency index
score for all students group and foreach primary
subgroup (ANSAIl economically disadvantaged,
SWWDs, and LEPs) 75.59 359 26.81
Attendance Rate {all stude nts 0.00 1024 0.00
Participation Rate in SBAs {all students) 100, 00 524 5.00)
Graduation rate [cohort of all stude nts) 70,00 2024 14,00
VWorkKeys certificate rate {11th graders) 24,00 324 1.92
WorkKeys participation rate {11th graders) 100,00 294 2.00
Total 100%% 51.81
ASPI Overall Score 64.22
EAES

Star Rating
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#all | %ofall #Title | %Title lin
Summary counts sthools | schools [ASPIrange |Rating |#EM | %EM |#HS| %HS | #K12 | %K12 |schools | star rating
Lowest 10% 51 10.1% [less than 55 [* 2| 39% |15 | 294% | 34 [ 667% | 33 64.7%
Next Lowest 10% 5l 10.1% [55-64.99 [** 30| 59% | 2| 38% | 46 [ 802% | 43 84.3%
Next range 179 | 35.4% |65-84.59 |*** 53 | 29.6% | 25 | 14.0% | 101 | 56.4% | 119 66.5%
Next Range 167 | 33.0% |85-93.99 |+ 117 | 700% | 13 | 7.8% | 37 [ 222% | 76 45.5%
Highest range 58 | 105% (94-100 ™™™ | 47 [8LO%( O | 0.0% | 11 | 19.0% | 15 25.9%
Total all schaols 500 | 100.0% 222 55 229 236 56.5%

Key

Schoals with only grades K-8 EM

Schoals with only grades 9-12 HS
Schaols with bath EM & HS

K12

Note: Data based on 2011 test data; final proposal and cut points will be based on
2012 test data.
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# Schoaols in each category compared to AYP levels

AYP levels based on 2011 data

Proposed ASPI
Star Ratings 0 1 2 3 4 5
1 star 5 3 6 5 2 30
2 stars 2 7 3 5 5 29
3 stars 63 39 10 13 3 46
4 stars 381 30 18 17 4 17
5 stars 52 i O 1 0 1

Note: Data based on 2011 test data; final proposal and cut points will be based on

2012 test data.
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Reduce by %2 the percentage of students (all students and
each traditional NCLB subgroup) who are not proficient in
equal increments within six years in: reading, writing, and
mathematics

Set for state as a whole and for each individual school —
school meets AMO target if either state target or school
target is reached

Used for reporting progress on AMOs and for
identification of schools not closing gaps for subgroups

Must use 2011-2012 data as baseline year
If waiver is approved, will be used for 2012-2013 tests
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78.3

Baseline Year % Prof or Advanced

21.6

% Not proficient

10.8 | Amount to reduce by 1/2 over 6 years
1.8 |[Equal increment

80.1 | 1st year target

81.9 |2nd year target

83.7 |[3rd year target

85.5 |[4th year target

87.3 [5th year target

89.1 |[6th year target
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Subject
Reading
Writing

Mathematics

Reading
Writing

Mathematics

Reading
Writing

Mathematics

Reading
Writing

Mathematics

Demographic Value

All Students
All Students
All Students

Low Income
Low Income

Low Income

Students with Dis
Students with Dis
Students with Dis

LEP students
LEP students
LEP students

Baseline Sample State AMO Targets based on 2011 test data
%

Prof/Adv | 1stYR 2ndYR 3rdYR 4thYR 5thYR 6thYR
78.3 80.1 81.9 83.7 85.5 87.3 89.1
74.2 76.4 78.5 80.7 82.8 85.0 87.2
68.7 71.3 73.9 76.5 79.1 81.7 84.4
67.7 70.4 73.1 75.8 78.5 81.2 83.9
62.9 66.0 69.1 72.2 75.3 78.4 81.5
57.6 61.1 64.7 68.2 71.7 75.3 78.8
41.1 46.0 50.9 55.8 60.7 65.6 70.6
374 42.6 47.8 53.1 58.3 63.5 68.7
326 38.2 43.8 495 55.1 60.7 66.3
30.3 36.1 41.9 47.7 53.5 59.3 65.2
29.1 35.0 40.9 46.8 52.7 58.6 64.5
28.5 345 40.4 46.4 52.3 58.3 64.3
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Subject
Reading
Writing
Mathematics

Reading
Writing
Mathematics

Reading
Writing
Mathematics

Reading
Writing
Mathematics

Reading
Writing
Mathematics

Reading
Writing
Mathematics

Demographic Value

AK Native /Am Indian
AK Native /Am Indian
AK Native /Am Indian

African American
African American

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander
Asian/Pacific Islander
Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic

Multi-Ethnic
Multi-Ethnic
Multi-Ethnic

Caucasian
Caucasian

Caucasian

%

Prof/Adv 1st YR 2ndYR 3rdYR 4thYR 5thYR 6thYR
56.8 60.4 64.0 67.6 71.2 74.8 78.4
51.7 55.7 59.8 63.8 67.8 71.8 75.9
49.6 53.8 58.0 62.2 66.4 70.6 74.8
70.6 73.0 75.5 77.9 80.4 82.8 85.3
65.6 68.5 71.3 74.2 77.1 79.9 82.8
54.0 57.8 61.7 65.5 69.3 73.1 77.0
72.5 74.8 77.1 79.4 81.7 84.0 86.3
72.7 75.0 77.3 79.5 81.8 84.1 86.4
67.1 69.8 72.6 75.3 78.1 80.8 83.6
78.1 79.9 81.8 83.6 85.4 87.2 89.1
73.7 75.9 78.1 80.3 82.5 84.7 86.9
65.1 68.0 70.9 73.8 76.7 79.6 82.6
80.8 82.4 84.0 85.6 87.2 88.8 90.4
75.6 77.6 79.7 81.7 83.7 85.8 87.8
69.6 72.1 74.7 77.2 79.7 82.3 84.8
88.7 89.6 90.6 91.5 92.5 934 94.4
84.4 85.7 87.0 88.3 89.6 90.9 92.2
78.5 80.3 82.1 83.9 85.6 87.4 89.2
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All schools and districts have support at universal level
from State System of Support (SSOS)

State reviews schools in all star ratings

Schools with 3 to 5 stars with subgroup achievement gaps
required to create plan to address specific areas — district
responsibility to oversee school plans
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Reward schools - 2 categories

Select top 5 (or 5%) by ASPI score in each school type —
E/M, HS, or K12

Highest performing
Must meet AMO targets for 2 years
Must have graduation rate >= 85% for 2 years
High progress
G&P index must be >= 95 for all students and in each subgroup
Graduation rate >= 85% for 2 years

Page 233 of 820



All reward schools

Announcement on EED website, through Information Exchange,
and press releases

Letters/certificates from commissioner and/or governor

Possibly legislative proclamations, special logo to use, recognition
at local events

Encouraged to serve as models or mentors for other schools
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Title | schools with >= 35% poverty may apply for Title |
Distinguished Schools program

Winning school in each category receives recognition at

National Title | Conference as well as any appropriate
state conferences or meetings

Supported financially to attend national conference (as resources
allow to allow)
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State performs desk audit (review of data) of schools with
1- and 2-star ratings

ASPI score

Growth & proficiency index for subgroups

AMO targets

Graduation rate

State reviews performance of district through levels of
schools in district
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EED SSOS team leadership consults with district
superintendent and key staff

Review levels of implementation of six domains of
Alaska’s Effective Schools Framework

Consideration of previous school progress, improvement
Initiatives, intervention, etc.

Based on consultation, EED determines level of support &
Interventions needed in 1- and 2-star schools and districts
with 1- and 2-star schools
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Lowest performing 5% of Title | schools — 14 schools

From the list of Title | schools with a 1-star rating, sort all schools
from highest to lowest ASPI score.

Within this list, choose the 14 priority schools based on
examination of the SBA proficiency rates, growth index scores,
other schools identified in the same district, schools with previous
SIG grants or state intervention, size and characteristics, and data
from desk audit and conversations with superintendent.

Must implement, for at least 3 years, meaningful

iInterventions aligned with turnaround principles

Turnaround principles will be aligned with the 6 domains
of Alaska’s Effective Schools Framework
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Ensure strong leadership by replacing the principal or
demonstrate principal effectiveness;

ensure effective teachers by reviewing quality of staff
and retaining those determined to be effective and
providing professional development;

Redesign school day, week or year to provide additional
time for student learning and teacher collaboration;

ensure research-based and aligned instructional
programs;

use student data to inform instruction:
establish positive school environment; and

provide mechanisms for family and community
engagement
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Use AK STEPP for comprehensive turnaround plan
aligned with 6 domains of AK Effective Schools
Framework

Intensive level of support/intervention from SSOS
On-site coach (1 week per month)

Participation in initiatives such as Leadership Academy,
Curriculum Alignment Institutes, Principal and Teacher
Mentoring

Funding through SIG 1003g funds, School Improvement
1003a, and 20% Title | allocation in lieu of SES/Choice
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Requirements to exit:
Improve at least 5 points on ASPI index

Have G&P index of at least 85 for all students and each primary
subgroup

If not meet exit criteria after 3 years:
Continue in priority status
Increased oversight & intervention by EED
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Title | schools with low performance or achievement gaps
— 10% or 28 schools

After the identification of the Title | priority schools, from
the remaining list of Title | schools with a 1-star or 2-star
rating, sort all schools from highest to lowest ASPI score.

Within this list, choose the 28 Title | focus schools based
on examination of the SBA proficiency rates, growth index
scores, other schools identified in the same district,
schools with previous SIG grants or state intervention,
size and characteristics, and data from desk audit and
conversations with superintendent.
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Focus Schools have targeted level of support from SSOS

Use of AK STEPP for plan of improvement for focusing on
specific subgroups of concern and for specific indicators
including curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional
development.

Make school improvement funds available from Title IA,
1003(a).
Require district to use up to 20% as a district set-aside from its

Title | allocation to serve focus schools (in lieu of the set-aside
required for SES and school choice).

Make content support available from SSOS content program
managers.

Provide support for ELL or SWD student subgroups through
additional resources and professional development through
contracts with external partners for specific areas of need.
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A focus school must implement interventions until the school has
met the exit criteria. In order to exit focus status, the school must
show improvement in the growth and proficiency index in the all
students group and in any specific subgroups scores in which the
school was identified as a focus school. If the school was identified
as a focus school for a graduation rate less than 60%, then the
graduation rate must improve to greater than 60%.
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If Alaska’s proposal is approved, the following provisions
of the current law will be waived:
Alaska will not report whether schools have made adequate yearly
progress (AYP).
Alaska will not identify schools under the current labels of
Improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

Alaska will not identify districts for improvement or corrective
action.

Alaska will no longer require the consequences in the current law
for schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring.

Alaska will no longer require schools to offer public school choice
or supplemental educational services (SES) in schools identified for
improvement. Districts may offer these options to parents if desired.
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Alaska will no longer require districts to set-aside 20% of
their Title | allocation to provide SES or transportation to
schools of choice. These funds may instead be used, as
needed, to provide support to schools identified as Title |
priority or focus schools.

Alaska will no longer require the district to use 10% of its
Title | allocation for professional development for a district
In corrective action.
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Submit comments and feedback by August 21 on
Alaska’s waiver proposal through the online feedback
form

Link under “News & Announcements” on EED’s home
page: http://education.alaska.gov

Questions on Principle 27?
Margaret MacKinnon, margaret.mackinnon@alaska.gov
Erik McCormick, erik.mccormick@alaska.gov
Paul Prussing, paul.prussing@alaska.gov
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Attachment C.7

District Superintendents Attending ESEA Flexibility Waiver Presentation

Annette Island
Cordova
Delta-Greely
Dillingham
Fairbanks

Galena

Haines

Iditarod

Juneau

Kake

Kodiak

Lower Yukon
Mat-Su

Mount Edgecumbe
North Slope
Petersburg

Saint Mary’s

Sitka

Southwest Region
Tanana

7/30/2012
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Attachment C.8

Organizations Contacted to Participate in August Webinars

ADOL&WD

Ahtna Heritage Foundation

Alaska Administrator Coaching Project

Alaska Association for Bilingual Education

Alaska Association for Career and Technical Education
Alaska Association of Elementary School Principals
Alaska Association of School Librarians

Alaska Association of Secondary School Principals
Alaska Comprehensive Center

Alaska Council of School Administrators

Alaska Federation of Natives

Alaska Head Start Association

Alaska Humanities Forum

Alaska Municipal League

Alaska Native Education Association

Alaska Native Knowledge Network

Alaska Pacific University

Alaska PTA

Alaska Science Consortium

Alaska Staff Development Network

Alaska State Chamber of Commerce

Alaska State Mathematics Consortium

Alaska State Writing Consortium

Alaska Statewide Mentor Project

Aleut Foundation

Arctic Education Foundation

Association for the Education of Young Children
Association of Alaska School Boards

Association of Village Council Presidents

AVTEC

Bering Straits Foundation

Best Beginnings

Bristol Bay Native Foundation

Calista Heritage Foundation

Chugach Heritage Foundation

Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska's Children
Disability Law Center of Alaska

Gov. Council on Disabilities and Special Education
Ilisagvik College

Koniag Education Foundation
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Mike Lesmann Gov. Ofc.

NANA Corporation

NEA-Alaska

Sealaska Heritage Institute

Southeast Alaska Regional Resource Center
Special Education Service Agency

Stone Soup Group

Tanana Chiefs Conference

The CIRI Foundation

The Doyon Foundation

Thread Alaska

UA Board of Regents

UA President

UAA Chancellor

UAA College of Education

UAF Chancellor

UAF Dept of Native Studies and Rural Development
UAF School of Education

UAS Chancellor

UAS School of Education

Attachment C.8
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Attachment C.9

Overview of Federal Requirements

August 2, 2012

Alaska Department of Education & Early
Development
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Under the current version of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) known as NCLB:

Current AMO targets are rising every year with targets for
all students to be proficient in 2013-2014.

The number of Alaska schools not making AYP will
iIncrease dramatically over the next two years if the
targets do not change.

Current NCLB targets are “all or nothing” for meeting AYP
and do not recognize school or student growth or
progress.

NCLB requirements may create barriers to state and local
iImplementation of reforms that could focus resources
where they are needed most.
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Current timeline for all students to be proficient by 2013—
2014

Current school improvement levels and required
consequences (school improvement, corrective action
and restructuring)

Current requirement to use 20% of Title |I-A allocation
for choice/SES for schools in improvement

Current requirements and consequences for districts to
be identified for improvement or corrective action

Current highly qualified teacher plan requirements (but
still must meet targets for all teachers to be highly
qualified)
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Allows rural districts eligible for REAP to use funds for
any purpose regardless of AYP status and increases
flexibility under transfer of funds provision.

Allows Title | schools to operate schoolwide programs
with less than 40% poverty.

Allows school improvement funds under section 1003(a)
to serve any Title | priority or focus school and SIG funds

under 1003(g) to serve any Title | priority school.
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College- and Career-Ready Expectations for Al
Students

State-Developed Differentiated Recognition,
Accountability, and Support

Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
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Requirements for waiver:
Adopt college- and career-ready (CCR) standards in at least
reading/language arts and mathematics (not required to adopt
Common Core standards; state’s standards would need
approval from Institutions of Higher Education that students
who meet standards would not need remediation in college)

Transition to and implementation of CCR standards

Develop and administer statewide, aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure student growth

Adopt English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards for
English Learners that correspond to the state’s new CCR
standards and develop alighed ELP assessments
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Requirements for waiver:

Accountability system for all schools

Provide a state developed differentiated accountability system for
all schools to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of
instruction for all students

AMO targets

Set ambitious but achievable AMO targets for the percent of
students proficient in English/Language Arts and Math; report for all
students and all NCLB subgroups annually

Incentives and supports for all Title | schools

Build state, district, and school capacity to improve
student learning in all schools

Page 257 of 820



Reward schools: Provide incentives and recognition for
high-progress and highest-performing Title | schools

Priority schools: |Identify at least 5% of Title | lowest-
performing schools and implement interventions aligned
with the turnaround principles required by US ED in the
waiver package

Focus schools: Identify at least 10% of Title | schools as
those with the greatest achievement gaps or low
graduation rates and implement interventions in those
schools to close achievement gaps and raise graduation
rates
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Required for 3 years in Priority schools:

Ensure strong leadership by replacing the principal or
demonstrate principal effectiveness;

ensure effective teachers by reviewing quality of staff and
retaining those determined to be effective and providing
professional development;

Redesign school day, week or year to provide additional time
for student learning and teacher collaboration;

ensure research-based and aligned instructional programs;
use student data to inform instruction;

establish positive school environment; and

provide mechanisms for family and community engagement
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Requirements for ESEA Waiver Principle 3:

Develop and adopt state guidelines for local teacher and
principal evaluation and support systems

Ensure districts implement teacher and principal
evaluation and support systems that are consistent with
state guidelines

Support teacher and principal effectiveness beyond the
current highly qualified teacher requirements
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The teacher and principal evaluation systems must:
be used for continual improvement of instruction;
differentiate performance with at least 3 levels;

iInclude as a significant factor data on student learning
growth for all students (including English Learners and
students with disabilities), and other measures of
professional practice;

evaluate teachers and principals on a regular basis;

provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including
feedback that identifies needs and guides professional
development; and

be used to inform personnel decisions.
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September 6, 2012 — Due date for submission of waiver
request to US ED that would be implemented for 2013-
2014 school year based on 2013 assessment results

State may request to “freeze” AMO targets at the 2010-
2011 levels for 2011-2012 tests in order to have time to
prepare waiver request. State must submit a waiver and
receive approval before determining AYP for 2012-2013. If
not, the state would make AYP determinations based on
current AMO targets for 2012-2013.
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State requests will be evaluated by expert peer reviewers
iIn October 2012

A state will have multiple opportunities to clarify its plans
for reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may
have.

The US Department of Education will take into account
peer reviewer evaluations and will provide feedback to a
state about components of the state’s request that need
additional development.

States continue to work with US ED to make revisions to
plan with the goal of reaching approved status.
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What happens if the state’s waiver application is not

approved?

The state will continue to follow the current law as written with all
NCLB requirements. AYP would be measured on the currently
approved AMO targets for the 2013 tests, not the “frozen” AMO
targets for 2011. All school and district improvement, corrective
action, and restructuring consequences would be applied for 2013-
2014 school year.

What happens if ESEA is reauthorized?

The state would be required to implement the provisions of the new
law at the time it takes effect. Some of the elements of the waiver
provisions might be continued under the new law, and others would
need to be changed.
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Submit comments and feedback by August 21 on
Alaska’s waiver proposal through the online feedback
form.

Link under “News & Announcements” on EED’s home page:

http://education.alaska.gov
See information about Alaska’s proposal for the waiver,
and a draft copy of the proposal on the ESEA Flexibility
Waliver page.

http://education.alaska.gov/nclb/esea.html
Participate in webinars/audio conferences to learn about
the waiver proposal. See schedule on the ESEA Flexibility
Waiver page.
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Attachment C.10

Principle 1 — College & Career Ready

Standards and Assessments

Alaska’s Initial DRAFT Proposal
August 2, 2012

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
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Requirements for waiver:
Adopt college- and career-ready (CCR) standards in at least
reading/language arts and mathematics (not required to adopt
Common Core standards; state’s standards would need
approval from Institutions of Higher Education that students
who meet standards would not need remediation in college)

Transition to and implementation of CCR standards

Develop and administer statewide, aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure student growth

Adopt English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards for
English Learners that correspond to the state’s new CCR
standards and develop alighed ELP assessments

Page 267 of 820



College & Career Ready standards in English Language Arts
and Math adopted by State Board of Education on June 8,
2012

State received Letter of support from University of Alaska
president certifying that students who meet new standards will
not need remedial coursework at the postsecondary level

Standards have same depth and rigor as the common core
standards adopted by other states
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Process of transition to new standards

Phase |: Increase awareness of new standards — provide
awareness campaign and tools to support transition

Phase Il: Transition to new standards - provide support for
curriculum alignment to and instruction in new standards

Phase IlI: Full implementation of new standards - continue support
for instruction of students based on new standards

Page 269 of 820



SY 2012-2013 — Conduct awareness campaign and
provide tools to support transition to new standards

SY 2013-2014 — Provide support for curriculum alignment
and changes in instructional practices to new standards

SY 2014-2015 — Continue support for instruction in new
standards.

SY 2015-2016 — Continue support for instruction in new
standards.
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Awareness Phase
Standards Organizational Charts — ELA & Math
Guide to Reading the Standards — ELA & Math
Treasure Hunts - Alaska ELA and Math Standards
Jeopardy Review Game - new Alaska Standards
Measuring Text Complexity: Three Factors — ELA
New Math Content Standards Overview
Math Glossaries including K-5 operation tables

Alaska Standards documents (ELA, Math & Literacy)

Literacy Blueprint Crosswalk — Alaska ELA Standards
Alignment Study

Webinar Series - New Standards Overview, ELA & Math
Teacher and Parent Guides to New Alaska Standards
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Transition phase

District Leaders Guide to the new Alaska ELA and Math Standards

gomp)arison Tools For Standards Transition (New Standards &
LEs

High School Courses and Sequences Guidance — Math
New Alaska Standards Self-Assessment

Webinar Series
Comparison Tool for Standards Transition
5 Components of Rigorous Reading Instruction
Understanding Text Complexity — ELA
Reading Basal Alignment Tool — ELA
Math Practices Overview and Resources
New Math Content Standards Overview
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Transition and Implementation Phases

Webinars
Transition Tools Webinars
Content Specific Webinars

Conferences/Events
Curriculum Alignment Institute

Summer Literacy Institute

Alaska Reading Course

EED Conference Calendar — additional events
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New assessments must be high-quality, aligned to the
standards, and be able to measure student growth

Timeline

Field test new test items and item types based on new standards in
current Standards Based Assessments (SBAs) beginning with
spring 2013 assessment

Implement new assessments based on new standards in 2015-
2016

Options
Participate in or use assessments created by one of the 2
assessment consortia (PARRC or Smarter Balanced)

Create Alaska specific assessment
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Adopt English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards for
English learners (LEP students) aligned to Alaska’s new
standards

Alaska adopted new ELP standards in 2011 based on the WIDA
consortium standards

The current ELP standards already have a strong alignment with
both English/Language Arts and content areas

WIDA is currently in the process of updating their standards to be
aligned with the common core Language Arts and Math standards

Alaska will review updated WIDA standards that are aligned with
the when they become available and will consider them for
adoption at that time
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Develop English language proficiency assessment
aligned to ELP standards

Alaska implemented the ACCESS for ELLs from the WIDA
Consortium as the new ELP assessment in 2012

Alaska will review the updated ACCESS for ELLs assessment from
WIDA when it becomes available and consider it for adoption at
that time
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Submit comments and feedback by August 21 on Alaska’s
waiver proposal through the online feedback form

Link under “News & Announcements” on EED’s home page:
http://education.alaska.gov

Questions on Principle 1:

Transition to new standards

Karen Melin, Language Arts Content Specialist, karen.melin@alaska.gov,
907-465-6536

Cecilia Miller, Mathematics Content Specialist, cecilia.miller@alaska.gov,
907-465-8703

Bjorn Wolter, Science Content Specialist, bjorn.wolter@alaska.gov, 907-
465-6542

Assessments

Erik McCormick, Director of Assessment & Accountability
erik.mccormick@alaska.gov
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Attachment C.11

Principle 2 — Accountability System
Alaska’s Initial DRAFT Proposal
August 2, 2012

Alaska Department of Education & Early
Development
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Requirements for waiver:

Accountability system for all schools

Provide a state developed differentiated accountability system for
all schools to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of
instruction for all students

AMO targets

Set ambitious but achievable AMO targets for the percent of
students proficient in English/Language Arts and Math; report for all
students and all NCLB subgroups annually

Incentives and supports for all Title | schools

Build state, district, and school capacity to improve
student learning in all schools
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