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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

8:01: 03 AM

CHAIR WES KELLER called the House Education Standing Conmittee
neeting to order at 8:01 a.m Representatives Keller, Seaton,

Col ver, Drummond, Kreiss-Tonkins, and Reinbold were present at
the call to order.

OVERVI EW  EED ON THE ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATI ON ACT AND
THE SCHOOL RATI NG SYSTEM ALASKA SCHOOL PERFORVANCE | NDEX (ASPI)

8:01:16 AM

CHAI R KELLER announced that the only order of business would be
an overview from the Departnent of Education and Early
Devel opnent (EED), on the Elenentary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) and the Al aska School Performance | ndex (ASPI).

8:04:32 AM

M KE HANLEY, Commi ssioner, Departnent of Education and Early
Devel opnent (EED), directed attention to the conmttee handout,
titled "House Education Conmttee, Elenmentary and Secondary
Education ACT (ESEA), School Rating System - Alaska School
Performance Index (ASPlI)," page 2, labeled "Drivers of Public
Education in Alaska,” to state that, under the Al aska
Constitution, the directive is to establish and namintain a
system of public schools, while Alaska Statute directs the

agency actions for ensuring students are successful in their
school and work. Thus, it is incunbent on the state that four
key functions occur: fund; provide oversight and support; set
standards; and assess students towards proficiency on those
st andar ds. To acconplish these tasks, $1.5 in billion state
funds are allocated to EED, and another $232 million is received
from the federal governnent. The federal funds specifically

support children of populations that may be at risk, for reasons
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such as poverty, transi ency, honel essness, and | anguage
barriers. He enphasized that EED is not the beneficiary of
t hese funds. The departnent receives and facilitates the
distribution, to ensure that the npst vulnerable students
receive an equal opportunity for a quality education. The $232
mllion in federal fund receipts require the state to provide
1.4 percent in matching funds, thus, for every $100.00 from the
federal governnent, Al aska matches it with $1.40. In order to
receive, distribute, and account for the federal funds, EED is
allowed to retain 2-3 percent of the funding for staffing needs.
The departnent is driven by the state constitution and
| egi sl ative requirenments, he underscored, and sai d:

Wth federal funding we expand our opportunities to
neet the needs of [children] but it doesn't change how

we do our work. It doesn't change the structure of
our departnent it doesn't change our vision of what we
do.

8:09:10 AM

SUSAN MCCAULEY PhD, Director, Teaching and Learning Support,
Department of Education and Early Devel opnment (EED), continued
with the presentation and described the ESEA as a neasure passed
in 1965 as part of President Lyndon B. Johnson's "War on

Poverty." It was designed to provide supplenentary funding for
el enentary and secondary education, providing each child a fair
and equal opportunity for attaining academ c achi evenent. Most

recently the mnmeasure was reauthorized in 2001 as the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB). As nmentioned by the conm ssioner, she
said these funds are directed to specific groups of students who
otherwise would be at a disadvantage to receive the opportunity
for an equal education, due to the variables in their lives.
Directing attention to page 5, of the conmttee handout, she
conpared the nine major points of the NCLB requirenents, wth
the NCLB Wai ver allowances. The first requirenent, for adequate
yearly progress (AYP), was replaced by the nore flexible Al aska
school performance index (ASPI). The AYP netric was the NCLB
driver for school accountability. Under the waiver, EED was
able to design and inplenent ASPlI, designed specifically to
address Al aska's students. The second change was to adjust the
annual neasurabl e objective (AM)) targets from what was required
under NCLB: a standardi zed trajectory for all schools to neet

the goal of 100 percent proficiency by 2014. The national
baseline for proficiency skills in reading, science and
mat hematics, were established in 2001-2002. Under the waiver,

the departnent retained AMO objectives, but established goals
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set on a school -by-school basis, utilizing baseline data from
each school. The expectation is that wunder the state AMO
obj ectives, schools wll reduce by half the percent of non-
perform ng students over a six year period. The trajectory for
each school is based on unique data from that school. The NCLB
mandat e was questioned and found untenable, as the 2014 deadline
appr oached. Wth no differentiation in school accountability
systenms, it becane apparent that, at sone point, no school would
make AYP under the national blanket approach. The public was
confused by this flawed requirenent. The original intent of
i ncreasing school accountability and providing directions for
i mprovenent were | ost. The waiver has allowed the state to
adopt a neaningful, star rating system that does allow for
differentiation of achievenent |evels by subject, student, and
school . She reported that the past year's school rankings by
achi evement were: 75 five star, 190 four star, 149 three star,
52 two star, and 27 one star. The star ranking is very
different from saying 98-99 percent of Alaska' s schools have not
met AYP, she stressed, and parents have found the star system
under st andabl e and neani ngf ul .

8:16: 37 AM

DR. MCCAULEY continued with the fourth NCLB requirenent for
conparison, and said that school performance was based solely on

proficiency, a pass/fail nodel. She explained how a student
would need to have earned a score of 300, on the state wde
assessnment to be scored proficient. Thus, a student who

i mproved their assessnent score from 298 to 301, would be scored
as having net proficiency in the AYP system However, a student
inmproving from 167 to 299 would not receive proficiency credit;
even though it represents a nuch larger gain in student

achi evenent the 300 mark requirenent renmains unnet. The wai ver
al | ons consi deration for bot h proficiency and gr owt h.
Proficiency is still necessary but 40 percent of the nmetric is
based on a student's academc growmh over seven |evels. The

fifth point for conparison, she said, is that there has been no
means to recognize schools that show excellent growth; only
achi evenent or non-achi evenent of AYP. The wai ver provides two
categories for "rewards school s": one based on the top ten
percent of schools show ng proficiency; and one based on the top
ten percent of a school's student growh; a system that works
better, provides notivation, and nmakes sense. The sixth NCLB
requirenent was for the departnment to identify schools for
i nprovenent, plan corrective action, and school restructuring,
actions that do not exist under the waiver. The seventh neasure
required inprovenment plans for all schools, because under NCLB
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no school could neet AYP in every category. The new system
provides a differentiated inprovenent plan with the enphasis on
one and two star schools. These |ow achieving schools nust
still submt a conprehensive plan to the departnent. Thr ee,
four, and five star schools who have not nmet and AMO are
required to submt a streanmined, focused inprovenent plan for
the target areas not being met. The inprovenment plans for these
schools is submtted to the district and handl ed | ocally.

8:21:17 AM

DR. MCCAULEY noved to the eighth conparison point, and stated
that under NCLB there was increased directing of Title 1 funds.
When schools were seen as not neeting AYP, not only were
i ncreased requirenents for school inprovenent plans required,
but the federal governnent directed that additional Title funds
be allotted to provide supplenentary services in those
districts. The waiver has alleviated this issue. The ninth and
final conparison is the funding structure. Under NCLB the
funding structure was not based on school performance. Wth the
wai ver a subset of Title 1 provides appropriate funding to be
directed towards focus and priority schools, the one and two
star schools, with students showi ng the nost need; 1003A funds.

8:23:12 AM

DR. MCCAULEY directed attention to page 6, of the comittee
handout, to explain the ASPlI elenentary/ mddle school indicator
wei ghtings for students in grades K-8. The pie chart shows the
three elements that contribute to the star rating wth

percentages attached to each elenent: 40 percent schoo
progress; 35 percent academ c achievenent; and 25 percent
attendance rate. The academi c achievenent represents the

percentage of students who are proficient or above in reading,
witing, and nmath. The school progress relates to the gain that
a school has achieved from the previous year's standards-based
assessnments. The attendance rate is the average attendance of
all students. She explained that the overall total from each of
these elenents is what determnes the final ASPlI points awarded
and the nunber of stars that a school w Il receive.

8:.24.59 AM
DR. MCCAULEY pointed out that the ASPI high school indicator
wei ghtings, for students in grades 9-12, has three differences:

the inclusion of the graduation rate, 20 percent, and a college
and career ready indicator, 10 percent, in addition to the
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school progress, 40 percent, and adjustnents to the enphasis
gi ven academ c achi evenent, 20 percent, and attendance rates, 10
per cent . These elenents are calculated in the sane way as for
the lower grades and a correlating star rating is assigned to
t he school . She el aborated that the 20 percent graduation rate
points are assigned on a four or five year achievenent basis;
whi chever one provides the school with the npbst points. The
col l ege and career ready indicator qualifying scores are gleaned
from the ACT Inc., Scholastic Achievenent Test (SAT), and the
Wor kKeys assessnents.

8:27:07 AM

REPRESENTATI VE REI NBOLD returned to slide 5 and questioned point
8, regarding the increased directing of Title 1 funds.

DR. MCCAULEY responded that when Title 1 schools failed to neet
AYP, districts were required to set aside a certain percentage
of funds for supplenentary educational services. These funds
were to be made available to parents to purchase tutoring
services, or for the school to wuse towards inplenenting
suppl enent ary educati on services.

REPRESENTATI VE REINBOLD clarified her understanding that these
were funds for assisting parent's in supplenenting their
children's education, and asked, "That's no | onger avail abl e?"

DR. MCCAULEY stated, "That's correct.”

8:28:30 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON returned to page 3, of the comittee
handout, and the percentage of federal funds allowed for
admnistration, to ask what percentage of the departnment's
budget two-three percent represents, and whether it is
sufficient to cover the necessary agency costs.

COWMM SSI ONER HANLEY of fered to provide further information.
8:29: 27 AM

REPRESENTATI VE COLVER asked about how the waiver relates to
st udent busi ng.

DR. MCCAULEY responded that NCLB included a busing provision, if
a student was attending a school that did not neet AYP and had
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the opportunity to attend one which did. The option fell away
with the waiver and the elimnation of AYP.

COWM SSI ONER HANLEY added that, when in effect, this option was
available in larger districts with nultiple schools, as many
areas are single school districts.

8:30: 52 AM

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER asked what occurs if the state fails to
meet the terns of the waiver.

COWM SSI ONER HANLEY said the result of non-conpliance would be a
return to the NCLB nodel, AYP would be required, and flexibility
woul d be | ost. To a followup question he explained that EDC
submtted a plan for approval by the US. Departnent of
Education (USDOE), which 1is subject to ongoing nonitoring.
Washi ngton State recently lost their waiver and has returned to
i npl ementi ng NCLB. O her states are at risk for not making
progress towards the goals in their waivers, but Al aska received
kudos for not only a great job of inplenenting the waiver, but
for maki ng the USEDC nonitoring process easy.

8:34:34 AM

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER questioned the NCLB requirenent that 100
percent of students neet AYP by 2014, and asked if it 1is
rational to expect all students to reach full proficiency by a
date certain.

DR. MCCAULEY expl ained that proficiency on sone level relates to
basic skills, which a worthwhile goal that every educator
directs students towards. The flawed aspect, under NCLB, is the
tineline and the one size fits all expectation that did not take
into account where schools were at the onset of the mandate; to
have the sane expectation of every school does not make sense,
she opi ned. The one-size-fits all approach of AYP is what
educators lost faith in over tinmne.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER observed that the waiver does not appear
to enphasi ze proficiency, and he suggested perhaps it has becone
lost in the process. Turning to page 6, he noted that no slice
of the pie is dedicated to school progress, perhaps being
conbi ned with academ c achievenent. He opined that the system
may downplay, and unintentionally allow a school to have an
ongoing failure in proficiency.
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COW SSI ONER HANLEY clarified that the "academ c achievenent”
category could easily have been naned "proficiency" instead, and
represents 35 percent of the schools star ranking. The goal
remai ns for every school to be proficient, he said, but rather
than having a school ranked entirely on proficiency the other
conponents were included.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER said determ ning academ c success still
appears difficult, as well as understanding whether the noney
being put into education results in proficient students.

DR. MCCAULEY offered that, in addition to the academc
achi evenment portion being exclusively the percent of students
who are/are not proficient, the school progress aspect is about
whet her or not students are progressing. There are seven |evels
of performance, from far below proficient through advanced.
When a school noves a student from one level to another, credit
is earned in the ASPI system The scores are established via

the statew de mandated assessnent. Should a student backslide
rather than progress, it wll be reflected in the netric and
affect the schools rating as well. The seven levels are about
noving towards, mai nt ai ni ng, or advanci ng a student's

proficiency.
8:41: 29 AM

REPRESENTATI VE DRUVMOND recalled how educators across Al aska
determned early on that the NCLB AYP requirenent would be
unat t ai nabl e. The act neglected to recognize variables that
could bring down a schools rating, such as attendance
considerations. A school could be performng well on all other
fronts, but not nmeet AYP because a flu epidem c occurred during
a crucial count period.

8:42: 38 AM

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER commented that NCLB is a large target, and
not a policy that he is confortable defending; however the

question for neasurable academ c growth renains. He pondered
whet her schools are being expected to maintain a continued
trajectory, of unlimted inprovenent, indefinitely. Educati ona

goal s once were, and should be again, clear and not obscured, he
opined. Additionally, it is inportant to understand how to best
allocate limted state funds.

COWMM SSI ONER HANLEY offered that the department has tried to not
allow progress to obscure proficiency. A student that is
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proficient or above nust be recognized, and the waiver system
allows for that recognition where NCLB did not. Al so, funds
were not required for the systemshift from NCLB to the wai ver.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER asked, "How do we know the proficiency of
our kids - where are we at?" Further, he asked whether the
Nat i onal Assessnment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is used to
determ ne proficiency.

COWM SSI ONER HANLEY answered that the statew de assessnments are
| ooked to for neasuring student growth. The NAEP assessnent is
only administered in the 4th and 8th grade every other year,
al l owi ng conparisons on a national |evel. Al so, NAEP does not
provi de aggregated data on sub-groups.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER asked whether EDC anticipates inprovenent
on the NAPE scores.

COWM SSI ONER  HANLEY  answer ed, "Yes." He stressed that
i nprovenent would occur due to the changes in the system
raising the trajectory for learning and inplenenting higher
expect ati ons.

8:48: 08 AM

REPRESENTATI VE REINBOLD returned to page 5, of the comittee
handout, to ask how much noney has been spent on NCLB, and
of fered her own cal cul ati ons. She then asked whether, if every
school would end up failing [under AYP requirenments], NCLB could
be considered a success.

COWM SSI ONER HANLEY pointed out that NCLB did have positive

aspects. Certain requirements that proved helpful included:
di saggregating school data, identifying needs in sub-group
popul ati ons, and providing a better picture of overal |
per f or mance. However, the accountability portion that was

i nposed under the reauthorization failed to nmake sense.

REPRESENTATI VE REI NBOLD queried what changes mght occur if it
wer e reaut hori zed agai n.

COW SSI ONER  HANLEY responded that Congress has discussed
reauthorization and EDC is nonitoring the progress. Despite the
attention that NCLB is receiving on a national I|evel, nothing
has yet conme to fruition. However, he opined that flexibility
regarding the accountability neasures, as offered under the
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wai ver, would be a good direction for USDOE to consider
pur sui ng.

REPRESENTATI VE REI NBOLD asked:

Did the NCLB waiver cause college and career ready
st andar ds, a P20 data system assessnents, and
accountability, which caused the teachers eval uations
to be linked [to proficiency].

COWM SSI ONER HANLEY established that the P20 data system is not
connected to the waiver. The college and career ready standards

were in place prior to, and helpful in, receiving waiver
approval . Criteria for the waiver requires that teacher
eval uations be connected to student | earning. Depart ment

regul ati ons have eight standards for evaluating a teacher, and
one was replaced to include student |earning as a conponent; an
area that was under revision prior to the waiver application.

REPRESENTATI VE REINBOLD reported having reviewed a forty page
docunent posted on-line by EDC [unidentified] and asked why the
AMO indicates different targets for students; Native Anmerican
and Asian for exanple.

DR. MCCAULEY responded that AMO targets vary for each school, as
well as targets within subgroups of students. The baseline data
for the targets are established independently for each school
as well as for each subgroup.

COWM SSI ONER HANLEY offered an exanple that if a particular
group of students were found to be 50 percent proficient, the
goal would be to reduce the nunber of non-proficient students by

one half. In the course of six years, 75 percent of the
students would need to be assessed as proficient. The goal is
to nmove all students towards proficiency by reducing the

basel i ne non-proficient percentage by 50 percent at a tine.
8:55:17 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON queried whether the rewards schools
recognition programis based on two different systenms neasuring
growt h and proficiency.

DR. MCCAULEY said the program is based on two systens and
explained that the reward categories are for the highest
performance and the highest progress and include the top ten
percent of schools in each category: overal | st udent
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proficiency and overall progress of students. Additionally, a
m ni mum graduation rate nust be attained, irrespective of
progress or proficiency, along with other baseline achi evenents.
Remar kably, she said, a handful of schools are recognized, each
year, in both categories.

8:57: 06 AM

REPRESENTATI VE REI NBOLD asked for an opinion on the "top down
approach, "™ and whether it is considered supportable.

COWMM SSI ONER HANLEY responded that EDC is not a fan of the NCLB
approach, which is why the waiver contains an accountability
system created by the departnent.

REPRESENTATI VE REINBOLD asked if the mandates for the waiver
requirenents are fully funded.

COWMWM SSI ONER  HANLEY allowed that the departnent does not
consi der the waiver system perfect, however it is an inprovenent
over NCLB. The AYP scores were difficult to address, and
schools were at a loss on how to approach inprovenent. Under
the waiver the schools renmain engaged and understand the star
rating system Reiterating that the waiver did not require
funding to inplenent, he said that to answer the full funding
guestion would require an audit of the various conponents; sone
are certainly fully funded and sonme are not.

9: 00: 08 AM

REPRESENTATI VE  SEATON  stated hi s under st andi ng of t he
i nprovenent neasurenment system having seven levels within each
grade level, and asked if it is an accurate summation. He
further asked how attendance is considered and whether mnedica
situations are taken into account.

DR. MCCAULEY agreed with the nenber's conprehension of the
system  She discussed the seven levels, stressed the difference
bet ween proficiency and progress, and added that, although it is
a conplex system the teachers are able to work within the
matrix to create a rigorous classroom dynamc. Regardi ng the
attendance percentage, she said there is an adjustnent for
excused versus unexcused absences, and offered to provide
further information.

9:04: 45 AM

HOUSE EDC COW TTEE -11- February 13, 2015



REPRESENTATI VE REI NBOLD nentioned a nunber of prograns that she
would like further information on, then described her
under standing of the costs involved for inplenenting the waiver,
whi ch she nmaintai ned has been considered by school boards to be

an unfunded nmandate. Kodi ak [school district] has reported
costs for inplenentation to have reached $1.8 mllion, which has
i ncl uded: alterations to the curriculum assessnents,
br oadband, and teacher training. During these economc tines,
she said it is inportant to understand the costs involved. A

ten year snap shot for the federal, state, and |ocal costs would
be hel pful, she opi ned.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER requested that the nenber clarify her
specific requests and submt themin witing to EDC to ensure a
cl ear and accurate response. He commented that in a business
situation, where results are lacking and new systens are
i npl enent ed, an automati c skepticism occurs regar di ng
ef fecti veness. He said this is not far from what is happening
with the change in the educational system The pass fail system
of NCLB being reconfigured into a star rating system will take
sone tine to correlate and conprehend. However, he acknow edged
that the conmttee and EDC are certainly on the sane page for
provi di ng students the best education possible.

9:10: 28 AM
REPRESENTATI VE KELLER announced the next neeti ng.
9:11:17 AM
ADJ QURNIVENT

There being no further business before the conmttee, the House
Education Standing Commttee neeting was adjourned at 9:12 a.m
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