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February 17, 1998

The Honorahle Gary Wilken, Chair
ate Capitol, Room
Junea, AK ORI

The Honorable Con Bunde, Chair
e o,

ate Capitol, Room

Juneau, B\K 00R01-118

Dear Senator Wilken and Representative Bunde:
At your request, the Department of Education submits the following briefing on education
week's Quality Counts report. This briefing is a technical analysis ofthe_grades Education Week

ave Alaska re%arding our egucational systém. Adaitionally, I'mave provided a letter from Jay
hambers, the Ceveloper of the cost indéx used in Education week's analysis, regarding the

report’s equity test.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our analysis of this report. | hope it leads to an
informéd discussion on educdtion in Alaska.

Sincerely,

Commissioner

cc. Senate and House HES Committee Member*
Senator Mike Miller
Representative Gail Phillips
State Board of Education
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TO: Shirley Holloway, Commissioner of Education
FROM: Bill McDiarmid, Director. Institute of Social and Economic Research
RE: The validity of Quality Counts' evaluations o f public education in Alaska

| believe | mentioned most o f the issues below to Gretchen Gass on the telephone. Perhaps what is most
disturbing about these data is not that some o f the indicators are inappropriate or misleading, which they
are; rather, it is the precipitous decline in resources documented here, however crudely. Atarime when 44
other states are increasing support o f public schools, Alaska leads the nation in the ignominious category of
defunding schools. Even states such as New Mexico, in which a quarter o f families are below the poverty
line, have increased educational spending by 33% between 1986 and 1996.

Many of the areas in which the State is not measuring up can only be redressed by an infusion o fresources
For instance, the lack ofresources for professional development is distressing - and accounts in large pan
for Alaska’Spoor showing in the "Teacher Quality" category. Kentucky, afar poorer state than Alaska,
distributes S24 per pupil to each district for professional development - S16 o f which is controlled directly
by teachers through a professional development committee.

At the same time, the quality o f the data on which these evaluations arc based strike me as crude and, at
times, downright misleading. | would examine them very thoroughly before using them as the basis for
any policy decisions. Here arc a few specific points that occurred to me as | srudied the data and the

sources for the data:

1 Whatis the appropriate comparison group for Alaska? lu the Quality Counts (QC) data, Alaska is
compared against the other 49 states. How appropriate is it to compare Alaska’s situauon and performance
to states such as California, Now York. Florida. Wisconsin, or Connecticut? How many of these states
must serve schools at such great distances? How many face comparable costs to deliver services?

A more appropriate group may be the large, sparsely populated Western states - Idaho, Montana, and
Wyoming. When compared to these states. Maska spending on education for every S1000 o f stare wealth
is less than Montana’s, greater than Idaho's and Wyoming”. As for the dollar gap between districts at the
5th and 95th percentile in spending, again Alaska shows a much narrower gap than does Montana (56,701
to S10.858) although wider than Idaho's or Wyoming’s. As for student achievement, only Montana had
greater proportions of4th and 8th graders achieve at the proficiency level on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

than Alaska.

2. The indicators arc pretty crude —and few states show up well: Onthe "TeacherQ ' s e t of
indicator, only one state received an "A" and six others received agrade of "B." Forty three states
received a grade of "C" or lower, including 15 states that received "Ds," Alaska among them. As for
"School Climate,” no state received an "A." Alaska actually ranked among the top 16 states, despite a grade
of“C-." On the allocation o f educational resources to instruction, 44 states received grades of"C" or lower
while on the equity o fsuch allocations. 39 received a "C" or lower

In other words, states are being held to very high standards on many of the indicators, standards that largely
ignore the demographic, geographic, political, social, and economic realities that many states face. In a
number o f stares, Alaska among them, investment in public education is insufficient for these states to

make significant progress.

3. When loukctl at together, some of the categories don't make sense. When we look at the .student
achievement category, Alaska, based on results from the 1996 NAEP, fares pretty well: Our 8th graders
ranked 9th in the percentage who achieved at the proficiency level in mathematics and 16th In the
proportion who achieved proficiency level in science. Yet, the state received an overall grade of "D+" on
"Standards and Assessment” This Should raiso questions abour die relationship between these indieAtora o f
"standards and assessment,” on the one hand, and student achievement, on the other. Apparently, some
Alaskan educators are doing well by their students but this doesn't seem be reflected in some of the other



indicators. No one axEducation Week seems to liave stepped back from the data, looked across a state's
performance in tlte various categories, and asked, "Now, does this make sense? Does it make senseto say

that students are doing well but that teacher quality is low"

4. How appropriate to the circumstances in Alaska are items designed for a national population of
schools and educators ? A number ofindicators in QC rely on national databases from surveys such as
the Schools and Staffing Survey conducted atintervals by the National Center for Educational Statistics
(NCES). Items on such surveys are designed for conditions and situations that are typical in the Lower 48.
Moreover, NCES derives what they term a "cost o feducation" index from such data, the Index that is the
basis of for several categories in the "Resources" section. Bin we know linle about how accurately this
index accounts for the cost o fdelivering education in Alaska, particularly in remote areas. Does such an
index take into account the cost o f flying a Special Education teacher to several schools each week to
ensure that mandated services are delivered to a target population o f students? Without more Information
on how such critical data was obtained and how such "indices” are constructed, these various indicators
constitute a shaky basis for making judgments about Alaskan schools and teachers.

5. Some indicators are derived from the judgments of other organizations that have rhelr own
agendas. Education Week, in assembling QC, relied on anumber of other organizations for data and, in
some cases, "evaluations." The most egregious example o frelying on the evaluation of another
organization is the wholesale adoption of the judgments o fthe Center for Education Reform 0N the
"strength" of various states'charter school regulation. The Center is pushing its own vision of charier
schools. States that limited the number o f chartering authorities, the number o f charter schools that could
be started, and charter schools’ exemption from state school regulations and collective bargaining
agreements do not meetthe Center’s ideal for charter school legislation and, consequently, fair poorly.
Even so - and you would not kDow this from QC * Alaska fell just 4.3 points shy of "stronger" law status on
the Centers 50-point scale. The real issue is how well charter legislation serves Alaskan students, their
families, and the common weal - not how well they measure up in the eyes of charter school proponents.

6. To raise "Teacher Quality" results, would require tn investment ofresources. A number of
indicators on which Alaska does not show up well arc directions in which the state might consider moving
were resources available. Classroom-based assessments o f new teacher performance is, for instance, a
promising practice. Yer, to mount such assessments in the state would require resources - for travel,
training, and personnel - that are not available. Similarly, fiist-year induction programs are promising but
to be done right require considerable resources - again for travel, training, and personnel.

However, undertaking any o fthese practices in isolation is unlikely to produce significant improvements.
What we have learned is that piecemeal approaches to improving teacher quality are window-dressing.
What is required is a systemic approach. This would involve examining the entire system ol teacher
development - from preservicc through inservice - and bringing the various parts o f the system into
alignment Without a substantial increase in resources, such an effort unlikely. Yetwithout such an
effort, Alaska will continue to rank poorly on this dimension of quality.
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TO: Senator Gary Willfci, Chair, Senate HESS Committee
Representative Con Bunde, Chair, House HESS Committee
FROM: Bill McDiarmid, Director, Institute of Social and Economic Research
RE: The validity of Quality Counts' evaluations of public education in Alaska

Commissioner Shirley Holloway asked me to review Education Week's evaluation of Alaskan
education that appeared in the publication. Quality Counts (January 8, 1998). Perhaps what is most
disturbing about these data is nor that some of the indicators arc inappropriate or misleading, which
they often arc; rather, it is the precipitous decline in resources documented here, however crudely.

At a time when 44 other states arc increasing support of public schools, Alaska leads the nation in
the ignominious category of defending schools. Even statc3 such as Now Mcxioo, in which a quarter
of families are below the poverty line, have increased educational spending by 33% between 1986 and

1996.

Many of the areas in which the State is not measuring up can only be redressed by an infusion of
resources. For instance, the lack of resources for professiouil development is distressing — and
accounts in large part for Alaska’s poor showing in the 'Teacher Quality” category. Kentucky, a far
poorer state than Alaska, distributes $24 per pupil to each district for professional development —
S16 of which is controlled directly by teachers through a professional development committee.

At the same time, the quality of the data on which these evaluations are based strike me as crude and,
at times, downright misleading. | would examine them very thoroughly before using them as the
basis for any policy decisions. | would feel far more comfortable with data collected and analyzed in
Alaska using instruments and approaches that take into account the unique circumstances that
Alaskan schools and educators face. Here arc a few specific points that occurred to me as | studied

tho data and the sources for the data:

1. What is the appropriate comparison group for Alaska? In the Quality Counts (QC) data,
Alaska is compared against the other 49 states. How appropriate is it to compare Alaska’s situation
and performance to states such as California, New York, Florida, Wisconsin, or Connecticut? How
many of these states must serve schools at such great distances? How many face comparable costs to
deliver services? How many face the challenges posed by schools in extremely remote locations?

A more appropriate group may be the large, sparsely populated Western states - Idaho, Montana,
and Wyoming. When compared to these states, Alaskan’s spending on education for every Si000 of
stato wealth is less than Montana's, greater than Idaho's and Wyoming’s. As for the dollar gap
between districts at the 5th and 95th percentile In spending, again Alaska shows a much nanowei gap
than does Montana (S6.701 to S10.858) although wider than Idaho's or Wyoming’s. As for student
achievement, only Montana had greater proportions of 4th and 8th graders achieve at the
proficiency level on the 1996 NAEP mathematics than Alaska.

2. Th« Indicators are pretty crude - and few states show up well: On the “Teacher Quality"
sot of indiootors, only one state received an "A™ and six others received a grade of “B.” Forty-three
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scales received a giacic of ""C” or lower, including If states that received “Ds." Alaska among them.
As for “School Climate,” no state received an “A." Alaska actually ranked among the top 16 stares,
despite a grade of “C-." On the allocation of educational resources to instruction, 44 states received
grades of “C" or lower while on the equity of such allocations, 39 received a “C" or lower.

In other words, states are being held to standards that may be, for some, unrealistic, standards that
largely ignore the demographic, geographic, political, social, and economic realities that many states
face, in a number of states, Alaska among them, investment in public education is insufficient for
these states to make significant progress on several key indicators. If wc continue to defund schools,
we are destined to remain at or near the bottom of many categories.

3. When looked at together, some of the categories don’t make sense. When we look at the
student achievement category, Alaska, based on results firom the 1996 NAEP, fares pretty well: Our
8th graders ranked 9th in the percentage who achieved at the proficiency level in mathematics and
16th in the proportion who achieved proficiency level in science. Yet, the state received overall
grades of “D i” on “Standards and Assessment” and ""Teacher Quality.” This should raise questions
about the relationship between the measures of “standards and assessment” and “teacher quality,” on
the one hand, and student achievement, on the other. Apparently, some Alaskan educators are doing
well by their students but this doesn’t seem be reflected in some of the other indicators. No one at
Education Week seems to have stepped back from the data, looked across a state's performance in
the various categories, and asked, ""Now, does this make sense? Does it make sense to say that
students are doing well but then to claim that ‘teaoher quality’ is low? Arc our measures of ‘teacher

quality’ valid?"

4. How appropriate to the circumstances in Alaska are items designed for a national
population of schools and educators ? A number of indicators in QC rely on natioual databases
from surveys such as the Schools and Staffing Survey conducted at intervals by the National Center
for Educational Statistics (NCES). Items on Euch surveys are designed for conditions and situations
that are typical in the Lower 48. Moreover, NCES derives what they lenn a “cost of education”
index from such data, the index that is the basis of for several categories in the ""Resources” section.
But we know little about how accurately this index accounts for the cost of delivering education in
Alaska, particularly in remote areas. Dues such an index take into account the cost of flying a
Special Education teacher to several schools each week to ensure that mandated services arc delivered
to a target population of students? Without more information on how such critical data were
obtained and how such “indices™ arc constructed, these various indicators constitute a shaky basis for

making judgments about Alaskan schools and teachers,

5. Some iudicat nT arc derived from the judgments of other organizations that have their
own agendas. Education Week, in assembling QC, relied on a number of other organizations for
data and, in some caces, evaluations. The most egregious example of relying on the evaluation of
another organization is the wholesale adoption of the judgments of the Center for Education Reform
on the "strength™ of various states’ charter school regulation. The Center is pushing its own vision
of charter schools. States that limited the number of chartering authorities, the number of charter
schools that could be started, and charter schools’ exemption from state school regulations and
collective bargaining agreements do not meet the Center’s Ideal for charter schuul legislation and,
consequently, fair poorly. Even so — and you would not know this from QC — Alaska fell just 4.3
points shy of “stronger” law status on the Center’s 50-point scale. Isn’t the real issue how well
charter legislation serves Alaskan students, their families, and the common weal — not how well they

measure up in the eyes of charter school proponents?

6. To raUe “Teacher Quality” results, would require an investment of resources. A
number of indicators on which Alaska docs not show up well are directions in which the state might
consider moving were resources available. Classroom-based assessments of new teacher performance
is, for instance, a promising practice. Yet, to mount such assessments in the state would require
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resources —for travel, training, and pciscnncl — that arc not available. Similarly, first-year
induction programs arc promising but to dc done right require considerable resources — again, for

travel, training, and personnel.

However, undertaking any of these practices in isolation is unlikely to produce significant
improvements. What we have learned from the history of school reform is that piecemeal
approaches lo improving teacher quality arc window-dressing. What is required is a systemic
approach. This would involve examining the entire system of teacher development — from
preservice through inservice — and bringing the various parts of the system into alignment With
modest support from the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future and matching
state money, at least a dozen states have undertaken to do just this. Without a substantial increase in
resources in Alaska, such an effort seems unlikely. Yet without such an effort. Alaska will continue

to rank poorly on this dimension of quality.
In sum, | urge you and your colleagues to approach the judgments and evaluations offered in Quality
Counts with extreme caution. Wc need to collect and analyze our own data on the condition of our

educational system. At the same time, the report does focus attention on the lack of resources
available to state and local policy makers and educators who would like to bring greater alignment to

the system as a whole.
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State Indicators

BY CRAIG D. JERALD, BRIDGET K. CURRAN
& LYNN OLSON

Quality Counts is based on the assumption that, in education, some
things matter more than others. In particular, we have focused on
efforts in the states to:

Raise student achievement;
N et stanqaras ?or what t%elrstudents should know and be able to 0o;
fitATATKmiGuICtawnr™  Prangre teachers Wh(f can teach o those stanaayds; _
Create scnools and classrooms that are conducive to learning; and
e e dasy Distribute money for schools equitably and adequately, and Use it
you mlay be missiﬁg VV|S€|y.
veral important _ .. . . . .
s, Our state indicators are divided into five sections, one for achievement,
and four additional categories that are important for a hlqh— uality
equcation system: stancaras and assessments, quality of teaching, school

climate, and resources.

This year, as last, states ean.ed a solid C for their efforts. But they are
pushing ahead. Many states are now working to aI;Pn their standaras
Wwith éhelr assessmerts, strengthen their accountability systems,
Introguce more options for K-12 students, and improve the preparation
and licensure of new teachers.

\We've also taken a number of steps to improve the indicators in Quaity

Counts.

The most jmportant change Is the addition of the first attempt to grace
states on the rlgor of their standards In English and maghematics, an
argilé/sls conducted for quatity counts by the Council for Basic
Education, a Wash_lnqton— ased noné)ro t grouR_t at works to promote a
curriculum strong, in the basic sub{e ts for all children. Next year,
%ua!ity>Counts Will also grade state standards in science and‘social
3

Udlies.

Although states have expended a lot of time and energy setting stangards
for what students should know and %e ai)le to do. thog_ standa?dss wﬂ?(?o
little to enhance student achievement unless they are rigorous.

1of5 2/17/98 1:55 PN
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Secour tables on fichjevement All students Fch'eving at high
students' NAEP scores, EveliS and engaged In |gh‘ GIVG aCa EHHC
including Ath.grade WOIK. Quality Counts '98 INCIUCES NEW ata on

~ o stucents * participating states performed
science. 19%. and*1 QN lﬂf M9q athematics aPE éuence exams of
additional achievement r%grgggona SSeSSment0 UCatIOHa

data, such as number
ofstudents in AP

Vo Seven states— Colorado, Connecticut. Indiana,
Narth Carolina, Tennesseg, Texas, and West Virginig— made_slgnljlcant
cI;alns in the percentage of 4th graders who scored at the "proficiént”
evel or above on the” 1996 math test, comgared with 1992 Texas, with a
whopping 10-point gain, lancled among the top five states.

Many of the states that improved the most on the national assessment
also earned hlgh 1grades on our measures of educational quality, such as
North Caroling, Texas, and West Virginia.

Inaddition, states made important strides in increasing the percentage of
thelr Sth graders who take Igebra, which jumped from about 19percent
In 1992—"the last time NAEP collected such information—to 25 percent

In 19%.

Finally, we have included a nﬁw column on the %nnual dropout rate in
8ra_de_ 912 for the 2 states that now report such data using a common
efinition developed by the National Center for Edu.ation Statistics.

How we graded the states: We graced states in four categories: standards
and assessments, telamlng, (Pchool limate, ?nd [esources. States (?r_e
ranked on each table according to the overall grage each received in that

category. Inthe case of ties, states are ranked alphabetically.

Toarrive at the ﬁrades In each cate org, We grouped the indicators b¥
t<|)p|c. And we aflowed each topic tO count for a certain percentage of the
grade. The colymns within a given topic were usually ?lven equ

Weight. Exceptions arc noted In the sources and notes for each table.

For achie\XX]ment, We ranked stfates accordin? to the percen_tage of their

students wno reached the "proficient” level T math and scierice on the
1996 NAEP.
Standards and Assessments. HI?h standards s N o
for all children and assessments aligned with ~ 5cc our Japles on hig
thOSG StandardS assessments. They

] ] ; . . measure states'
This continued to be an incredibly active area ~ siz(1ards, assessments,
for st?te polf]c makmg. ?e\éen more states and accountability.

ofa

%19 eted the' procesS of adopting stanaards in the core subgects In
,brlnﬁ;m the total to 3. lowa I now the only state that Is not
working orf statewide academic stancarcs.

2/17/98 1:55 Ply
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Moving beyond the question. of whether a state has adopted standards.
Qualiy Couns for the first time this g/ear evaluates whether those .
standards In English and mathematics are rigorous, clear, and specific
enough to form'a core curriculum.

The Council for Basic Education devised the ratings for rigor especially
for Quality Counts.

T_h% BE looked &t whether the expectations for st%dent leaming are
hlg g/ benchmarking ea% state's math and Englisn standards against
tné hest documents available at the national and'state levels.

In math, the CBE looked at the standards set b%/]the National Council of
Teachers of Mathematics, the National Assessment of Educational

Prog 'esa, and selected states, and then comPared those with the
standards In each state to see whether they required students to master

the same content and skills.

In Erglish/lan%uaﬂtle arts, the CBE compared standards with those
developed bY e New Standards project and selected states. The CBE
reviewed onfy state documents that nad been adgpted by state boards of
education or Were expected to gain approval by January 1998

The éudgments on clarity and specificity were provided by the American
Fedeération of Teachers."To judge whether standards were clear and
sPecmc enou%h o form the basts for a common core curriculum for
students, the hational teachers" union looked at whether the standards
documents were detailed, comprehensive, and firmly rooted in the

content of the subject are.

To obtain better and more recent data than have been available until
now. counts 2|50 SUryeyed the assessment directors in all 50

and In what subjects their tests are actually aligned with th .r stancards.

Finally, we refined the ratings of state accountability systems. This year,
states recelved credit for having an accountability system only If it was
based on Indicators of student performance and ot f]]ust on "irocess
measures such as how many textbaoks are in the school library. Based
on this revised definition, & total of 32 states now have accountability
%/Ssttg%sr et?at provide rewards or sanctions for schools based, In part, on

uali )
sates 10 find ot how they will measure student performance in 199798

http://www.edweck.org/srcpons/qc98/statcs/indicators/in-I.litm
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See ot tables on Teaching Quality, Teachers with the
teacher quality, knowledge and skills to teach to higher
including standards.

performance-based

teacher incentives to

| students are to learn at high levels, they need
seek National Board teachers with the knowled?

| B and skills {0 take
Certification. them there. This year, Quality Counts, focuses
professional on states' efforts o set standards for licensing
development efiorts, —teachers that are linked to their standaras for
~ . student achievement. We also looked at
whether states are beginning to license teachers based on their
demonstrated knowledge and skills, instead of their completion of
education courées. Tweén state? now have standards for what new
teachers should know and be able to do. Sixteen states are working to
create rigorous new tests for teachers through the Interstate New
Teacher Assessment and Supgort Consortium. And eight states have
developed their own assessments.

This year, we also include the number of teachers in each state who have
been certlflﬁgl the Nﬁtlonal Board_ for Professional Teachlng
Standards, the dest available evaluation.of experienced teachers. And we
lookeq at whether states z?re eprowdm time angd money for teachers 0
participate in professional developmeént once they are’licensed.

School Climate. Schools or%anize_d and Sec our tables on
operated In a manner most conducive to school climate. They
teaChmg and |eam|ng measure class size and

student engagement.
parent involvement

Last year, most of our measures of school | palen o e
climate came from the federal qovernment's school autonomy.
achools and S%affln Survey, which collects N

ata from teachers, principals, and edycational administrators
natlonwide. This IS the best source of Information on the characteristics
of ttela(lzgnggs and schools, but the survey Is not being conducted again
unti .

To provide new information, Quality Counts "os I Iudef data from the
Natlonal Assessment of Educational Pro?ress, which collects
Information on selected characteristics of schools that participate in the
federalg/ sBonsored test. AIthough we still look at such Issues as ¢lass
size and student enga ement, the sources of the nformation are different
and the, numers theréfore are not comparable with last year's. On the
plus side, we've added new data abut parent involvement in schools, an
Important aspect of effective schooling.

ThIS year. quality counts IS0 grades states hased on whether they allow
chartér schools— publicly financed schools that operate free from'most
state rules and regulatiorss.

We decided to grade states on this question because research suggests

2/17/93 1:55 P.
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that parents and students,like charter schools and that such schools are
spurring changes In public school systems.

We've also added a measure of whether states' charter school laws are
strong or weak, developed b¥_the Washington-based Center for
Education Reform, a nonlﬁ)ro It Qroanization that romo(ies Increased
choices In education. Although four more States enacted charter school
laws in 1997, only two of thase were rated strong pieces of legislation.

See our tables on Resources. Are they adequate, distributed
resources, including eqUItany, and focused on Iearnlng?
AU Allthe data o education spering
mumii e (jata on education spending have heen
o atisons of update by at least one yeaP. But %e numbers
ver-punil.expenditure,  are St 1ot as; recent as"we would like, ?lven
B kit the rapidity with which states are ch_erl]qgn
measures, including —thejr Schodl finance formulas, The time la
condition of buildings. - stemg from the time It takes for the federa
g_ove_rnmenét collect daﬁ from more than ]_.?,(lﬁ)separate school
Istricts and then verify those data and compile them nationally.

The grade for allocation of resources this year is based solely on the
percént of education expenditures spent on instruction. Last gear, e
used two additional measures, one of which has not been updated and
the other of which is no longer available.

L ast year. Quality counts USed a report from the US. General =~
Accaunting Office to measure the eqéu_ of state's educational f_undm%.
ThIS Vear. Education week conducted 1t own analysis of spending data
from'more than 14,000 istricts. The data come from the U.S. Cefisus
Bureay's F-33 Survey of School District Revenue and Spending. Our
analysis attempts to Tactor out acceptable sources of variation in
speriding between districts by:

Adjust_lng each district's spending for regional differences in the cost of
eduicatiortal su[%:)he§ and seryices using tne National Center for
Education Stafistics' "cost of education index”:
lem([; mare wel tho poor and special education students, who cost
more 10 edugcate and qften recelve s%emental fundmg; and, _
Excluding districts with fewer than 200 stuclents becaude their small size
leads to higher administrative costs per stugent.

FRHTUSITL £ mm
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R E P O R T >Urfaan Summary
CARD xSthe'FéoI@*lcfclJpA(hIg
ALASKA

Click on the ternts for more information about our indicators; click on
grades to see the data behind them.

1992 1996 1997 1998
Student Achievement Standards and
(NAEP scores out of 100%) Assessments. ¢+ D¢
Proficient in science, .
gth grade: 31% uality . -
Proficient in math, 0 TeaChmg:
? 30%

gth grade:

URBAN CHALLENGE
Disadvantaged Schools

(NAEP scores out of 100%0)

Below basic in reading,
4th grade:

Below basic in math,
gth grade:

School Climate: ¢ o,

Resources
Adequacy: Ct Qi
Equity: D+ F
Allocation: F F_

N/S
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NOTE: The grades on school climate are not comparable from one year to the next because the

data sources have changed.
? indicates the state did not participate in national assessment, survey, or data collection.

N/S indicates no schools in sample were disadvantaged.

comMmEeNnT: Alaska has adogted voluntary academic standards, but they are not
clear or rigorous. And the state does not have any tests that are aligned with its
standards.”On the other hand, It Is one of the few’ states In which utban students
score as Well as or better than nonurban students on national tests. Now, the state
1S strug%llng to fix a finance formula that must balance the vastly different needs

of its Urban“and rural populations.
AN URBAN SNAPSHOT
Anchorage
o 42% of state's population 38% of state's public school
* 39% of state's children students
o 320 of state's ﬁ_oor children | 29% of state's free-lunch students
* (% of state's children living in 32% of state's minority students
extremely impoverished 38% of state's Spring “19%4
neighborhoods raduates _
7% of state's FY 1994 education
spending

grr]“tsh ge oertbcard is part of Quality Counts '98. a special report from Education Week

9198E  dRGEEIELEn

hitp://www.cdwcek.org/srcpons/qc98/states/ak-rc.him
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Quaiity Counts 98: Alaska indicator Data Table atipy/www.edwceK.org/srcpons/qc98/siatcs/tablcs/ak-i.him

Education W eek 0nthe web

Alaska D ata
This table shows Alaska's scores in our five major areas.

Student Achievement School Climate
Standards & Assessments Resources

Quality or Teaching

See this state's urban data table for more education data, broken out by

G E | C O urban and nonurban districts.
amoinsiRance Student Achievement

For more information about these measures, see our 50-state Student

Achievement data table.

? = State did not participate in national assessment, survey, or data collection.
- = A statistically significant improvement from 1992.
All figures are in percents.

2s.
4th graders "proficient" in math, NAEP 1996
1 4th graders "basic" in math. NAEP 1996
i 4th graders below "basic" in math, NAEP 1996
j Sth graders "proficient" in math. NAEP 1996
Sth graders "basic" in math. NAEP 1996
Sth graders below "basic" in math. NAEP 1996 1

4th graders who scored at least at "proficient” level on 1996
INAEP science exam

| Sth graders "basic" in science. NAEP 1996
8th graders below "basic" in science. NAEP 1996

4th graders at least at "proficient” level on NAEP reading test,
i 1994

I Public high schools offering Advanced Placement courses. 1997
: Sth graders taking algebra. 1996

1'Students takipg upper-leveI"math, 1996
Students taking upper-level science, 1996
| 16- to 19-vear-oids not in school, not graduated. 1994

19th to 12th graders who dropped out. 1994-95
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QuaiityCounis 98: Alaska Indicator Data Tabic

«

20f5

H.S. grads in two- or four-year college, 1994 i 3 S

Standards & Assessments

For more information about these measures, see our 50-state Standards &

Assessments data table.

Port = Portfolio assessment

Perf= Performance assessment

CRT = Criterion-referenced test

NRT = Norm-referenced test

W r = Writing assessment

+ indicates progress toward adopting standards since last year.

* indicates draft document was reviewed.

** indicates document was not available for review.

*** indicates evaluation was based on document that state plans to replace with newer

standards.

1
1

+Score

Grade

State has adopted standards in core subjects. Dec. 1997

Rigorof math standards, Dec. 1997
'1C|aritv of math standards. Julv 1996

Rigorof English standards, Dec. 1997 SMiSHI5i
Clarity of English standards. July 1996

How state measures performance. 1997-98

Subjects tested using assessments aligned to standards, 1997-98

Mastery of standards linked to uraduation/promotion. July 1997  iyg./.yes li-;-

:Schools and/or districts held accountable for student
performance through public reporting H S U I

Schools and/or districts held accountable for student
performance through rewards

Schools and/or districts held accountable for student
performance through sanctions

Will state participate in next NAEP? (19981 . no-."

bup:/Avwsv.cdwceK.org/srcpons/qc9S/staics/tabics/ak-t.Imn

1/27/98 11:33 AM



Quality'Counts 98: Alaska Indicator Data Table http:/Avww .cdweek.ore/srcports/qc98/stajcs/tables/ak-i.lum

Quality of Teaching

For more information about these measures, see our 50-state Quality of

Teaching data table.

? = State did not participate in national assessment, survey, or data collection.

1 .’Slaska. '
fe
b)
Score
1
1 thim
State has standards for new teachers, Dec. 1997

JState has assessment for new teachers, 1997

State requires evaluation of new teachers' classroom
performance, 1997

1State participates in INTASC, 1997

IState contributes to INTASC's new teacher assessments, 1997

«State requires and funds new teacherinducation, 1997

State has established independent professional-standards board.

1997
| State provides incentives for teachers to seek national board
! certification through license portability. 1997 1 1 1 1 1 1

State provides incentives for teachers to seek national board
' certification through license renewal. 1997

State provides incentives for teachers to seek national board
certification through fee supports, 1997 S B 3 S

State provides incentives for teachers to seek nauonai board M It e
certification through pay supplement, 1997

INumber of national board-certified teachers. 1997 |

% of secondary teachers who hold degree in subject they teach, .
1904 IH P ifc

ct Sth graders whose math teachers had 16 or more hours of
professional developmentin math

lProvides time for professional development. 1996 IKJ\/S; IM
Provides funds for professional development. 1996

Requires academic major for secondary teacher certification, .I:
, 1997 | I I C

' Requires alignment of teacher education program with K-12
: content standards, 1997

ro new teacher graduates from NCATE-accrcditcd institutions.

30f5 1/27/98 11:33 Ak
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11996

Required weeks of student teaching, 1997 "MeValgi'-F.

School Climate

This table shows Alaska's scores in our School Climate category. For more

information about these measures, see our 50-state School Climate data

table.

? = State did not participate in national assessment, survey, or data collection, ana grade
could not he calculated due to lack of data,
n/a = not applicable.

= new charter school law.

-1
_Score
i
Grade
1Cc 4th graders in classes of 25 or fewer. 1996
<bofsecondary in math classes of 25 or fewer students. 1996
e j—- R L -
I absenteeism is not a problem, 1996
[ ao Sth graders in schools jtardiness is not a problem. 1996
i reporting that... i
classroom misbehavior is not a problem,
| 1996 e M U
Ilack of parent involvement is not a
i problem. 1996 | H
'7 Sth graders in schools i more than half parents attend open
reporting that... house nr bnck-to-school night. 1996
:more than half parents attend
parent-tcachcr conferences. 1996 m m -
State permits site-based management, Oct. 1997 w m -
Statewide open-enrollment program. Sept. 19(7
State law allows charter schools. Sept. 1997 A s A
Strength of charter school legislation. Sept. 1997 1 .
i . . . | o vt'fe Vo> [y
State grants waivers of education regulations. Oct. 1997 y,u,yes '. e

[ e
rc high school students in schools ot 901) or fewer students. 1996

(o elem. students in schools of 350 or fewer students, 1996 W M M


http://www.cuwcck.oru/si

Quality Counts 98: Alaska Indicator Data Tabic http://www.euweek.org/srcports/qc98/staics/tablcs/ak-i.him

Resources

This table shows Alaska's scores in our Resources categories. For more
information about these measures, see our 50-state Resources data table.

? = State did not participate in national assessment, survey, or data collection.

i I -Ur .
j Alaska. Q

Adequacy score 1 .
Adequacy grade

Spending per student, adjusted for regional costs, 1996

% change in inflation-adjusted spending per student, 1986-1996

ro total taxable resources spent on education. 1995

Allocation grade
; % annual expenditures spent on instruction. 1995

Equity grade

Relative inequity in spending per student among districts, 1994

Unadjusted education spending per student, 1996

| Education spending for every 51,000 in state wealth (gross state
'product), 1995

Dollar gap between districts at Sth and 95th percentiles in ig g9 g ~ ||
spending, 1994

Average teacher salary, adjusted for cost of living, 1996 NN EEEE
Teachers as percentage of total staff. 1996
Students per multimedia computer. 1997
N
< computer-intensive schools. 1997
rc schools reporting at least one building in inadequate

condition, 1994 ip P p

Return to top of table.

BEIMHIm  aurmssE FROTHETTE [

‘mtwin Editom| Protects in Education
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Qualiiv Counts 98: Alaska Urban Data Table

| of4

ittp.Viwww.ed\veck.or2/srcports/qc9S/challcnges/tablcs/ak-iKlata.hm

o Education Week zntreweb
EEffial mexones FROLCIS{ERIGS

Urban Data for Alaska

This table shows Alaska's urban and district scores in seven areas:

Achielement o
. mStudent Characteristics
Poverty and Achievement . )
) . . Schooi Size. Spending, and Dropout Rates
Teaching. Climate, and Class Size

Child Poverty and Race

Standards ana Accountability

See this state's corresponding data on our five indicators.

All figures in percents. States with significant urban centers are ranked by percent of students at NAEP
AUTO INSURANCE  “basic * level or higher.

Achievement

"Urban" refers to a school district in which 75?c or more of the households served arc within the centrai

city of a metropolitan area.

? = state did not participate in national assessment
n/d = no district in sample met the 'urban ' definition
* = interpret with caution due to small sample size

| e . m 1 TArycAlaska

|Reading: 4th graders. 1994. in urban districts

|... in nonurban districts

“Mathematics: 8th graders. 1996. in urban districts ] Accrry e,

j... in nonurban districts

Science: Sth graders. 1996. in urban districts 67 A
‘63

.. ;n nonurban districts

Poverty and Achievement

Urban" refers to a schooi district in which 75U or more of lire houscnoids served arc within the cer.irai city ct a metropolitan
area "High-povertv" refers to a school where more than half the students are poor enough to qualify for iree or reduced-priec

I* ..S.
"Algebra class" refers to an algebra or integratcd-mathematics course.

'I = —tatc did not participate in national assessment,
n/d = no district in sample met the urban definition,
n/s = no school in sample met the "high-poverty" definition

* Interpret with caution uue to iinall Mimpie sil.e .

1/27/98 11:50 AN
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Quality Counts 98: Alaska Urban Data Table

Reading: 4th graders. 1994, in urban districts: High-povertv schools
1. in urban districts: All other schools

j... in nonurban districts: High-poverty schools

|... in nonurban districts: All other schools

Mathematics: 8th graders. 1996, in urban districts: High-poverty schools
.. in urban districts: All other schools

... in nonurban districts: High-povcrtv scnools

... in nonurban districts: All other schools

Science: Sth graders, 1996, in urban districts: High-povertv scnoois

,... in urban districts: All other schools

... in nonurban districts: High-poverty sehoois

.... In nonurban districts: Ail other schools

Algebra: 8th graders in urban districts: Taking an algebra class

.. and scoring at least basic"

Algebra: Sth graders in nonurban districts: Takinc an aigebra ciass

.. and scoring at least "basic"

Teaching, Climate, and Class Size

mtp:/Avww.eu\veek.ore/srcpons/qc98/challengcs/tab!cs/ak-udata.!lum

mNZn/S

«>-:68 ..
X 198 ; *
"?'fe88 . * <

"Urban" refers to a school district in which 157c or more of the housenolds served are within the central city of a metropolitan

area.
n/d = no district in sample met the "urban ' definition.
“ Interpret with caution due to small sample size .

1

Teacher Qualifications: Teachers with no iicense. or only an emergency or
temporary license, urban districts

...a nonurban districts

... Secondary classes taught by teachers without at least a coilege minor in their
subiects, urban districts

... in nonurban districts

Class Size: Elementary teachers with class sizes ol fewer than 25 stuuenls. urban
districts

... in nonurban districts
... Secondary teachers with fewer than SOstudents per uay. urban districts
... in nonurban districts

Climate: Teachers who report that physical conflicts among students are a serious or
moderate problem, urban districts

... in nonurban districts

... Teachers who report that student weapons possession is a sertous or moderate
problem, urban districts

... in nonurban districts
... Principals who report a great deal of control over hiring, urban districts

.. in nonurban districts

Alaska 1
m N5
(R
W=
IMm*. ...
]
32
48
o)
= O __ .. .
L B ]
22 ,
-jh-'L. .-
4 ]
T.zilill
77
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Child Poverty and Race

All figures in percents. States with significant urban centers arc ranked by percent of students at NAEP "basic" level or higher,

more information about these measures, sec our 50-statc Child Poverty and Race data table.

Because the 1990 U.S. Census considered "Hispanic ' to be an ethnic rather than racial category, olack children may aiso be
Hispanic, and vice versa. An "extremely impoverished neighborhood" refers to a census tract in which at least 40% of the

residents are poor,

n/a = not applicable.
* In addition to city data, these tables provide a separate listing of countv-levci data because these cities arc part of countvwide

districts.
City Anchorage.
State ;ACAdAK . !

Children who are poor: in the city

;... in the state i.:.vM "Nil& E J

Children who are black in the citv

... in the state
Children who are Hispanic in the citv limrimm  C
... in the state mb Iob -
Children living in poor neighborhoods in the city 4vVQ-.:; 1
"... in the state 1 2/
.. City's share of state
j... state's share of nation
.. who are Black
.. who are Hispanic
Student Characteristics
:rec luncn' does not include reuuceu-ortcc luiiet).
n/a = data not available
City Anchorage
State _AK__
Students poor enough to be eligible for free iuncii 1 19951 in me district
... in the state J/19
Minority students t1995i: in tne district 30
... in the state .35 . -
Special education students tinuividuai education plum t:.'95= tne district 14.2
13.8

.. » the state

Schooi Size, Spending, and Dropout Rates

n/a = not available
" = weighted average

3o0f4 1/27/98 11:50 A
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|Citv Anchorage

State

School Size: [0 high school students in schools enrolling 900 or fewer students (1995): in the

district J 1 3 H

... in the state 1;;50 .
Spending: 1993-94 expenditure per student, adjusted for regional costs and special student .V$';7>;/' E‘
needs: in the district

... in the state ;i-$4,85p J
Dropout Rates: 9c students in grades y-12 who dropped out of school in 1993-94: District mnig:

.. in the state ~na [
% change in the district’s class of 1994 enrollment from freshman year to spring 1994

graduation t
70 change in the district's total high school enroliment during the same period _n__

Standards and Accountability

Parentheses indicate that the district does not have the program or poiicy but the state does.
* = both the district and the state have the policy or program.

** = the district has teacher evaluation program, but evaluation is not based on student performance.
NR No response

n/a Not applicable

Not yet District is in process of developing policy

W Examples of student work

Gr Grades

Pr Projects, exhibitions, or demonstrations

Inf Publishes report on performance

Imp Takes steps to improve low-performing schools

Cat Identifies schools by performance categories

Rcw Recognizes or rewards high-performing schools

City Anchorage
State AK.,
Has the distric opted academic standards.’ NotYet
District require  (udents to master standards to giaduate _N/A
,How does district measure whether students have mastered standards.’ N/A _
Does district hold itself accountable for student performance.’ Inf
;:Does district hold its schools accountable for student performance.’ Inf, Imp"
Does district hold its teachers accountable for student performance.’ Yes**

I''ix F'litnml Pmitfcts in btucanon
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Analysis of

E d ucation w eek's Quality Counts Report

February 18, 1998

Department of Education



Overview

W ho graded us?

Education Week, a Weekly newspaper covering K-12 federal and state
education topics. Education Week contracted out some of the analysis.

W hat is Education W eek’s purpose of this report?
“To provide an annual evaluation ofthe condition ofeducation and theprogress
o feducation reform in the 50 states. ”
-Craig Jerald, Education Week

How does this report differ from last year's Education W eek report?

“This second report sought to improve indicatorsfor assessing the quality oj state
education systems by adding external reviews, gathering better data, and
incorporating higher evaluation standards. ”

-Craig Jerald, Education Week



Overview

W hat was graded?

Grades were not based on student performance

Grades were based on four areas
« Student Standards and Assessments
« Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards
# Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning
<+ Financial Resources for Education

W hat information was evaluated?

The information evaluated came from the AKDOE, national sources, and reports
from non-governmental agencies.

W as Education W eek accurate?

Yes and No. This presentation will lay forth where we believe Education Week
was accurate and where we disagree with their analysis.



Four Areas of Analysis

Student Standards and Assessments

Teachers ADbility to Teach to High Standards

Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

Financial Resources for Education



Student Standards and Assessment

& Highest Grade: A
& Alaska's Grade: D+
¢ Alaska's Ranking: 44 out of50 states

& Based on three categories

1. Standards 50 percent
2. Assessment 30 percent

3. Accountability 20 percent



Student Standards and Assessment

1. Standards (50 percent of grade) Grade: C-

Evaluation basis

Whether a state has student standards
& Quality ofreading and mathematics standards

¢ Alaska given credit for

State has student standards

¢+ Alaska lost credit for

Clear and Specific Standards— Evaluated by American Federation of Teachers

¢ Reading: Grade D
¢ Math: Grade C

Rigorous Standards— Evaluated by Council of Basic Education
¢ Reading and Math: Grade D



Student Standards and Assessment

1. Standards (50 percent of grade) Grade: C-

¢ The Department disagrees with Education W eek

The Department disagrees given Education Week had an incomplete, draft
copy ofour standards.



Student Standards and Assessment

2. Assessment (30 percent of grade) Grade: F

0* Evaluation basis

Implementation of two types ofassessment
& Norm-referenced: compares a student with other students taking the same test
# Criterion-referenced: compares a student with a set of criteria

Whether assessments are tied to standards

¢ Alaska given credit for

State administers the California Achievement Test (CAT5), a norm-referenced
assessment

State has a writing assessment

¢+ Alaska lost credit for

No criterion-referenced assessments
Assessments are not tied to standards



Student Standards and Assessment

2. Assessment (30 percent of grade) Grade: F

¢ The Department agrees and disagrees with Education W eek

The Department agrees Alaska does not have a comprehensive assessment
system based on norm-referenced and criterion-referenced assessments,

which are tied to standards.

The Department disagrees Alaska does not have any assessments tied to
standards. The Department’s writing assessment is tied to standards.



¢+

¢

¢

Student Standards and Assessment

3. Accountability (20 percent of grade) Grade: C

Evaluation basis

Having an exit exam
Holding schools accountable
Participating in the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP)

Alaska given credit for

State has an exit exam
Alaska holds schools accountable through public reporting (Report Card)

Alaska lost credit for

A laska does not hold schools accountable through rewards and sanctions
State does not plan to participate in future NAEP

10



Student Standards and Assessment

3. Accountability (20 percent of grade) Grade: C

¢ The Department agrees and disagrees with Education W eek

The Department agrees Alaska does not have an accountability system
with rewards and sanctions.

The Department disagrees it is necessarily in the best interest o fthe state
to participate in the NAEP.



Four Areas of Analysis

IE] Student Standards and Assessments

O Teachers ADbility to Teach to High Standards

O Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

O Financial Resources for Education



Teachers ADbility to Teach to High Standards

Highest Grade: A~
Alaska’'s Grade: D +

Alaska's Ranking: 42 out of 50 states

Based on four categories

1. Performance-Based Licensing System

2. Professional Development

3. Teacher Education

4. Teaching In-Field

40

20

20

20

percent

percent

percent

percent
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Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

1. Performance-Based Licensing System (40 percent of grade) Grade: C-

& Evaluation basis
Twelve criteria covering teacher standards, assessments, and national certification

& Alaska given credit for the State
Adopting standards for new teachers

Participating in Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium
(INTASC)

Contributing to INTASC's teacher assessment development

¢ Alaska lostcredit for the State not having the following
Assessment of new teachers
Evaluation ofnew teachers in the classroom
Induction program for new teachers
Independent professional standards board
Incentives for national board certification !



Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

1. Performance-Based Licensing System (40 percent of grade) Grade: C-

# The Departmentagrees and disagrees With education week

The Department agrees we do not have policiesfor the criteria where we
lost credit; however, the Department is working onproposed regulations
which will address the assessment o fnew teachers, evaluation ofnew
teachers in the classroom, an induction program fo r new teachers, and
incentivesfor national board certification.

The Department disagrees it is necessarily in the best interest o fthe state
to create an independentprofessional standards board.

15



Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

2. Professional Development (20 percent of grade) Grade: D-

¢+ Evaluation basis

Percentage of 8th grade math teachers having 16 or more hours ofmath profession
development

State providing time for professional development
State providing funds for professional development

¢ Alaska given credit for

State provides funds for professional development

¢+ Alaska lost credit for

o0nly 31 percent of Alaskan 8th grade math teachers had 16 or more hours in math
professional development (100 percent was an A)

State does not provide time for professional development

16



Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

2. Professional Development (20 percent of grade) Grade: D-

The Department agrees and disagrees with Education W eek

The Department agrees professional development in a teacher'sfield is
essential and ourpercentage is low. Through regulation, the Department
Is currently realigning inservices to address this issue.

The Department disagrees the State does notprovide timefor professional
development. Currently, SBOE regulation provides up to 10 daysper
yearfor professional development.

Additionally, the Department w ill not increase professional development if
it takes awayfrom current student instructional time.



Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

3. Teacher Education (20 percent of grade) Grade: F

¢+ Evaluation basis

State requirement of an academic major for secondary certification
State alignment o f teacher education programs with student standards

Percentage ofteacher candidates from National Council for the Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) accredited institutions

Required number ofweeks for student teaching

¢ Alaska given credit for

State requires 12 weeks of student teaching

+ Alaska lost credit for

e State does not require an academic major for secondary certification
e State does not align teacher education with standards
Alaska education programs are not currently accredited through NCATE

18



Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

Grade: F

3. Teacher Education (20 percent of grade)

& TheDepartmentagrees With education week
The Department agrees on the importance ofall these criteria, and is moving
towards implementing the criteria where we lost credit. Proposed changes
include a requirementfor an endorsement in the content area in which a
teacher teaches and aligning teacher education with state student and teacher
standards. Additionally, many Alaska teachers comefrom NCATE accredited

institutions outside the state.

19



Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

4. Teaching In-Field (20 percent of grade) Grade: D

¢ Evaluation basis
Percentage ofsecondary teachers who hold a degree in the primary field they leach

& Alaska lostcredit for

64 percent of Alaska teachers hold a degree in the primary field they teach
(National average is 63 percent)

¢ The Departmentagrees With education week

The Department agrees on the importance ofsecondary teachers teaching in their
primaryfield and agrees Alaska’s percentage is low. The Department has proposed
a regulation change requiring secondary>teachers to teach only in areas of
endorsement.

20



Four Areas of Analysis

ISI| Student Standards and Assessments

EIl Teachers ADbility to Teach to High Standards

O Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

O Financial Resources for Education



Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

Highest Grade: B -

Alaska's Grade: C -

Alaska’'s Ranking: 16 out of 4!

Based on four categories

1.

Class Size

Student Engagement

Parent Involvement

School Autonomy

states

35

20

20

25

percent

percent

percent

percent
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Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

1. Class Size (35 percent of grade) Grade: F

¢ Evaluation basis

Percentage of 4th graders in classes of 25 or less

Percentage of 8th graders in math classes of 25 or less

¢ Alaska lost credit for

64 percent of 4th graders in classes of 25 or less

¢ 53 percent of 8th grade in math classes 25 or less

¢ The Department agrees with education week

The Department agrees with the importance ofsmall class size.

23



Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

2. Student Engagement (20 percent of grade) Grade: C

3. Parent Involvement (20 percent ofgrade) Grade: C-

Student Engagement & Parent Involvement based on 8th grade principal survey

Student engagement results
80 percent reported tardiness not a problem
80 percent reported absenteeism not a problenm

64 percent reported classroom behavior not a problenm

Parent involvement results

78 percent reported more than halfof parents participate inopen house

78 percent reported more than halfof parents participate in parent teacher

conferences

55 percent report lack of parent involvement isa minor problem

24



Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

2. Student Engagement (20 percent of grade) Grade: C

3. Parent Involvement (20 percent of grade) Grade: C-

¢ The Department agrees with education week

The Department agrees student engagement and parent (family)
involvement are important. The Department believes this issue should be
addressed by both the state and local school boards.



Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

4. School Autonomy (25 percent ofgrade)

Evaluation basis

A

Having a statewide open enrollment progranm
Quality of charter school legislation
Allowing charter schools

Permitting site-based management

Granting waivers to state regulation

laska given credit for
State allows charter schools
State permits site-based management

State grants waivers to state regulation

G

rade:

B

26



Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

4. School Autonomy (25 percent ofgrade) Grade: B

¢ Alaska lost credit for
Alaska does not have statewide open enrollment pt gram

State’s charter school legislation was assessed as weak

¢ The Department agrees and disagrees with e ducation week

The Department agrees with the importance ofschool autonomy;
however, given our geography, a statewide open enrollmentprogram
would he difficult and not necessarily iIn the best interest ofT the state.

The Department disagrees our charter school legislation isweak. This
legislation 1sbased on local control, allowing local school boards inrtial
authorization ofcharter schools.

217



Four Areas of Analysis

IS] Student Standards and Assessments

El Teachers Ability to Teach to High Standards

El Schools Conducive to Teaching and Learning

Financial Resources for Education




Financial Resources for Education

¢ Evaluated financial resources for education in three areas

1. Adequacy
« & Highest Grade: A
& Alaska's Grade: D -

& Alaska's Ranking: 45 outof50

2. Allocation
¢ Highest Grade: B+
& Alaska's Grade: F

& Alaska's Ranking: 50 outof5b0 states

3. Equity
& Highest grade given: A- (excluding Hawaii)
¢ Alaska's Grade: F

& Alaska's Ranking: 42 outof42 states



Financial Resources for Education

1. Adequacy Grade: D-

¢ Evaluation basis
Per pupil expenditure adjusted for cost differences
Percentage change in per pupil expenditures from 1986-1996

Percentage of total taxable resources spent on education

¢ Alaska given credit for

Per pupil expenditure was 83 percent of the determined “adequate” expend ilure

Total taxable resources spent on education was 4.7 percent, with 5 percent as a

perfect score

¢ Alaska lost credit for

Percentage change in per pupil expenditure from 1986-1996 was -25 percent-— Ilhe

lowest of all states



Financial Resources for Education

1. Adequacy Grade: D-

¢ The Department agrees and disagrees with e ducation week
The Department agrees per pupil expenditure has decreased significantly
over the last 10 years.

The Department disagrees Alaskasper pupil expenditure is 83 percent of
Education Week & determined ~adequate” amount given Education Week
used an 1nadequate cost 1ndexfor Alaska. Education Week 5 cost index
only adjustedfor personnel, notfor other i1tems such asfuel and
transportation. This omission results in a largerper pupil expenditure

than actually exists.



Financial Resources for Education

2. Allocation Grade: F

¢ Evaluation basis

Percentage of expenditure (excluding capital and debt service) spent on instruction

(e.g., teacher salaries and school supplies)

N Alaska lost credit for
Alaska spent 56.3 percent of education expenditures on instruction- the lowest of

any state

¢ The Department agrees and disagrees with e ducation week

The Department agrees Alaska spendsfewerfur iIs on instruction than other states.

The Department disagrees with Education Week 5grading. Given our disperse,
small communities, thepercentage ofeducation expenditures spend on iInstruction

will be lower than other states.

32



Financial Resources for Education

3. Equity Grade: F

¢ Evaluation basis

The standard deviation of per pupil district spending, divided by the average

district spending per pupil

¢ Alaska lost credit for

Alaska’ equity variation was the highest—- 30.1 percent

¢ The Department disagrees with education week
The Department disagrees with Education Week"s equity test because their

index only adjustedfor personnel, notfor other i1tems such asfuel and

transportation. This omission leads to a larger disparity inper pupil

expenditures than actually exists.

Alaska continues to be one of three states to meet thefederal equity standard.
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Summary

¢ The Department supports the following state policies which address
Education W eek's Quality Counts report

Standards in reading, writing, and mathematics™

A standards-based assessment system tied to standards™

A school accountability program including rewards and sanctions™

A n dIncrease in education funding tied to improving student performance?®*

o0 A teacher education system resulting in teachers being able to teach to high

standards

*In bills HB351/SB257
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