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Canadian by birth and educated in both Canada and South Africa.

➢ Born to immigrant parents that valued public education

➢ Registered architect

➢ Living in Alaska since 2002

➢ Volunteer with Great Alaska Schools since 2015

➢ Volunteer Civics for Citizenship teacher at Alaska Literacy Program

Exec. Director Intro:



Coalition for Education Equity champions a quality, equitable 

and adequate public education for every Alaska child through: 

➢Advocacy,

➢ Policy development and

➢ Legal action

Our Mission

What is “adequate public education”?: 

An education that provides a child / young adult with the tools necessary for

pursuing any path they desire after public school.



We are a membership driven organization

Each CEE member organization has one seat/one 
vote on our Board of Directors

For school districts, this representative is the 
superintendent or other individual designated in 
writing by the superintendent

The Board of Directors sets the annual priorities, 
elects' officers, approves the annual budget, and 
decides if and when any legal action will be taken

Input from member school districts and their 
school boards is critical to setting CEE priorities

CEE



Founded in 1996 as Citizens 
for the Educational 
Advancement of Alaska’s 
Children (CEAAC)

Litigated Kasayulie and 
Moore lawsuits while also 
seeking change through 
legislative action

Became Coalition for 
Education Equity in 2015

About Us



Stable, accessible, equitable funding of 
school construction and major 
maintenance

Statewide access to quality pre-
elementary programs

Adequate investment in education

Monitor the capacity of school 
districts and DEED

Recruitment and retention of quality 
educators

CEE Priorities 
informed by 
Kasayulie & 
Moore



Kasayulie 1997

• State’s school construction funding practices were inequitable, 

unconstitutional, and racially discriminatory, setting up rural schools

construction funding mechanism

• Kasayulie Consent Decree and settlement agreement in 2011.

• Construction on Kivalina a direct result of this litigation.

Moore 2004

• Challenged the adequacy of the educational system under the Alaska 

Constitution’s guarantee of “a system of public schools open to all 

children.” and defined the legal components of the State’s 

constitutional obligation.

• Positive rulings in 2009 and 2010 and the Moore Settlement in 2012.

Legal 
History



OVER THE 

NEXT YEAR

IN THE NEXT 

3-5 YEARS

Legal watchdog/taking legal action to hold the state accountable to 

constitutional education responsibilities

66.67%

14

71.43%

15

Legislative advocacy and lobbying for member-directed education 

priorities

83.33%

15

66.67%

12

Raising public awareness about education issues 63.16%

12

78.95%

15

Motivating public activism on education issues 46.67%

7

80.0%

12

Participating in education policy development 56.25%

9

81.25%

13

Leading in education policy development 50.0%

5

70.0%

7

2022 Q: What function/role do you think is most critical for CEE to 
fill/play over the next year? Over the next 3 years? 

33rd Legislature / 1st Session: Through coordinated advocacy and lobbing 
efforts, a BSA increase is still in play and is close to the finish line



2023/24 CEE Strategy
Legal: • Prepare and Potentially file a lawsuit against 

the State of Alaska for lack of funding required 
to provide an adequate K-12 public education 
to all Alaskan students. 

• Data collection is underway

Communication/Activism: • Communications plan associated with legal 
action.

• Student focused success stories and what they 
want for future generations.

• Coordinating with Grassroots groups to 
motivate and organize parents.

Policy: • Responses to READS ACT successes or needs 
for adjustment.

Membership/allies:
(Aligning with corps & non-profits that 
share a mission for equity and education)

• Regional Corps
• NAACP
• ACLU
• Additional School Districts



Education Funding AK Legislature
- Push to get CSSB 140 

passed the house. 
- Increase BSA to levels 

that catch up to 
inflation (increased 
costs + stagnant BSA = 
significant budget 
deficits. 

- Inflation-proofing BSA
- “Downstream” effects 

of inadequate funding 
(salaries, capital 
improvements, 
teacher housing, cost 
increases, energy 
costs)

Federal delegation:
- Additional Pre-K 

funding

Public dollars to public 
schools.

Watch 3AN-23-
04309CI Alexander 
et.al. vs. acting 
DEED 
commissioner: 
public dollars shall 
be limited to go to 
public institutions.

Participate in/lead 
adequacy lawsuit

Digital Ads
Social media/public 
awareness – rising costs in 
Alaska and impact on 
education funding; impact on 
ability to deliver a high-
quality education across the 
state

Solicit National Partner for 
the Lawsuit to ease financial 
burden.

PRIORITIES: STRATEGIES:

Advocacy Policy/Regulation Legal Other/Partnerships/Public 
Activism



PRIORITIES: STRATEGIES:

Advocacy Policy/Regulation Legal Other/Partnerships/Public 
Activism

Teacher retention & 
recruitment
- Defined Benefits
- Teacher Housing

AK Legislature
- Support Defined 

Benefit legislation.
SB 88 Sponsored by    
Sen Giessel.

- Increased/improved 
teacher housing 
(investment from 
AHFC)

- (Identify grant    
opportunities and 
assist SDs with 
applications)

- Address as a sub-issue 
of funding and 
condition of facilities

- Funding “grow-our-
own” programs

- J1 worker visas
Federal
- J1 worker visas

Devise strategy for 
simplified grant 
application for building 
teacher housing 
(streamlined plans; 
reducing need for 
engineers in application 
process; prototype plans 
for climate regions. Work 
with Munis, Boroughs 
and State to minimize 
review cost and timeline)

None at this time Social media/public 
awareness – counteracting 
negative perception of 
education & teachers caused 
by misinformation; positive 
campaign @ importance of 
supporting public education; 
awareness of teacher 
shortages; garner public 
support for increased 
funding & increased teacher 
pay.



PRIORITIES: STRATEGIES:

School construction & 
major maintenance

AK Legislature
- Hold the line on REAA 

and School Bond Debt 
Reimbursement

- Significant investment 
in major maintenance

Federal delegation:
- Funding for teacher 

housing or school 
facilities 
impacted/result of 
climate change (Fuel 
tanks moving; 
environmental 
hazards, etc.)

Work with DEED to 
extend grant application 
validity for building and 
maintaining school 
facilities: decrease time 
commitment for small 
districts to complete 
these applications 
annually.

Review Formula to 
determine usable space 
compared to student 
enrollment.

Ensure that the process 
in place is followed. 
Enquire if there an audit 
process.

Watchdog to ensure 
compliance with 
Kasayulie Consent 
Decree; full funding 
of REAA fund.

Digital Ads
Social media/public 
awareness campaign re: 
condition of schools & 
teacher housing situation 
across the state.

Advocacy Policy/Regulation Legal Other/Partnerships/Public 
Activism



Potential Challenges:
• State fiscal instability due to continued reliance on a volatile resource economy and 

lack of commitment to develop a reliable fiscal plan, educator 
retention/recruitment, the current administrations desire to implement a voucher 
program, inability to compromise, resource scarcity and infighting.

• Amplification of social media disinformation to incite public distrust of public 
education, such that it may be starved of the funds needed to serve all students 
in an equitable manner.

• A focus on accountability and outcomes does not wholistically consider children's 
inherent needs, as well as their needs to have well rounded education. Concern about 
limited time for science, social studies, social-emotional growth, play, and 
project-based learning in schools for the sake of focus on core skills that are easily 
"measured.“

• Some facilities are not safe, or healthy for students and staff, and there is an 
absence of funding to upgrade and maintain buildings and equipment. Financial 
support for increased cost of heating oil and electricity are not adequate for 
normal operations. The safe movement of goods, students and staff is difficult without
vehicles in good condition, which cannot be purchase because of funding 
challenges.

• Teacher Recruitment and Retention



2022 Q: What do you consider CEE's greatest 
accomplishment(s)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Fought and successfully settled Kasayulie and Moore lawsuits

Successfully advocated for passage of the Alaska Reads Act

Worked over the past decade to move over $2 billion into…

Protected and expanded voluntary Pre-K program funding…

Won full backfilling of all REAA and school bond debt…

Development and passage of the REAA funding mechanism…

Stopped efforts to increase the minimum school…

Challenged Gov. Dunleavy in court when he withheld $20…

Securing increased investment in school major maintenance

Commissioned the heavily cited "Educator Quality and…

Established opportunities for Regional Learning Centers…

Other (please specify)



2022 Q: What do you believe is CEE's core 
purpose? 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Champion adequacy and equity for all kids

Holding the state accountable to constitutional…

Fighting for adequate funding for education

Supporting rural education

Guiding statewide education policy

Public voice for education

Fighting for school construction and major…

Serving as a problem-solver

Addressing emerging issues in education

Promoting excellence in education

Acting as a "bridging agent"

Support achievement for underperforming schools

Catalyst for new ideas

Other (please specify)



2022 Q: What are the most important ways CEE 
accomplishes its work? 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Legal research/activity

Advocacy/lobbying

Policy development

Educating the public and other stakeholders about

education issues

Think tank for advocacy and new ideas

Other (please specify)



2022 Q: What function/role do you think is most 
critical for CEE to fill/play over the next year? Over 
the next 3 years? 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Legal watchdog/taking legal action to hold the state

accountable to constitutional education responsibilities

Legislative advocacy and lobbying for member-directed

education priorities

Raising public awareness about education issues

Motivating public activism on education issues

Participating in education policy development

Leading in education policy development

Over the next year In the next 3-5 years



Additional 
priorities 
for CEE

• Teacher Housing grant research and application 
assistance.

• Monitor tribal compacting, broadband funding, and future 
green bank development for impacts on funding 
distribution, energy costs and operational budgets.
Provide input and feedback to represent CEE member 
interests in broadband expansion.

• Repository for career & technical education program 
development grants. 

• CEE to develop a communications plan that discredits the 
attacks on public education. Education equity includes 
protections for students to ensure welcoming and safe 
environments for all students, regardless of background 
or identities and protections for educators to teach about 
our history honestly, critically, and openly.

• AK Reads Act – Monitor success, costs and any 
adjustment requirements.

• Expand visibility. Social Media and Statewide 
communications plan



What makes CEE unique?
• Advocates for equity for all students and has an intentional focus on equity across the 

state along with its legal watchdog role.

• Non-partisan group focused on students, serving both as a government watchdog 
and public policy influencer.

• Although school districts are fighting for resources this coalition is specifically focused 
on ensuring equity for all students.

• Represents school districts state-wide, united in common causes.

• Ability to utilize legal avenues to ensure the state and legislature carry out 
constitutional responsibilities regarding education.

• As a member driven org, CEE understands the way that public education works in AK 
and thus it works with other organizations that support and advocate for our 
students.

• Provides a collective voice for districts, regardless of size or location.

• It is an informed and critical voice for rural school districts that has played a critically 
important role in public education.

• Support for neglected rural students and districts



None of us individually could take on these fights 
alone, but when we pool our resources and our 
voices, we can work together to ensure Alaska’s 
public education system is robust and providing 
our children with the skills they need to succeed. 

Our work is only possible because of our 
members. It is only through stable and healthy 
membership that our advocacy and legal activity 
can continue.



Thank you for your time!

caroline@ceequity.org

907-399-0582

www.ceequity.org 

Caroline Storm
Executive Director

mailto:sarah@ceequity.org
http://www.ceequity.org
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 

 

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

 

WILLIE AND SOPHIE KASAYULIE, ) 

et al.,      ) 

      ) 

   Plaintiffs,  ) 

      ) 

v.      ) 

      ) 

STATE OF ALASKA,   ) 

      ) 

   Defendant.  ) 

________________________________ ) 3AN-97-3782 CI 
 

CONSENT DECREE AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

 

WHEREAS, a civil action has been brought alleging that the State of 

Alaska's method of funding capital projects for education is void under the Alaska 

Constitution and violates Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and that the State 

breached trust obligations arising from the public school land trust; and 

WHEREAS, the parties, in order to put an end to lengthy litigation, 

wish to resolve this matter by means of settlement; 

NOW THEREFORE, the parties, through their attorneys, subject to the 

approval and order of this Court, hereby agree as follows: 

1. Jurisdiction is vested in this Court by AS 22.10.020. 

2. The plaintiffs in this matter are individual parents of students in 

rural Alaskan schools, six rural Alaskan Regional Educational Attendance Areas, 

and an educational advocacy organization, Citizens for the Educational Advancement 

of Alaska's Children. 
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3. The defendant is the State of Alaska. 

4. The original complaint in this action was filed on May 20, 1997.  

It alleged that, at the time this lawsuit was filed, many of the physical facilities within 

plaintiff school districts were in dire need of replacement and/or major maintenance, 

exhibiting widespread deterioration, physical dangers, structural deficiencies, 

inability to satisfy relevant code requirements, and a lack of sufficient 

instructional space. 

5. The complaint further alleged that plaintiff school districts had 

neither taxable real property nor legal authority to raise capital funds through a local 

capital tax levy or bond issue.  Plaintiffs asserted that most municipal school districts, 

which had bonding capacity sufficient to raise capital funds, had access to state funding 

for capital projects through the state’s debt reimbursement program under 

AS 14.11.100.  Plaintiffs further asserted that, by the time this lawsuit was filed, 

there existed widespread disparities between facilities in plaintiff school districts and 

those in districts with the ability to pass local bond issues to raise the necessary capital 

for facilities funding, major maintenance and renovation.   

6. In a second amended complaint filed on May 20, 1998, 

the Plaintiffs added allegations regarding the public school land trust, 

including allegations that the inadequate funding of school district plaintiffs was a 

breach of the State’s trust obligations. 

7. In 1999, both parties filed Motions for Summary Judgment on 

both issues. 
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8. On September 1, 1999, Superior Court Judge John Reese held that 

the State’s history and practice in funding construction of rural school facilities violated 

its obligations under the Education and Equal Protection Clauses of the Alaska 

Constitution, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. 

9. On the same day, September 1, 1999, the Court also held that the 

State had breached its trust obligations under the state public schools land trust when it 

converted the trust from a land trust to a monetary trust without valuing the land.  

The Court held that an appraisal of the lands in question must be conducted before 

further proceedings on the State’s breach.  By the time of the Court’s decision, the State 

and Plaintiffs had already begun a cooperative process for valuing public school 

trust lands. 

10.   On March 27, 2001, following a motion for reconsideration, 

the Court reaffirmed its rulings on the facilities issue, and, in the same order, rejected 

plaintiffs’ 54(b) motion for partial final judgment on the facilities issues.   

11   Because valuation of trust land had to be completed before the 

remedy phase of the case could proceed, the Court held the case in abeyance pending 

the completion of the valuation, and to date has not ordered any remedy on either the 

facilities issue or the trust issue.  The Court did not issue a final judgment, so the State 

could not appeal the rulings to the Alaska Supreme Court. 

12. The parties worked together in good-faith to cooperatively 

accomplish the valuation.  Experts were hired, who analyzed land title issues and 

conducted initial studies on the valuation.  It became clear, however, that the cost of the 
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proposed valuation process would be high, and the Court had ruled that under trust law, 

this cost would be paid out of trust money.  Moreover, as the parties studied the 

preliminary data, it became clear that little or no benefits would be achieved from 

having a full appraisal.  At the same time, the State had approved general obligation 

bonds for construction of multiple rural school facilities in plaintiff school districts. 

13. In 2010, the Legislature, in response in part to the Court’s order 

regarding perceived constitutional violations relating to the funding of rural school 

construction, passed SB 237, which established a formula under statute (AS 14.11.025 

and AS 14.11.030) for money to be available each year for funding of school 

construction in Regional Educational Attendance Areas.  The formula was based on a 

percentage of the debt funding to urban schools under AS 14.11.100(a).  The legislation 

provided that the statutes would become effective in 2012.  The adoption of these 

statutes paved the way for settlement of this case by establishing a systematic 

mechanism for identifying funding amounts for rural school construction. 

14.   The parties have reached agreement to settle and dismiss this case 

by providing for the funding, over a four-year period, of the five rural school 

construction projects that are ranked as the highest priority school construction projects 

on the Department of Education and Early Development’s construction list.  The parties 

recognize, however, that they cannot bind future legislatures, and that the Governor 

must retain discretion for the introduction and vetoing of legislation in future years.  

Accordingly, this settlement first provides that legislation will be introduced in the 

current session for two school projects, and, second, provides for an expectation that 
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legislation will be introduced in future legislative sessions for the funding of the three 

additional rural school projects described in this settlement.  If the funding for the five 

schools does not occur as described in this agreement, the plaintiffs reserve the right to 

reopen this litigation. 

15. The parties agree that the remedies provided in this 

Consent Decree are in the best interests of the affected students and districts, and 

provided that the school construction projects identified in this settlement are funded. 

16. The parties agree that no benefit will be obtained by further 

litigation of the trust issue.  It is in the public interest, however, to share and build on 

the valuation work already completed by experts on behalf of the parties. 

17.   In entering into this consent decree, neither party admits any 

wrongdoing or liability. 

CONSENT DECREE 

1. The State will include in the Governor's proposed capital 

appropriations budget bill for FY2013 the following two school construction projects: 

(a)  Emmonak K-12 school renovation/addition; appropriation to be 

effective July 1, 2012.  (Amount of appropriation to be determined by DEED's 

November 2011 FY2013 Capital Improvement Project process; for reference, the cost 

of this project from DEED's November 2010 list was $39,251,867). 

(b)  Kivalina K-12 school renovation/addition; appropriation to be 

effective July 1, 2012.  (Amount of appropriation to be determined by the Department 

of Education and Early Development's November 2011 FY2013 Capital Improvement 
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Project process; for reference, the cost of this project from DEED's FY2012 list 

was $14,724,714).  However, if the Legislature declines to fund, or places 

contingencies on the Kivalina school project because of concerns about erosion or 

viability of the school site, the lack of funding or contingencies will have no effect on 

the settlement, and cannot be used by plaintiffs to reopen this litigation. 

2. Subject to the Governor’s discretion, the State will include in the 

Governor's proposed capital appropriations budget bill for FY2014 the following 

school construction project: 

(a)  Koliganek K-12 school replacement; appropriation to be effective 

July 1, 2013.  (Amount of appropriation to be determined by DEED's November 2012 

CIP process; cost of this project from DEED's November 2010 list was $23,067,360). 

3. Subject to the Governor’s discretion, the State will include in the 

Governor's proposed capital appropriations budget bill for FY2015 the following two 

school construction projects: 

(a)  Nightmute K-12 school renovation/addition; appropriation to be 

effective July 1, 2014.  (Amount of appropriation to be determined by DEED's 

November 2013 CIP process; cost of this project from DEED's November 2010 list 

was $23,653,411). 

(b)  Kwethluk K-12 school replacement; appropriation to be effective 

July 1, 2015.  (Amount of appropriation to be determined by DEED's November 2013 

CIP process plus an inflation factor; cost of this project from DEED's November 2010 

list was $45,222,119). 
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4. If the projects described in this settlement are not funded by the 

Alaska Legislature within the time periods described, then plaintiffs retain the right to 

reopen this action and litigate whether the State has met the requirements of the law for 

funding school construction projects, with all parties preserving their rights and claims 

to the same extent as they exist at the time of this agreement.  Notwithstanding 

the foregoing, the parties agree that this reopening provision shall not be triggered in 

the event that the Legislature does not fund, or otherwise places contingencies upon the 

funding of, the construction of the Kivalina school because of concerns about erosion 

or the viability of the Kivalina school site. 

5. The parties acknowledge that the Court identified a need to 

remedy perceived constitutional violations through a funding mechanism to address the 

school construction requirements of those rural school districts that lack bonding or 

taxing capabilities.  The parties agree that the funding mechanism currently set forth in 

AS 14.11.025 and AS 14.11.030 provides that remedy. 

6. In addition to dismissal with prejudice of all claims related to 

public school land trust issues as set forth in paragraph 7, below, plaintiffs: 

(a)  Will provide the State with a copy of all valuation work done by their 

experts, and will cooperate with the State to present land valuation information to the 

Court; however, plaintiffs will not be obligated to actively participate in any further or 

future land valuation efforts undertaken by the State; and 

(b)  Will not oppose efforts by the State to complete the valuation of 

the public school trust lands; and 
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(c)  Will not oppose the formal removal from public school trust status of 

any land received by the State after July 1, 1978, including 906(b) ANILCA lands and 

approximately 2,800 acres otherwise conveyed by the federal government. 

7. The Department of Law will include in the judgment bill 

introduced in the FY2013 session an appropriation for payment of plaintiffs’ full 

reasonable attorney’s fees, not to exceed $500,000.  Plaintiffs will provide an 

accounting of fees no later than September 15, 2011, and will cooperate to ensure that 

the fees are compensable and were not previously paid under an earlier award by 

the Court.   

8. The parties shall stipulate to dismissal with prejudice of all of the 

claims raised by plaintiffs in this matter, to be effective on the effective date of the 

legislation providing for appropriations for the school construction projects described 

in paragraph (1) of this Consent Decree.  As described in paragraph (1)(b), however, 

the dismissal will become effective even in the event the legislature decides to not fund, 

or to place contingencies on, the Kivalina school project because of concerns about 

erosion or viability of the Kivalina school site.  Notwithstanding this dismissal, 

the parties agree that the Court shall retain jurisdiction of this action until July 1, 2015, 

or until the appropriations provided for in this Consent Decree have been substantially 

adopted, but that no further action before the Court shall occur except pursuant to  

(a)  a motion to reopen under paragraph (4) of this Consent Decree; or 

(b)  a joint motion requesting permission of the Court for further 

proceedings. 
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9. The parties agree to work together in good faith to fully implement 

this Consent Decree and Settlement Agreement. 

Accepted for Plaintiffs: 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Willie Kasayulie 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Sophia Kasayulie 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

_____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Paul Mike 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Maryann Mike 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Arthur Heckman 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Ruth Heckman 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Rob Picou, Superintendent 

Bering Strait School District 

       Plaintiff 
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 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Karen Ladegard, Superintendent 

Iditarod Area School District 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Steve Pine, Superintendent 

Kashunamiut School District 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Gary Baldwin, Superintendent 

Lower Kuskokwim School District 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     John Lamont, Superintendent 

Lower Yukon School District 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Howard Diamond, Superintendent 

Yupiit Schools 

       Plaintiff 

 

 

 

 _____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Charles Wohlforth,  

CEAAC Executive Director 

       Plaintiff 

 

Accepted as to Form: 

 

 

_____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Howard Trickey 

       Counsel for Plaintiffs 



 

CONSENT DECREE AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT Page 11 of 11 

Kasayulie v. State  3AN-97-3782 CI 
 

 

Accepted by Defendant State of Alaska: 

 

 

_____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     Mike Hanley, Commissioner 

Alaska Department of Education and 

Early Development 

       Defendant 

 

Accepted as to Form: 

 

 

_____________________  ________________________________ 

  Date     John J. Burns 

Attorney General for the State of 

Alaska 























































































































IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE

STATE OF ALASKA,

KRISTINE MOORE, et aI.,

Defendant.

Plaintiffs,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

_____________) Case No. 3AN-04-9756 CI

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

The parties agree as follows:

PREAMBLE

1. The Plaintiffs remaining in this matter are three rural Alaskan Regional
Educational Attendance Areas and Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska's
Children ("CEAAC"), an educational advocacy organization. Additional plaintiffs,
including a number of individuals and NEA-Alaska, have previously dismissed their
claims. The Defendant is the State of Alaska.

2. The original complaint in this action was filed in 2004 alleging that the
State was in violation of the Education and Due Process Clauses of the Alaska
Constitution. The issues in the case were ultimately narrowed to whether the State was
providing adequate support and assistance to underperforming schools.

3. A four-week trial was held before Anchorage Superior Court Judge Sharon
Gleason in 2006, and, in June 2007, Judge Gleason issued a Decision and Order in this
case.

4. The substance of Judge Gleason's June 2007 Order concluded that the duty
described by the Alaska Constitution's Education Clause requires the State to address
four components:

First, there must be rational educational standards that set out what it is that
children should be expected to learn. These standards should meet or
exceed a constitutional floor of an adequate knowledge base for children.
Second, there must be an adequate method of assessing whether children



are actually learning what is set out in the standards. Third, there must be
adequate funding so as to accord to schools the ability to provide
instruction in the standards. And fourth, where, as here, the State has
delegated the responsibility to educate children to local school districts,
there must be adequate accountability and oversight by the State over these
school districts so as to ensure that the districts are fulfilling the State's
constitutional responsibility to "establish and maintain a system of public
schools" as set forth in Article VII, § I of Alaska's Constitution. l

5. The June 2007 Order also explained that the Education Clause included a
right for children to have a meaningful opportunity to become proficient in reading,
writing and math, and meaningful exposure to curriculum content areas that were not
assessed by the State standards-based assessments.

6. In the June 2007 Order, the Superior Court held that plaintiffs had not
proven that the state's system of funding schools was constitutionally inadequate. The
Court also held that the State had met its constitutional obligations to adopt appropriate
standards and assessments. However, under the fourth prong of the State's constitutional
obligations, the Court held that the State was failing to provide sufficient support and
oversight of schools with "chronically poor performance"

7. The Court held that merely providing funding without oversight and
assistance in these schools would be "an impermissible 'legislative abdication' of the
State's constitutional responsibility to maintain public schools in this state." The Court
required the legislature to take best efforts to provide students with a "meaningful
opportunity" to achieve the educational standards.

8. In addition, the Court held that use of the state HSGQE to deny high school
diplomas to students who had not had an opportunity to learn the tested materials
amounted to an unconstitutional deprivation of due process.

9. The Superior Court stayed its June 2007 Order for one year to allow the
State the opportunity to remedy the constitutional violations the Court had identified.

10. In June and October 2008, the Court conducted evidentiary hearings on the
State's efforts to remedy the constitutional violations.

11. In detailed findings of fact and conclusions of law issued in February 2009,
the Court recognized that the State had made progress in providing a State System of

Moore v. State, 2007 Order, p. 174.
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Support to struggling schools, but held that the State had not remedied the constitutional
violations, and was still failing to provide adequate support to and oversight of struggling
schools and districts.

12. In March 2010, after reviewing additional submissions from the State, the
Court again ruled that the State had not remedied its constitutional violations with regard
to struggling schools and districts. Specifically regarding the nature of the State's
obligations, the Court ruled:

In evaluating the State's responses at this time, this Court returns
once again to the language of the Alaska Constitution, which places
the responsibility "to maintain a system of public schools open to
all children of the State" squarely upon the Legislature - not upon
the Department of Education and Early Development and not upon
local school districts. To date, the State has not demonstrated that
the delegation of this responsibility to school districts that have
been identified as chronically underperforming, but do not appear to
have been accorded adequate assistance and oversight, will result in
compliance with this constitutional responsibility.2

13. Subject to appropriation, the parties have reached agreement to settle and
dismiss this case by providing for the creation of various educational initiatives intended
to address educational underachievement in underperforming schools.

14. The parties agree that the remedies provided in this Settlement Agreement
are in the best interests of the affected students and districts.

15. In entering into this Settlement Agreement, neither party admits any
wrongdoing or liability.

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

1. EDUCATIONAL INITIATIVES. Subject to appropriation, the Plaintiffs
and the Department of Education and Early Development (Department) agree through
this settlement to create four programs addressing low achievement in struggling schools.
These four programs, described in further detail below, are:

a. Two-Year Kindergarten and Related Pre-Literacy Programs;
b. Targeted Resources Grant Fund;
c. Teacher Retention Grant Fund; and
d. HSGQE Remediation Reimbursement Program.

2 Order on Review of2009 Submissions, Moore v. State at 15 (March 31, 2010).
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2. CONSTITUTIONAL REMEDY AND DISMISSAL WITH
PREJUDICE. The parties acknowledge that the Court identified a need to remedy
perceived constitutional violations through increased oversight, support and assistance to
struggling schools. The parties agree that the programs identified in Paragraph 1, and the
existing State System of Support, address these issues. Accordingly, if the Legislature
during its 2012 session funds the programs described in Paragraph 1, and the Department
adopts regulations providing for the approval and funding of programs consistent with
this Agreement, the Plaintiffs will dismiss this action with prejudice.

3. SETTLEMENT STRUCTURE AND FUNDING PLAN

a. Eligible Schools. Schools eligible to participate in settlement components
1(a), (b) and (d) are the forty schools in Alaska (but not including schools identified
under 4 AAC 06.872 as serving a special population) with the lowest scores on the
Modified School Growth Index for the previous three years. A school is eligible without
regard to whether the school is located in a school district in which the department has
intervened. A list of those schools eligible to apply for grant funds during the first year
of implementation shall be attached as an Exhibit to this agreement, and shall serve as a
template for identifYing eligible schools in subsequent years. The Teacher Retention
Grant Fund created in paragraph 1(c) is not restricted to the forty schools identified in
this paragraph, but preference shall be given to those schools.

b. Implementation of Settlement Component lea). Eligible districts may
implement a Two-Year Kindergarten and/or Related Pre-Literacy Program described in
Paragraph l(a) either (i) by enrolling four-year-old children in kindergarten classes taught
by certificated teachers in eligible schools or (ii) through other pre-literacy programs for
four-year-olds in the community served by the eligible school, as described in Paragraph
5, below.

c. Administrative Implementation of Settlement Components l(b) - led).
The settlement components identified in Paragraphs 1(b), 1(c), and 1(d) and described in
detail further herein shall be implemented administratively by the Department of
Education and Early Development, with the assistance and input of the Moore
Collaborative Committee, described in Paragraph 4, below.

d. Duration and Funding of Settlement Components.

i. Subject to appropriation, the four programs identified in Paragraph 1,
above, shall be funded initially through a one-time appropriation of $18 million, of which
at least $6 million shall be used for programs under Paragraph l(a).

ii. Subject to the requirements of subparagraph (d)(i), the money from the
appropriation will be available for allocation to each program as recommended by the
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Moore Collaborative Committee described in Paragraph 4, below. The Department will
adopt regulations providing for the approval of funding allocations recommended by the
Committee.

iii. For Two-Year Kindergarten and Related Pre-Literacy Programs
described herein, funding will be provided to eligible participating districts on an up to
.75 adjusted ADM basis as if the students participating in the programs were included in
the student count for the district.

iv. The parties intend that the programs described in Paragraph I shall be
managed and appropriations allocated so that the funding is available for at least three
years.

v. Any money appropriated for this settlement that has not been obligated
to a school district on June 30, 2017, shall lapse. Nothing in this settlement creates an
obligation for additional funding.

e. Legislation.

i. During the 2012 legislative session, the parties agree that they will
support and promote enactment of appropriation legislation implementing this settlement.
CEAAC agrees not to pursue any legislation or appropriation related to the issues in this
agreement during the 2012 legislative session except as necessary to implement the terms
of the settlement legislation.

ii. The parties do not intend this agreement to either affect the discretion of
the legislature to enact comprehensive remedial programs through legislation or to affect
the governor's right or discretion to set policy or to veto any legislation.

iii. This agreement does not affect the right of any party to support or
oppose legislation in future sessions.

4. IMPLEMENTATION (MOORE COLLABORATIVE COMMITTEE)

a. Purpose.

i. The parties recognize that this Consent Decree cannot encompass all of
the details required for implementation of the educational programs that are envisioned
and intended by the parties.

ii. The parties further recognize the ongoing need to engage in meaningful
collaboration in order to identify barriers to educational success, build local capacity, and
implement effective educational programs and practices to address those barriers.
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b. Duties and Objectives of the Moore Collaborative Committee.

i. The Moore Collaborative Committee ("Committee") will be created to
recommend and advise as to program design, grant documents, funding allocations and
implementation of the programs created in Paragraph 1.

ii. Under regulations adopted by the Department, the Commissioner will
provide funding to districts based on the recommendations of the Committee in
accordance with state law, unless the Commissioner determines that the
recommendations are contrary to the public interest.

iii. The Committee's role is not limited to the items specifically mentioned
in this document. Rather, the Committee is intended as a setting for broad collaboration
on establishing and implementing effective programs, as encouraged by the Superior
Court in its repeated findings about the need for meaningful collaboration between the
Department and districts.

c. Committee Composition.

i. The Committee will have six members, with three appointed by the
Commissioner and three by the Executive Director of CEAAC, with a seventh non-voting
member as chair appointed by mutual agreement.

ii. The Committee shall meet at least once per year. Meetings will be by
teleconference when practicable.

iii. If a meeting by teleconference is not practicable, CEAAC and the
Department will pay travel costs and per diem for those Committee members attending
meetings away from home, with the costs of the chair split between the parties.

d. Decisionmaking.

1. The Committee shall work through consensus wherever possible.

11. In the event that a vote is needed,
(1) A quorum of the committee shall require at least two Department­

appointed members and two CEAAC-appointed members.
(2) Decisions of the Committee shall require a majority vote of at least

4 committee members, as follows:

a. Where a majority vote of 4 committee members is
required, two votes must be from Department­
appointed members and two must be from CEAAC­
appointed members.
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b. In the event that not all three Department-appointed
Committee members or all three CEAAC-appointed
Committee members are present, or if one member
needs to recuse him/herself due to a conflict, the
requirement set forth in subparagraph (d)(2)(a) may be
relaxed.

(3) In the event of a tie vote, decisions of the Committee will be
elevated to the Commissioner and the CEAAC Executive Director.

(4) Should the Commissioner and Executive Director be unable to
reach an agreement, the issue will be submitted in writing to a
decision maker who is an educational expert chosen by mutual
consent. That decision maker will choose the position in whole of
one side (last best offer), and his or her decision will be final as to
resolution of the Committee's position on that issue.

e. Dissolution of Committee. The Committee will dissolve after three years,
or when the initial appropriation related to implementation of this agreement is fully
expended, whichever comes later. The parties may by agreement continue the existence
of the Committee for an additional three years.

5. TWO-YEAR KINDERGARTEN AND RELATED PRE-LITERACY
PROGRAMS. The parties intend that the Two-Year Kindergarten and Related Pre­
Literacy Programs identified in Paragraph 1(a) will be structured substantially as follows:

a. UseslProgram Design.

i. Overview. A school district with an eligible elementary school may
apply to the Commissioner for a grant to provide either:

(1) Voluntary, school-based kindergarten for children at four years of
age (referred to herein as "Two-Year Kindergarten"), either through a separate four-year
old class or through inclusion of four-year old children into an existing kindergarten
classroom. This program is not intended as an early entry to first grade, and children
enrolled in the program will be expected to enroll in two years of kindergarten instruction
taught by certificated teachers; or

(2) An academic pre-literacy instruction program for four year old
children that meets the Program Requirements described in (a)(iii) of this Paragraph,
including either a new program or an existing program.

ii. Program Requirements for Two-Year Kindergarten. A school that
is approved to offer Two-Year Kindergarten will have flexibility for program design,
including hours offered in school. However, the program established must be:
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(1) Standards-based;

(2) A full-year program;

(3) Designed and implemented to prepare students for school;

(4) Designed and implemented to involve parents as part of the
program, with staff duties to include parent engagement activities; and

(5) Staffed with teachers who are certificated by the Department, and
who either are certified according to standards adopted by the National Association for
the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), or hold a State of Alaska endorsement in
Elementary Education or Early Childhood, except that programs with too few students
for a separate four year-old classroom may incorporate students into a traditional
kindergarten classroom using teaching assistants trained to a NAEYC standard for an
aide or who hold an Early Childhood Associate II certificate under 4 AAC 12.390(b), or,
if the program is unable to satisfy these requirements, may use a teaching assistant with
an Early Childhood Associate I certificate for up to the first two years of the program.

iii. Program Requirements for Pre-Literacy Instruction Programs. As
an alternative to establishing a two-year kindergarten program as described above, a
District with a qualifying elementary school will have flexibility to identify and design a
program of pre-literacy academic instruction in a community that is served by one of the
schools identified in Paragraph 3(a). An approved program must be:

(1) Standards-based;

(2) A full-year program;

(3) Designed and implemented to prepare students for school;

(4) Designed and implemented to involve parents as part of the
program, including through the inclusion of parent engagement activities in staff duties;
and

(5) Staffed with teachers and/or other staff who can demonstrate high
academic standards for instruction through means comparable to those described in
paragraph 5(a).

iv. Program Effectiveness. Every district implementing either Two-Year
Kindergarten or a Pre-literacy Instruction Program shall measure and report student
improvement during the program, using pre- and post-assessments of age-appropriate
skills relevant to academic success. Districts will track the overall success of students
who participate in the programs and make necessary changes if students are not
benefiting adequately.
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b. Eligibility.

i. Initiation of Program in Qualifying Schools or Communities.
During the time period covered by the program, an approved Two-Year Kindergarten or
other qualifYing Pre-literacy Instruction Program identified in Paragraph I(a) may be
initiated in elementary schools eligible under Paragraph 3(a), or in the community served
by the school, upon approval of a district's application by the Commissioner, except that
no new program under Paragraph I(a) may be initiated in the final year of funding
availability under the appropriation identified in Paragraph 3(d).

ii. Duration of Program. Once a Two-Year Kindergarten or Pre-literacy
Instruction Program is established in a school or community, the school or community
will remain eligible to continue the program as long as the program meets the attendance
and parental commitment goals set out in subparagraph (b)(v), continues to meet the
requirements of subparagraph (a)(ii) or (a)(iii), and as long as funding remains available
from the appropriation in Paragraph 3(d).

iii. Community Support.

(1) School districts must show community support in an application to
initiate either Two-Year Kindergarten or a Pre-literacy Instruction Program.

(a) The requisite community support for a Two-Year Kindergarten
program may be demonstrated through means including, but not
limited to, providing space for the class, passage of resolutions
by the school board and other community or tribal organizations,
donations or offers of volunteer help, and written statements of
intent from parents of children who would attend.

(b) Community support for a Pre-Literacy Instruction Program may
be demonstrated in any of the ways identified in paragraph
5(b)(iii)(l)(a), or through evidence showing community support
for an existing program that meets the program requirements
established in paragraph (5)(a)(iii).

(2) Districts unable to obtain community support for a Two-Year
Kindergarten or Pre-literacy Instruction Program may apply for funding from the
Targeted Resources Grant Fund under paragraph I(b) to provide academics and school
readiness in existing community pre-school programs.

iv. Commissioner's Discretion. The Commissioner reserves discretion
and flexibility in reviewing and approving applications to initiate programs under
Paragraph 5 of this Agreement in communities that are split between a proposed program
and another program, or when addressing other local issues.
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v. Attendance.

(1) Each district applying for Two-Year Kindergarten or a Pre­
Literacy Instruction Program must adopt an attendance policy recognizing the need for
consistent attendance to make gains in school readiness.

(2) Before each new school year, incoming parents and other program
participants must make statements of intent to use the relevant Two-Year Kindergarten or
Pre-Literacy Instruction Program, including acknowledgement of the attendance policy.
The Department can withdraw funding for programs that cannot show use and support.

(3) After any year when average attendance of four-year old children
for whom funding has been provided for either a Two-Year Kindergarten or a Pre­
Literacy Instruction Program falls below 85% as measured and averaged each semester,
the Commissioner has the discretion to terminate the funding for the program for the
following year; however, alternative measures will be designed for small programs where
poor attendance by a few children would distort attendance averages.

(4) The Commissioner shall have discretion to consider extenuating
circumstances that may have negatively impacted attendance.

(5) A school or community that loses funding due to low attendance
may reapply for Two-Year Kindergarten or a Pre-Literacy Instruction Program after a
one-year hiatus, if still an eligible school.

c. Funding.

i. As soon as practicable after the start of each school year, the
Commissioner shall prepare a list of schools that have approved Two-Year Kindergarten
or Pre-literacy Instruction Programs.

ii. In November of each year in which money remains from the
appropriation described in Paragraph 3(d), an eligible district that serves four-year-old
students in an approved Two-Year Kindergarten at an eligible school, or provides Pre­
literacy Instruction Programs in a community served by an eligible school, shall forward
to the Director of School Finance at the Department the student count for participants in
the program.

(1) For students enrolled in the first year of a Two-Year Kindergarten
program, the director will provide funding to the district from the appropriation described
in Paragraph 3(d) as if the students were eligible for funding under the public school
funding formula in AS 14.17.410 at .75 of a full-day student.

(2) For eligible students being served by a Pre-Literacy Instruction
Program for four-year-old children, the director will provide funding as approved by the
commissioner, up to the amount that would be generated for the district as if the students
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were eligible for funding under the public school funding formula in AS 14.17.410 at .75
of a full-day student

iii. A Two-Year Kindergarten or Pre-Literacy Instruction Program, once
started in a school or community, shall continue to be eligible for funding from the
appropriation described in Paragraph 3(d) until the appropriation is depleted or lapses, if
families use the program and the program meets program requirements, even if overall
test scores for the school improve above the eligibility threshold to initiate a program.

iv. If additional schools become eligible for establishment of Two-Year
Kindergarten or a Pre-Literacy Instruction Programs during the duration of the program
created under Paragraph lea), a district may apply to implement such programs in those
schools or the community served by those schools as set forth in Paragraph 5(b)(i) if
funding remains available from the appropriation described in Paragraph 3(d).

v. Districts implementing Two-Year Kindergarten or a Pre-Literacy
Instruction Program shall ensure that the program is provided space and administrative
support from funding from a source other than the appropriation described in Paragraph
3(d).

d. Accountability. In addition to the requirements described above, districts
shall be responsible for the measures listed under Paragraph 7, "Recipient District
Accountability" for any program that receives funding under Paragraph 5 of this
Agreement.

6. TARGETED RESOURCES GRANT FUND. It is the intent of the
parties that the Targeted Resources Grant Fund identified in Paragraph 1(b) will be
structured substantially as follows.

a. Program Description and Eligibility.

i. The fund is a Department-administered grant program to fund projects
that are calculated and expected to increase student achievement in underperforming
schools. The Committee will designate the maximum amount of money to be awarded in
each grant cycle.

ii. The grants may be made available to schools eligible under Paragraph
3(a).

iii. Grants must be designed to address underachievement and should build
capacity for districts to allow programs to be sustained beyond the availability of grant
funding.

b. Program Design.

i. Allowable Uses. Subject to the requirements of this section, grants may
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be used for any program that is calculated and expected to increase student achievement
in underperforming schools.

(1) In addition to any other allowable use, grants can be used to
implement, expand, or support pre-literacy programs, including improving academics in
Head Start programs outside the school.

(2) Grants are not allowed for capital projects. However, funds could
be used for capital purchases that are integral to the purpose of a grant project, such as
equipment used in a culture camp.

(3) This grant fund is not for teacher housing or school buildings.

ii. Research-Based Programs. Programs funded by Targeted Resource
Grants shall be research-based.

(1) As used here, "research-based" means that the basis of the
proposed project has been tested by an independent education lab or equivalent expert
authority, or that the project replicates a successful model already used in similar
circumstances.

(2) A project must have a clear methodology capable of outcome
measurement.

(3) The Department of Education and Early Development will assist
districts with literature review and technical advice to review and analyze school
improvement research and identifY eligible programs, but will not recommend purchase
of specific products.

iii. Program Sustainability. Grants should include a sustainability
component and build district capacity where possible to allow successful programs to
continue after grant funding expires.

iv. Evaluation. Ten percent of each grant awarded shall be allocated for
universities or educational labs to evaluate grant effectiveness, with evaluators to be
selected through competitive proposals. Research contracts will be awarded by the
Department or by a grant recipient with departmental approval. Funds reserved under
this section but ultimately not required for program evaluation may be allocated for grant
purposes.

v. Development of Pre-Written Grant Templates.

(1) To reduce administrative burden, a number of grant templates for
promising research-based initiatives will be prepared with text approved by the Moore
Collaborative Committee. For prepared grant templates, local districts must still provide
financial information, data showing current student achievement, and locally determined
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goals for improvements in those measures, to be approved in grant review.

(2) Grant approval is not limited to grants based on the prepared
templates. Innovative grants are also allowed and encouraged.

(3) Grant applications must address current need (status), the target
population to be served by the grant program, the program's specific academic or
achievement focus, and the measurable outcome goal(s) of the grant.

c. Administration.

i. Grant requests shall be reviewed and analyzed by contractors hired
by the Department with approval of the Committee. The contractor may decline to
recommend award of a grant if he or she determines that the grant does not meet the
requirements established pursuant to this Agreement, or that the goals do not provide for
sufficiently substantial improvement.

ii. Once grant requests have been reviewed, the contractor or the
Department shall provide the Committee with a complete list of grants to be awarded.

111. The Department shall administer the grants and disburse the funds.

iv. The Department or the contractor shall annually review grant
expenditures, accountability, and match requirements, and shall forward to the
Committee a list of all grants that have been discontinued for failure to comply with the
requirements of this Agreement or with the grant terms.

v. In the event of a disagreement as to funding, administration or
continuation of a grant, the affected district may appeal to the Committee for resolution
of the disagreement.

vi. Procedural and programmatic details not addressed herein shall be
resolved by the Committee.

d. Funding.

i. Mechanism. Initial funding for the Targeted Resources Grant Fund
shall be accomplished through the one-time legislative appropriation described in
Paragraph 3(d), above.

ii. District Match. Grants require a district cash match, which can come
from any source otherwise authorized by law. The parties intend that the size of the
match will be set on a sliding scale between 10 and 40 percent, to be attached as an
exhibit to this Settlement Agreement.

iii. Capacity/Sustainability. Grants should build capacity for districts to
allow programs to be sustained beyond the availability of grant funding.
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iv. Grant Sunset. Grants shall have a sunset date with a maximum of four
years. However, districts may reapply for a continuation grant before a grant expires to
prevent a break in services. Demonstrated success will be a primary factor in considering
approval of continuation grants. Nothing in this subparagraph implies that funding will
be available other than through the appropriation provided for in Paragraph 3(d).

e. Accountability. All grants will include locally-determined measurable
goals for improvement in student achievement, in academics, attendance, graduation
rates, and/or assessments, all of which will be subject to approval during grant review.
Grant projects that cannot meet improvement goals will be discontinued. In addition,
districts will be responsible for the measures listed under Paragraph 7, "Recipient District
Accountability."

7. RECIPIENT DISTRICT ACCOUNTABILITY

a. School boards of districts participating in either the Targeted Resources
Grant Fund or Two-Year Kindergarten must adopt accountability policies consistent with
the following:

i. Minimum Benchmarks. Districts participating in either the Two-Year
Kindergarten or Pre-Literacy Instruction Programs must commit to locally-determined
benchmarks for gains in underperforming schools, to be approved by the Commissioner.
Districts must measure and report both fidelity of program implementation and student
improvement. Districts may adopt measures of effectiveness other than the Standards
Based Assessments if pre- and post-assessment measures are used.

ii. Superintendent Accountability. Each participating district must adopt
policies addressing Superintendent accountability for meeting the locally-established
benchmarks, and shall incorporate success in meeting those benchmarks as a measure in
the superintendent's evaluation.

iii. Intensive Reading Program. Participating districts must adopt
policies committing to the implementation of all elements of a scientifically-based
intensive reading program in underperforming schools, as verified by the Department's
coaches.

iv. District Leaders' Presence in Schools. Participating districts must
assure in writing signed by the superintendent and president of the school board that
district leaders regularly visit schools and classrooms to ensure that district-adopted
curricula are being taught in each of the classrooms in all underperforming schools and
that all elements of the intensive reading program are being implemented.

v. Signature Requirement. All of the signature requirements in this
section may be satisfied by signatures on the district's grant application(s) provided that
grant template(s) and/or application(s) include the specific language of the requirements
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set forth in this section.

8. TEACHER RETENTION GRANT FUND. It is the intent of the parties
that the Teacher Retention Grant Fund identified in Paragraph 1(c) will be structured
substantially as follows.

a. UseslProgram.

i. Subject to the appropriation in Paragraph 3(d), the State will establish a
competitive teacher retention grant program.

ii. The Teacher Retention Grant Fund is intended to address sources of
teacher job dissatisfaction (other than salary), as found in research, particularly those
recognized in the 1995 ISER study "Alaska Teacher Supply and Demand" including:
inadequate administrative support; problems with student discipline; remoteness, i.e.,
expensive travel due to accessibility only by air or water; difficulty of finding good
housing; requirement to teach several subjects across grade levels in small schools; and
difficulty of learning how to teach in rural villages whose languages and cultures differ
from that of the majority of teachers.

iii. The program will include model programs that are pre-approved in
concept by the Committee and can be automatically approved when applications
proposing such programs score high enough relative to other applications to qualitY for
funding. District grant applications may also propose innovative programs beyond those
contained in the pre-approved models.

iv. Particular projects encouraged through grants include:

(1) Teacher professional development, including team-building and
other non-academic activities designed to improve staff loyalty and morale;

(2) Summer culture camps to orient teachers to the community and
culture in which they will be working and to develop an appreciation for the area;

(3) Adoption and enforcement of student attendance policies;

(4) Use of locally-hired community liaison workers to assist with
family communication, language barriers, and discipline and attendance support from
home, with funding to be used for stipends matched by volunteer time, not as full-time
employment; and

(5) Improvements in teacher housing and quality of life, including
structures, communications (fast internet), security, and recreation.

v. It is the intent of the parties that grants shall be allowed for construction
and for non-educational uses, as well as used as seed money to access other funding
sources.
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vi. Notwithstanding that grants are not for teacher salaries, travel expenses
and stipends supporting approved projects are allowed.

b. Grant Eligibility.

i. Grants shall be administered through an objective scoring system.

ii. Simplified process. It is the parties' intent that the grant application
shall be as simple as possible for districts to prepare, so that, whenever possible, the
district will only have to fill in data or check boxes. Districts will be able to choose
between using prepared grant templates and preparing innovative grants. The text of the
grant templates, and the scoring system itself, will be approved by the Moore
Collaborative Committee.

iii. Scoring.

(l) A third-party expert contractor approved by the Committee will
score the grants and recommend the funding priority.

(2) In the scoring of grant applications, increased points shall be
awarded for:

a. Severity of the teacher turnover problem, with preference
given to schools with turnover of 25% or above;

b. Low school performance on assessments, with preference
given to the schools described in Paragraph 3(a);

c. Proposals that address sources of Alaska teacher job
dissatisfaction as found in research;

d. Likelihood of meaningfully impacting teacher retention;

e. Ability to leverage other funding sources (e.g. AHFC
funds); and

f. Size of local match.

iv. Accountability. In order to be eligible, the school board of any district
applying for teacher retention grant funding must adopt the following policies.

(l ) Understanding of discipline expectations. In light of the
relationship between student discipline and teacher turnover, districts must assure in
writing, signed by the superintendent and the president of the school board, that:

a. Students and parents are aware of district-adopted discipline
policies and the expectations contained in such policies, and
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b. Staff will support and comply with the adopted discipline
policies.

(2) School board understanding of and compliance with statutes
regarding teacher oversight and dismissal. In light of the relationship between a
perceived lack of district support and teacher turnover:

a. Districts will educate school boards about the boards'
appropriate role in teacher oversight and interaction, and

b. Boards shall expressly acknowledge in writing that they have
reviewed state statutes governing teacher dismissal.

c. Funding.

i. Individual grant size and duration depends on programs proposed (for
example, large, short-term grants for housing but smaller, longer-term grants for staff
development).

ii. All grants awarded under this program shall be for a definite period of
time and shall contain a sunset provision.

iii. All grants awarded under this program shall require a local match either
in dollars or in contributed hours (for example, for culture camps or school-community
liaisons). The size of the required match shall depend on the proposal. The purpose of
the match requirement is to demonstrate the district's commitment and belief that the
grant will improve teacher retention and student achievement, and to make the program
sustainable after the grant period.

d. Administration.

i. Grant requests under this section shall be reviewed and scored by
contractors hired by the Department with approval of the Committee. The contractor
shall score the applications according to a scoring system determined by the committee
and reflecting the factors above, and funding will go to the top-scoring grants so far as
funding allocated by the committee allows. The contractor may decline to recommend
award of a grant if he or she determines that the grant does not meet the requirements
established pursuant to this Agreement, or that the goals do not provide for sufficiently
substantial improvement.

ii. Once grant requests have been scored, the contractor or the
Department shall provide the Committee with a complete list of grants to be awarded.

Ill. The Department shall administer the grants and disburse the funds.

iv. The Department or a department contractor shall annually review
grant expenditures, accountability, and match requirements, and shall forward to the
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Committee a list of all grants that have been discontinued for failure to comply with the
requirements of this Agreement or with the grant terms.

v. In the event of a disagreement as to funding, administration or
continuation of a grant, the affected district may appeal to the Committee for resolution
of the disagreement.

vi. Procedural and programmatic details not addressed herein shall be
resolved by the Committee.

9. HSGQE REMEDIATION REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM. Subject
to appropriation, it is the intent of the parties that the HSGQE Remediation
Reimbursement Program identified in Paragraph 1(d) will be structured substantially as
follows:

a. UseslProgram.

i. Purpose. The HSGQE Remediation Reimbursement Program is
intended to provide a mechanism to partially reimburse districts for the costs of providing
high quality HSGQE remediation to qualifying students.

ii. Types of Remediation. Districts will have discretion to identify and
implement appropriate remediation activities, and districts shall continue to refine
remediation programs and discontinue programs that are not effective. Specific types of
remediation activities eligible for reimbursement include sending students to remediation
camps, providing tutoring outside of school hours, and providing other intensive
remediation to students unable to pass the HSGQE during their junior year. Eligible
remediation services can be provided either inside or outside of the district (or through a
combination of both).

iii. Timing. HSGQE remediation that qualifies for reimbursement may
begin in the spring semester of a student's junior year. However, reimbursement for each
student is limited to $3,000 total over the student's attendance in public school, without
regard to when the student takes the HSGQE.

b. Funding.

1. The Department shall provide up to $3,000 for each qualifying
student based on documented costs. Districts shall absorb any remediation costs in
excess of$3,000.

ii. This funding shall come from the appropriation described in
Paragraph 3(d) and shall continue until the appropriation is depleted or lapses, or until the
Moore Collaborative Committee determines that no additional funds should be expended
from the appropriation for this purpose. In the event that the Committee determines that
no additional funds should be expended from the appropriation for HSGQE remediation
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reimbursement under this section, the Committee shall notify all school districts of that
decision, and would honor any reimbursement requests for work done prior to the date of
the notice.

c. Eligibility.

i. Funding is available to reimburse remediation services provided to
juniors or seniors who attended an eligible school under Paragraph 3(a) for at least one
full school year during any of their four years of high school and who, by the mid-point
of their junior year of high school, had not passed both portions of the HSGQE.

(1) A student remains eligible for reimbursement even if the student
no longer attends an "eligible school."

(2) For each year that the HSGQE remediation program is in place,
DEED shall prepare and circulate to all Alaska school districts a list of the forty schools
as to which student attendance over the prior four years will qualify an otherwise eligible
student for HSGQE remediation grant funding under this provision.

(3) Identification of eligible students shall be a district responsibility;
DEED has no obligation to track or identify for districts which students in the district
may be eligible for HSGQE remediation reimbursement.

ii. HSGQE remediation reimbursement is only available for students
with attendance records of 85% or higher for the previous school year. Excused absences
will not be counted against the student, and an appeal process shall allow waivers of the
attendance requirement in hardship circumstances. The attendance requirement is
intended as an incentive for districts to intervene with truant students.

d. Implementation.

i. Required documentation for reimbursement shall consist of records
showing per-student spending on the program. Subject to appropriation, reimbursement
to the district will occur upon presentation of documentation to the Department, up to
$3,000 per student for the student's lifetime. The reimbursement process is intended to
be simple and will be approved by the Moore Collaborative Committee.

ii. Students who are not eligible for HSGQE remediation reimbursement
may attend the remediation programs without affecting reimbursement for eligible
students.

10. NO DIMINUTION OF OTHER PROGRAMS. The spending and
programs created and described herein are intended to be additional to existing funding
and programs. Nothing in this Settlement Agreement is intended to supplant, offset or
otherwise diminish State funding and support for or commitment towards existing
educational programs. Accordingly, in the event that significant diminution occurs,
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CEAAC may withdraw from this agreement, as follows:

a. CEAAC shall retain the right to withdraw until ten business days after the
Governor submits his vetoes to the FY 2013 budget, and will only exercise this right if
the reduction in funding adversely affects the schools covered by this Agreement
disproportionately to other schools, and occurred as a direct result of this settlement
Agreement.

b. CEAAC may waive the right to withdraw from the Agreement prior to the
deadline established herein. A waiver under this provision must be in writing, signed by
CEAAC and its counsel, and submitted to the Department and its counsel.

11. ATTORNEY'S FEES. For purposes of this settlement, and in order to
further the important educational initiatives established herein, the parties agree that each
side shall bear its own fees and costs.

12. STIPULATION FOR DISMISSAL. The parties shall stipulate to
dismissal with prejudice of all of the claims raised or that could have been raised by
plaintiffs in this matter, to be effective on the effective date of the legislation providing
for appropriations for the projects described in Paragraph 1 of this Settlement Agreement.

13. GOOD FAITH IMPLEMENTATION. The parties agree to work
together in good faith to fully implement this Settlement Agreement. In the event that the
parties find that modifications to the Agreement are necessary for logistical or other
program reasons, the Agreement may be modified in writing by joint agreement of the
commissioner and CEAAC.

14. COUNTERPART SIGNATURES ACCEPTABLE. This Agreement
may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same agreement. A
facsimile copy of any signature shall be deemed fully enforceable as an original.
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Accepted for Plaintiffs:

Date

Date

Date

Date

Accepted as to Form:

Date
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Brad Allen, Superintendent
Kuspuk School District
Plaintiff

Robert Picou, Superintendent
Bering Strait School District
Plaintiff

Howard Diamond, Superintendent
Yupiit School District
Plaintiff

Charles Wohlforth
CEAAC Executive Director
Plaintiff

Howard S. Trickey, Esq.
Counsel for Plaintiffs
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Accepted by Defendant State of Alaska:

Mike Hanley, Com 'ssioner
Alaska Departm of Education
and Early Development
Defendant

Accepted as to Form:

Acting Attorney General
for the State of Ala~a'"

c

/ Date'
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE

STATE OF ALASKA,

KRISTINE MOORE, et al.

Defendant.

Plaintiffs,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

_____________) Case No. 3AN-04-9756 CI

Modified Index Scores
3 Year Value
All Schools

District Name SchoollD School Name 2011 Index 2010 Index 2009 Index 3 Yr Avg

Kuspuk 290020 Crow Village Sam School 75.29 88.94 47.88 70.70

Alaska Gateway 30070 Tetlin School 57.78 80.00 78.89 72.22

Northwest Arctic 370060 McQueen School 76.55 72.17 71.58 73.44

Yukon Flats 510010 Arctic Village School 76.48 79.62 64.67 73.59

Lower Yukon 320120 Pitkas Point School 78.10 93.33 50.00 73.81

Yukon-Koyukuk 520050 Kaltag School 64.09 76.53 83.75 74.79
Lower JoannA Alexie Memorial
Kuskokwim 310030 School 69.12 83.65 72.45 75.07

Lower Yukon 320150 Sheldon Point School 68.33 78.13 79.16 75.20

North Slope 360090 Meade River School 63.47 95.38 66.79 75.21

Yukon Flats 510040 Tsuk Taih School 81.67 65.56 78.89 75.37
Southwest
Region 450120 Twin Hills School 79.00 64.29 83.33 75.54

Yupiit 540010 Akiachak School 68.22 82.58 77.69 76,16

Yupiit 540040 Tuluksak School 81.16 75.37 73.87 76.80

Bering Strait 70050 Diomede School 72.64 78.00 81.25 77.30

Northwest Arctic 370210 Davis-Ramoth School 79.77 74,73 78.93 77.81
Lower
Kuskokwim 310250 Nelson Island Area School 72.92 82.00 80.07 78.33
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lower
Kuskokwim 310120 Chief Paul Memorial School 76.73 81.13 78.45 78.77
lower
Kuskokwim 310040 Nightmute School 81.57 82.55 72.53 78.88
lower
Kuskokwim 310130 Ayagina'ar Elitnaurvik 79.05 84.39 74.97 79.47

Northwest Arctic 370110 Shungnak School 71.92 86.55 80.15 79.54

Northwest Arctic 370070 Kobuk School 79.30 84.12 75.97 79.80
lower lewis Angapak Memorial
Kuskokwim 310200 School 71.23 84.65 85.16 80.35

Yukon Flats 510070 Fort Yukon School 86.42 90.03 65.00 80.48

lower Yukon 320110 Pilot Station School 81.53 81.82 78.56 80.63
lower
Kuskokwim 310080 Chaputnguak School 71.78 84.36 86.19 80.78

Yukon-Koyukuk 520030 Johnny Oldman School 89.52 84.13 69.38 81.01

Bering Strait 70010 Brevig Mission School 75.36 86.97 82.28 81.54

Kuspuk 290030 Johnnie John Sr. School 83.89 95.00 66.19 81.69

lower Yukon 320050 Marshall School 79.68 93.14 72.77 81.86

North Slope 360050 Nuiqsut Trapper School 79.91 82.65 83.75 82.10

Bering Strait 70180 Gambell School 80.83 84.25 82.99 82.69

lower Yukon 320080 Kotlik School 79.49 88.57 80.04 82.70
lower Ket'acik/Aapalluk Memorial
Kuskokwim 310140 School 79.37 89.19 79.79 82.78
lower
Kuskokwim 310090 Eek School 81.60 87.67 79.31 82.86
lower
Kuskokwim 310190 Ayaprun School 67.09 93.35 88.18 82.87

Southeast Island 440270 Naukati School 87.22 86.11 76.43 83.25

Bering Strait 70120 Tukurngailnguq School 74.01 89.82 85.96 83.26

Bering Strait 70150 Wales School 79.87 85.17 85.00 83.35
Hogarth Kingeekuk Sr.

Bering Strait 70200 Memorial School 77.09 90.91 82.38 83.46

lower Yukon 320140 Scammon Bay School 78.01 90.50 82.09 83.53
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE

STATE OF ALASKA,

KRISTINE MOORE, et al.

Defendant.

Plaintiffs,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

_____________) Case No. 3AN-04-9756 CI

Modified Value Table for Determination of
the Modified School Growth Index

Previous Current Year Level
Year

Level FBP- FBP+ BP- BP+ Pro Pro+ Adv

FBP- 60 90 120 150 180 205 230

FBP+ 40 70 100 130 160 185 210
BP- 20 50 80 110 140 165 190

BP+ 0 30 60 90 120 145 170

Pro 0 10 40 70 100 125 150
ProT 0 0 20 50 80 105 130

Adv 0 0 0 30 60 85 110
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE

STATE OF ALASKA,

KRISTINE MOORE, et al.

Defendant.

Plaintiffs,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

_____________) Case No. 3AN-04-9756 CI

Settlement Agreement
Targeted Resources Grant Fund

District Match Requirement

District Size Match Requirement

Under 300 10%

301-1000 20%

1001-3000 30%

Above 3000 40%
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The Moore Settlement: A one-page summary 
More information: CEAAC Executive Director Charles Wohlforth, 907-242-2151, director@ceaac.net 

 

Who is CEAAC?  Citizens for the Educational Advancement of Alaska’s Children (www.ceaac.net) 

is a non-profit corporation with 22 Alaska school districts as members.  

The case In 2004, a variety of plaintiffs sued the State of Alaska in Moore, challenging the 

adequacy of the educational system under the Alaska Constitution’s guarantee of “a system of public 

schools open to all children.” In 2007, Judge Sharon Gleason for the first time defined the constitutional 

obligation and narrowed the case to the State’s failure to support and oversee chronically 

underperforming schools. CEAAC alone carried on the litigation through the “compliance phase,” 

achieving positive rulings in 2009 and 2010, until settling with the State on January 26, 2012. 

Settlement structure The State pays $18 million total for four programs over an anticipated three 

years. The money is allocated by the Moore Collaborative Committee, with three voting members 

appointed by the State and three by CEAAC. The committee designs most program details, creates 

simplified grant applications, and reviews outcomes. Grants are scored and evaluated by independent 

contractors. After the $18 million is expended, the committee and the programs end unless extended by 

future action of the State. 

Program Purpose Beneficiary 

Two-year kindergarten 
and related programs 

Standards-based instruction for 
four-year-olds to prepare them for 
school. 

The 40 schools with the lowest 
performance and demonstrating 
community support for the program. 

Targeted resource 
grants 

Non-competitive grants to support 
proven educational strategies. 

The 40 Alaska schools with the lowest 
performance. 

Teacher retention 
grants 

Competitive grants for initiatives or 
physical improvements to reduce 
teacher turn-over. 

Any Alaska school with high teacher 
turn-over and low test scores, 
depending on proposals.  

HSGQE Remediation 
Reimbursement 

Remedial support for students who 
fail the graduation exam after 
attending an underperforming 
school, up to $3000 per student. 

Any Alaska school with a junior or 
senior failing the HSGQE who attends 
or previously attended high school at 
one of the 40 lowest schools. 

Other obligations In exchange for settling, CEAAC and the State agreed to: 

 Dismiss the litigation without recovering legal expenses; 

 New accountability measures for school districts accessing settlement funds; 

 New attendance requirements for students benefiting from settlement funds; 

 The $18 million appropriation in new education funds (without offsets) during the 2012 session; 

 Refrain during the 2012 session from advocating for increases to the settlement. 

mailto:director@ceaac.net
http://www.ceaac.net/
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