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Presentation Notes
I will be speaking with you today about findings from three different REL Northwest studies.



Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Northwest

Presenter
Presentation Notes
REL Northwest is one of 10 regional educational laboratories across the United States that serve their respective geographic regions. The goal of the REL program is to help states and districts use data to address important policy issues and improve educational practices. We provide these services to local stakeholders through research alliances like the Alaska State Policy Research Alliance. The U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences selects organizations to operate each REL through a competitive bidding process. Education Northwest holds the contract for the Northwest region, which covers the five Northwest states including Alaska.



Agenda

• Alaska Native English learner study findings.

̶ Discussion.

• State-funded preschool study findings.

̶ Discussion.

• Educator turnover study findings.

̶ Discussion.
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In our time together today, we will explore the findings from these studies and then discuss how you can use these findings in your districts.
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The first study we’ll talk about focused on Alaska Native English learner (EL) students. This study was authored by Ilana Umansky and Lorna Porter at University of Oregon, Elijah Moreno at the Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, and Ashley Pierson at Education Northwest.



Setting and context
• Alaska is one of nine states with an Indigenous language 

among the top five most common home languages spoken 
by English learner students (Migration Policy Institute, 
2015).

• Over 40 percent of Alaska’s English learner students are 
Alaska Native.

• Strengthening supports for Alaska Native students who are 
classified as English learner students is a key priority for 
Alaska’s education leaders.

• Policy and research have focused on immigrant-origin 
English learner students.
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Presentation Notes
This study focuses on the state of Alaska.Alaska is one of nine states with an Indigenous language among the top five most common home languages spoken by English learner students (Migration Policy Institute, 2015).Alaska has the highest percentage of English learner students with an Indigenous home language.Over 40 percent of Alaska’s English learner students are Alaska Native (about 6,600 of 16,000 English learner students in 2018/19).Strengthening supports for Alaska Native students who are classified as English learners is a key priority for Alaska’s education leaders.Because policy and research have focused on the needs and experiences of immigrant-origin English learner students, there are critical gaps in understanding how English learner student policies function for Indigenous students. In Alaska it is an open question whether and how English learner student policies and services meet the unique needs of Indigenous English learner students. Examining the characteristics of Alaska Native English learner students and their schooling can support the development of more responsive policies. 



Other recent research focused on educational outcomes of 
Alaska Native students classified as English learners
• Other recent work in Alaska looked at students in five districts who were initially 

screened for English learner classification, comparing students who scored just above 
the cut score and were not identified as English learner students to students who 
scored just below the cut score and were identified as English learner students.

• On average, English learner classification had a negative impact on grade 3 and 4 
English language arts and math standardized test scores for Alaska Native students.

̶ English learner classification did not have a negative impact on non-Alaska Native 
students in the same districts.

• The authors found that there was no impact of English learner classification on grade 5 
outcomes, the likelihood of special education identification, or attendance. 

(Umansky et al., 2021)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[read slide] These findings emphasize the importance of looking at patterns in Alaska Native English learner identification, classification, service provision, and reclassification.



Data sources and sample
• Alaska student-level administrative records from 2011/12 

to 2018/19.

• Publicly available data on school and district 
characteristics. 

• English proficiency screener scores from four districts 
with large Alaska Native or English learner student 
populations.

• Interviews with district English learner student directors.

• District English learner student Plans of Service.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Statewide, student-level records provided by the Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (DEED) were the primary data source for the study. The data include information on enrollment, student demographic characteristics, kindergarten readiness scores, English learner student status from 2011/12 to 2018/19, and English language proficiency scores for 2016/17 to 2018/19. The total sample size was 85,044 students. The study team collected publicly available data on school and district characteristics (for example, locale and presence of special programs) to provide contextual information and linked the data to the statewide master dataset. Four districts shared the results of student-level initial English language proficiency assessments (referred to as “screeners”), which the study team linked to the statewide master dataset. DEED does not collect screener scores. Districts were selected for their large Alaska Native or English learner student populations. In total, the sample of students for whom we had screeners for was 13,331 kindergarten students, 2,277 of whom were screened for EL classification. In 2019 and 2020 the study team conducted interviews on policy and services for Alaska Native English learner students with the four English learner directors from the four districts that provided screener data. �In Alaska, all districts with eight or more English learner students in a given year must submit an English learner student Plan of Service. Twenty-six districts met the English learner student population requirements to have plans on file with DEED. All plans were current through 2020/21. The study team coded the plans for information on district English learner student services—focusing primarily on the services provided and whether the district described English learner student services that were different for Alaska Native English learner students as compared to non-Alaska Native English learner students—and linked them to the master dataset. 



What percentage of Alaska Native kindergarten 
students are classified as English learner students, and 
how does this classification relate to school and student 
characteristics? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[read slide]



English learner student classification rates

• From 2011/12 to 2018/19, 15 percent of all Alaska kindergarten students were initially 
classified as English learner students. 

• Twice as many Alaska Native kindergarten students (24 percent) as non-Alaska Native 
kindergarten students (12 percent) were classified as English learner students.

• The percentage of kindergarten students who were Alaska Native English learner 
students was highest in:

̶ Rural schools.

̶ Schools with a higher proportion of economically disadvantaged students.

̶ Schools without an English as a second language teacher.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
From 2011/12 to 2018/19, 15 percent of all Alaska kindergarten students were initially classified as English learner students. Twice as many Alaska Native kindergarten students (24 percent) as non-Alaska Native kindergarten students (12 percent) were classified as English learners.We also examined the percentage of kindergarteners who were Alaska Native English learner students by different school characteristics. We found that the percentage of kindergarten students who were Alaska Native English learner students was highest in rural schools and schools with a higher proportion of economically disadvantaged students. The percentage of kindergarten students who were Alaska Native English learner students was also highest in schools without an English as a second language teacher.--Optional if questions:Although Alaska Native English learner students reported 24 distinct home languages from 2011/12 to 2018/19, the vast majority (80 percent) reported Yupik (see table C4 in appendix C), while the second-most frequently reported language was Inupiaq (9 percent). Among non-Alaska Native English learner students, reported home languages were more evenly distributed (see table C5). Spanish was the most frequently reported home language (24 percent), followed by Filipino or Tagalog (17 percent), Hmong (14 percent), Samoan (14 percent), and Russian (8 percent). 



In four school districts with a large Alaska Native or 
English learner student population, what processes are 
used to classify English learner students, and how, if at 
all, do processes vary for Alaska Native and non-
Alaska Native students?
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[read slide]For these findings, we drew on data from four districts. As a key limitation, the Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) does not collect statewide data on home language survey responses or screener scores. Additionally, we were not able to interview all EL directors in the state. Thus, screener scores and interview perspectives are not fully representative. 



Classification process and variation
• In interviews, directors described classification processes that did not vary for Alaska 

Native students as compared to non-Alaska Native students.

̶ All four districts used the state-developed home language survey as the first step in 
English learner student identification.

• District English learner student directors expressed concern that the English learner 
student identification and classification processes did not appropriately identify Alaska 
Native students for English learner student screening.

• Compliance with state-determined English learner student screener thresholds was 
high and did not vary by whether students were Alaska Native.

• Limitations include lack of statewide data on home language survey responses or 
screener scores, and inability to interview all EL directors

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Read slideAs a key limitation, the Department of Education and Early Development (DEED) does not collect statewide data on home language survey responses or screener scores. Additionally, we were not able to interview all EL directors in the state. Thus, screener scores and interview perspectives are not fully representative. --Additional information if questions:Directors raised some concerns about appropriate English learner student identification and classification processes. One director reported, “a lot of [Alaska Native students] come with a language of influence,” but “sometimes the parents do not necessarily indicate the other language influence” on the home language survey. One director did share that they felt the language observation checklist, if used more frequently, could reduce under-classification of Alaska Native students as EL students in the district. Compliance, which captures how frequently districts classified students according to state rules regarding the English learner student score range, was high—at least 86 percent in all four districts, for both Alaska Native and non-Alaska Native students. This indicates that state policy decisions around classification thresholds are being implemented at the local level with fidelity and there is no difference in implementation by whether a student is Alaska Native or not. 



Across the 26 districts with English learner student Plans of 
Service, what are key services provided to English learner 
students, and what services, if any, are targeted to the 
education experiences and needs of Alaska Native English 
learner students? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[read slide]Again to note a limitation of this study, not every district serving English learner students has an English learner student Plan of Service—only those serving eight or more EL-classified students have a Plan of Service. Additionally, while plans contained information on services, administrative data do not have service provision information, so we could not analyze service provision at the state level. 



District English learner student directors expressed that current 
English learner supports were insufficient

• English learner student Plans of Service for 8 of the 26 districts reported providing 
services targeted to support Alaska Native English learner students.

̶ Services included: Alaska Native heritage language programs, community 
outreach, and collaboration between Alaska Native education programs and 
English learner student programs.

• Three of four district English learner student directors said in interviews that English 
learner student supports were insufficient. 

̶ Key needs included financial, staffing, and professional development resources.
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EL Plans of Service for 8 of the 26 districts reported providing services targeted to support Alaska Native English learner students, such as Alaska Native heritage language programs, community outreach, and collaboration between Alaska Native education programs and English learner student programs. Six of the 26 districts offered at least one Alaska Native bilingual or heritage language program (with two districts offering more than one program). Of these six, self-reported languages of instruction included Yupik (specific language within the language family was unspecified; three districts), Inupiaq (one), Yugtun (also referred to as Central Yup’ik; one), and Cup’ik (one). In addition, six of the 26 districts reported in their English learner student Plans of Service that they conduct outreach to Alaska Native communities and families to support English learner students. For example, one plan described how a district administrator and a Yupik instructional coach conducted community and family meetings in villages to promote the use of two languages at home and encourage family involvement in children’s education. In another district, Alaska Native community elders were invited to spend time with students during school meals and to teach Alaska Native culture classes. Another district described an annual celebration spotlighting students’ cultural heritage. Although some districts provided Alaska Native education and English learner student services separately, other districts offered joint services through collaboration between the district’s Alaska Native education program and its English learner student program. Three of four district English learner student directors said that English learner student supports were insufficient. Directors identified staffing and professional development challenges. These challenges included sufficient financial resources, recruiting and retaining enough English learner student and bilingual teachers, and providing sufficient professional development for both English learner student specialists and general education teachers. For example, one director believed that the lack of state-level training requirements for teachers of English learner students was a barrier to stronger English learner student services.Limited resources resulted in English learner student resources being concentrated on students who needed the most intensive supports, with students who had less acute language needs or were in schools with fewer English learner students receiving limited, if any, English learner supports.



What are the reclassification outcomes of Alaska Native 
English learner students, and how do reclassification 
patterns differ between Alaska Native and non-Alaska 
Native English learner students and among Alaska Native 
English learner students with different characteristics?
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[read slide]



Reclassification rates were low in Alaska compared to other 
states and were consistently lower for Alaska Native students 
than for non-Alaska Native students

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Time to reclassification for Alaska Native and non-Alaska Native EL students was longer in Alaska than in other states, where five to seven years is typical (Takanishi & Le Menestrel, 2017).New text (not previously approved): Until a recent State Board of Education policy change in June 2021, in order to exit EL services, a student had to earn a composite ACCESS score of 4.5 or higher out of 6.0; a minimum of 4.0 on the reading, speaking, and listening subtests; and 3.8 on the writing subtest (WIDA, 2019). Now, students need only earn a composite score of 4.5 or higher.The figure on the left presents observed cumulative reclassification rates, by grade and by whether EL-classified students were Alaska Native or non-Alaska Native. (Cumulative reclassification rates means the rate added up over time of students who were reclassified.) As seen in that left panel, by the end of grade 5, only 9 percent of Alaska Native English learner students had been reclassified, compared with 28 percent of non-Alaska Native English learner students, and by the end of grade 7 cumulative reclassification rates were almost three times higher for non-Alaska Native English learner students (30 percent) than for Alaska Native English learner students (11 percent).The figure on the right presents reclassification rates, again by grade and by whether EL-classified students were Alaska Native or non-Alaska Native, but now the rates are adjusted by a host of student, school, and district characteristics. As seen in the difference between the figure on the left and right, adjusting for these characteristics accounted for about half the reclassification gap between Alaska Native and non-Alaska Native EL students (see right panel of figure 3 and table C8 in appendix C). However, the gap was still large, with an estimated reclassification rate of 20 percent for Alaska Native EL students and 31 percent for non-Alaska Native EL students. 



There was variation in reclassification timing among Alaska 
Native English learner students, predicted strongly by school 
locale and economic disadvantage

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[read slide] The figure on the left shows the cumulative reclassification rate of Alaska Native students by their school locale. As seen in this figure, students attending schools in rural remote areas had lower cumulative reclassification rates than students in less rural areas. Reclassification gaps emerged by grade 1 and grew over time, especially between schools in urban and those in rural remote areas, where gaps in estimated cumulative reclassification rates were 22 percentage points by grade 7. As seen in the figure on the right, gaps were also large between economically disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged Alaska Native English learner students, with reclassification differences emerging by grade 1. The difference reached about 15 percentage points beginning in grade 2 and remained relatively stable across subsequent grades. 



Implications and Discussion

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[read slide]



Implications
• Collect and analyze data on English learner student policy and services for Indigenous students. 

• Input is needed on what defines a non-English language “impact” for Indigenous students. 

• English learner student resources and services are important for districts serving Alaska Native 
students but may not be sufficient; tailor English learner student services to meet the unique needs 
of Alaska Native English learner students. 

• In Alaska, reclassification rates are low, and acutely low among Alaska Native English learner 
students, indicating a need to evaluate English learner student supports, resources, and 
reclassification criteria.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Important differences between Alaska Native English learner students and non-Alaska Native English learner students point to a need to collect and analyze data on English learner student policy and services for Indigenous students. Alaska’s home language survey asks about students’ dominant language, including English, yet DEED does not collect survey responses. With this information, DEED could assess Alaska Native students’ patterns in English proficiency—differentiating between those whose predominant language is an Indigenous language and those whose predominant language is a nonstandard English variety—and provide differentiated guidance and supports to districts for these groups. These data would also allow DEED to conduct or facilitate research on the effectiveness of specific English learner student supports for Alaska Native English learner students who speak a nonstandard English variety. DEED also does not collect students’ English proficiency screener scores. Collecting this information would allow DEED to better evaluate compliance with state procedures and the appropriateness of state English learner student classification thresholds. For example, DEED could evaluate the trajectories of students near the current English learner student classification thresholds to see whether English learner student services are beneficial or harmful to students near the threshold. Guidance is needed on what is meant by a significant impact of a non-English language on English language development, along with clarification of how to assess this impact among Indigenous students. With such guidance DEED could develop differentiated identification and classification processes (for instance, by including a question for Indigenous students on the home language survey related to community heritage language) and support districts in using these processes. Stronger state guidance could also address concerns about potential overidentification or underidentification of Alaska Native English learner students. The resources and services that come with English learner student classification are important for districts serving Alaska Native students, but they might not be sufficient. Alaska Native English learner students have lower reclassification rates than non-Alaska Native English learner students, and district English learner directors stated that that the available English learner staffing and financial resources are insufficient. The findings from this study also demonstrate that schools facing greater financial, staffing, and community resource needs serve larger proportions of Alaska Native English learner students. This study’s findings on the unique characteristics of Alaska Native English learner students, combined with evidence of their comparatively low reclassification rates, suggest a need to ensure that services for Indigenous English learner students are responsive to their unique contexts. Reclassification rates are low across Alaska and acutely low among Alaska Native English learner students, indicating a need to evaluate supports and resources, as well as criteria for reclassification. Slower reclassification suggests a need to evaluate the appropriateness and quality of English learner services and language assessments provided to Alaska Native English learner students, as well as state reclassification criteria and thresholds. Of course, our study has limitations. As a reminder, our data was limited in that DEED does not collect statewide data on home language survey responses or screener scores, so we were limited to the data provided by just four districts, which are not fully representative of the state. Additionally, while we had data on services from EL Plans of Service, not every district has an EL Plan of Service, and administrative data do not have service provision information. 



Discussion questions

• In your district, what are the characteristics of the Alaska Native English learner 
population? Is this a large or small group of students? 

• What is working well in your district regarding English learner identification and 
service provision for Alaska Native students? Why? 

• How can you use these findings to inform your district’s English learner identification, 
service provision, and reclassification processes?

• Do you face challenges you would like to run by your fellow superintendents?



State-Funded Preschool in the Last Frontier:
Alaska’s Pre-Elementary Grant Program
Ashley Pierson
Leader, Applied Research & Evaluation
REL Northwest at Education Northwest

Kathryn Rooney
Senior Researcher
REL Northwest at Education Northwest

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now, let’s turn to the study on state-funded preschool, authored by my colleagues Ashley Pierson and Kathryn Rooney. In the interest of time, we’re not going to cover all findings from the study but will focus on some key pieces that might be most relevant for your work.



Early education and outcomes

• Many studies suggest a positive relationship 
between participation in early education and 
student outcomes

• Attending preschool can lead to higher test 
scores and lower grade retention (Barnett, 2008)

• Studies of several state-funded preschool 
programs provide evidence of the positive 
effects of preschool participation on early 
literacy and math skills (Hustedt, Barnett, Jung, & Thomas, 
2007; Lamy, Barnett, & Jung, 2005; Lipsey, Farran, & Hofer, 2015)
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Presentation Notes
“Many studies suggest a positive relationship between participation in early education and student outcomes. Barnett (2008) found that attending preschool can lead to positive long-term outcomes such as higher test scores and lower grade repetition. The evidence suggests that the effects of preschool attendance are strongest for economically disadvantaged children. Studies of several state-funded preschool programs in Arkansas, New Jersey, North Carolina, and Tennessee provide evidence of positive effects of preschool participation on early literacy and math skills (Hustedt, Barnett, Jung, & Thomas, 2007; Lamy, Barnett, & Jung, 2005; Lipsey, Farran, & Hofer, 2015).”



Map of Pre-Elementary Grant (PEG) districts in 2018/19

na is not applicable.
Note: Districts marked with “na” did not receive a Pre-Elementary Grant (PEG) in 2016/17, 2017/18, or 2018/19. PEG funding was
first provided in 2016/17; all districts receiving grants in 2016/17 also received grants in 2017/18 and 2018/19.
Source: Authors’ analysis of Alaska Department of Education & Early Development data.
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Presentation Notes
The PEGs are Alaska’s state-funded preschool program. “The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (DEED) created the Pre-Elementary Grants (PEGs) in 2016 to develop and/or expand locally designed preschool options. … Earlier iterations of state-funded preschool programs were carried out from 2009/10 to 2010/11 and from 2012/13 to 2015/16, although these earlier programs provided less flexibility. PEG funding was first provided in 2016/17; all districts receiving grants in 2016/17 also received grants in 2017/18 and 2018/19.”This map shows PEG districts in 2018/19, colored by the first year they received the grant. Those marked “na” did not receive the grant between 2016/17 and 2018/19.The findings we will discuss today can help Alaska education stakeholders understand the relationship between participation in Alaska state-funded preschool programs (including PEG programs) and kindergarten readiness. 



Findings 



PEG programs in rural areas contributed to greater preschool 
access in rural Alaska
• Within PEG districts, PEG programs in rural 

hub/fringe or rural remote schools served 
higher proportions of the preschool-age 
students in those communities than PEG 
programs in urban or urban fringe schools.

• Forty-eight percent of kindergarten students 
in rural remote schools attended a PEG 
program the prior year, compared to only 9 
percent of students in urban schools in 
2018/19.

Photo credit: Nome Preschool Association

Presenter
Presentation Notes
“PEG programs in rural hub/fringe or rural remote schools served higher proportions of the preschool-age students in those districts than PEG programs in urban or urban fringe areas. …Among PEG districts, only 9 percent of 2018/19 Alaska kindergarten students who attended urban schools were in a PEG program in the prior year. In contrast, 48 percent of kindergarten students in rural remote PEG schools attended a PEG program the prior year, indicating that PEG programs play an important role in providing access to preschool in rural Alaska.”However, we found that for rural districts, inconsistent or low enrollment made it challenging to secure sufficient PEG program funding and plan for their preschool program. Preschool funding is provided on a per-pupil basis and is directly tied to enrollment.



State-funded preschool participation had a positive relationship with 
kindergarten readiness for each cohort of kindergarten students 
(2014/15 to 2018/19)
• Statistically significant positive relationship between attending a state-funded 

preschool and two measures of kindergarten readiness:

̶ Likelihood of scoring a 2 (indicating consistent demonstration of kindergarten 
readiness skills) in 11 of 13 domains on the Alaska Developmental Profile (ADP). 

̶ Number of ADP domains in which a student scored a 2.

• The percentage of kindergarten-ready students was higher among state-funded 
preschool participants in all cohorts after adjusting for other differences between 
students.

Results are descriptive and do not provide causal evidence of the impact of 
state-funded preschool participation on outcomes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
“The study team explored the connection between attending a PEG program (for 2017/18 and 2018/19 kindergarten cohorts) or other state-funded preschool (for 2014/15 to 2016/17 kindergarten cohorts) and student outcomes.” Results are descriptive and do not provide causal evidence of the impact of state-funded preschool participation on outcomes.The 2014/15, 2015/16, and 2016/17 kindergarten cohorts in these analyses attended earlier versions of an Alaska state-funded preschool program. The 2017/18 and 2018/19 kindergarten cohorts attended a PEG program.[Will read text on slide]--Regression estimates (if stakeholders ask):Dependent variable: Whether student scored a 2 in 11 of 13 domains of the Alaska Developmental Profile2014/15 kindergarten cohort (2013/14 preschool): 1.812***2015/16 kindergarten cohort (2014/15 preschool): 2.187***2016/17 kindergarten cohort (2015/16 preschool): 1.969***2017/18 kindergarten cohort (2016/17 preschool): 1.471**2018/19 kindergarten cohort (2017/18 preschool): 1.638***Dependent variable: Number of Alaska Developmental Profile goals in which student scored a 22014/15 kindergarten cohort (2013/14 preschool): 1.045***2015/16 kindergarten cohort (2014/15 preschool): 1.318***2016/17 kindergarten cohort (2015/16 preschool): 1.239***2017/18 kindergarten cohort (2016/17 preschool): 1.151***2018/19 kindergarten cohort (2017/18 preschool): 1.033***



Students who participated in state-funded preschool had higher adjusted percentages of 
kindergarten readiness compared to students who did not participate, 2014/15 to 2018/19
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Presentation Notes
As you can see, this is a consistent trend across the five years of the data - the percentage of kindergarten-ready students was higher among state-funded preschool participants in all cohorts after adjusting for other differences between students.Again, these findings are not causal.



English language proficiency

• State-funded preschool participation was related to higher English 
language proficiency in:

̶ Kindergarten for 2016/17 to 2018/19 kindergarten students.

̶ Grade 2 for 2016/17 kindergarten students.

• In grade 1, state-funded preschool attendance had no relationship with 
growth in English language proficiency for the 2016/17 and 2017/18 
cohorts.

Results are descriptive and do not provide causal evidence of the impact of state-
funded preschool participation on outcomes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
State-funded preschool participation was statistically significantly related to higher English language proficiency in:Kindergarten for 2016/17 to 2018/19 kindergarten students.Grade 2 for 2016/17 kindergarten students.In grade 1, state-funded preschool attendance had no relationship with growth in English language proficiency for the 2016/17 and 2017/18 cohortsAgain, these findings are not causal.--Regression estimates (if stakeholders ask):Dependent variable: Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State (ACCESS) score in given gradeKindergarten:2016/17 kindergarten cohort (2015/16 preschool) 0.257**2017/18 kindergarten cohort (2016/17 preschool) 0.243*2018/19 kindergarten cohort (2017/18 preschool) 0.297**Grade 1:2016/17 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2015/16 preschool) -0.09122017/18 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2016/17 preschool) -0.0793Grade 2:2016/17 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2015/16 preschool) 0.182***



Average annual attendance rate results are mixed

• Participation in state-funded preschool was 
associated with slightly higher average annual 
kindergarten attendance rates for 2016/17 to 
2018/19 kindergarten students.

̶ 1 to 2 percentage points higher than their 
peers who did not attend a state-funded 
preschool.

• No clear relationship with attendance rates in 
grades 1, 2, or 3.

Results are descriptive and do not provide causal evidence of the impact of state-
funded preschool participation on outcomes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[Will read text on slide]Again, these findings are not causal.--Regression estimates (if stakeholders ask):Dependent variable: Attendance in given gradeKindergarten2014/15 kindergarten cohort (2013/14 preschool): 0.002652015/16 kindergarten cohort (2014/15 preschool): 0.004392016/17 kindergarten cohort (2015/16 preschool: 0.0106**2017/18 kindergarten cohort (2016/17 preschool): 0.0118**2018/19 kindergarten cohort (2017/18 preschool): 0.0169***Grade 12014/15 kindergarten cohort (2013/14 preschool): 0.001982015/16 kindergarten cohort (2014/15 preschool): 0.00674**2016/17 kindergarten cohort (2015/16 preschool: 0.003872017/18 kindergarten cohort (2016/17 preschool): 0.00471Grade 22014/15 kindergarten cohort (2013/14 preschool): 0.00504*2015/16 kindergarten cohort (2014/15 preschool): -0.003502016/17 kindergarten cohort (2015/16 preschool: 0.000599Grade 32014/15 kindergarten cohort (2013/14 preschool): 0.003302015/16 kindergarten cohort (2014/15 preschool): 0.00265



Grade 3 reading and math standardized assessment scores

• Before Pre-Elementary Grants were implemented, state-funded preschool participation 
among 2014/15 and 2015/16 kindergarten cohorts:

̶ Did not have a relationship with grade 3 reading standardized assessment scores.

̶ Was positively related to grade 3 math scores for 2015/16 kindergarten cohort.

• Excluding Anchorage, there was no relationship between participation in state-funded 
preschool and grade 3 standardized assessment scores in math or reading.

• For Anchorage only, there was a positive relationship between state-funded 
participation and grade 3 standardized assessment scores in both math and reading 
for the 2015/16 cohort.

Results are descriptive and do not provide causal evidence of the impact of state-
funded preschool participation on outcomes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For grade 3 reading and math standardized assessment scores, we could only look at results for earlier iterations of state-funded preschool programs, as PEG students have not had enough time yet to get to grade 3 and take assessments in the available data. (The first cohort of PEG students was in preschool in 2016/17, kindergarten in 2017/18, grade 1 in 2018/19, grade 2 in 2019/20, and grade 3 in 2020/21.) [Will read text on slide]Results for Anchorage and without Anchorage indicate that the large number of Anchorage students are driving the overall results.Again, these findings are not causal.--Regression estimates (if stakeholders ask):Math2014/15 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2013/14 preschool) 0.003352015/16 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2014/15 preschool) 0.147**Reading2014/15 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2013/14 preschool) 0.006312015/16 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2014/15 preschool) 0.0741Anchorage onlyMath2014/15 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2013/14 preschool) 0.03152015/16 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2014/15 preschool) 0.169*Reading2014/15 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2013/14 preschool) 0.02262015/16 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2014/15 preschool) 0.139*Excluding AnchorageMath2014/15 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2013/14 preschool) -0.03332015/16 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2014/15 preschool) 0.106Reading2014/15 kindergarten cohort in year 2017/18 (2013/14 preschool) -0.009342015/16 kindergarten cohort in year 2018/19 (2014/15 preschool) -0.0321



Implications

• Providing a set amount of funds for districts with lower numbers of preschool-eligible 
students could help defray fixed costs associated with operating a preschool program.

̶ Could allow expansion into rural remote communities with few early learning options.

• Promising results highlight the need for improved data collection and more rigorous 
research.

̶ Further research—particularly causal evidence—is needed to understand more about the 
impact of Alaska state-funded preschool participation on students.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Providing a set amount of funds for districts with lower numbers of preschool-eligible students could help defray the fixed costs associated with operating a preschool program. This could allow for expansion of the program into rural remote communities that have few other options for early learning.Positive relationships between state-funded preschool participation and several student outcomes are promising, but further research—particularly causal evidence—is needed to understand more about the impact of state-funded preschool participation on students.Additional research could also document program structures and practices to better understand how implementation varies across districts.Improved data collection activities could include:Identifying and collecting measures of program quality.Requiring districts to submit records for preschool students.



Discussion

• How can these findings help inform:

̶ Continuing an existing preschool program?

̶ Expanding an existing preschool program?

̶ Establishing a new preschool program?

• What questions do these findings raise for you?
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Presentation Notes
This section of the session today uses information from an infographic (Regional Educational Laboratory Northwest, 2021) with updated data that supplement a 2019 REL Northwest report on educator turnover in Alaska (Vazquez Cano et al., 2019).



Teacher turnover remains steady but high, while principal 
turnover decreased in 2020/21

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over a nine-year period, from 2012/13 to 2020/21, teacher turnover was relatively steady, with a small, recent decrease (from 24 percent in 2019/20 to 22 percent in 2020/21). Principal turnover during the same time period was more volatile, with a peak of 33 percent turnover in 2015/16 and a low of 18 percent turnover in 2020/21. Turnover rates in 2020/21—a year in which some expected to see higher turnover due to the COVID-19 pandemic—decreased for both teachers and principals. In 2020/21, as in prior years, the majority of teachers who turned over (58 percent) and principals who turned over (78 percent) left Alaska or remained in the state but were no longer educators. 



Rural schools continue to be hardest hit by turnover

• Gap of 10 percentage 
points between urban and 
rural remote teachers

• Gap of 16 percentage 
points between urban and 
rural remote principals

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Rural schools have much higher teacher and principal turnover than urban or urban fringe schools.There is a gap of 10 percentage points between urban and rural remote teachers and a gap of 16 percentage points between urban and rural remote principals.--Rural remote refers to schools located in small communities in off-road areas that are accessible only by small plane and/or by boat, such as the Pribilof Islands.Rural hub/fringe refers to rural hub communities, such as Bethel, that may be off road, as well as rural fringe communities, such as Healy, that are on the road system.Urban fringe refers to on- and off-road communities either near an urban locale or with commercial air access, such as Palmer and Sitka.Urban refers to larger cities such as Anchorage, Juneau, or Fairbanks. 



Teachers and principals prepared outside Alaska continue to be 
more likely to turn over

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2020/21, teachers and principals who were prepared outside of Alaska continued to have higher turnover rates than those prepared in Alaska. This has important implications for state policy related to educator licensure and preparation. 



Strategies for improving educator recruitment and retention in 
Alaska

• Create and support multiple teacher preparation pathways.

• Recruit candidates who may be more likely to stay and help orient new educators to the 
community.

• Improve working conditions for teachers.

• Increase incentives for educators.

• Support teacher growth, including cross-district connections to help reduce professional 
isolation.

• Encourage cross-district collaboration.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alaska’s geographic remoteness and other factors present significant challenges for educator recruitment and retention. This reality is most likely reflected in the higher turnover rates for educators who are trained out of state and may be less familiar with local culture and conditions. Alaska education stakeholders may want to consider the following strategies for improving educator recruitment and retention (strategies drawn from Vazquez Cano et al., 2019).Create and support multiple teacher preparation pathways that can increase the supply of Alaska-educated teachers, including through University of Alaska programs, certification pathways available to rural residents, and grow-your-own teacher programs.Recruit candidates who may be more likely to stay, considering community fit, and help orient new educators to the community through culture camps and facilitated connections with families.Improve working conditions for teachers; for example, reducing the need for teachers to hold multiple positions in rural schools.Increase incentives for educators (such as housing subsidies, loan-forgiveness programs, longevity bonuses, and access to amenities like high-speed internet).Support teacher growth by providing mentorship, leadership, and professional development opportunities, including cross-district connections to help reduce professional isolation in rural communities.Encourage cross-district collaboration, such as offering joint professional development and collaborating on recruitment marketing materials, especially in rural environments and places with few teacher candidates.



Discussion

• What changes have you seen in educator turnover during the pandemic in your 
district?

• What strategies have been working for your district to improve recruitment and 
retention?
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