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Executive Summary  
Shaffer Evaluation Group (SEG) was commissioned to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of gifted 

education for the Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE). The evaluation was intended to 

provide information to support the ALSDE with ensuring equity within identification and programming. 

Findings from the evaluation are presented below: 

• A limited number of LEAs were identifying Black and Hispanic students equitably (i.e., fewer than 

10 LEAs). In 2023, 13.8% of LEAs (n=8) included in the analysis had equitably identified Black 

students. In 2023, no LEAs included in the analysis had equitably identified Black students. 

• Despite challenges with equitably identifying Black and Hispanic students equitably, LEA 

Coordinators who participated in interviews were aware of their successes and challenges with 

identification through the annual reports provided to them by the ALSDE.  

• The majority of LEAs (87.8%) reported information about their gifted program was available on 

their website.  

 

• While the ALSDE website provides information in over 10 different languages, the majority of 

LEAs that posted information provided the information in English only.  

 

• The majority of LEAs provided information on their LEA website about the process for parents to 

refer their children for gifted programming (78.0%).  

 

• The majority of LEAs with information about the referral process on the website provide 

information on who should be contacted with questions about the referral process (n=77). 

 

• Eighty-nine percent of LEAs (n=98) reported they held teacher information sessions on the gifted 

program and the gifted identification process. 

 

• Of the LEAs who responded to the survey, 99.1% (n=106) were utilizing Second Grade Child 

Find. In addition, 29.9% (n=32) of survey respondents reported they conducted screening in 

another grade as well. 

 

• Half (50%) of all LEAs required 14 points on the screening matrix to conduct additional testing to 

determine whether the student was eligible for gifted services. 

 

• All LEA representatives that participated in interviews reported the characteristics scale used for 

identification was the Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) scale. In addition, all 25 LEA 

representatives interviewed reported using the Second Grade Child Find process. 

 

• LEA representatives reported that screening efforts—in particular, Second Grade Child Find—are 

effective at finding students with potential, including those who are from traditionally 

underrepresented populations. 

 

• Many LEAs spoke about the need to avoid a one-size-fits-all approach to identification; instead of 

using a singular assessment after the screening process to determine eligibility for gifted 

identification, these LEAs preferred to work with their psychometrists to identify the assessment 

that would best highlight the student’s strengths. 
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• While Second Grade Child Find is successful, some LEA representatives suggested providing 

students with exposure to activities prior to second grade would benefit the identification of 

students from traditionally underrepresented populations. However, this is often difficult due to 

limited resources.  

 

• Second Grade Child Find and the number of referrals that result from the process are extremely 

time consuming, often necessitating finalizing identification over the summer. In some cases, LEA 

representatives reported that the process resulted in difficulty providing services to identified 

students due to limited staff time. 

 

• SEG conducted a cross-walk analysis between the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: 

Standards and Student Outcomes (Alabama Standards) and the 2019 National Association of 

Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted Programming Standards (NAGC Standards). 

Overall, 95% of standards were met or partially met.  

 

• SEG used recent ACAP Summative Data in English Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science to 

compare achievement of students from two groups: students who were identified as gifted and 

students who were referred for gifted services but not identified. Overall, students who were 

identified as gifted had higher scores/growth score percentiles than their peers who were referred 

for services but not identified. 

 



 

1 

 

 Evaluation Design 



 

8 

 

Study Purpose and Design 
The purpose of this evaluation was to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of gifted education for the 

Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE). The evaluation provides information to support the 

ALSDE with ensuring equity within identification and programming.  

The Shaffer Evaluation Group (SEG) study design used mixed methods to 1) evaluate the gifted 

identification processes and determine if they were equitable and 2) evaluate the impact of gifted 

programming on students. Primary data sources included local education agency (LEA) referral and 

identification data, LEA Local Plans for the Education of the Gifted, LEA Gifted Coordinator interviews, 

LEA Gifted Coordinator surveys, and Alabama Comprehensive Assessment Program (ACAP) Summative 

data. The study also included a cross-walk analysis to compare the alignment of the Alabama Gifted 

Education Programs: Standards and Student Outcomes document to the 2019 National Association of 

Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted Programming Standards. The goals of the study and 

evaluation framework are described in the sections below.  

Evaluation Framework  

The evaluation framework provides an overview of the evaluation plan by mapping the goals, evaluation 

questions, data needed, instruments used to collect the data, and the analytical methods. The evaluation 

used a mixed methods approach to fully understand the context and triangulate data. The evaluation data 

were used to answer the evaluation questions, providing the ALSDE with information needed to potentially 

adjust policies and procedures in order to ensure equity in gifted education in Alabama.  

The evaluation plan was organized around three goals with several sub questions: 

1. Goal 1: To what extent are the K–12 gifted identification processes equitable, including access to 

the identification process, identification procedures, and assessments? 

a. To what extent are LEAs identifying students for gifted services equitably? 

b. To what extent is student access to the identification process equitable across LEAs?  

c. To what extent are the instruments (i.e., aptitude tests, characteristics scales) being used 

in LEA identification resulting in equitable identification?  

d. What are the commonalities among LEAs that are identifying students for gifted 

programming equitably? What are the commonalities among LEAs that are not identifying 

students for gifted programming equitably? 

2. Goal 2: To what extent are the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and Student 

Outcomes and the 2019 National Association of Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted 

Programming Standards aligned? 

3. Goal 3: What is the impact of gifted programming on yearly student progress and student 

retention rates? 

a. How are gifted students exhibiting academic growth in comparison to students who were 

referred but not identified? 

b. What are the commonalities of gifted programs in LEAs in which parents disenroll their 

children from gifted programming?  

 

The full evaluation plan, including the framework, is provided in Appendix A. 

Data Collection  
Several data sources were used throughout the evaluation. A description of each of these, including how 

SEG obtained the data, follows.  
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Local Educational Agency (LEA) Survey  

The LEA Survey was developed collaboratively by the ALSDE and SEG. Once it was developed, the 

survey underwent cognitive testing with two gifted education experts. The final survey was programmed 

in Qualtrics and administered to all LEA Gifted Coordinators. The survey was initially shared with 152 LEA 

Gifted Coordinators in July 2023 by the ALSDE at regional meetings and online. SEG tracked the 

response rate, noting which LEAs had submitted a response. After all regional meetings had concluded, 

the ALSDE shared coordinator contact information so SEG could send follow-up emails to coordinators 

via Qualtrics. Follow-up emails were sent in September 2023 to 93 coordinators, and 11 of these emails 

bounced back. SEG was able to correct two of these emails and send direct emails with the survey link to 

10 of the 11 emails that bounced back. One email bounced back via both direct email and Qualtrics; 

therefore, one coordinator did not receive the survey request.  

The survey was closed in January 2024. SEG tracked the response rate throughout the survey 

administration period and shared the response rate with the ALSDE. In total,163 survey responses were 

collected. Of those, 134 responses were complete; however, 24 responses were duplicates (i.e., an LEA 

coordinator responded more than once; more than one representative from an LEA responded). In total, 

110 responses remained in the data set for analysis for a 72.4% response rate.  

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Coordinator Interviews 

The LEA Coordinator Interview Protocol was developed collaboratively by the ALSDE and SEG.  

The interview list was developed using a multi-step process to ensure adequate representation. After 

conducting an analysis of the 2023 LEA Gifted Identification Data provided by the ALSDE to determine 

levels of equitable representation (i.e., the number of racial/ethnic groups the LEA is meeting the Equity 

Index (EI) for identification with), SEG identified a stratified random sample of LEAs to be invited to 

participate in the interviews, with the strata based on the levels of equitable representation. Specifically, 

SEG grouped LEAs into strata consisting of LEAs who had equitable representation of A) 1–2 groups, B) 

3–4 groups, C) 5–6 groups, and D) 7 groups. As there were only 3 LEAs with equitable representation for 

all 7 groups, all 3 LEAs were selected for interviews. Then, 7 LEAs were selected from each of the 

remaining 3 strata groups (A–C), with 8 being selected from the strata B group to ensure 25 LEAs were 

selected.  

To select the randomized sample within each strata group, a number was selected and used to select 

LEAs in that strata based on the selected interval (e.g., every 6th LEA in the list). In addition to the 25 

selected LEAs, a back-up list was selected using the same method; 13 LEAs were on the back-up list. The 

list of 38 LEAs was sent to the ALSDE for review to ensure that none of the LEAs were scheduled to 

participate in monitoring during the time frame of the interviews. The ALSDE approved the interview list. 

SEG contacted selected LEAs via email. Coordinators were asked to use Calendly (i.e., an online 

scheduling tool) to schedule 45-minute interviews with the evaluator. The majority of interviews (22 out of 

25) were held using Microsoft Teams and were recorded and transcribed using the platform. In the other 

three cases, due to technology issues or coordinator preference, interviews were held over the phone, 

and Otter.ai was used to record and transcribe the interviews. The transcripts were reviewed for accuracy 

prior to the data analysis process, and the recordings were used to clarify any unclear transcription. In 

total, 25 interviews occurred between December 2023 and February 2024.  
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ACAP Student-Level Summative Data  

SEG initially submitted a request through the ALSDE Data Governance committee for the ACAP Student-

Level Summative data in June 2023. SEG received the de-identified data in December 2023. The data 

were then moved to our cloud-based server and password-protected; this folder was only accessible to 

SEG staff assigned to the project. 

ALSDE Documentation 

SEG provided a list to the ALSDE of documentation required for the evaluation. This included guidance 

provided to LEAs, a list of approved gifted identification assessments, a copy of the standard referral form, 

and LEA Plans for Education of the Gifted. The ALSDE provided these to SEG in September 2023.  
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Findings 
Evaluation findings are explored by goal and research question in the sections below.  

Goal 1: To what extent are the K–12 gifted identification processes equitable, 

including access to the identification process, identification procedures, and 

assessments? 

1. To what extent are LEAs identifying students for gifted services equitably? 
To answer this question on the equity of student identification for gifted services, SEG utilized gifted 

demographic data and overall LEA demographic data. According to the Equity Index (see Methodology 

below), a limited number of LEAs were identifying Black and Hispanic students equitably (i.e., fewer than 

10 LEAs). Between 2018 and 2023, 8.6–13.8% of LEAs met the EI for Black students and 0–4.2% of LEAs 

met the EI for Hispanic students. In 2023, 13.8% of LEAs (n=8) included in the analysis had equitably 

identified Black students. In 2023, no LEAs included in the analysis had equitably identified Hispanic 

students. 

Methodology  

While SEG had planned to examine data for 7 traditionally underrepresented groups,1 the data provided 

by the ALSDE did not include demographic data for students who identified as English 

Learners/Multilingual, who were low-income, or who had a disability. Therefore, only 4 underrepresented 

groups (Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native, and Native 

Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander students) were included in the analysis.  

As an initial step, SEG calculated the Relative Difference in Composition Index (RDCI) for each LEA across 

the past five years following procedures outlined by Ford & King (2014): 

[100% - ((Composition (%) of subgroup of students in gifted education)/(Composition (%) of 

subgroup of students in general education)]. 

While the RDCI is important to understand underrepresentation, the Equity Index (EI) is also needed. SEG 

then calculated the EI for each LEA across the past five years following procedures outlined by Ford & 

King (2014):  

Step 1: [(Composition (%) of subgroup of students in general education) x Threshold of 20% = S] 

This is abbreviated as C x T = S.  

Step 2: ((Composition (%) of subgroup of students in general education)) – S = EI. This is 

abbreviated as C – S = EI. 

It is important to recognize that, when used with small numbers of students, the EI can change abruptly 

based on the identification of 1 or 2 students. To avoid this, SEG used the following exclusion criteria for 

LEAs, which was originally used by Hayden & Glasser (2019): 

• Fewer than 2000 students enrolled in the district; or 

 
1 The evaluation plan for this study called for an examination of Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, American Indian or 

Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander students; English Learners/Multilingual students; students from low-

income families; and students with disabilities.  
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• Fewer than 100 students identified as gifted.  

These exclusion criteria resulted in 61/147 LEAs (41.5%) being removed from the analysis. Similar to the 

overall exclusion criteria, SEG also did not calculate the RDCI or EI for any demographic group that 

comprised less than 10% of the total students in the district, as the EI can change abruptly based on the 

identification of 1 or 2 students (Hayden & Glasser, 2019). This resulted in removing all students who 

identified as American Indian/Alaska Native or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, as there were no 

LEAs included in the analysis with demographic groups of these students who comprised at least 10% of 

the total students in the district.  

Findings 

Across 2018–2023, 8.6–13.8% of LEAs met the EI for Black students and 0–4.2% of LEAs met the EI for 

Hispanic students (See Tables 1–2).  

Table 1. Percent of LEAs that Met the EI for Black Students 
Year Percentage 

of LEAs 

that Met 

the EI 

Total 

LEAs in 

Analysis 

2018 10.2% 59 

2019 11.9% 59 

2020 10.2% 59 

2021 8.6% 58 

2022 10.2% 59 

2023 13.8% 58 

 

Table 2. Percent of LEAs that Met the EI for Hispanic Students 

Year Percentage 

of LEAs 

that Met 

The EI 

Total 

LEAs in 

Analysis 

2018 4.0% 25 

2019 0% 23 

2020 4.2% 24 

2021 4.2% 24 

2022 0% 23 

2023 0% 24 

 

In addition, SEG compared the EI for each LEA and demographic group in 2018 and 2023 to determine 

LEA progress in improving or maintaining the percentage of students in each underrepresented subgroup 

over time. Of the 58 LEAs included in the analysis, for students who identified as Black, 10.3% (n=6) of 

LEAs improved from 2018 to 2023. These LEAs did not meet the EI for Black students in 2018 but did in 

2023. There were also 6.9% (n=4) of LEAs who met the EI for Black students in both 2018 and 2023. The 

majority of LEAs (82.8%) did not meet the EI for Black students in either 2018 or 2023. A smaller group of 

LEAs met the inclusion criteria for the analysis of students who identified as Hispanic or Latino. Of the 23 
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LEAs included in the analysis, there were not any LEAs who met the EI in both 2018 and 2023 (See Figure 

1). 

  

Figure 1. Percentage of LEAs Meeting EI from 2018 to 2023 

 
 

The exclusion criteria resulted in 61/147 LEAs (41.5%) being removed from the analysis overall. In 

addition, 27 LEAs did not have their representation of Black students analyzed, and 65 LEAs did not have 

their representation of Hispanic students analyzed due to the demographic group exclusion criteria being 

met. Due to this limitation, findings about equitable identification can only be applied to LEAs with larger 

student populations (i.e., more than 2000 students enrolled in the LEA). However, the majority of LEAs 

who meet the inclusion criteria are not equitably identifying Black or Hispanic students for gifted services. 

While there are fewer LEAs who met the inclusion data requirements for Hispanic students, the 

percentage of LEAs identifying Hispanic students equitably is between 0–1 LEAs per year.  

 

2. To what extent is student access to the identification process equitable across LEAs?  
To answer this question, two primary data sources were used: the LEA Gifted Coordinator survey and LEA 

Local Plans for the Education of the Gifted. SEG conducted a descriptive analysis of items related to 

access to the identification process reported in the LEA Gifted Coordinator survey and from the LEA Local 

Plans for the Education of the Gifted. Information about the referral and identification process is available 

to teachers through information sessions in many LEAs. The majority of LEAs include information about 

these processes on their websites; however, information such as referral forms is not frequently available 

online. Almost all LEAs are utilizing Second Grade Child Find, but screening in additional grades is limited. 

Detailed findings on each topic are presented below.  

Information Availability: Websites 

The majority of LEAs (87.8%) who responded to the survey reported information about their gifted 

program was available on the LEA website (Figure 2).  

10.3% 6.9%

100.0%

82.8%

Hispanic (n=23)

Black (n=58)

Improved Met Consistently Did Not Meet
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Figure 2. Information about Gifted Program Available on LEA Website (n=105) 

 

While the ALSDE website provides information in over 10 different languages, the majority of LEAs that 

posted information provided the information in English only, with 18.6% (n=16) specifying more than one 

language and 11.5% (n=10) reporting families could request other languages or had access to a language 

translator at the top of the page that would translate the whole page (Figure 3).  

Figure 3. Gifted Information: Languages Material is Offered (n=87) 

 

The survey also asked LEAs to indicate what other information was provided to parents on the website. 

Thirty-nine percent of respondents (n=38) reported information on common behaviors and characteristics 

of gifted students was available on the LEA website. 

The majority of LEAs provided information on their LEA website about the process for parents to refer 

their children for gifted programming (78.0%). Despite referral forms being readily available on the ALSDE 

website, only 12.8% of these LEAs (n=10) provide the referral forms on the website for parents to access 

(Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. Percentage of LEAs with Referral Information and Forms on Website (n=100) 

 

Of the limited number of LEAs who provided access to the referral form on their website, 50% provided 

the form in Spanish (n=5) and 20% provided the form in additional languages (n=2).  

Positively, the majority of LEAs with information about the referral process on the website provide 

information on who should be contacted with questions about the referral process (n=77). Although the 

level of specificity varies (Figure 5), 88.5% of these LEAs (n=67) provide contact information for the 

person.  

Figure 5. Referral Contact Information (n=78) 

 

While it is promising that the majority of LEAs are providing information about their gifted programs on 

their website, there is variation in the type and amount of information provided. Most concerning is that 

only 10 LEAs who completed the survey (n=129) provided the referral form on their website. Although the 

majority of LEAs had information on who to contact about the referral process, this then places the burden 

No Information 

22%

Form Not Available
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Form Available
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78%

10.0%

38.5%

50.0%

 Specifies a Specific Person
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Sally Smith, the school counselor)
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of responsibility on families to request access to this form, adding a gatekeeper to the process. Further, if 

parents do not speak English as their first language, a translator will be needed. 

Information Ability: Information Sessions 

LEAs were also asked if they hosted parent referral information sessions or teacher information sessions. 

Teacher sessions were more common, with 89.1% of LEAs (n=98) reporting they were held. The majority 

of these LEAs (88.3%) further reported these were required for teachers to attend. Some LEAs conducted 

individual information sessions at each school while others offered a single session for teachers across 

the LEA to attend (Figure 6). Survey data and qualitative data from LEA coordinator interviews indicated 

that teacher information sessions were offered in various forms, even within LEAs. These may include 

presentations to the entire school staff, sessions with grade-level teams (e.g., second grade teams in 

advance of Second Grade Child Find), or online modules.  

Figure 6. Locations of Teacher Information Sessions (n=98) 

 

Lead Gifted Specialists led the majority (84.2%) of teacher information sessions, followed by Gifted 

Coordinators (37.9%). Some LEAs also reported Gifted Specialists or Gifted Teachers as the leaders of 

teacher information sessions. The topics of the sessions were similar across reporting LEAs, with over 

90% addressing topics such as an overview of the gifted program, the identification process, the referral 

process, teacher responsibilities, and characteristics scales (Figure 7).  

92.9%

31.6%

12.2%

4.1%

School Buildings Virtual Central Office Other
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Figure 7. Teacher Information Session Topics (n=95) 

 

LEAs were also asked if the information sessions were posted online for later viewing. The majority of 

LEAs who hosted information sessions reported they were not available online (77.7%). In some cases, 

the reason for not posting these may be related to the more “informal” nature of some of these sessions 

described during interviews (e.g., a conversation with the second grade team).   

Parent referral information sessions or gifted program information sessions were less common, with 

32.3% of LEAs (n=32) reporting these. However, it is unclear to what extent LEAs were hosting 

information sessions for parents about the referral process prior to their children being referred/identified. 

During LEA coordinator interviews and in the other responses on the survey, LEA coordinators noted they 

met with parents after identification. More research is needed to fully understand the use of this practice.  

Screening and Identification 

According to the LEA coordinator surveys and the analysis of the LEA Local Plans for the Education of the 

gifted, screening practices were similar across LEAs. Of the LEAs who responded to the survey, 99.1% 

(n=106) were utilizing Second Grade Child Find. In addition, 29.9% (n=32) of survey respondents reported 

they conducted screening in another grade as well. During interviews, LEA coordinators indicated that, 

although many LEAs did not do official screening in grades other than grade 2, some LEAs would review 

data in other grades to determine if there were students who should be referred who may have been 

missed through Second Grade Child Find. In addition, some LEAs had other standard practices in place, 

such as reviewing data for any child who was new to the LEA to determine if they would be eligible for 

services (Figure 8). 

Figure 8. LEA Screening Practices (n=107) 
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An analysis of the LEA Local Plans for the Education of the Gifted indicated that 100% (n=144) of LEAs 

used a certain number of points for students to pass the screening stage. However, qualitative survey data 

and LEA coordinator interview data indicated that some LEAs are not “screening districts,” and they do 

not use a screening matrix, instead applying all students’ data to an eligibility matrix.  

LEA survey data provided additional insight into the screening process; the majority of LEAs (50%) 

required 14 points on the screening matrix to conduct additional testing and determine whether the 

student was eligible for gifted services. Figure 9 shows the breakdown of LEA responses.  

Figure 9. Screening Matrix Score Requirements 

 

SEG also planned to conduct a correlational analysis to explore the relationship between LEA levels of 

equitable representation and components of the LEA survey and plan. However, due to the small number 

of LEAs meeting the EI for each demographic group in 2023, this was unable to be completed.  

Overall, it is promising that approximately one-third of LEAs (n=32) are screening in another grade in 

addition to Second Grade Child Find. LEA Coordinator Interviews alluded to other promising practices, 

such as an informal review of scores (e.g., ACAP Summative) to determine if students should be screened 

and conducting screening with students who are new to the LEA.  

3. To what extent are the instruments (i.e., aptitude tests, characteristics scales) being 

used in LEA identification resulting in equitable identification?  

To answer this question, SEG planned to use gifted identification data. However, these data were not 

available at the time of this report. In place of this analysis, LEA Gifted Coordinator interviews were used 

to gain some understanding of LEA practices. All LEA representatives that participated in interviews 

reported the characteristics scale used for identification was the Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) 

scale. In addition, all 25 LEA representatives interviewed reported using the Second Grade Child Find 

process. The majority of LEA representatives used the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT3) as their 

screener. However, a few representatives shared they had recently decided to use the Cognitive Abilities 

Test (CogAT) instead, noting the CogAT’s ability to provide verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal scores. In 

both cases where the CogAT was used, the decision was more recent, and representatives were unable 

to report whether the change had supported equitable identification.  

Once students moved beyond the screening process and were evaluated for gifted eligibility, a variety of 

assessments were used. Many LEAs reported varying the assessments used based on student strengths. 

However, in a few cases, LEAs reported consistently using a singular IQ test (e.g., Wechsler Intelligence 
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Scale for Children (WISC-IV)). Analysis of gifted identification data could provide additional information on 

how assessments influence equitable identification.  

4. What are the commonalities among LEAs that are identifying students for gifted 

programming equitably? What are the commonalities among LEAs that are not 

identifying students for gifted programming equitably?  

To answer this question, LEA Gifted Coordinator interviews were used. SEG conducted a content analysis 

of the LEA Gifted Coordinator interviews and triangulated the findings with the LEA Gifted Coordinator 

survey and the LEA Local Plans for the Education of the Gifted rubric findings. SEG planned to report on 

the commonalities among LEAs that are identifying students for gifted programming equitably (i.e., LEAs 

with greater levels of equitable representation) and commonalities among LEAs that are not identifying 

students for gifted programming equitably (i.e., LEAs with lower levels of equitable representation). 

However, levels of equitable representation were not able to be used due to missing demographic data 

(e.g., EL status), exclusion data, and low numbers of LEAs meeting the EI for the remaining demographic 

groups. Instead, SEG focused on strategies that had been successful for increasing equity and factors 

causing challenges for equitable identification.  

Successful Practices 

Screening Processes. LEA representatives reported that screening efforts—in particular, Second Grade 

Child Find—are effective at finding students with potential, including those who are from traditionally 

underrepresented populations. LEA staff noted that once they understood Second Grade Child Find, it 

worked and was “pretty fair,” with one LEA coordinator further explaining it had “checks and balances” in 

place. It also was considered helpful for capturing kids who might have been missed, particularly with 

teachers who might not fully understand gifted characteristics:  

Second Grade Child Find has captured kids, you know, not many, but it's captured kids that the 

teacher didn't identify or would not have referred. . . . They didn't see it and so by giving all kids 

that screening, we've picked up kids that the teachers may or may not have referred. 

Several LEA coordinators also commented that Second Grade Child Find had helped them to find 

students from traditionally underrepresented populations.  

We’re getting a couple of kids each year that are Hispanic that are qualified for services that 

probably would not have been identified had we not done the screeners and all the lessons. 

Although many LEAs only do a full screening process in second grade, several LEA representatives 

reported informal screening in other grades, such as reviewing ACAP summative scores in other grades 

and automatically screening students who transferred into the LEA; these practices were reported as 

beneficial for ensuring students were not missed. One coordinator stated:  

I think that fourth grade screener that we've been doing has also helped to increase that number 

[of underrepresented students being identified] because we are catching some of those kids that 

may have been referred in second grade and weren't eligible. 

Additional screening and data review help support LEAs in providing equitable identification.  

Ensuring Teacher Understanding. Several LEA representatives spoke to the importance of ensuring 

teachers understood characteristics of gifted students and how to use the Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors 

(TABs) scale to avoid teacher biases as a factor hindering gifted identification. One LEA Coordinator 

explained a situation in the past when the LEA had large numbers of identified students:  
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Teachers were referring half their class . . . but I don't think they truly understood the difference 

between a gifted child, a truly gifted child versus a high achiever.  

Another coordinator noted a similar challenge and how their LEA had addressed it: 

Something I have really tried to work on for the past 6 to 10 years was to make it more equal and 

to make sure that everybody had access [to the referral process]. Before me, our gifted program 

was mostly white at that one school. . . . So we've really tried to expand it [and] to make sure the 

teachers understand it's not just about your top students, it's not just about your easy to deal with 

students. . . . So I feel like we've made great strides.  

Ensuring the teachers understood the referral process and the characteristics of gifted students enabled 

them to make progress identifying all students.  

Providing a Variety of Assessments. Many LEAs spoke about the need to avoid a one-size-fits-all 

approach to identification; instead of using a singular assessment after the screening process to 

determine eligibility for gifted identification, these LEAs preferred to work with their psychometrists to 

identify the assessment that would best highlight the student’s strengths. One LEA stated their strategy 

was: 

Trying to capture more kids through using different tests—not just the Reynolds Intellectual 

Assessment Scales (RIAS). So we've been very intentional about doing the Torrance Tests of 

Creative Thinking (TTCT) or trying a different IQ test when we see maybe this kid just didn't do 

well on the RIAS, but we see something there. So, let's use a different instrument. 

Another LEA described a similar process:  

Also, if they show peak in that area, that's another assessment I try to give to cover all our bases 

(i.e., TTCT). [We] offer them every opportunity possible. A few years back we were trying not to 

do cookie cutter psychometric testing. So I started trying to create profiles of the students based 

on the data I had put together with the activities. The rating scale, whatever assessments I had 

given. . . . So the Psychometrist might better decide which of her tools [would] work better. 

The coordinator further reported that their LEA does not have an in-house psychometrist, so this strategy 

allowed her to better support the contracted psychometrist in supporting their students.  

Importance of Dedicated Staff. The final practice that was attributed to supporting equitable identification 

was having dedicated gifted education staff who were committed to progress. One LEA noted: 

I think one of the main things that has helped is having a consistent, gifted specialist that is trained 

in gifted education and understands it's not necessarily about the best grades. And so, yes, I think 

identification has improved, but mainly because of having a consistent gifted specialist that 

understands gifted characteristics.  

Another LEA explained a similar experience:  

Up until this point, it's just been us struggling trying to do the best we can with what we have. 

When you have someone come in who has that background and provides you with those 

resources and is able to do those activities, it makes a world of a difference. It takes a lot of 

pressure off the teachers to be responsible for it [the identification] and it allows her to provide the 

instruction for the teachers. 

The LEA Coordinated further described the change in the teachers in the LEA: 
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At this point, I feel like if she gave the teachers a task to complete with the students, I feel 

comfortable that the 2nd and 3rd grade teachers would do it with fidelity and it would be true 

information. . . .  With her being on board, I think it provides us with the resources and support we 

need for the teachers and the students.  

When LEAs have committed gifted education staff members, they are better able to conduct screening 

and identification with fidelity.  

Challenging Factors  

Need for Talent Development. While Second Grade Child Find is successful, some LEA representatives 

reported providing students with exposure to activities prior to second grade would benefit the 

identification of students from traditionally underrepresented populations. One LEA explained how they 

had been able to implement critical and creative thinking lessons prior to second grade to support the 

identification of traditionally underrepresented groups: 

We've started doing some lessons with our younger students as well to get them thinking in a 

more kind of creative and critical thinking manner. And I think that has helped us, but essentially 

at those Title I schools and just increasing the [diversity of the gifted] population and the . . . 

aptitude to think in that more critical manner. 

Although this LEA noted being able to implement similar lessons in kindergarten and first grade 

classrooms, others shared they could not do this due to limited staff time. Another LEA described a similar 

effort, but through problem solving activities:  

The lower grades have actually incorporated some of the problem-solving type questions and 

some of their standards and things like that. Just to kind of expose them to different problem sets 

and different creative thinking problems and logical thinking . . . just to kind of expose them to like 

those types of skills and problems. And so I feel like that has helped because now . . . when I'm 

testing that second grade, I'm getting . . . I think what's a more accurate reading for some of the 

students. . . . Now those screener scores are . . . more accurate just because of the exposure to it. 

Some LEAs shared they were able to reorganize their gifted specialist’s time in the spring to allow them to 

work with their first grade classes:  

So about once a month in the spring (in those blocks of time that we normally use for child find), 

we work with our first grade classes. The goal is about once a month doing different types of 

thinking skills that are similar to what we'll be looking at in second grade. So we do some different 

types of creative thinking, brainstorming ideas.  

Although some LEAs described their ability to provide some sort of exposure for younger students prior to 

the Second Grade Child Find process, the majority were unable to do this even though they recognized 

the benefit it provided to students.  

Time Consuming Processes. Second Grade Child Find and the number of referrals that result from the 

process are extremely time consuming, often necessitating finalizing identification over the summer. In 

some cases, LEA representatives reported conducting the process resulted in difficulty providing services 

to identified students due to limited staff time. This also affected at least one LEA’s decision about moving 

additional students forward in the screening process and may be a barrier to LEAs that are considering 

adjusting their screening score to a lower score to allow additional students to go through the full process. 

One LEA coordinator described the challenge in their LEA:  
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We are looking for students. I mean this will sound a little bit blunt, but most of the kids we do 

referrals on are kids who are new to the district because we tend to be pretty sweeping in second 

grade and really try to make sure that we do not miss obvious students. I think we probably do 

have some false negatives in the population—kids who would get into gifted if they were tested. 

But I think that like in our recent decision for which second graders were going to test, we were 

asking the question of, well, if we try to test this one kid, who we have a hunch who is one point 

off of our cut score, how do we justify not testing the other forty kids who were one point below 

our cut score when we do not have the resources to test an extra 40 kids.  

Some LEAs are better resourced to undertake extensive and equitable identification of gifted students. 

Under-resourced LEAs meet more challenges in finding and serving gifted students. Adequate and 

sustained funding is needed for staff and testing to support equitable identification.  

Goal 2:  To what extent are the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards 

and Student Outcomes and the 2019 National Association of Gifted Children 

(NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted Programming Standards aligned? 

To answer this question, SEG conducted a cross-walk analysis between the Alabama Gifted Education 

Programs: Standards and Student Outcomes (Alabama Standards) and the 2019 National Association of 

Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted Programming Standards (NAGC Standards). SEG 

reviewed each standard from the NAGC Standards and recorded evidence of alignment with the Alabama 

Standards, ultimately marking the NAGC Standard as met, partially met, or not met.  

The analysis indicated that 35% of assessed NAGC Standards were met, 55% were partially met, and 10% 

were not met. There were also 15 standards that were not assessed, as the measures did not apply to the 

Alabama Standards. A breakdown is provided in Table 3.  

Table 3. NAGC Standards by Category 

 Met Partially Met Not Met Not Assessed Total 

Learning and 

Development 
2 4 0 0 6 

Assessment 1 1 0 3 5 

Curriculum 

Planning and 

Instruction 

2 3 1 0 6 

Learning 

Environments 
2 2 1 0 5 

Programming 0 1 0 7 8 

Professional 

Learning 
0 0 0 5 5 

Total 7 11 2 15 35 

 

Full cross-walk analysis tables are provided in Appendix C.  
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Goal 3:  What is the impact of gifted programming on yearly student progress and 

student retention rates? 

1. How are gifted students exhibiting academic growth in comparison to students who 

were referred but not identified? 
To answer this question, SEG used recent ACAP Summative Data in English Language Arts, Mathematics, 

and Science. Data from two groups were compared: students who were identified as gifted and students 

who were referred for gifted services but not identified. Overall, students who were identified as gifted had 

higher scores/growth score percentiles than their peers who were referred for services but not identified.  

Mathematics 

SEG conducted an analysis using SY2022–2023 growth scores in Mathematics. The ALSDE ACAP 

Summative User Guide to Interpreting Reports2 explains that growth scores “describe a student’s learning 

over time compared to other students who took the same test and had similar test scores in the previous 

year” (p. 6). Growth scores were presented as percentiles ranging from 1 to 99. Growth scores were used 

to understand student academic growth.  

A linear regression model explored the associations between students who were identified as gifted (i.e., 

Gifted) and those who were referred but not identified (i.e., Referred) and math growth score percentiles, 

while controlling for grade. The model was significant (F(2,42662)= 93.72, p<.001), with students who 

were identified as gifted (M=57.27) having a higher growth score percentile compared to students who 

were referred but not identified (M=52.48). The overall model explained 1% of the variance (i.e., 1% of the 

variance can be attributed to identification, the other 99% of variance could be better explained by other 

variables; Tables 3–5). Given that only 1% was explained, future studies could explore different contexts 

and variables.   

Table 4. Sample Size of Identified and Referred Students: Math ACAP Summative 

 N 

Gifted 34654 

Referred 8011 

 

Table 5. Average Growth Score Percentile of Identified and Referred Students: Math ACAP 
Summative 

 Mean 

Gifted 57.27 

Referred 52.48 

 

 
2 https://www.alabamaachieves.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/11/ASMT_202291_2022ACAPSummativeUserGuidetoInterpretingReports_V1.0.pdf 
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Table 5. Gifted Students and Grade Regressed onto Growth Score Percentile: Math ACAP 

Summative 

 β SE t p 

Gifted 5.05 .393 12.85 <.001 

Grade -.13 .09 -1.50 .133 

 

English Language Arts (ELA) 

SEG conducted an analysis using SY2022–2023 growth scores in English Language Arts. Similar to the 

approach used for Mathematics, a linear regression model explored the associations between students 

who were identified as gifted (i.e., Gifted) and those who were referred but not identified (i.e., Referred) 

and ELA growth score percentile, while controlling for grade. The model was significant (F(2,42701)= 

85.22, p<.001), with students who were identified as gifted (M=57.60) having a higher growth score 

percentile compared to students who were referred but not identified (M=53.11). The overall model 

explained 1% of the variance (i.e., 1% of the variance can be attributed to identification, the other 99% of 

variance could be better explained by other variables; Tables 6–8). Given that only 1% was explained, 

future studies could explore different contexts and variables.   

Table 6. Sample Size of Identified and Referred Students: ELA ACAP Summative 

 N 

Gifted 34695 

Referred 8009 

 

Table 7. Average Growth Score Percentile of Identified and Referred Students: ELA ACAP 

Summative 

 Mean 

Gifted 57.60 

Referred 53.11 

 

Table 8. Gifted Students and Grade of Regressed onto Growth Score Percentile: ELA ACAP 

Summative 

 β SE t p 

Gifted 4.95 .393 12.61 <.001 

Grade -.22 .09 -2.59 .009 



 

26 

 

 

Science 

As growth scores are not available for the ACAP Summative in Science, SEG conducted an analysis of 

the SY2021–2022 data and the SY2022–2023 data. SEG planned to subtract the overall scores to 

determine how many points a student grew from the SY2021–2022 data to the SY2022–2023 data. 

However, students do not take the assessment each year. Therefore, the analysis looked at scale scores.  

A linear regression model explored the associations between students who were identified as gifted (i.e., 

Gifted) and those who were referred but not identified (i.e., Referred) and 2022 science scale scores, 

while controlling for grade. The model was significant (F(2,19444)= 197.89, p<.001), with students who 

were identified as gifted (M=563.29) having a higher scale score compared to students who were referred 

but not identified (M=533.86). The overall model explained 2% of the variance (i.e., 2% of the variance can 

be attributed to identification, the other 98% of variance could be better explained by other variables; 

Tables 9–11). Given that only 2% was explained, future studies could explore different contexts and 

variables.   

Table 9. Sample Size of Identified and Referred Students: 2022 Science ACAP Summative 

 N 

Gifted 1280 

Referred 18167 

 

Table 10. Average Scale Score of Identified and Referred Students: 2022 Science ACAP Summative 

 Mean 

 

Gifted 563.29 

 

Referred 533.86 

 

 

Table 11. Gifted Students and Grade Regressed onto Scale Scores: 2022 Science ACAP Summative 

 β SE t p 

 

Gifted 31.57 1.58 19.89 <.001 

 

Grade -1.20 .24 -5.00 <.001 

 

 

Similar results were found in 2023. A linear regression model explored the associations between students 

who were identified as gifted (i.e., Gifted) and those who were referred but not identified (i.e., Referred) 

and 2023 science scale scores, while controlling for grade. The model was significant (F(2,19584)= 

308.46, p<.001), with students who were identified as gifted (M=563.01) having a higher scale score 

compared to students who were referred but not identified (M=531.74). The overall model explained 3% 

of the variance (i.e., 3% of the variance can be attributed to identification, the other 97% of variance could 
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be better explained by other variables; Tables 12–14). Given that only 3% was explained, future studies 

could explore different contexts and variables.   

Table 12. Sample Size of Identified and Referred Students: 2023 Science ACAP Summative  

 N 

Gifted 1537 

Referred 18050 

 

Table 13. Average Scale Score of Identified and Referred Students: 2023 Science ACAP Summative 

 Mean 

 

Gifted 563.01 

 

Referred 531.74 

 

 

Table 14. Gifted Students and Grade Regressed onto Scale Scores: 2023 Science ACAP Summative 

 β SE t p 

 

Gifted 34.01 1.38 24.72 <.001 

 

Grade -1.87 0.23 -8.26 <.001 

 

 

2. What are the commonalities of gifted programs in LEAs in which parents disenroll 

their children from gifted programming?  
Disenrollment data were not provided by the ALSDE at the time of this report to answer this question.  
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Commendations and Recommendations 
The following commendations and recommendations offered for consideration are based on findings from 

the evaluation: 

Referrals  

• Encourage LEAs to consider using the Google Translate option on their websites to provide 

parents with information. Several LEAs reported using Google Translate in providing 

information about gifted services on their LEA website to ensure the information was accessible to 

all.  

• Require LEAs to provide access to the referral forms on websites. It is commendable that the 

majority of LEAs provide information on their websites about who to contact to obtain a referral 

form. However, to minimize barriers for parent referrals, it is recommended that all LEAs provide 

access to the referral forms on their websites. In addition, if an LEA has a high percentage of 

Hispanic students (or students from another language group), the form should also be provided in 

Spanish (or the respective language). A link can then be provided to the ALSDE landing page 

with forms in all other languages.  

• Consider ways to provide information to families about the referral process at the 

beginning of each year. Parent information sessions about the gifted program offered at each 

school on the referral process are a way to demystify the referral process for parents and 

encourage additional referrals. LEAs should be encouraged to add this practice annually. 

However, some LEAs reported their gifted staff are stretched thin. As the referral process is the 

same for all LEAs, the ALSDE may also consider offering virtual webinars that could be conducted 

with parents across the state.  

The Identification Process  

• Continue to support LEAs in tracking their racial representation over time. During interviews 

with LEA coordinators, the majority were aware of their progress with identification of traditionally 

underrepresented groups, and several used these sheets as reference during the conversation. 

Annual preparation and review of these reports is beneficial and should be continued.  

• Consider additional support for LEAs to provide talent development programs/lessons prior 

to second grade. Several LEAs noted conducting lessons similar to Second Grade Child Find for 

students in kindergarten and first grade to provide exposure prior to the child find process. 

However, this was noted as difficult due to limited time for gifted resource teachers. Ideally, 

additional funding could be provided to support hiring more teachers. Another option might be to 

brainstorm ways to streamline the referral process to decrease the amount of time spent on 

referrals.  

• Continue using Second Grade Child Find. Second Grade Child Find was lauded as a successful 

endeavor. Teachers felt that the process identified the right students and should be continued.  

• Support LEAs in conducting additional informal “searches” for students. Although LEAs may 

not have time to conduct full screening in additional grades, informal searches can be used to 

determine additional students who should be referred for gifted services. In addition, LEAs should 

engage in an informal search for any students who are new to the state.  

• Explore the impact of LEA screening matrix scores on identification. LEAs are able to set 

their own screening matrix scores to determine if students are evaluated for gifted services with 

additional testing. More research is needed to understand how these scores affect equitable 

identification of traditionally underrepresented groups.  
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Programming  

• Continue providing funding to LEAs through mini-grant opportunities. The mini-grant 

opportunities offered through the ALSDE were considered beneficial by LEAs and should be 

continued.  

• Consider offering additional opportunities to certify teachers and retired teachers in gifted 

education to support programming needs in rural areas. One challenge noted by LEAs was 

that they sometimes had money to hire someone but could not find anyone to hire. The ALSDE 

may wish to work with LEAs to determine ways to entice retired teachers to get certified and 

come back on a part-time basis.  

• Update the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and Student Outcomes based 

on the findings from the cross-walk analysis. The majority of NAGC standards were partially 

met. For any standards that were partially met or not met, recommendations are provided. The full 

analysis and recommendations are in Appendix C.  

• Utilize time visiting districts in person as opportunities for individualized professional-

learning/coaching. Staff in districts, particularly LEA Gifted Coordinators, have a wide range of 

experience working with gifted students. In addition, the unique situations in each LEA mean that 

a one-size-fits-all approach does not work.  Providing additional time during monitoring visits (or 

more frequently) will allow ALSDE to better support LEAs in implementing best practices in 

identification and programming. The ALSDE Gifted Education Specialists were seen as extremely 

valuable resources who were always willing to help. Allowing them additional time to provide 

support in person would be beneficial.  
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Appendix A: Evaluation Framework  
 

Goal Evaluation 

Question  

Data Source Data Analysis Disaggregation  

Goal 1: To what extent 

are the K–12 gifted 

identification 

processes equitable, 

including access to the 

identification process, 

identification 

procedures, and 

assessments? 

1. To what 

extent are LEAs 

identifying 

students for 

gifted services 

equitably? 

LEA 

identification 

data, LEA 

demographic 

data 

SEG will calculate the Relative Difference in Composition Index (RDCI) and 

Equity Index (EI) for each LEA across the past five years following procedures 

outlined in Ford & King (2014). SEG will report the percentage of LEAs who are 

meeting the EI by year for each identified subgroup (i.e., Black, Latino, 

American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 

English Learners, Low-income, Students with disabilities). SEG will also report if 

LEAs are making progress by improving or maintaining the percentage of 

students in each underrepresented subgroup over time. 

N/A 

2. To what 

extent is 

student access 

to the 

identification 

process 

equitable 

across LEAs?  

LEA Gifted 

Coordinator 

survey, LEA 

Local Plans for 

Education of 

the Gifted 

SEG will conduct a descriptive analysis of items related to access to the 

identification process reported on in the LEA Gifted Coordinator survey and 

from the LEA Local Plans for the Education of the Gifted, which include topics 

such as LEA screening and the referral process. SEG will also conduct a 

correlational analysis to explore the relationship between LEA levels of 

equitable representation and components of the LEA survey and plan to 

provide more detail on areas of strength and weakness. LEA survey data will be 

linked to plan data, when applicable.  

Levels of 

equitable 

representation 

(i.e., the number 

of groups the 

LEA is meeting 

the Equity Index 

(EI) for 

identification 

with) 

3. To what 

extent are the 

instruments 

(i.e., aptitude 

tests, 

characteristics 

scales) being 

used in LEA 

identification 

resulting in 

equitable 

identification?  

LEA 

identification 

data 

A one-way ANOVA will be conducted to determine how instruments are 

associated with equitable identification. Assessments and characteristics scales 

will be grouped by type and the analysis will be conducted with the most 

common assessments and scales 

Type of 

assessment/ 

characteristics 

scales  
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 4. What are the 

commonalities 

among LEAs 

that are 

identifying 

students for 

gifted 

programming 

equitably? 

What are the 

commonalities 

among LEAs 

that are not 

identifying 

students for 

gifted 

programming 

equitably?  

LEA Gifted 

Coordinator 

Interviews, 

the LEA 

Gifted 

Coordinator 

survey, LEA 

Local Plans 

for Education 

of the Gifted, 

LEA 

monitoring 

visit findings 

SEG will conduct a content analysis of the LEA Gifted Coordinator interviews and 

will triangulate the findings with findings from the LEA Gifted Coordinator survey, 

the LEA Local Plans for Education of the Gifted rubric, and LEA monitoring visit 

findings.  

Levels of 

equitable 

representation 

(i.e., the number 

of groups the 

LEA is meeting 

the Equity Index 

(EI) for 

identification 

with) 

Goal 2: To what extent 

are the Alabama 

Gifted Education 

Programs: Standards 

and Student 

Outcomes and the 

2019 National 

Association of Gifted 

Children (NAGC) Pre-

K to Grade 12 Gifted 

Programming 

Standards aligned? 

5. To what 

extent are the 

Alabama Gifted 

Education 

Programs: 

Standards and 

Student 

Outcomes and 

the 2019 

National 

Association of 

Gifted Children 

(NAGC) Pre-K 

to Grade 12 

Gifted 

Programming 

Standards 

aligned? 

Alabama 

Gifted 

Education 

Programs: 

Standards 

and Student 

Outcomes 

(Alabama 

Standards), 

2019 

National 

Association 

of Gifted 

Children 

(NAGC) Pre-

K to Grade 

12 Gifted 

Programming 

Standards 

SEG will conduct a cross walk analysis between the Alabama Gifted Education 

Programs: Standards and Student Outcomes (Alabama Standards) and the 2019 

National Association of Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted 

Programming Standards (NAGC Standards). SEG will review each standard from 

the NAGC Standards and record evidence of alignment with the Alabama 

Standards, ultimately marking the NAGC Standard as met, partially met, or not 

met.  

N/A 
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(NAGC 

Standards) 

Goal 3: What is the 

impact of gifted 

programming on 

yearly student 

progress and student 

retention rates? 

6. How are 

gifted students 

exhibiting 

academic 

growth in 

comparison to 

students who 

were referred 

but not 

identified? 

ACAP 

Summative 

Data 

SEG will use ACAP Summative Data in English Language Arts, Mathematics, and 

Science. For English Language Arts and Mathematics, SEG will conduct an 

analysis using SY2022–2023 growth scores. Growth scores will be presented as 

percentiles ranging from 1 to 99. Growth scores will be used to understand 

student academic growth. As growth scores are not available for the ACAP 

Summative in Science, SEG will conduct an analysis of the SY2021–2022 data 

and the SY2022–2023 data. The overall scores will be subtracted to determine 

how many points a student grew from the SY2021–2022 data to the SY2022–

2023 data. SEG will first report on growth scores from students who are 

identified as gifted. SEG will then use regression discontinuity to compare the 

academic growth of students who were referred and identified to those who were 

referred and not identified.  

Students who 

were referred 

and identified, 

students who 

were referred 

and not 

identified. 

7. What are the 

commonalities 

of gifted 

programs in 

LEAs in which 

parents 

disenroll their 

children from 

gifted 

programming? 

LEA 

disenrollment 

data, LEA 

Equity Index 

data 

SEG will calculate the percentage of students who have disenrolled from each 

LEA by dividing the number of disenrollments in the past five years over the total 

number of students identified as gifted across the past five years. SEG will use 

descriptive analysis to determine the demographics of students who are 

disenrolling. SEG will compare the percentage of students disenrolling with EI 

data to determine if there is a correlation between levels of equitable 

representation and the percentage of students disenrolling.  

N/A 
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Appendix B: Instruments  

Local Education Agency (LEA) Survey  

The Shaffer Evaluation Group has been contracted by the Alabama State Department of 

Education to conduct an evaluation of gifted education in Alabama. The evaluation study seeks 

to determine if all students in K–12 have equal access to the identification process for gifted 

services, evaluate the alignment of the Alabama Gifted Education Program Standards, and 

explore the impact of gifted programming on student progress.  

As the representative for an LEA, your response to this survey is requested. This survey is 

intended to collect information on programming and identification practices in your LEA. The 

survey is expected to take 15 minutes to complete.  

If you have any questions about this survey or the evaluation study, please contact Stacy 

Ashworth, Evaluator, at stacy@shafferevaluation.com.  

Initial Information  

1. Please enter the full name of your LEA. [Open ended] 

2. Please enter the name of the person completing this form.  

3. What is your email address? 

4. What is your role? 

a. Gifted Coordinator  

b. Lead Gifted Specialist  

c. Other (please specify) 

5. When did you start your current position? [Form response: Month/Year] 

Gifted Services 

First, we will ask some questions to understand gifted services in your LEA.  

1. How do you serve students?  

a. Gifted model (i.e., A delivery model to provide services to identified gifted 

students using the Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) Gifted 

Eligibility/Screening Determination Form and requires a gifted-certified specialist 

to facilitate.) 

b. Enrichment model (i.e., A delivery model to provide services to identified gifted 

students, plus an additional identified talent pool using a state-approved, 

multiple-criteria eligibility matrix. An Enrichment Program requires a gifted-

certified specialist to facilitate.) 

c. Other (please specify) 

2. [If Gifted model is selected ask the following] 

a. What grade levels are students eligible to be identified for participation in the 

Gifted model? Please select all that apply. 

i. Kindergarten 

ii. Grade 1 

iii. Grade 2 

mailto:stacy@shafferevaluation.com
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iv. Grade 3 

v. Grade 4 

vi. Grade 5 

vii. Grade 6 

viii. Grade 7 

ix. Grade 8 

x. Grade 9  

xi. Grade 10 

xii. Grade 11 

xiii. Grade 12 

xiv. Other (please specify) 

a. What grade levels are students eligible to be served by the Gifted model? Please 

select all that apply. 

i. Kindergarten 

ii. Grade 1 

iii. Grade 2 

iv. Grade 3 

v. Grade 4 

vi. Grade 5 

vii. Grade 6 

viii. Grade 7 

ix. Grade 8 

x. Grade 9  

xi. Grade 10 

xii. Grade 11 

xiii. Grade 12 

xiv. Other (please specify) 

b. What components are options for students in [insert selected grade] as part of 

the Gifted model? 

i. Pull-out services (3–5 hours per week) 

ii. Cluster Grouping 

iii. Subject/Grade Acceleration 

iv. Flexible Skills Grouping 

v. Curriculum Compacting 

vi. Advanced Core Curriculum classes 

vii. Electives in a variety of areas 

viii. Enrichment Clusters for students who compact out of the general 

education curriculum 

ix. Elective class geared for gifted learners taught by a gifted specialist 

x. Counseling Services for college and career preparation 

c. Is there anything else we should know about your Gifted model? [Open-ended] 

3. [If Enrichment model is selected, please ask the following] 

b. What grade levels are students eligible to be identified for participation in the 

Enrichment model? Please select all that apply. 

i. Kindergarten 
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ii. Grade 1 

iii. Grade 2 

iv. Grade 3 

v. Grade 4 

vi. Grade 5 

vii. Grade 6 

viii. Grade 7 

ix. Grade 8 

x. Grade 9  

xi. Grade 10 

xii. Grade 11 

xiii. Grade 12 

xiv. Other (please specify) 

a. What grade levels are students eligible to be served by the Enrichment model? 

Please select all that apply. 

i. Kindergarten 

ii. Grade 1 

iii. Grade 2 

iv. Grade 3 

v. Grade 4 

vi. Grade 5 

vii. Grade 6 

viii. Grade 7 

ix. Grade 8 

x. Grade 9  

xi. Grade 10 

xii. Grade 11 

xiii. Grade 12 

xiv. Other (please specify) 

b. What components are options for students in [insert selected grade] as part of 

the Enrichment model?  

i. Pull-out services (3–5 hours per week) 

ii. Cluster Grouping 

iii. Subject/Grade Acceleration 

iv. Flexible Skills Grouping 

v. Curriculum Compacting 

vi. Advanced Core Curriculum classes 

vii. Electives in a variety of areas 

viii. Enrichment Clusters for students who compact out of the general 

education curriculum 

ix. Elective class geared for gifted learners taught by a gifted specialist 

x. Counseling Services for college and career preparation 

c. Is there anything else we should know about your Enrichment model? [Open-

ended] 

4. Is there anything else you would like to share about programming in your LEA? 
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Screening and Identification Processes 

Now we will ask some questions to understand the gifted screening process in your district. 

1. Does your LEA host a gifted program information session for teachers? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

2. [If yes to previous, ask the following questions] 

b. How often do you host an information session? 

i. Once a year 

ii. Twice a year 

iii. 3–4 times a year 

iv. More than 4 times a year 

c. How many information sessions were held in School Year 2022–2023? 

i. [Insert Number] 

d. Are information sessions a requirement for teachers in your LEA? 

i. Yes  

ii. No 

e. What locations do you host information sessions at? Please select all that apply. 

i. Central Office 

ii. School buildings 

iii. Virtual  

iv. Other (please specify) 

f. Who is responsible for conducting the information sessions? Please select all that 

apply. 

i. Gifted Coordinator 

ii. Lead Gifted Specialist 

iii. School Counselor 

iv. Principal  

v. Other (please specify) 

g. What topics are discussed during the information session you host? 

i. An overview of the gifted program 

ii. The identification process 

iii. The referral process 

iv. Teacher responsibilities during the identification process 

v. Training on how to fill out characteristics scales  

vi. Other (please specify) 

h. Are the information sessions recorded and posted online for later viewing? 

i. Yes 

ii. No  

i. [If yes to previous, ask the following] 

i. Where are the information sessions posted? [Open-ended] 

3. Thank you, now we would like to understand your screening process. 

a. Does your LEA conduct Second Grade Child Find? 

i. Yes 

ii. No 
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1. [If no is selected] You specified your LEA does not participate in 

Second Grade Child Find. Why is that the case? [Open-ended] 

iii. Does your LEA conduct additional screening in another grade? 

1. Yes  

2. No 

iv. [If yes to previous, ask the following] 

1. What grade level(s) does your LEA conduct additional screening 

in? Please select all that apply. 

a. Kindergarten 

b. Grade 1 

c. Grade 2 

d. Grade 3 

e. Grade 4 

f. Grade 5 

g. Grade 6 

h. Grade 7 

i. Grade 8 

j. Grade 9  

k. Grade 10 

l. Grade 11 

m. Grade 12 

n. Other (please specify) 

2. What components of the screening process are used? Please 

select all that apply. 

a. Universal screener 

b. Assessment review 

c. Performance task collection  

d. Screening form completion 

e. Other (please specify) 

3. If you selected more than one grade students are screened for 

gifted services in, is the screening process the same for all eligible 

grades? If not, please provide details of how the screening 

process varies [Open-ended] 

b. What matrix score is required for a student to be eligible to reconsider eligibility 

on the Referral Form for Gifted Services? 

i. 10 points 

ii. 11 points 

iii. 12  points 

iv. 13  points 

v. 14 points 

vi. Other (please specify) 

4. Is there anything else you would like to share about the identification process in your 

LEA? 
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Gifted Education Referrals 

Now we will ask some questions to understand gifted education referrals in your LEA.  

1. First, we would like to ask you some questions about your LEA’s website.  

j. Is there information about your gifted program (e.g., the nature and purpose) on 

the district website? 

i. Yes 

ii. No 

k. [If yes to previous, ask the following question] 

i. Please select the languages the information is offered in. Please select all 

that apply. 

1. Arabic 

2. Armenian 

3. Chinese 

4. English 

5. French 

6. German 

7. Hindi 

8. Hmong 

9. Italian 

10. Japanese 

11. Korean 

12. Spanish 

13. Tagalog 

14. Vietnamese 

15. Other (please specify) 

l. Is information on common behaviors and characteristics of gifted students 

available on your website as a reference for parents? 

i. Yes 

ii. No 

m. [If yes to previous, ask the following question] 

i. Please select the languages the information is offered in. Please select all 

that apply. 

1. Arabic 

2. Armenian 

3. Chinese 

4. English 

5. French 

6. German 

7. Hindi 

8. Hmong 

9. Italian 

10. Japanese 

11. Korean 

12. Spanish 
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13. Tagalog 

14. Vietnamese 

15. Other (please specify) 

n. Is information on the process for parents to refer their children for gifted 

programming on the LEA website? 

i. Yes 

ii. No 

o. [If yes to previous, ask the following questions] 

i. Does the parent referral section specify when parents can refer their 

children for the gifted program? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

ii. Does the parent referral section specify who parents can contact with 

questions about the referral process? 

1. Yes, it specifies a position (e.g., school counselor) 

2. Yes, it specifies a specific person (e.g., Sally Smith, the school 

counselor) 

3. Yes, it specifies a specific person and position (e.g., Sally Smith, 

the school counselor) 

4. No, this information is not available  

iii. Are the referral forms offered on the LEA website?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

iv. [If yes to previous, ask the following questions] 

1. Please select the languages the referral forms are offered in. 

Please select all that apply. 

a. Arabic 

b. Armenian 

c. Chinese 

d. English 

e. French 

f. German 

g. Hindi 

h. Hmong 

i. Italian 

j. Japanese 

k. Korean 

l. Spanish 

m. Tagalog 

n. Vietnamese 

o. Other (please specify) 

2. Are they able to be filled out on a mobile phone? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Unsure  
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v. Is there information about eligibility requirements on the LEA website? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

vi. [If yes to previous, ask the following questions] 

1. Please select the languages the information on the eligibility 

process is offered in. 

a. Arabic 

b. Armenian 

c. Chinese 

d. English 

e. French 

f. German 

g. Hindi 

h. Hmong 

i. Italian 

j. Japanese 

k. Korean 

l. Spanish 

m. Tagalog 

n. Vietnamese 

o. Other (please specify) 

2. Which of the following are provided to parents about the 

identification process? Please select all that apply. 

a. Information on the possible gifted identification measures 

(e.g., characteristics scales, performance) 

b. Information on the assessments used (i.e., aptitude, 

achievement) 

c. Information on the scoring system  

d. Information on the points needed for eligibility  

e. Information on the appeals process 

f. Timeline for the identification process  

g. Other (please specify) 

vii. Is the Local Plan for Education of the Gifted available on the website? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

2. Does your LEA host a parent referral information session or gifted program information 

session for parents/guardians? 

3. Yes 

4. No 

3. [If yes to previous, ask the following questions] 

p. How often do you host an information session? 

i. Once a year 

ii. Twice a year 

iii. 3–4 times a year 

iv. More than 4 times a year 
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q. What locations do you host information sessions at? Please select all that apply. 

i. Central Office 

ii. School buildings 

iii. Community centers 

iv. Virtual  

v. Other (please specify) 

r. How many information sessions were held in total across the LEA in School Year 

2022–2023? 

i. [Insert Number] 

s. What topics are discussed during the information session you host? 

i. An overview of the gifted program 

ii. The identification process 

iii. The referral process 

iv. Other (please specify) 

t. Are translators available at the information sessions? 

i. Yes 

ii. No 

u. [If yes to previous, ask the following] 

i. What languages are translators available for? [Open-ended] 

v. Are the information sessions recorded and posted online for later viewing? 

i. Yes 

ii. No  

w. [If yes to previous ask the following] 

i. Where are the information sessions posted? [Open-ended] 

4. Is there anything else you would like to share about the referral process in your LEA? 
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Local Education Agency (LEA) Gifted Coordinator Interview 

The Shaffer Evaluation Group has been contracted by the Alabama State Department of 

Education to conduct an evaluation of gifted education in Alabama. The evaluation study seeks 

to determine if all students in K–12 have equal access to the identification process for gifted 

services, evaluate the alignment of the Alabama Gifted Education Program Standards, and 

explore the impact of gifted programming on student progress.  

My name is Stacy Ashworth and I am the external evaluator. Today, I would like to ask you 

several questions pertaining to gifted education in your LEA. The findings from the LEA gifted 

coordinator interviews will help us to understand how local practices affect identification and 

referrals for gifted programs.  

I am audio-recording today’s discussion for the purpose of transcribing your comments for 

analysis. Please know that all responses will remain confidential. This means that your responses 

will only be shared with other members of the evaluation team, and we will ensure that any 

information we include in our report does not identify you as the respondent. You are free to 

withdraw from this discussion at any time without penalty. 

Are there any questions before we begin? 

 

Background 

First, I want to gain an understanding of your experiences with education, not just including 

gifted education.  

1. Can you tell me about your career in education? 

a. Probe for length of time in current position, formal training in gifted education 

2. I’ve read through your LEA’s local plan, but can you tell me the type of model you use for 

programming in your LEA (i.e., Gifted, Enrichment)?  

a. What grade levels are served as part of that model? 

i. What grade levels can students be identified? 

b. What services are offered as part of that model? 

i. Are they the same for all grade levels? Are they the same in all schools 

within the LEA? 

 

LEA History  

 

Thank you for sharing that with me. I’m also interested in learning more about the background of 

the gifted program in your LEA.  

1. Can you tell me a little bit about the gifted program and its history in your LEA? 

2. Has the LEA experienced any challenges related to gifted program referrals and/or 

identification in prior years? (Probe for both referral and identification) 

a. If related to underrepresentation: What strategies were put in place to address 

the challenge? 

i. How did you decide on those strategies? 
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ii. What do you attribute to having the most success with making progress in 

changing the underrepresentation? 

iii. Were there any strategies you tried that did not work as well as you 

hoped? 

iv. Is there anything else you would like to add about these strategies?  

b. Was there anything you tried that didn’t work as well as you hoped? 

c. If related to other topics: What strategies were put in place to address the 

challenge? 

i. Probe for changes in policies or procedures 

3. [If the LEA is currently using an Enrichment model]: I noticed you are using an 

Enrichment model. 

a. How did the district decide to use a talent development model? 

b. What has been the successes of the talent development model? 

c. What have been the challenges with the talent development model? 

4. Thank you. Is there anything else you would like to share about the history of the gifted 

program in your LEA?  

 

Screening and Identification Process 

 

Thank you for sharing that with me. Now I would like to learn more about the screening and 

identification process in your LEA.  

1. Do you host gifted program information sessions for teachers or parents?  

a. If yes: 

i. Can you tell me about the information sessions that are offered? 

1. Probe for information on frequency, who is required to attend, 

what topics are discussed, who conducts the sessions, and what 

locations are used for the information sessions   

ii. Are the sessions recorded and posted online for later viewing?  

2. Thank you, now I would like to discuss your screening process.  

a. Does your LEA conduct Second Grade Child Find? 

i. How long has your LEA been using Second Grade Child Find? 

ii. What have been the biggest successes with Second Grade Child Find? 

iii. What have been the biggest challenges with Second Grade Child Find? 

b. Does your LEA conduct additional screening in other grades? 

i. What components of the screening process are used? 

1. Probe to determine if this is the same across grades.  

ii. How long has your LEA been using additional screening? 

iii. What have been the biggest successes with additional screening? 

iv. What have been the biggest challenges with additional screening? 

c. Who is eligible to submit referral forms in your LEA? 

i. Are there certain times of year referrals can be submitted or is this 

possible year-round? 
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ii. How do stakeholders gain access to the referral forms? 

d. What matrix score is required for a student to be eligible to reconsider eligibility 

on the Referral Form for Gifted Services? 

i. Do you know how that matrix score was selected? 

ii. Has the matrix score always been the same?  

1. Probe for changes and rationale for changes. 

3.  Thank you for sharing all this information. Now I would like to discuss the assessments 

and instruments used in your LEA.  

a. What aptitude tests are used? 

i. Probe for grade levels used.  

b. How was/were the aptitude test(s) selected? 

c. What characteristics scales are used? 

i. Probe for grade levels used.  

d. How was/were the characteristics scale(s) selected? 

e. Have there been any changes to the assessments and instruments used for 

screening and identification in your LEA? Have there been any discussions about 

changes that may need to occur? 

4. Is there anything else you would like to share about your screening and identification 

processes? 

 

LEA Progress on Equitable Identification of Gifted Students 

 

Thank you for sharing all of the information about the processes in your LEA. Now I would like to 

ask some final questions about your success and challenges with equitably identifying students 

for your gifted program.  

 

 If LEA is equitably identifying students 

 

1. According to recent identification data, your LEA has experienced success with 

identifying students equitably in [specify subgroups from initial data review]. 

a. What strategies do you attribute to your LEA’s success? 

b. Were there any strategies that were less successful for your LEA? 

c. What challenges do you anticipate your LEA will experience with equitably 

identifying students for the program in the future? 

d. Does the LEA have plans to implement other strategies/policies to 

continue to make improvements in the future? 

2. Is there anything else you think I should know? 

 

If LEA is not equitably identifying students 

 

1. What subgroups do you think your LEA has experienced success with identifying 

equitably and what subgroups have been more challenging?  
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a. What strategies do you attribute to your LEA’s success? 

b. What do you attribute to the challenges with identification? 

c. Does the LEA have plans to implement other strategies/policies to 

continue to make improvements in the future? 

2. Is there anything else you think I should know? 
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Local Education Agency (LEA) Plan for the Gifted Review 

Instructions: This form is used to collect data from LEA Plans for the Gifted. The items mirror the 

2020 LEA Plan for Gifted Guidance by the Alabama State Department of Education.  

1. School System 

a. [Open-ended] 

2. School Year 

a. 2024 

b. 2023 

c. 2022 

d. 2021 

e. 2020 

f. 2019 

g. 2018 

h. Other [insert four-digit year] 

3. Part I Philosophy:  

a. Is the definition provided consistent with the state definition provided in the 2020 

LEA Plan for Gifted Guidance? [Yes/No] 

4. Part II Program Goals:  

a. Goal 1 

i. Please select what the goal is related to (select all that apply) 

1. Teacher Training 

2. Parent Training  

3. Enrichment Model 

4. Gifted Model  

5. Quality of Services 

6. Underrepresent Populations 

7. Program Evaluation  

8. Continuum of Services  

9. Curriculum  

10. Comparable Services 

11. Universal Screening/Child Find 

12. Other [Insert topic] 

ii. Goal lists steps taken to achieve the goal. [Yes/No] 

b. [Repeat for other goals] 

5. Part III Referrals 

a. Notice placed in: 

i. Code of Conduct [Yes/No] 

ii. Student Handbook [Yes/No] 

b. Does the notice to parents: 

i. Provide a definition of gifted [Yes/No] 

ii. Explain how to refer a student [Yes/No] 

iii. Specify basic eligibility criteria [Yes/No] 

iv. Identify who to contact to make a referral [Yes/No] 
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c. Which members are on the Gifted Referrals Screening Team? 

i. Gifted Specialist(s) [Yes/No] 

ii. Counselor [Yes/No] 

iii. Administrator [Yes/No] 

iv. General Education Teacher [Yes/No] 

v. Psychometrist [Yes/No] 

vi. Other (please specify) 

d. Screening Criteria 

i. LEA automatically accepts each referral for further assessment 

(administered by psychometrist if needed for placement) to determine 

eligibility. [Yes/No] 

ii. LEA uses the State Screening/Eligibility Determination Form to screen 

students to determine if further assessment is necessary. 

iii. Points are required to pass screening. [Yes/No] 

6. Part IV: Evaluation 

a. Independent Evaluation Procedures 

i. Tests from qualified independent evaluators will be treated the same as 

tests administered by school system personnel or contract personnel. 

[Yes/No] 

ii. Tests from qualified independent evaluators will be considered as a 

referral but the school system reserves the right to conduct further 

assessment. [Yes/No] 

7. Part V: Eligibility 

a. The Eligibility Determination Team  

i. Central Office Based 

ii. School Based 

b. What members are on the Eligibility Determination Team? 

i. Gifted Specialist(s) [Yes/No] 

ii. Counselor [Yes/No] 

iii. Administrator [Yes/No] 

iv. General Education Teacher [Yes/No] 

v. Psychometrist [Yes/No] 

vi. Other (please specify) 

8. Part VI: Service Delivery Options 

a. Grade K–2 (please select all that apply) 

i. _____ Consultative services from the gifted specialist provided in the 

regular classroom setting (e.g., extra materials. learning centers)  

ii. _____ Curriculum compacting  

iii. _____ Cluster grouping with differentiated curriculum in the regular 

classroom  

iv. _____ Cross-age grouping in areas of strength 

b. Grades 3–5 (please select all that apply) 

i. _____ Traditional pullout services for 3 to 5 hours a week 

ii. _____ Cluster grouping with differentiated curriculum in the regular 

classroom 
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iii. _____ Cross-age grouping in areas of strength 

iv. _____ Curriculum compacting 

c. Grades 3–6 (please select all that apply) 

i. _____ Traditional pullout services for 3 to 5 hours a week 

ii. _____ Cluster grouping with differentiated curriculum in the regular 

classroom 

iii. _____ Cross-age grouping in areas of strength 

iv. _____ Curriculum compacting 

d. Grades 6–8 (please select all that apply) 

i. _____ Advanced core curriculum classes provided by qualified regular or 

gifted educators  

ii. _____ Electives in a variety of talent areas (art, music [choral and 

instrumental], technology, foreign languages) taught by qualified 

instructors  

iii. _____ Elective class geared for gifted learners taught by a gifted teacher  

iv. _____ Enrichment clusters for students who compact out of the general 

education curriculum 

e. Grades 7–8 (please select all that apply) 

i. _____ Advanced core curriculum classes provided by qualified regular or 

gifted educators  

ii. _____ Electives in a variety of talent areas (art, music [choral and 

instrumental], technology, foreign languages) taught by qualified 

instructors  

iii. _____ Elective class geared for gifted learners taught by a gifted teacher  

iv. _____ Enrichment clusters for students who compact out of the general 

education curriculum 

f. Grades 9–12 (please select all that apply) 

i. _____ Advanced core curriculum classes provided by qualified regular or 

gifted educators 

ii. _____ Electives in a variety of talent areas (art, music [choral and 

instrumental], technology, foreign languages) taught by qualified 

instructors 

iii. _____ Elective class geared for gifted learners taught by a gifted teacher 

iv. _____ Counseling services for college and career preparation 

g. LEA provides services different from the option above and a different plan is 

included in the plan. [Yes/No] 

9. Part VII: Self-Monitoring Procedures 

a. Self-monitoring procedures mirror guidelines [Yes/No] 

b. Self-monitoring procedures are different and provided by LEA [Yes/No] 

10. Part VIII: Policies/Procedures 

a. Grade acceleration [Practiced/Not Allowed] 

b. Fluid movement between grades/Subject acceleration [Practiced/Not Allowed] 

c. Clustering [Practiced/Not Allowed] 

d. Flexible skills grouping [Practiced/Not Allowed] 

11. Part IX: Professional Development 
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a. Professional development plan includes: 

i. Professional development for gifted specialists. 

ii. Professional development for general education teachers who are 

charged with meeting the needs of high-end learners in the regular 

classroom.  

iii. Professional development for general education teachers who are 

charged with meeting the needs of high-end learners in the regular 

classroom.  

iv. Professional development for general education teachers who are 

charged with meeting the needs of high-end learners in the regular 

classroom.  

b. Two-year plan developed [Yes/No] 

c. Plan includes needs assessment [Yes/No] 

d. Plan includes follow-up evaluation [Yes/No] 

e. Plan includes steps for on-going staff development to ensure continuous 

improvement [Yes/No] 

f. All levels (K–12) addressed in plan [Yes/No] 

12. Part X: Grievance Procedures 

a. Are listed in the plan [Yes/No] 

13. Part XI: Alternative/Enrichment Programs 

a. Alternative/Enrichment Program Provided [Yes/No] 

b. Target Audience [Open-ended] 

c. Purpose of Program [Open-ended] 

14. Part XII: Virtual Options 

a. Virtual identification options are specified [Yes/No] 

b. Professional development plan for virtual teachers is provided [Yes/No] 

c. Explanation of services for all grade levels (K–12) is provided [Yes/No] 
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Appendix C: NAGC and ALSDE Standards Alignment Review  
 

SEG conducted a cross-walk analysis between the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and Student 

Outcomes (Alabama Standards) and the 2019 National Association of Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K to Grade 12 

Gifted Programming Standards (NAGC Standards). SEG then reviewed the NAGC Standards and looked for 

evidence of alignment with the Alabama Standards. This review is presented below—each NAGC standard is marked 

as met, partially met, or not met, and evidence is cited from the Alabama Standards.  

Programming Standard 1: Learning and Development 

Programming Standard 1: Learning and Development includes 6 standards and 18 substandards.  

 

 

1.1 Self Understanding 

Description: Students with gifts and talents recognize their interests, strengths, and needs in cognitive, 

creative, social, emotional, and psychological areas. 

Status: Met 

Evidence: Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards:  

• Concept-based curriculum is based on students’ interests and needs (p. 9). 

• Information literacy allows learning to be accelerated beyond the school curriculum and related 

to interests (pp. 22–25).  

• Description of an autonomous learner under Increase Intrinsic Motivation includes pursuing 

areas of personal interests, curiosities, or passions (p. 31).  

• Description of executive skills under Time Management includes students prioritizing 

competing interests (p.33).  

1.2 Self Understanding 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate understanding of how they learn and 

recognize the influences of their identities, cultures, beliefs, traditions, and values on their learning and 

behavior. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard, specifically substandard 1.2.3, was found in the Alabama 

Standards: 

• Description of social-emotional under Demonstrates an Awareness of Cultural Diversity. The 

skills include the following: questions stereotypes, recognizes various forms of bias, and 

recognizes the achievements and contributions of various cultures (p. 29).  

Recommendations: The ALSDE should include in its Standards requirements for culture-based 

learning needs aligned to equity and culturally responsive practice in gifted education. This might 

include providing supports for gifted students to develop and foster their gifts through their identities.  
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1.3 Self Understanding 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate understanding of and respect for similarities 

and differences between themselves and their cognitive and chronological peer groups and others in 

the general population. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard, specifically substandard 1.3.1, was present in several areas 

throughout the Alabama Standards, specifically in Appendix C: Examples of Instructional Resources 

(pp. 42–46). The tables with evidence of this standard included Autonomous Learner Strategies (e.g., 

collaborative grouping) and Executive Skills Strategies (e.g., collaborative grouping).  

Recommendations: The ALSDE should include additional guidance on how teachers can find and/or 

select materials and instructional activities matched to students’ varied abilities, interests, and learning 

needs (substandard 1.3.2) and guidance on how gifted educators can support diverse students’ abilities 

(substandard 1.3.3). 

1.4 Awareness of Needs 

Description: Students identify and access supplemental, outside-of-school resources that support the 

development of their gifts and talents (e.g., families, mentors, experts, or programs). 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard, specifically substandard 1.4.1, was present in several areas 

throughout the Alabama Standards, specifically in Appendix C: Examples of Instructional Resources 

(pp. 42–46). The tables with evidence of this standard include Social Emotional Strategies and 

Executive Skills Strategies, which both include mentors as a strategy.  

Recommendations: Mentors are one way to provide role models for gifted students, but the ALSDE 

should include additional suggestions for role models in the Standards document (substandard 1.4.1). 

While there will be variation across LEAs, examples of community and family resources for gifted 

students and parents (substandard 1.4.3) and out-of-school learning experiences for gifted students 

(substandard 1.4.2) would be beneficial.  

1.5 Cognitive, Psychosocial and Affective Growth 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate cognitive growth and psychosocial skills that 

support their talent development as a result of meaningful and challenging learning activities that 

address their unique characteristics and needs. 

Status: Met 

Evidence: Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Social and emotional learning (SEL) has emerged as a crucial counterpart to intellectual growth 

with a growing body of research illustrating the reciprocal relationship between students’ 

cognitive and affective development (Payton et al., 2008; Zins et al., 2007). This was addressed 

in the Gifted Definition section (p. 5).  

• Gifted services delivery options include an affective curriculum (p. 6).  

• The thinking skills section includes information on metacognition (p. 12).  

• Appendix C: Examples of Instructional Resources (pp. 42–46) includes Creative Thinking 

Models.  
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Programming Standard 2: Assessment 

Programming Standard 2: Assessment includes 5 standards and 19 substandards. Three standards are 

not addressed in the Alabama Gifted Education Programs document, so they are not assessed.  

 

 

 

1.6 Cognitive Growth and Career Development 

Description: Students with gifts and talents identify future career goals that match their interests and 

strengths. Students determine resources needed to meet those goals (e.g., supplemental educational 

opportunities, mentors, financial support). 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence: Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Social and emotional learning (SEL) has emerged as a crucial counterpart to intellectual 

growth, with a growing body of research illustrating the reciprocal relationship between 

students’ cognitive and affective development (Payton et al., 2008; Zins et al., 2007). This was 

addressed in the Gifted Definition section (p. 5).  

• Gifted services delivery options include an affective curriculum (p. 6).  

• The thinking skills section includes information on metacognition (p. 12). 

• College and career support is mentioned as a goal of the ALSDE (p. 4).  

• The Challenging Activity Guides mentioned under Differentiation for Gifted Learners include 

the Alabama College- and Career-Ready Standards for Grades K–8 (p. 6).  

• College- and Career-Ready Standards are also included in concept-based curriculum (p. 9).  

Recommendations: The ALSDE should address substandard 1.6.3 by providing information on how 

educators can provide students with college and career guidance and connect students to college and 

career resources. 

2.1 Identification 

Description: All students in Pre-K through grade 12 with gifts and talents have equal access to the 

identification process and proportionally represent each campus. 

Status: Not Assessed  

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes. 

2.2 Identification 

Description: Students with gifts and talents are identified for services that match their interests, 

strengths, and needs. 

Status: Not Assessed  

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes. 

2.3 Identification 

Description: Students with identified gifts and talents represent diverse backgrounds. 

Status: Not Assessed  

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes. 
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Programming Standard 3: Curriculum Planning and Instruction  

Programming Standard 3: Curriculum Planning and Instruction includes 6 standards and 21 substandards.  

 

2.4 Learning Progress 

Description: As a result of using multiple and ongoing assessments, students with gifts and talents 

demonstrate growth commensurate with abilities in cognitive, social-emotional, and psychosocial areas. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Formative and summative assessment examples are provided in Appendix D (p. 47). 

• Learning profile is included as an example under inventories/surveys section (p. 47). 

Recommendations: The ALSDE should include information about assessments for students with gifts 

and talents and their parents/guardians, and ensure information is provided in their preferred language 

for communication (substandard 2.4.5). In addition, the ALSDE should include information on product-

based and performance-based assessments to measure the academic and social-emotional progress 

of students with gifts and talents (substandard 2.4.2). 

2.5 Learning Progress 

Description: Students self-assess their learning progress.  

Status: Met 

Evidence: Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Goal-setting competency is mentioned as well as responding to goal-setting through tasks (p. 

29).  

• The Monitor and Evaluate learning competency includes reflecting on progress (p. 31).  

• Self-evaluation of progress on completing final tasks (p. 31).  

• Executive skills include self-evaluation of final projects/tasks and developing realistic goal-

setting (p. 33). 

Recommendations: The ALSDE may wish to expand on their current recommendations by including 

SMARTIE Goal-Setting ( https://www.managementcenter.org/resources/smartie-goals-worksheet/).  

3.1 Curriculum Planning 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate academic growth commensurate with their 

abilities each school year. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Information literacy research includes information on the use of technology in the gifted 

classroom (p. 22).  

• The technology section describes developing 21st century skills in gifted students, including 

explicit training on technology connections to content, process, and product for gifted students 

(p. 24).  

• Information literacy skills with technology use competencies (p. 25).  

• Technology use is included in the Student and Teacher Checklist (p. 58).  

• Information on pre-assessments is provided (p. 47).  

Recommendations: The ALSDE should add the following: 

• Curricular support for students who are English Learners, 2E, and Low-SES; 

• Research on pacing applied to gifted students and how to incorporate this in curricular 

development; 

• Information on learning progressions for gifted students in curriculum planning. 

 

https://www.managementcenter.org/resources/smartie-goals-worksheet/
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3.2 Talent Development 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate growth in social and emotional and 

psychosocial skills necessary for achievement in their domain(s) of talent and/or areas of interest. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence: Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Goal-setting under Social Emotional Learning (p. 29) 

• Goal-setting competency (p. 33)  

Recommendations: The ALSDE should include additional talent development models for gifted 

students and more information and research on self-advocacy for gifted students. The addition of a 

talent development model (particularly prior to second grade) may help to support identification.  

3.3 Responsiveness to Diversity 

Description: Students with gifts and talents develop knowledge and skills for living in and contributing 

to a diverse and global society. 

Status: Not Met 

Evidence: Although there is some information in the Awareness of Cultural Diversity section ( pg. 29) 

the substandards are not addressed.  

Recommendations: The ALSDE should add the following:  

• Culturally responsive curriculum as an instructional resource for gifted students. 

• High-quality material from multiple perspectives throughout the document. 

• Culturally Responsive Equity-Based Bill of Rights for Gifted Students of Color  

in the document (Ford, D. Y., Dickson, K. T., Davis, J. L., Scott, M. T., & Grantham, T. C. (2018). 

A Culturally Responsive Equity-Based Bill of Rights for Gifted Students of Color. Gifted Child 

Today, 41(3), 125–129. https://doi-org.libproxy.library.unt.edu/10.1177/1076217518769698) 

 

3.4 Instructional Strategies 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate their potential or level of achievement in their 

domain(s) of talent and/or areas of interest. 

Status: Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Gifted services section (p. 6) 

• Differentiation for gifted learners section (p. 8) 

• RTI differentiation information (pp. 9–10) 

• Thinking skills section (p. 12) 

• Thinking processes section (p. 18) 

• Examples of instructional resources (p. 42) 

3.5 Instructional Strategies 

Description: Students with gifts and talents become independent investigators. 

Status: Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Examples of instructional resources for metacognition are provided (p. 42).  

• The discussion on cognitive development (p. 11).  

• The section on thinking skills discusses metacognition (p. 12).  

https://doi-org.libproxy.library.unt.edu/10.1177/1076217518769698
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Programming Standard 4: Learning Environments 

Programming Standard 4: Learning Environments includes 5 standards and 18 substandards.  

 

 

3.6 Resources 

Description: Students with gifts and talents are able to demonstrate growth commensurate with their 

abilities as a result of access to high quality curricular resources. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in the discussion of concept-based curriculum 

support (p. 9).  

Recommendations: It is recommended that the ALSDE include school and community resources to 

support differentiation. These could include out-of-school experiences (e.g., summer camps) or 

connecting with businesses in the community for donations and support (substandard 3.6.2).  

4.1 Personal Competence 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate growth in personal competence and 

dispositions for exceptional academic and creative productivity. These include self-awareness, self-

advocacy, self-efficacy, confidence, motivation, resilience, independence, curiosity, and risk taking. 

Status: Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• How to cope with perfectionism, goal-setting, emotional intensity, anxiety, and stress (p. 29) 

• Increase intrinsic motivation (p. 31). 

• Autonomous learner competencies include taking academic risks (p. 56). 

• Affective development section includes information on self-awareness (p. 26). 

• Social-emotional competencies include developing self-acceptance (p. 29). 

• Social-Emotional strategy list and Executive Skills strategy list include mentors (pp. 45–46). 

Recommendations: It is recommended that the ALSDE include more information and research to 

support self-advocacy and how to develop identity in gifted students.  

4.2 Social Competence 

Description: Students with gifts and talents develop social competence manifested in positive peer 

relationships and social interactions. 

Status: Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Technology and the learning environment (p. 24) 

• Describes affective development and learning environments that are needed for gifted students 

(p. 26).  

• Provides statistics on social-emotional needs and the learning environment (p. 28)  

• Social-emotional skills and competencies (p. 55) 
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4.3 Responsibility & Leadership 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate personal and social responsibility. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• Creative Thinking is an essential skill for leadership (p. 16). 

• Thinking processes include problem solving (p. 18).  

• Social-emotional competencies include leadership skill development (p. 29).  

• Student leadership as a strategy for social-emotional development (p. 45).  

• Leadership as an executive skill strategy for students (p. 46).  

Recommendations: It is recommended that the ALSDE revise the document to also address climate 

and culture in the gifted classroom (substandard 4.3.1).  

4.4 Cultural Competence  

Description: Students with gifts and talents value their own and others’ language, heritage, and 

circumstance. They possess skills in communicating, teaming, and collaborating with diverse 

individuals and across diverse groups. They use positive strategies to address social issues, including 

discrimination and stereotyping. 

Status: Not Met 

Evidence: Although there is an awareness of the diversity section, it does not explicitly state how 

diversity and cultural competence can be incorporated in gifted classrooms.  

Recommendation: Include additional information on educators addressing the diversity of their 

classroom, including the diverse needs of gifted students. The ALSDE should consider including a 

definition of diversity and diversity within gifted education.  

4.5 Communication Competence  

Description: Students with gifts and talents develop competence in interpersonal and technical 

communication skills. They demonstrate advanced oral and written skills and creative expression. They 

display fluency with technologies that support effective communication and are competent consumers 

of media and technology. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in the Alabama Standards: 

• Information on information literacy, including technology, is provided (p. 22–25).  

Recommendation: It is recommended that the ALSDE also includes information on language supports 

for gifted educators in-line with substandard 4.5.1 and 4.5.2.  
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Programming Standard 5: Programming  

Programming Standard 5: Programming includes 8 standards and 21 substandards. Several standards 

are not addressed in the Alabama Gifted Education Programs document, so they are not assessed. 

 

 

 

5.1 Comprehensiveness 

Description: Educators use evidence-based practices to promote (a) the cognitive, social-emotional, 

and psychosocial skill development of students with gifts and talents and (b) programming that meets 

their interests, strengths, and needs. Educators make use of expertise systematically and 

collaboratively to develop, implement, manage, and evaluate services for students with a variety of gifts 

and talents to ensure specific student outcomes. 

Status: Partially Met 

Evidence:  Evidence of this standard was present in several areas throughout the Alabama Standards: 

• RTI/Acceleration procedures are described in the document (pp. 8–9).  

• Collaboration of teachers, community members, speech therapists, and other stakeholders (p. 

8).  

• Delivery model and activities for grades Pre-k–12th gifted students are described (p. 8).  

• Types of activities for creative thinking are provided (p. 45). 

• Describes the enrichment model delivery method (p. 8).  

Recommendation: The ALSDE provides information about several of the substandards. Some 

recommendations include:  

• Include mentorship opportunities, internships, and online courses as individualized learning 

options for students (substandard 5.1.4) 

• Include enrichment opportunities and additional research to add depth to the document. 

Consider adding citations for the “gifted model” and the “enrichment model” to provide some 

additional context. 

• It may also be beneficial to add an in-depth explanation of Enrichment program model. The 

current definition may not align with some definitions of the word “enrichment “ in gifted 

education and clarity would benefit all stakeholders (e.g., Renzulli and Reis’ definitions of 

enrichment models).  

• Consider adding benefits of using a gifted program model versus an enrichment model. 

 

5.2 Cohesive and Coordinated Services 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate yearly progress commensurate with ability as 

a result of a continuum of Pre-K–12 services and coordination between gifted, general, special, and 

related professional services, including outside of school learning specialists and advocates. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include information on the continuum of services.   

5.3 Career Pathways 

Description: Students with gifts and talents create future career-oriented goals and identify talent 

development pathways to reach those goals. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include information on career pathways. 
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Programming Standard 6: Professional Learning  

Programming Standard 6: Professional Learning includes 5 standards and 13 substandards. All standards 

are not addressed in the Alabama Gifted Education Programs document, so they are not assessed. 

6.1 Talent Development 

Description: Students identify and fully develop their talents and gifts as a result of interacting with 

educators who possess content pedagogical knowledge and meet national teacher preparation 

standards in gifted education and the Standards for Professional Learning. 

Status: Not Assessed 

5.4 Collaboration 

Description: Students with gifts and talents are able to continuously advance their talent development 

and achieve their learning goals through regular collaboration among families, community members, 

advocates, and the school.  

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not address. collaboration.  

5.5 Resources 

Description: Students with gifts and talents participate in gifted education programming that is 

adequately staffed and funded to meet students’ interests, strengths, needs. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not address staffing and funding information.  

5.6 Policies and Procedures 

Description: Students with gifts and talents participate in general and gifted education programs 

guided by clear policies and procedures that provide for their advanced learning needs (e.g., early 

entrance, acceleration, credit in lieu of enrollment). 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not address policies and procedures.  

5.7 Evaluation of Programming and Services 

Description: Students with gifts and talents demonstrate yearly learning progress commensurate with 

abilities as a result of high-quality programming and services matched to their interests, strengths, and 

needs. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not address evaluation. 

5.8 Evaluation of Programming and Services 

Description: Students with gifts and talents have access to programming and services required for the 

development of their gifts and talents as a result of ongoing evaluation and program improvements. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not address evaluation. 
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Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include professional learning.  

 

6.2 Psychosocial and Social-Emotional Development 

Description: Students with gifts and talents develop critical psychosocial skills and show social-

emotional growth as a result of educators and counselors who have participated in professional 

learning aligned with national standards in gifted education and Standards for Professional Learning. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include professional learning.  

 

6.3 Equity and Inclusion 

Description: All students with gifts and talents are able to develop their abilities as a result of educators 

who are committed to removing barriers to access and creating inclusive gifted education communities. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include professional learning.  

 

6.4 Lifelong Learning 

Description: Students develop their gifts and talents as a result of educators who are lifelong learners, 

participating in ongoing professional learning and continuing education opportunities. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include professional learning.  

 

6.5 Ethics 

Description: All students with gifts and talents, including those who may be twice exceptional, English 

language learners, or who come from underrepresented populations receive equal opportunities to be 

identified and served in high-quality gifted programming as a result of educators who are guided by 

ethical practices. 

Status: Not Assessed 

Evidence: This standard does not apply to the Alabama Gifted Education Programs: Standards and 

Student Outcomes as it does not include professional learning.  

 

 

 


