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The Guidelines for Creating a Comprehensive Pay System provided in Appendix B examines various teacher pay options, including, single-salary schedule, extra duty/additional responsibility pay, career ladder, knowledge- and skill-based pay, individual evaluation pay, and performance-based pay. The advantages and disadvantages of each option are explored. The document offer school divisions with guidance when implementing an alternative teacher compensation system. Although this document has not been proved by the Virginia Department of Education yet, it can serve as a valuable resource for the decision-making process regarding teacher compensation.  
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PROLOGUE

At the heart of educational reform in the United States and, in fact, in virtually all nations in which systemic school improvement efforts have been undertaken in recent decades, are the inter-related goals of improving student achievement and ensuring that high quality teachers are in every classroom. Given these goals of improving student achievement and teacher quality, the rationale for restructuring the teacher compensation system in a nation, a state, or a school system has been pushed to the forefront of reform. 

Some researchers believe that a pay for performance system may encourage higher levels of achievement for all students by using compensation as an incentive to improve teacher performance.  A performance pay system also may provide a means by which to attract, develop, and retain teachers.For these reasons, it is important to understand what the research says about various compensation systems and the advantages and disadvantages that different performance-based plans offer. In fact, in the last decade, several small-scale attempts at alternative compensation programs have been piloted and reviewed at the school district level across the United States.  These programs have offered interesting data about what makes different salary options viable alternatives for teachers and how school divisions can go about creating their own restructured compensation programs to meet contemporary challenges.  

Although some might view the implementation of a performance compensation model as evidence that policy makers believe that teachers are “holding back” their efforts unless and until a performance system is implemented, this is untrue for the vast majority of teachers.  This document examines the various pay options a school division might consider and provides guidelines to consider when implementing an alternative compensation program. Specifically, it addresses a single-salary schedule, extra duty/additional responsibility pay, career ladder, knowledge-and skills-based pay, individual evaluation pay, and finally, performance-based pay. The development of a compensation model should be a shared decision making process.  Stakeholders must be involved in the research, development and implementation process of any compensation system.
INTRODUCTION TO PERFORMANCE PAY

Within the context of educational reform, teacher compensation systems may provide an avenue for change with the potential to support the goals of improving teacher quality and student performance.  Moreover, policymakers and policy researchers predict that offering alternative compensation systems may facilitate the related goals of recruiting and retaining quality teachers, despite the attractions of other professions.

Given these vital goals of enhancing student learning and teacher quality, the rationale for restructuring a teacher compensation system may be addressed in light of three areas of focus:
· Attracting candidates to the profession;

· Developing professionals across the career span; and

· Retaining quality teachers in the classroom

Attracting Teachers

Teacher salaries, especially at the beginning teacher level, put the education profession at a disadvantage in attracting candidates of high potential.  Teacher salaries remain somewhat low compared to those of professionals with similar educational preparation.  Studies comparing salary rates have demonstrated consistently that teacher salaries are more comparable to salaries in technical fields than to other professions, and few occupations requiring college degrees have salaries lower than those found in teaching.
  See Figures 1.1 for illustrations of teacher salaries compared to selected other professions. In addition, the broadening of career opportunities for women and minorities over the last several decades has influenced young people’s professional decision-making, requiring school systems to focus additional attention on recruitment practices to entice candidates to the profession.
  Nevertheless, the dire predictions of teacher shortages are connected to the issue of aging and retiring teachers, not solely to data regarding teacher preparation programs.  Many college students still enter and graduate from teacher preparation programs, and professionals from other fields continue to enter the field of education as a second career.  Consequently, candidates are available; school divisions must then find ways to attract the most talented candidates to their schools.  Although conventional wisdom suggests that teachers enter the field for the intrinsic rewards and the service orientation, not for the financial incentives; salary is, nevertheless, an important consideration.

Figure 1.1: Comparison of Teacher Salaries with Selected Other Salaries
	Salaries of Professionals

	Position
	Average

	Teachers
	$51,009

	Accountants
	$63,180

	Public Relations Specialists
	$57,100

	Computer Engineers
	$90,780


Source: American Federations of Teachers, 2007

Report Available at http://www.aft.org/pdfs/teachers/salarysurvey07.pdf

Salaries vary considerably from one school district/division or state to another, both in terms of starting salaries and rates of increase.  For example, the average teacher salary in Virginia in 2009 was $52,309, but average salaries ranged from a low of $38,179 in Grayson County Public Schools to $69,073 in Arlington County Public Schools.
 School divisions must examine carefully the degree to which their initial offerings are competitive and sufficiently attractive to new teachers, as well as how quickly teachers will be able to earn higher pay.  Many school divisions and states are seeking innovative ways to make entrance into the teaching profession a more attractive proposition.  Some innovations and ongoing practices include:

· signing bonuses; 

· scholarships or loan forgiveness, by which college students in education pledge to teach for a certain period in a state’s high need areas in exchange for tuition support and/or loan forgiveness; 

· increases to the overall salary system whereby teacher salaries are given a higher fiscal priority statewide; and

· alternative salary scales which offer a reasonable starting salary but also offer novice teachers the opportunity to move more quickly up the steps of the scale.

Each of these options, by offering teachers immediate financial incentives and/or pledging financial flexibility over the career span, makes the profession more attractive to entering teachers than a traditional salary schedule and, thus, has the potential to increase the applicant pool of high quality teachers.

Developing Teachers

A second key area of focus is the need to ensure quality among practicing teachers and to encourage continuous improvement over the career span.  A growing body of research continues to amass evidence that teachers influence student achievement more than any other factor, emphasizing both the positive effect of stronger teachers and the negative effect of weaker teachers.
 This research strengthens the argument for supporting teacher growth and acknowledging exemplary practice. Moreover, some motivation theories suggest that even in occupations with high potential for intrinsic rewards–such as the emotional benefits teachers gain while supporting student learning–there is still a relationship between compensation and job satisfaction.

The traditional salary schedule provides incentives for teachers to remain over time by compensating them based on longevity.  It encourages teachers to gain more education through graduate coursework, but it does not necessarily promote teacher development tied directly to job assignments.  Moreover, the traditional salary schedule rewards putting in time far more than rewarding exerting exceptional effort, and it rewards exemplary and mediocre performance at approximately the same level.  Compensation that is linked directly to demonstration of professional growth and/or professional performance has the potential to respond to public demands for improvement in teaching in return for tax dollars spent.  Moreover, linking compensation to professional development has the capacity to stimulate the acquisition of the knowledge and skills necessary to teach to the new standards. A meta-analysis conducted by the Incentive Research Foundation found that if incentive programs are correctly selected, implemented, and monitored, they can increase individual performance by an average of 22 percent and team performance by up to 44 percent.

Not only may a compensation system encourage professional growth and development in teachers, it also has the potential to influence the roles and development of administrators.  If administrators must play a crucial role in evaluating teachers fairly for a system that incorporates performance evaluation, they must give primary focus to their own roles as instructional leaders.
  Indeed, proponents of alternative compensation systems suggest that linking compensation more directly to professional development and improvement efforts can promote increased discussion of quality instruction throughout a school and a school system.

Retaining Teachers

Just as it is in a school division’s best interests to invest in developing teacher talent through professional development and incentives for growth, it is also in the division’s best interests to encourage teachers to remain with the school division over time.  This is particularly important in hard-to-staff schools and divisions, which often serve as a training ground for inexperienced teachers.  The better teachers from these schools often move on to schools with “easier” populations.  Moreover, it is in the best interests of the education profession to encourage teachers to remain in practice over the long term.  Consequently, a third area of focus in restructuring compensation systems is the need to retain quality teachers and to avoid a system where teachers reach the maximum income range on the salary scale.

Studies investigating teacher attrition have documented that among those teachers who leave the profession, newer teachers–who receive lower pay–leave most quickly
 and, frequently, when they cite low pay as a major reason for their attrition.
  In fact, 40 percent of beginning teachers leave teaching in their first five years of practice, and exit data reveals that 46 percent of these beginning teachers give poor salary as their reason for leaving.

The traditional single-salary schedule is perhaps most disadvantageous to novice teachers in their early years; most salary schedules are back-loaded, meaning that salaries rise more steeply at the higher levels, representing more experienced teachers, than at the lower levels where novice teachers are placed.  Given this structure, it may take newer teachers many years to achieve a competitive salary.  Yet some teachers, even in their earliest years in the profession, demonstrate high effectiveness along with high motivation.  Alternative salary systems have the potential to reward these teachers and to encourage them to remain in the profession over time. 

At the other end of the career span, more experienced teachers also are influenced by the salary schedule and may be disadvantaged by it.  Most single-salary schedules allow a teacher to continue to move up a scale over a number of years; but after 15 or 20 years in the system, teachers generally reach the highest salaries possible within their scales and can receive additional raises only through cost-of-living increases or gaining higher education.  The other option for these career teachers to increase their salaries is to leave the classroom for administrative positions. Thus, the system promotes the removal of high-quality, motivated, experienced teachers from the setting in which they may have the greatest influence over individual student learning.  Alternative compensation systems, by employing levels of teacher performance in a pay for performance system or by providing bonuses for specific performance demonstrations, can help to maintain teacher motivation over time and can help to eliminate the topping-out problem by linking extra compensation to yearly performance. 

Teacher Effectiveness

Virtually all teacher pay plans are tied to assumptions regarding teacher effectiveness. For example, paying teachers bonuses for achieving certification from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) is premised on the belief that these teachers are, in some way, better for having achieved National Board status. Similarly, current experiments by school districts across the country with performance pay schemes are based on assumptions that some teachers have earned or deserve extra pay (e.g., for performing extra duties, for gaining and implementing new instructional skills, for directly influencing student achievement goals in their classrooms).

More fundamentally, even our well-entrenched uniform teacher salary scales are built on two basic assumptions about the connection between teacher effectiveness and teacher pay.

· The first assumption is that teachers who gain additional experience also increase in effectiveness. This is expressed in a pay scale with experience steps in which incremental pay increases are provided each year, often reaching a maximum after 10 to 20 years, depending on the school division.

· The second assumption is that teachers who gain additional academic degrees also increase in effectiveness. This is reflected in a pay scale where teachers earn extra pay for each succeeding degree earned (master’s degree, master’s degree plus 30 semester hours, doctorate, and so forth). 

Research shows, however, that teacher education and teacher experience, beyond the first few years, has very little explanatory value for teacher effectiveness.
 Chapter 2 provides further information on this issue. 

REVIEW OF RELEVANT RESEARCH

Prior to examining the research related specifically to alternative compensation models, it is important to understand what research says about the association between teachers' experience, educational attainment, and their effectiveness, since this is by far the most common method of determining teacher pay.
Single-Salary Schedule

The single-salary schedule assumes experience and education are proxies for effectiveness.  Research supports the idea that teacher effectiveness has more influence on student achievement than any other school-related factor,
 so it is important to know what research tells us about the relationship between experience, education, and student achievement.
Experience

From studies that have investigated teachers’ experience, research indicates that experience is positively correlated to a student’s achievement to a point. For example:

· Second-grade reading and third-grade mathematics students performed significantly better in classrooms where the teachers had more than three years experience.

· The correlation between teacher experience and student achievement tends to peak at year five, but then the relationship flattens out by year eight.

· The percentage of teachers with ten years of teaching experience had a .404 correlation with mathematics achievement and a .366 correlation with reading achievement. 

· Teacher expertise: Combined measures of teachers’ expertise (scores on state licensing exams, master’s degrees and experience) accounted for more inter-district variability of students’ reading achievement and achievement gains in grades 1 – 11 than did students’ race and socio-economic status.

· Strong academic skills in a teacher – as measured by academic scores on the SAT or ACT, verbal ability test, or selectivity of the undergraduate institution – may predict teacher effectiveness somewhat, but the estimated magnitudes of these attributes are relatively weak.

Continuing Education

Similarly, research shows that continuing education is associated with higher student achievement in some instances. For example:

· Professional development (in working with different student populations and in higher-order thinking skills) was positively associated with student achievement in mathematics and science.

· Third grade mathematics students of teachers who held master’s degrees experienced greater academic achievement than those students of teachers without master’s degrees. Effects at grades one and two were negligible.

· A teacher’s academic major in the field and full certification/licensure are more powerful predictors of student achievement than whether or not a teacher has a master’s degree.

· Students of teachers with a Ph.D. were not found to have higher scores than students of teachers without a Ph.D.

Overall Teacher Effects

The extant research on teacher dispositions, qualifications, and experience has not found a silver-bullet teacher characteristic that can explain very much of the variability in student learning. Although teachers vary significantly in their ability to improve student achievement gains, little of this variation can be attributed to observable characteristics such as a graduate degree and/or teaching experience.
Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain (2005) found that the differences in background qualities between new and experienced teachers accounted for only a portion of the teacher quality variance in mathematics and in reading. 

Goldhaber (2002) reached a similar conclusion when analyzing characteristics of all teachers – not just new versus experienced ones. He found that only about three percent of the contribution teachers make to student learning is associated with teacher experience, advanced degree status, certification/licensure status, and other readily observable characteristics. The remaining 97 percent of teachers’ effects on student achievement are associated with intangible, unobserved aspects of teacher quality such as dispositions, attitudes, and classroom practices. Thus, most of the qualities that make teachers effective are due to other, less researched, differences among teachers.

In another longitudinal, value-added study
 Munoz and Chang (2007) evaluated the effects of selected teacher characteristics and, once again, found that teacher education and teacher experience – the two factors that traditionally have been used as the primary determinants for uniform teacher salary schedules – had very little explanatory value for teacher effectiveness. Rather than an isolated finding, the Munoz and Chang study sets the tone for virtually every value-added study that addresses the connection between teacher pay and teacher quality. 

Rockoff’s (2004) value-added study investigating the effects of teachers on student achievement, estimated that a one standard deviation increase in teacher effects raises student test scores by approximately 0.1 standard deviations in reading and math on nationally standardized distributions of achievement. Discussing implications for teacher quality and teacher pay, he noted that:
· Raising teacher quality may be a key instrument in improving student outcomes.

· Policies that reward teachers based on credentials may be less effective than policies that reward teachers based on performance.

In an Australian study of teacher effects on student achievement, Leigh (n.d.) analyzed data from 10,000 Australian primary school teachers and over 90,000 pupils to estimate teacher effectiveness as measured by gains made by the students taught by the teachers. He found that most of the differences among teachers were due to factors not captured by the current salary schedules in Australia, which are largely based on experience and qualification. Consequently, he recommended that alternative salary structures should be considered. 

In one more value-added economics analysis – this time in Chicago – Aaronson, Barrow, and Sander (2007) agreed that the vast majority of the variation in teacher effects is unexplained by easily observable teacher characteristics, including those used in traditional measures for determining compensation. 

Figure 2.1 offers an overview of the evidence that calls into question traditional ways for basing teacher pay and teacher experience and advanced degrees.

Figure 2.1. Teacher Pay and Teacher Effectiveness: Evidence from Value-added Studies

	Study
	Study Sample: Teachers and Students
	Key Findings

	Munoz & Chang, 2007
	58 Grade 9 teachers and 1,487 students with three data points
	Traditional compensation systems which pay teachers based on education and years of experience typically will not result in an increase in student learning.

	Rivkin, Hanushek, &Kain, 2005
	More than one-half million students in over 3,000 schools in Texas 
	Much of teacher quality variation exists within rather than between schools. This suggests that uniform salary schedules do not capture well issues of teacher quality.

	Leigh, n.d.
	10,000 Australian primary-grade teachers and their students
	The combination of qualifications, gender, age, experience, and other identifiable ratings account for less than one percent of the variance in teacher effectiveness.

	Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander, 2007
	Teachers and students in 88 Chicago high schools (9th grade)
	Tenure, advanced degrees, and teaching certification/licensure explain roughly one percent of the total variation in estimated teacher quality.


Although the research has generated a solid disconnect between the traditionally measured teacher background characteristics and student learning, these background attributes (experience and degrees earned) continue to be the driving criteria used for paying teachers.  Other measurable attributes, such as teachers’ academic abilities, are largely ignored when considering salary structures.

Research Related to Incentive Programs

The number of studies evaluating the impact of pay plans is quite limited, and many of those studies do not estimate the plans’ impact on student achievement.
 Several studies have found that an association exists between student achievement and teacher pay (Dee & Keys, 2004; Harris & Sass, 2007; Ladd, 1999; Loeb & Page, 2000), while others have determined that an association between student achievement and teacher pay does not exist or is minimal (Ladd, 1999). Odden (2000b) found that many teachers receiving incentives doubted their overall impact on increasing student learning, and actual pay out amounts, typically between one and two thousand dollars per year, did not have long-term appeal. Hineman, Milanowski, and Kimball (2007) pointed out that teachers must value the reward, and bonuses equating to less than two percent of base pay are not sufficient incentives. 

In addition to an unclear picture of the impact of increased pay, there also is evidence to suggest that teachers differ in their opinions of incentives based on their ages.  The Retaining Teacher Talent Study had several interesting findings when looking at the differences between teachers born between 1977 and 1995 (“Generation Y”) and older teachers. Generation Y teachers make up over eighteen percent of the current teacher workforce.

· Generation Y teachers viewed rewarding teachers differentially for their classroom responsibilities and performance more favorably, but were skeptical about using the results of their students’ standardized tests to do so. Specifically, 71 percent of Generation Y teachers thought teachers who “consistently work harder, putting in more time and effort than other teachers” should receive financial incentives compared to 63 percent of older teachers. Similarly, 70 percent of Generation Y teachers believed such compensation was justified for receiving National Board certification, while only 53 percent of the older teachers did.

· Almost half (49 percent) of Generation Y teachers thought that tying their students’ achievement to their own rewards would be an effective way to improve teaching, while only 27 percent of older teachers agreed. Likewise, 35 percent of the younger teachers thought that performance pay would motivate teachers to work harder and find more effective ways of teaching while only 23 percent of the older teachers believed this premise.

· Interestingly, 56 percent of both Generation Y and of older teachers favored school-based performance awards if their students performed higher on standardized tests than similar students in other classes.

Performance Pay Models

Career Ladder

Dee and Kees (2004) examined the relationship between career ladder incentives and student achievement using data from Tennessee's Career Ladder Evaluation System and the Project STAR class-size experiment. Project STAR was a four-year longitudinal study in the late 1980s involving over 7,000 students in 79 schools to determine the impact of class size on student achievement. Local administrators, typically principals, conducted statewide evaluations which determined a teacher’s career ladder status.  The study found that students who were assigned to a career ladder teacher (which indicated the teacher had passed at least one evaluation) gained three percentile points in mathematics.  Two noteworthy findings suggested that gains were concentrated somewhat among teachers at the lower rungs of the career ladder.  In contrast, there was no overall impact on reading scores; there was only a statistically significant gain in reading achievement if the student was assigned to a teacher at the top of the career ladder.  These findings suggest that the career ladder system was at least partially successful at rewarding teachers who increased their students’ achievements.

Similarly, two studies examined Arizona’s career ladder program and found that it had a positive impact on student achievement. Sloat (2002)
 found that the students in the 28 school districts that offered the career ladder significantly outperformed non-career ladder districts at every level from second through eighth grade in math, reading, and language, as indicated by the mean normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores. Dowling et al. (2007) found that students in career ladder schools performed significantly better on Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) than did students at non-career ladder schools, even after adjusting for differences in school and student characteristics. The effects were the highest in reading and math.

Knowledge- and Skills-Based Plans

There have been several studies focused on National Board Certified Teachers (NCBT) with conflicting results.  The authors of three large studies each concluded that National Board certification is positively related to student achievement. Goldhaber and Anthony (2004)
 found that the performance of students of NBCTs was significantly better than their peers taught by non-Board certified teachers during a three-year period.  In another study,
 the students of NBCTs surpassed the students of non-Board teachers in almost 75 percent of the comparisons.  Almost one-third of these differences were statistically significant.  Cavalluzzo (2004) concluded that National Board certification was an indicator of teacher quality after comparing 108,000 state mathematics tests scores earned by high school students of NBCTs and non-Board certified teachers.

In contrast, two other studies did not find as conclusive a relationship between certification and achievement.  Stone (2002)
 reported that only fifteen percent of NBCTs were considered to have exemplary performance on the basis of the 123 teacher effect scores calculated in his study.  Stephens (2003)
 did not find a statistically significant difference between NBCTs and their non-Board certified colleagues in 87 percent of the comparisons on more than 800 student achievement scores. 

Another study dealing with a teacher’s knowledge examined the effects of professional development on instructional practice.  Desimone, et al, (2002)
 found that teachers who attended professional development used those practices in the classroom. This resulted in mathematics and science teachers using research-based instructional strategies with students.   

Individual Evaluation Pay

Individual Evaluation Pay, traditionally known as merit pay, provides compensation based on individual teacher performance. (In contrast, performance-based pay typically rewards teachers and/or schools for student achievement.) Podgursky and Springer (2007) contend that research shows that “subjective evaluations of teacher performance are valid measures of teacher effectiveness as measured by student achievement gains.”
  They cite Sanders and Horn (1994), who noted that there was a “very strong correlation between teacher effects as determined by the data and subjective evaluations by supervisors.”
  Similarly, Jacobs and Lefgren (2005) found that a principal’s evaluation of a teacher was a statistically significant predictor of a student’s current achievement, even when taking into account the teacher’s value-added from the previous year. Podgursky and Springer point out, however, that the principals’ evaluations cited above were in “low stakes” contexts.  They concede that just because a principal can identify an inadequate teacher on an anonymous survey, does not suggest they actually will rate them that way on an evaluation that carries more weight.

In fact, this finding ties directly with Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling’s (2009) observation that in evaluation systems that use a satisfactory/unsatisfactory rating system, 99 percent of teachers receive a satisfactory rating.  These authors point out that schools tend to assume that teachers’ effectiveness in the classroom is the same from teacher to teacher and, thus, treat them as interchangeable parts, a dynamic known as the “Widget Effect.”
  Similarly, Toch and Rothman (2008) contend that typical principal evaluations of teachers are inadequate for guiding teacher improvement and for distinguishing between the proficient and non-proficient teachers.  

Ballou and Podgursky (1993) examined data from the 1987-88 Schools and Staffing Survey and found that the level of pay in a school district does not have an effect on teachers’ opinions of merit pay..They found teachers in the city were more supportive of merit pay than teachers in other settings. In fact, teachers of low-achieving and disadvantaged students were more supportive of merit pay than the average teacher. They also found that teachers who did not receive any bonus even though they worked in schools that offered merit pay were more positive about the idea of merit pay than were teachers who worked in districts that did not offer merit pay.   

Similarly, researchers looked at data from a three-year study on the now defunct Governor’s Educator Excellence Grant, a merit pay program in high-performing, high-poverty schools in Texas.
  They found that teachers preferred a system that gave modest awards spread out among many teachers than a system of higher awards spread out among fewer teachers. They found that teachers who received bonuses were more likely to stay on the job, and that when teachers received awards at approximately $3000, the likelihood of them leaving the school was cut in half.  These bonuses, however, failed to translate into increased achievement gains for the students.

Cautions about Research

There is a national imperative to increase achievement for at-risk students and for all other students, so that our graduates are better prepared to compete in a global economy. As part of this effort, several school districts across the United States recently have begun revamping their teacher compensation systems, spurred by grants such the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s Intensive Partnerships for Effective Teaching, the Race to the Top Initiative, and the Teacher Incentive Fund.
 Despite these recent initiatives, it is important to note that there is limited research related to performance pay and its impact on student achievement.  While some of these studies show improved student results, others have not.  

We do know, however, from research conducted on incentive systems in a variety of fields, that incentive programs allow organizations to hire and retain higher quality individuals.
 We also know that certain types of incentive systems are more effective than others. The previously mentioned meta-analysis conducted by the Incentive Research Foundation (Stolovitch, Clark, and Condly, 2002) found that incentives that are given for meeting or exceeding a performance goal (“quota-based”) are more effective than incentives given for doing more or something, competing against other individuals or teams, or salary-based compensation. The researchers speculated that the reason the quota approach is effective is that it increases the employees’ perceptions of control because they can decide whether they will exceed the goal. The study also found that there are many variables that interact with incentive awards – such as the actual and perceived value of the award, complexity of the desired performance change, the length of the award program, and the effectiveness of its implementation – that make it difficult to determine the true effect of the award. Of interest, the researchers also determined that team member retention tended to be lower in organizations that used incentives to award group performance, possibly because the performance feedback from other members of the group drives out team members who are under-performing. 

Supportive for Improving Student Achievement Results

White and Lendro (2010) studied the Houston Independent School District’s (HISD) pay-for-performance program and found that since HISD implemented the program, student achievement gains and overall achievement have increased. Student math scores, measured in normal curve equivalents, improved just .14 NCE prior to the initiation of the performance pay program; however, their math scores improved 1.94 NCEs in the first year of the program, and .95 NCEs in the second year.  Similarly, students’ reading scores improved .21 NCE prior to the initiation of the program, but improved 1.11 NCEs in year one and .61 NCEs in year two of the program.  These scores represent statistically significant improvements. Looking specifically at teachers, regression discontinuity analysis showed that when a teacher received a performance award, there was a positive impact on his or her future student gains. Furthermore, the study found that the teachers with a less positive influence (those who did not receive an award) were more likely to leave the district than the teachers who were likely to have a more positive influence on students (the award winners). Houston’s program is unique in that teachers may earn bonuses based on three different strands of academic performance: student improvement at the school level, student progress by academic subject, and school improvement compared to other schools.  Appendix F provides more details on the program.

Similarly, Ritter et al. (2008) evaluated the Achievement Challenge Pilot Project that was implemented during the 2004-05 school year in elementary schools in Little Rock, Arkansas. This project provided merit bonuses of up to $10,000 to teachers based on the learning gains of their students on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.  They found that students whose teachers were eligible for the bonuses outperformed other students in math by nearly seven percentile points, in language by nearly nine percentile points, and in reading by nearly six percentile points.  In addition, teachers in the merit pay schools reported being more satisfied with their salaries than teachers in non-participating schools.

Mixed Results for Improving Student Achievement Results
A study on a bonus incentive program in Dallas, Texas, had mixed results.
  The incentive program used test scores of individual students in sequential years to determine the students’ gains. These then were aggregated at the school level. Approximately 20 percent of schools received awards. Teachers and principals received $1,000, while other staff members, such as secretaries and janitors, received $500. The study found positive and relatively large gains for Hispanic and White seventh grade students compared to other cities. This effect was not noted for African-American students for reasons that remain unclear. The study was limited, however, in that not enough controls in the study prevented the researcher from ruling out other factors that may have influenced the findings.  For example, the researcher did not have access to information such as whether teachers received improved professional development, poor teachers were replaced, or whether there was more parental involvement in certain schools than at others. These limitations serve to illustrate that determining the effectiveness of performance pay programs is more complex than might be assumed. 

This program was noteworthy because of the sophisticated methodology used in ranking schools; however, opponents of the Dallas program expressed concern that the school ranking system was so complicated that teachers and principals did not understand it.  There was also concern that schools were ranked against each other, rather than against a standard of student achievement and that the system could be manipulated by school officials by keeping certain students from being tested.  These concerns serve as cautions to planners seeking to implement a performance pay program.

Non-Supportive for Improving Student Achievement Results

Touted as “the first scientifically rigorous review of merit pay in the United States,”
 Vanderbilt’s National Center of Performance Incentives
 looked at the effect financial incentives had on teachers in the Nashville, Tennessee public schools. The study included approximately 300 mathematics teachers in grades 5 through 8 who were offered bonuses of $5,000, $10,000, and $15,000, depending on their students’ gains on the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program test. The researchers concluded that the incentives had no effect on the test scores overall. In other words, increased pay did not result in higher student achievement results. Interestingly, the teachers who participated in the study generally favored increased pay for better teachers in principle.  However, they did not believe that the teachers of students who qualified for the bonuses were actually better teachers. 

It is important to note that this program was aimed solely at determining whether increased pay improved student performance. The program did not include any of the other variables one might expect to find in a program to improve teacher performance such as mentoring or professional development. These results suggest that planners should not consider implementing a performance pay program in a vacuum.  

PERFORMANCE-BASED PLANS TO CONSIDER

Teacher compensation models may be classified several different ways based on such features as whether additional compensation appears as a bonus or lasting salary increase; whether compensation increases as a result of longevity, additional responsibilities, continuing education, and/or performance; and whether additional compensation is available on an individual or group basis.  Presented below are six different compensation models including: single-salary schedule, extra duty/responsibility pay, knowledge- and skills-based pay, individual evaluation pay, and performance-based pay. It should be noted that many school districts use a combination of compensation options, incorporating relevant features of several different models to meet their specific local needs and interests. 

For example, to address the critical teacher shortage in middle school mathematics and to provide support for schools that are likely to have difficulty in finding more qualified mathematics teachers, the Virginia Middle School Teacher Corps program offers salary incentives. Middle school mathematics teachers are eligible to receive up to $10,000 for teaching in schools that are accredited with warning in mathematics or that did not meet the Annual Measurable Objectives for Mathematics as required for Annual Yearly Progress.

Single-Salary Schedule
The single-salary schedule is considered to be the traditional model of teacher compensation. In fact, it is estimated that over 90 percent of all school districts currently use this method of determining teacher pay.
 Under a single-salary schedule, teachers across a school division are paid according to a scale that acknowledges their education and years of experience. Teachers are placed into “lanes” on the scale based on their acquired education. They shift lanes and earn extra pay as they obtain further coursework and degrees, such as master’s degree, master’s degree plus 30 semester hours, doctorate, and so forth. They move up “steps” on the scale each year that they remain in the system, often reaching a maximum after 10 to 20 years, depending on the school division. This model is based on the assumption that teachers who gain additional academic degrees and experience also increase in effectiveness.  As noted in the previous chapter, however, research shows that teacher education and teacher experience, beyond the first few years, has very little explanatory value for teacher effectiveness.
 Appendix A shows an example of a single-salary scale. 

Advantages and Highlights

The simplicity and clarity of the single-salary schedule have contributed to its longevity and widespread use.  Some specific advantages of the system are noted in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1:Advantages of the Single-Salary Schedule

· Ease of administration and record keeping:  This straightforward model is simple to administer.  

· Clarity: Minimal explanation is required to understand this model.  

· Ease of alignment with other models: This model can easily be combined with alternative compensation models. 

· Promotes pursuit of higher education:Teachers are encouraged to take the initiative toward their own professional growth and development. 

· Promotes loyalty and longevity within the school division: Teachers are rewarded for their long-term commitment to the school division through achieving advanced steps within each lane.

· Fairness: This model avoids the problems of other compensation models with subjective performance components that are often arbitrarily administered. 

Disadvantages and Concerns

Concerns about the fairness of the single-salary schedule and its capacity for promoting improvement have given rise to consideration of alternative models in many districts across the country and in the educational literature. Some specific disadvantages of the single-salary schedule appear in Figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2: Disadvantages of the Single-Salary Schedule


Extra Duty/Additional Responsibility Pay

Extra duty pay is an option for teacher compensation that has been in place for many years as a supplement to the traditional salary schedule. This model provides supplementary pay for teachers who take on responsibilities or duties in addition to what is expected of their job or position. Traditionally, extra duty pay has compensated teachers for such responsibilities as sponsoring clubs, coaching athletic teams, serving as department chairs, and similar activities. The concept of extra duty pay can be broadened from a focus primarily on extracurricular activities to incorporate more responsibilities linked directly to school and division goals, such as professional development leader, curriculum leader, or new teacher mentor. Such an approach often is referred to as job enlargement,
 and primarily uses pay as a facilitator rather than as an incentive, providing teachers the support they need to engage in extra tasks they find interesting and intrinsically rewarding. A representative example of a school district that uses extra duty pay is shown in Appendix B.

Advantages and Highlights

Major advantages of a model incorporating extra duty pay include that it rewards effort and initiative and that it promotes leadership and involvement of teachers in school division activities beyond their expected work in the classroom.  Some specific advantages are addressed in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3: Advantages of Extra Duty/Additional Responsibility Pay


Disadvantages and Concerns

The disadvantages of extra duty pay models echo those of other systems in terms of issues of fairness. In addition, the emphasis on payment for fulfilling a role often implies limited accountability, thus limiting the model’s effectiveness in promoting professional development and teacher quality. Some specific disadvantages are noted in Figure 3.4.

Figure 3.4: Disadvantages of Extra Duty/Additional Responsibility Pay Models

Career Ladder

The career laddermodel designates levels of teacher status, in terms of title and compensation, by acknowledging teachers for achievement in specified areas of performance. In career ladder systems, or master teacher pay systems, the steps on the ladder usually are designated by titles such as novice, apprentice, teacher leader, expert teacher, distinguished teacher, or master teacher.  Teachers can move up the steps by demonstrating professional growth based on a set of specific criteria. These might include exemplary classroom practice, as evaluated by superiors; high-level performance relative to external standards such as the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards; or pursuit of graduate coursework, advanced degrees, and/or other evidence of exceptional professional development efforts.  Given the flexibility it incorporates for teachers to progress, the career ladder model reflects an understanding that professional growth and development occur at different rates and to different degrees across individuals.  It attempts to support newer teachers who are very talented by allowing them to advance more quickly, while also providing opportunities for more seasoned teachers to use their knowledge and experience. An example of a school district that uses a career ladder model is shown in Appendix C.

Advantages and Highlights

The career ladder model’s major advantages center on its capacity to promote professional growth in teaching practice, and to acknowledge and encourage achievement among quality teachers. Some specific advantages are discussed in Figure 3.5.
Figure 3.5: Advantages of the Career Ladder Model
Disadvantages and Concerns

The disadvantages of the career ladder model include its potential to create competition, its demands for funding and administrative recordkeeping, and a limited track record of success. The model also raises questions about how teachers of the highest quality spend their time, considering whether master teachers should spend more of their time teaching students or mentoring other teachers. Some specific disadvantages are discussed in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6: Disadvantages of Career Ladder Models

Knowledge- and Skills-Based Pay

Knowledge- and skills-based pay (KSBP) models, also known as competency pay, reflects an emphasis on demonstrated professional growth and development as a basis for compensation by providing salary bonuses or increases for specific learning activities in which teachers engage. Thus, it rewards teachers for acquiring and using professional expertise. It is similar to the career ladder model in its emphasis on teacher professional growth, but differs in that it generally compensates teachers for smaller “packages” of performance rather than assigning status levels based on a more cohesive assessment of overall quality and growth. 

KSBP models identify knowledge or skill blocks–for example, in content area reading or in computer applications–and define valid and reliable ways for teachers to demonstrate achievement of those blocks, including such options as graduate courses, professional development opportunities within the division, and other learning opportunities beyond the division. Once identified, knowledge and skill blocks then are assigned relative value in terms of how much bonus or advancement pay they merit, based on the relative difficulty of achieving each block and its value to the school or division. Achievement of knowledge and skill blocks requires more than just attendance or participation in professional development workshops or courses for recognition. Evidence of use of the knowledge and skills in practice also is essential to the structure of a KSBP model. Evaluation methods may incorporate classroom observation by an administrator or peer but usually also involve a portfolio approach, through which teachers must use multiple means beyond classroom observations to demonstrate their achievements. Appendix D provides an example of a school system that uses a KSBP model.

Advantages and Highlights

Among the advantages of a KSBP model is its flexibility in tailoring to individual teachers and school divisions and its capacity for alignment with school division goals. Moreover, it demonstrates a clear emphasis on developing quality teachers by linking compensation to teacher pursuit of professional growth based on assessed school and classroom needs. Some specific advantages of KSBP models are discussed in Figure 3.7.
Figure 3.7: Advantages of Knowledge- and Skills-Based Pay Models


Disadvantages and Concerns
The KSBP model is relatively new, and so its track record is not well established.  In addition, it can be a cumbersome system to design and implement, requiring detailed identification, communication, and evaluation of knowledge and skill blocks and standards.  School divisions employing this model must take care to ensure fairness in evaluation and in opportunity for engagement. Some specific disadvantages of the model are explored in Figure 3.8.

Figure 3.8: Disadvantages of Knowledge- and Skills-Based Pay Models
Individual Evaluation Pay

Compensation based on the evaluation of individual teacher performance has traditionally been known as merit pay. This model is based on a fundamental assumption that good teaching and its effects are things that can be defined, observed, and measured objectively against a set of performance standards. The individual evaluation pay system often follows the single-salary schedule in that there is standard movement along a series of steps from year to year, but such movement usually requires demonstration of satisfactory performance.  Moreover, this model can pay bonuses to teachers for performance that exceeds the standards. 

The central requirement of the merit pay model is the development and implementation of a method of evaluation and a set of standards that are valid (it measures what it is supposed to measure) and reliable (it measures accurately and consistently).  Thus, a compensation system intended to reward teachers for good teaching needs to define what good teaching is and how it may be measured fairly.  Moreover, it is critical that teachers perceive the system to be fair and appropriate in its structure, procedures, and outcomes. While many older merit pay models relied primarily on the judgment of supervisors to determine teacher quality, more contemporary models often increase the teacher’s involvement in the compensation process, having teachers work with administrators or mentors to identify specific goals and to assess performance against those individually determined goals. Rather than basing performance on an externally imposed standard, many such models incorporate a teacher’s self-evaluation as well as evaluations from administrators and/or peers. An example of a school district that uses an individual evaluation model is in Appendix E.

Advantages and Highlights

The advantages of the individual evaluation pay model center on its inherent growth orientation and on its capacity to recognize differences in performance and thus reward excellent teaching. Some specific advantages distinguishing this model are addressed in Figure 3.9. 

Figure 3.9: Advantages of Individual Evaluation Pay Models

Disadvantages and Concerns

The individual evaluation pay model has been controversial over its history primarily because of the difficulty of establishing fair and measurable evaluation standards tied to compensation, as well as the cumbersome administration of the model and the requisite evaluation details. Additional areas of concern include funding difficulties and the competition often fostered by individual evaluation models. Some specific disadvantages of the system are outlined in Figure 3.10.

Figure 3.10: Disadvantages of Individual Evaluation Pay Models

Performance-Based Pay

Performance-based pay refers to alternative compensation models that provide bonuses to schools and/or teachers based on student achievement. Such compensation models delineate specific goals for growth and achievement and then reward the teachers and/or schools achieving their goals, as measured by tools such as standardized tests, division-developed tests, school- or teacher-developed tests, and student product development. Performance-based pay models are grounded in the notion that the mission, goals, and major emphases across school programs should be focused on improving student achievement, and that teacher compensation, likewise, should be linked to this effort and outcome. Performance-based pay models usually incorporate a single-salary schedule as teachers’ base pay and then provide bonuses for teachers, teacher groups, or schools demonstrating certain levels of performance. Most performance-based programs utilize a format in which bonuses must be re-earned each period in the program.

Performance-based pay models may take several different forms, based on decisions around key variables. First, the systems may provide bonuses for goals achieved at an individual level, by a given teacher’s students, or at a group level, responding to the growth shown by teams, departments, schools, or school clusters. Secondly, performance-based pay models may involve bonuses paid out to staff members, or they may provide the bonuses directly to schools for school improvement initiatives and for the purchase of resources. Many of the emerging performance-based pay models utilize a value-added approach, assessing student gains or change over a specified period rather than criterion-based performance, in order to address concerns about the influence of individual teachers as opposed to exogenous factors outside of the teachers’ and schools’ control. An example of a school district that uses a performance-based pay model is shown in Appendix F.

Advantages and Highlights

The major advantage of a performance-based pay model is its alignment to other school goals and its consequent focus on student learning and growth as the major emphasis of teacher practice. Some specific advantages of a performance-based pay model are detailed in Figure 3.11.

Figure 3.11: Advantages of Performance-Based Pay Models

Disadvantages and Concerns

The major disadvantages of the performance-based pay model center on fairness issues related to assessment. In addition, the distinctions between group-based models and individually-based models raise other concerns related to fairness. Some disadvantages of performance-based pay models in general appear in Figure 3.12. 

Figure 3.12: Disadvantages of the Performance-Based Pay Model

Figures 3.13 and 3.14 compare the advantages and disadvantages of the overall compensation models, respectively. In addition, Appendix G shows an example of a school district that uses a comprehensive compensation model.

Figure 3.13: Comparative Advantages of Compensation Models
	
	Single- Salary Schedule
	Extra Duty/ Additional Responsibility
	Career Ladder
	Knowledge- and Skills- Based
	Individual Evaluation
	Performance- Based

	Ease of administration and record keeping
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Clarity
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Ease of alignment with other models
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Promotes pursuit of higher education
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Promotes loyalty and longevity within school division 
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Fairness
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Flexibility
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Promotes involvement and leadership
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Rewards effort
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Aligned with school/ division goals
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Emphasizes professional development
	
	
	X
	X
	
	

	Rewards initiative and competence 
	
	
	X
	X
	
	

	Promotes mentorship & collaboration
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Support from teacher compensation experts
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	Greater teacher control
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Emphasizes teacher accountability 
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Capacity for individualization
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Focus on outcome and accountability 
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Promotes monitoring of student progress
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Focus on improving student achievement
	
	
	
	
	X
	X


Figure 3.14: Comparative Disadvantages of Compensation Models
	
	Single- Salary Schedule
	Extra Duty/ Additional Responsibility
	Career Ladder
	Knowledge- and Skills- Based
	Individual Evaluation
	Performance- Based

	Fairness
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Response to market demands
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Applicability of additional education
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Getting started & topping out
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship to school reform
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Taxpayer resistance
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Expectations for pay
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Overload
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Competition
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Quotas
	
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Leaving the classroom
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Cumbersome
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Track record
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Performance problem
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Funding
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Test stress
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Linking teacher effort to student performance
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	“Haves” and “Have-nots”
	
	
	
	
	
	X


RECOMMENDED GUIDELINES

When considering a teacher compensation model, it is important for local education agencies (LEAs) to be able to answer two basic questions:

· What do you desire to accomplish through your compensation system?

· What do you believe must be the basic characteristics of a compensation system that will accomplish this desired aim?

As discussed in the previous sections, there are many compensation models to consider, and numerous ways a school division might wish to combine elements of them based on its specific needs. The development of a compensation model should be a shared decision making process.  Stakeholders must be involved in the research, development and implementation process of any compensation system. Performance pay models are not the solution to every issue and may not apply to every division or even every school within a division. Additionally, a compensation system can have unintended consequences if not carefully designed. The suggestions in this section may help LEAs avoid some of these pitfalls as they develop their compensation programs.

Theoretical Considerations
Heneman, Milanowksi, and Kimball (2007) pointed out there are several prerequisites to consider when developing a performance pay plan.  

· Gauge whether there will be adequate and stable funding.
· Ensure the total compensation package is competitive. It may be self-defeating to try to establish a performance pay component if the rest of the compensation package is not competitive 

· Build strong performance measurement systems that are valid and reliable. As part of this, ensure that databases to link teachers, schools, evaluations, performance scores, and so forth, are in place.

· Anticipate teacher reactions to the plan in the following areas:

· Differentiation: Are teachers ready to be differentially paid based on performance?

· Motivation: Do teachers value the reward? Can they see effort-performance and performance-pay links?

· Fairness: Do teachers perceive the amount and formulas for the payout to be fair? Do they believe the plan will be implemented and administered fairly?

· Acceptance: Will teachers be willing to work within the plan and follow the procedures? Of note, less than 60 percent of Denver’s teachers voted to approve the ProComp plan (see Appendix G) and only 30 percent opted in during the first two years.

Design Considerations

Regardless of the compensation model selected, Stronge, Gareis, and Little (2006) identified several principles that a school division should keep in mind.  

· Competitiveness: Simply increasing pay to be competitive with other school divisions only prolongs the current system; it does not represent a fundamental change. 

· Strategic Flexibility: A compensation system needs to be flexible enough to respond to changing needs and opportunities.

· Comprehensiveness: In addition to considering monetary rewards, a division also should consider noncash benefits, working conditions and so forth. 

· Clarity:  A compensation package should communicate clearly what is important to the division in pursuing its mission. It should be easily understood by teachers, the public, and other stakeholders.
· Appropriateness: Although compensation systems are complex, they must serve the purpose of attracting developing and retaining effective teachers, and so they must be reliable in their implementation. 

With the above design considerations in mind, Stronge (2007) identified some of the key issues noted in the literature.

· Focus on teacher quality: Keep the focus of any compensation system on teacher quality. For example, a group of teachers who studied various compensation plans recommended that teachers who received bonuses to teach hard-to-staff subjects be required to demonstrate competency as a teacher. They should not receive a bonus merely for having a major in a subject area of need.

· Examine the evaluation system: Any compensation system must be complemented by a valid and reliable evaluation system. Whatever the evaluation system, teachers need to perceive it to be fair and appropriate in its structure, procedures, and outcomes. An effective evaluation system includes: clarity of communication regarding the evaluation system; the use of multiple data sources; timely feedback; attention to the context within which the evaluation system is implemented; and appropriate training for both evaluators and teachers.

· Have a solid rationale for revising: Compensation systems should be revised for the right reasons. These include better schools, quality teachers, and, ultimately, increased student learning.
 Revamping compensation programs does not save money and will not be the panacea for all problems in schools.  Programs that allow all teachers meeting program requirements to receive increased compensation (i.e. no quotas or cutoffs) reduce the threats of negative competition or poor morale.

· Examine viable choices: There are many options in alternative compensation and needs assessment that can help dictate viable choices.  Regardless of the teacher pay program selected, compensation programs that motivate teachers to do their best because they want to become better facilitators of more effective classrooms fare better than do programs that motivate teachers to do their best to compete against one another.  Consider a hybrid model to meet your division’s specific needs.

· Consider detrimental impacts: No teacher should lose compensation as part of the implementation of a new compensation program. This means that some teachers will have to be “grandfathered in” with new schedules or incentives because of their step or duties on the old salary scale.
 Alternatively, such teachers could be given the choice of whether to participate in the new system.

· Allow time for change: Any new program takes time, often years, to implement and to gather reliable data to determine success or failure.  Resisting the trend to end programs that do not show instant results is paramount when taking on a restructuring project as large as creating a new compensation plan.  Incremental implementation over a specified period of time can help solidify support and understanding of compensation changes.

· Have a shared decision making process: A shared decision making process that includes informed teachers and strong administrators is imperative for the successful planning, negotiation, implementation, and longevity of an alternative compensation program. Trust, patience, and realistic expectations are hallmarks of the intense collaboration that must take place to forge new compensation policies.

Implementation Considerations

Heneman, Milanowski, and Kimball (2007) noted that many school districts underestimate the demands of implementing a new compensation plan. For a strong implementation they suggested there are four key requirements:

· identification of a formal leader and designated “champion” of the plan;

· continual engagement with the plan by top management; 

· attention to detail and a “drill down” of plan requirements to all of the systems involved, to avoid modifying the plan midstream, changing deadlines and timelines, and confusing administrators and teachers; and 

· constant communication with principals and teachers.

Implementation “How-To”

The sections above addressed the theoretical ideas behind the restructure of a compensation system. Once the decision is made to develop a new program, how should an LEA proceed? Developing and implementing a new compensation system is a lengthy process that involves building trust among stakeholders. It will require forming a dedicated task force to oversee the project from its inception, through its modifications, to its eventual adoption or rejection. Holcomb (2001) offers a model for school change that provides a logical framework for planners to follow. She advises asking the following questions:

· Where are we now? LEAs should examine the current compensation system. What are its various components? What was it designed to do? How do various stakeholders perceive the current program? LEAs may want to consider conducting a needs assessment to determine where the current system has shortfalls.  

· Where do we want to go? What are the concerns a compensation system needs to address?  What do various stakeholders believe the new system should do? What is the top priority? 

· How will we get there? Stronge, Gareis, and Little (2006) identify several steps for implementing a new compensation system:

· Develop the aims and criteria of the compensation system: The division’s leadership must be intentional in their decisions about the compensation system’s design and the goals they hope to achieve with the system.  Stakeholders should be involved in this process.

· Select compensation components: This is an especially time-consuming step that requires careful consideration. What is a competitive base salary? How will performance be evaluated? How will teachers acquire the knowledge and skills required of them? What is the criteria and compensation for additional duties? How should extraordinary performance be rewarded? Should incentives rewarding student achievement be group-based, individually-based, or both?

· Plan for implementation: Critical thinking during this step will help minimize unintended disruptions. Is the compensation plan aligned with the division’s strategic plan? Are prerequisite systems and conditions in place? Have logistical details for each component been identified? What is the timeline for implementation? What transitioning issues need to be considered? 

· Pilot the restructured compensation system: This helps to identify and remedy unintended consequences and unforeseen barriers. Prior to initiating the pilot study, divisions should consider the following questions: Are there “fail-safe” measures to protect participants? Have the necessary resources been secured? Have participants – preferably volunteers – been identified and trained? Divisions should conduct formative evaluation and revise components as required. They also should conduct summative evaluation and use the result to plan for division-wide expansion
· How will we know we are getting there? Stronge, Gareis, and Little (2006) offer a fifth step in implementing a new compensation program:
· Implement the program division-wide and evaluate it
: The structure for the pilot study provides the basic structure for division-wide implementation; however, prior to full implementation, divisions should consider the following questions: How will teachers be transitioned from the old compensation to the new one? Have the evaluation methods been finalized? Are administrative structures in place? Has the securing of resources been coordinated with the budget cycle (which may not be tied to the academic year)? Has a period of time been identified when no substantive changes will be made so that the new system can become established? Have all participants been trained on the new systems? Have provisions been made for ongoing training? Divisions should conduct formative evaluations and revise components as required and, at the designated time, conduct summative evaluations and use the results to refine and improve the programs. Plan for ongoing, periodic evaluation of the new system. It is important to tie evaluation criteria to the accomplishment of the goals of the compensation system. This helps to address Holcolmb’s (2001) final step: How will we sustain focus and momentum?
The five steps identified by Stronge, Gareis, and Little (2006) and a suggested timeline are depicted in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1: Implementation Plan




Source: Stronge, J. H., Gareis, C. R., & Little, C. A. (2006). Teacher pay & teacher quality: Attracting, developing, and retaining the best teachers. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

The following resources may be helpful if you would like more information on the compensation models:

Web Sites

· Arizona’s Career Ladder program
(https://www.azed.gov/asd/CareerLadder): This Web site describes the career ladder program that has been in place in Arizona since 1985 and its impact.

· Denver Public Schools ProComp program
(http://denverprocomp.dpsk12.org): This Web site provides a thorough overview of Denver’s nationally-recognized comprehensive compensation system.

· Douglas County School District Pay for Performance program (http://www.dcsdk12.org/portal/page/portal/DCSD/Human_Resources/Classified_Staff/Pay_for_Performance) and (http://www.dcft.net/teachers/performance/general/exec_summary.htm): These Web sites provide an overview and forms related to the pay for performance program. (Douglas County suspended the Pay for Performance program for the 2010-2011 school year due to budget considerations; however, the website provides excellent background information.)

· Henrico County Public Schools Learning Leaders Initiative

(http://henrico.k12.va.us/Newsroom/NewsReleases/2010-11/101510A.html): This Web site provides information on the Learning Leaders Initiative, which recently was awarded a Teacher Incentive Fund grant of over $16 million.

· Houston Independent School District ASPIRE program (http://portal.battelleforkids.org/aspire/home.html?sflang=en): This Web site provides information on Houston Independent School District’s educational-improvement and performance-management model, which recently was awarded a Teacher Incentive Fund grant of over $31 million.

· Prince William County Public School Teacher Incentive Performance Award program
(http://www.pwcs.edu/news2/announcements/329-tipa.html): This Web site provides information on the development of Prince William County’s Teacher Incentive Performance Award initiative, which recently was awarded a Teacher Incentive Fund grant of over $11 million. 

· USDOE Teacher Incentive Funds
(http://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherincentive/awards.html): This Web site provides information on the purpose, eligibility, funding, and recipients of the Teacher Incentive Funds grants.
Books

· Gratz, D. B. (2009). The peril and promise of performance pay: Making education compensation work. Lanham, MA: Rowman& Littlefield. 

This book examines performance pay and how to create a school improvement effort that includes teacher compensation as one of its strategies.

· Odden, A., & Kelley, C. (2001). Paying teachers for what they know and do (2nded.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

This book examines past and current compensation practices and proposes new models that are linked to school results.

· Stronge, J. H. (2010). Effective teachers = student achievement: What the research says. Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education. 

This book provides a thorough examination of research findings relating teacher effectiveness to student achievement.  It also describes the qualities and practices of effective teachers. 

· Stronge, J. H., Gareis, C. R., & Little, C. A. (2006). Teacher pay and teacher quality. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

This book examines the link between teacher quality and teacher pay. It provides a thorough review of various teacher compensation models as well as the advantages and disadvantages of each.

APPENDIX A: SINGLE-SALARY SCHEDULE EXAMPLE
A Single-Salary Schedule often looks like this: 

	Years of Experience
	Step
	BA
	BA + 15
	MA
	MA + 30
	Ph.D.

	1
	1
	$36,000
	$37,648
	$42,277
	$46,237
	$49,217

	2
	2
	$37,648
	$39,298
	$44,260
	$48,217
	$51,196

	3
	3
	$39,298
	$40,946
	$46,237
	$50,196
	$53,177

	4
	4
	$40,946
	$42,596
	$48,217
	$52,177
	$55,156

	5, 6, 7
	5
	$42,596
	$44,246
	$50,196
	$54,156
	$57,137

	8, 9
	6
	$44,246
	$45,896
	$52,177
	$56,137
	$59,116

	10
	7
	$46,896
	$47,546
	$54,156
	$58,116
	$61,097

	11
	8
	$48,546
	$49,196
	$56,928
	$60,888
	$63,868

	12
	9
	$50,196
	$50,846
	$59,699
	$63,660
	$66,639

	13
	10
	$51,846
	$52,496
	$62,471
	$66,432
	$69,410

	14
	11
	$53,496
	$54,146
	$65,243
	$69,204
	$72,181

	15
	12
	
	
	$68,015
	$71,977
	$74,953


APPENDIX B:  EXTRA DUTY/ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITY PAY EXAMPLE

Beyond contract responsibilities, which may include coaching or extracurricular options, a school division’s responsibility pay component may recognize teachers for engaging in a variety of activities, including curriculum work, committee work, and mentorship of colleagues. The division may encourage teachers to be involved in site-based and district-based responsibilities, with an emphasis on utilizing professional knowledge and skills to support school and division goals. A segment of the division’s budget may be earmarked specifically for responsibility pay. This funding may be provided to schools based on number of students, with schools informed each fall of the sum available to them.  Individual schools typically develop a site plan each fall, with collaborative involvement of administrators and teachers, which they then submit to the division.  As individuals complete their assigned responsibilities, they submit forms detailing their efforts for school and division records. Each year, representatives from the division office and the local teacher union typically negotiate an amount of responsibility pay to compensate teachers for their involvement in committees that serve the interests of the division.  Responsibility-based bonuses are not necessarily large as can be seen from the representative scale below.

Stipends for Selected Extra Duties in a Representative School District
	School Division
	Newspaper
	Soccer Head  Coach
	Band Director
	Volleyball Head  Coach
	Dept. Chair/ Teacher Specialists

	District 1
	     -
	$2,944
	$1,078
	$2,937
	$250 -

 $2275

	District 2
	$1,495
	$4,132
	$2,505
	$4,168
	$310 - 

$1,143

	District 3
	$3,398
	$3,499
	$3,698
	$3,499
	$782 - 

$2,473

	District 4
	$2,716
	$3,921
	$1,078 -$3,815
	$3,926
	$1,500 -

$3,000

	District 5
	$844 -    $1,466
	$2,460 -$2,970
	$1,959 -$3,685
	$2,461 -$2,974
	      -

	Average*
	$2,191
	$3,442.20
	$2,509.90
	$3,449.50
	$1,466.63


*Where there is a range given in the table, the midpoint of each cell was figured in order to calculate the average for a given duty.

APPENDIX C: CAREER LADDER EXAMPLE

Twenty eight of Arizona’s school districts offer a career ladder program.
 Created in 1985 to improve student achievement, recognize and compensate teachers, and to offer sustained job embedded, high-quality professional development, the career ladder program originally was funded by the state. In 1993, local districts became responsible for finances, although depending on the district’s wealth, state money still may be allocated. Funding is based on average student daily attendance and is calculated based on 5.5 percent of the district’s base funding.Arizona law requires that all teachers who are new to career ladder districts be evaluated for placement on the career ladder. Teachers then may choose whether to participate in the career ladder program or to remain on the traditional salary schedule. 
There are five components to the program as defined by Arizona law:
1. Increasingly higher levels of pupil academic progress as measured by objective criteria. Various methods of assessment may be used.

2. Increasingly higher levels of teaching skills. Measures of performance must include the areas of instructional responsibilities, instructional performance, and student academic progress. 
3. Increasingly higher levels of teacher responsibility, which could range from curriculum development and team teaching to providing mentoring and district professional development.
4. Professional growth. Each district is responsible for providing teachers with appropriate staff development opportunities.

5. Equal teacher pay for equal teacher performance. 

Each district designs its own career ladder, which consists of various levels with a corresponding salary range. For example, the career ladder at Mesa Public Schools consists of entry, resident, and career levels, in which teachers are evaluated on:

· an instructional unit plan and its results or a student achievement plan; and 

· professional records, which may include an evaluation instrument, documentation of higher levels of instructional responsibilities, an educator-administrator planning conference form (fall), and an educator-administrator results conference form (spring).   

· Two studies which examined Arizona’s career ladder program found that it had a positive impact on student achievement. Sloat (2002)
 found that the students in the 28 school districts that offered the career ladder significantly outperformed non-career ladder districts at every level from second through eighth grade in math, reading, and language as indicated by the mean normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores. Dowling et al. (2007) found that students in career ladder schools performed significantly better on Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) than did students at non-career ladder schools even after adjusting for differences in school and student characteristics. The effects were the highest in reading and math.

APPENDIX D: KNOWLEDGE- AND SKILLS-BASED PAY EXAMPLE
An example of a Knowledge- and Skills-Based component
 may be found as part of the comprehensive compensation program used in Douglas County, Colorado, a leading school district in the implementation of alternative compensation models.
 As part of its comprehensive program, Douglas County has a voluntary skills block component designed to provide incentives for teachers to obtain the skills identified by the district as essential to the school district mission.  Skills blocks supplement, rather than replace, ongoing staff development. The budget determines the number of skills blocks each year and the amount of compensation for each, which normally is determined via contract negotiations. For example, a maximum of four skills blocks will be compensated during the 2010-2011 school year. Compensation ranges between $300 and $400 depending on the course. A random sampling of these payments reveals that the Technology Components for Skills Blocks is worth a payment of $300, the Franklin Covey-7 Habits of Highly Effective People skills block is worth $350, and the Toolbox for Teaching English Language Learners skills block has a compensation of $400.

Skills block participants must attend the full course and complete the skills block assessment to demonstrate the skills and knowledge learned. The instructor may design the assessment or it may be a defined project or written reflection. In addition, the course may not be a requirement for the job; it must be an enhancement to the employee’s current position.  Furthermore, the employee must attend the course outside of regularly scheduled work hours; however, personal leave or vacation may be taken.

There are two types of skills blocks. 

· Designated skills blocks meet district approval for enhancing employees’ knowledge and skills.  Each block is 18 or more instructional hours. The trainer submits attendance, course evaluations, and course assessments to the Staff Development Office, which notifies payroll. 

· Cumulative skills blocks, on the other hand, are self-created. Employees may select offerings from a staff development catalog, or attend out-of-district and site-based courses with pre-approval from their supervisors. Employees must accumulate 18 hours of contact time. To receive compensation, they must complete a Skills Block Submittal Form to the Staff Development Office.  A generic version of this form follows.

Skills blocks include such courses as Classroom Strategies for English Language Learners, Making Classroom Assessment Work for You, Thinking Math III, and Honoring Diversity I.

Skills Block: Course Log

This form should be submitted upon completion of 18 hours of course work.  Courses taken outside the school division must have pre-approval. 

	
	
	

	Name (Print or type)
	Home Phone
	Work Phone

	
	
	

	Employee ID Number
	Worksite
	Position

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In District (put “X”)
	Out-of-District (put “X”)
	Number of Contact Hours 
	Course Date Range
	Course Title
	Course number
	Registration Fee

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Contact 

Hours:
	
	
	
	Total Fees:


Adapted from: Douglas County School District, Center for Staff and Community Development, (n.d).

APPENDIX E: INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION PAY EXAMPLE

Douglas County’s
 compensation system incorporates six different incentive bonus components, arguably the most controversial of which is the Outstanding Teacher Program. The purpose of this component is to reward teachers who demonstrate outstanding performance. Teachers may receive a bonus of $1,250 in one of four different programs:

· The Type A program uses criteria from the NBPTS that is modified by an Outstanding Teacher Committee. Teachers compile a portfolio of six artifacts that support their outstanding performance, their educational philosophy, and surveys from parents and teachers.  The teacher submits the portfolio to the building administrator who determines whether to award the “Outstanding Teacher” designation and monetary award. This was the original outstanding teacher program; however, teachers who frequently were successful with the Type A program requested additional ways in which to demonstrate their performance, and so the other types were developed.   

· The Type B program is based on standards-based education.  Teachers compile a body of evidence to support their efforts to develop a standards-based classroom based on a rubric developed by the school district that defines standard-based educational practices in different domains. Teachers measure themselves against the rubric and submit the portfolio.

· The Type C program is for teachers seeking National Board Certification. They submit their National Board portfolio with minor modifications.

· The Type D program is based on student growth. Teachers submit proposals pertaining to student growth and are rewarded based on their ability to demonstrate outstanding student growth.

The program also includes an appeals process for teachers denied the “Outstanding Teacher” designation, with the Superintendent making the final decision. 

The following pages provide a sample feedback form.

Outstanding Teacher Feedback Form

Name













School 





OVERALL RATING 




Administrator 




Date Reviewed 





 O - outstanding

    E - excellent

D/N - does not meet criteria


ASSESSMENT AND INSTRUCTION 

          Recommendation:   O    E    D/N

Criteria:

· Believes all students are capable of learning

· Differentiates for individual students

· Motivates students 

· Uses a variety of instructional strategies 

· Effectively assesses students

STRENGTHS:

AREAS FOR GROWTH:


KNOWLEDGE OF CONTENT AND PEDAGOGY         Recommendation:   O    E    D/N

Criteria:

· Knows the content

· Understands how to teach

· Knows how subjects are interrelated 

· Relates the content to the real world 

· Is a reflective practitioner

STRENGTHS:

AREAS FOR GROWTH:

COLLABORATION




 Recommendation:   O    E    D/N

Criteria:

· Works with the community and parents

· Collaborates with professionals inside and outside of education

· Respects diversity

· Effectively uses resources

· Contributes inside and outside of school community

STRENGTHS:

AREAS FOR GROWTH:

If the teacher is not designated as outstanding, please note the reasons:

APPENDIX F: PERFORMANCE-BASED PAY EXAMPLE

The Houston Independent School District, Texas, (HISD)
 implemented a performance pay program in 2007 to identify and reward teachers for their students’ academic growth and to recruit and retain quality teachers. Teachers may earn bonuses based on three different strands of academic performance. 

· Strand 1 (Value-Added Campus Performance): Both instructional and non-instructional staff members are eligible for compensation based on student improvement at the school level. A value-added school composite gain score is calculated across academic subjects and grades. Teachers are eligible for up to $1,500 based on the student improvement at the school level.

· Strand 2 (Value-Added Teacher Performance): Individual teachers are paid based on value-added student progress by academic subject.  Teachers may earn up to $7,000 based on value-added student progress by academic subject.

· Strand 3 (Campus Improvement and Achievement): This strand has three components. The first is a Campus Improvement Award. All instructional staff members at a school are eligible for up to $1,000 based on how well the school has improved when compared with 40 other Texas schools of similar demographics.
  The second component is the Campus Achievement Award of up to $400 additional compensation when a school earns a Texas Education Agency (TEA) rating of Exemplary or Recognized. The final component is the Campus Writing Achievement Award which provides up to $400 when 70 percent of students in a school meet the college readiness standard on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) Writing/English Language Arts test. 

The chart on the following page illustrates the award amounts and categories for various types of school district employees. This chart demonstrates that performance pay programs can be expensive, with some teachers eligible for over $10,000 in awards.  HISD paid out $40.4 million for performance pay in 2010, with an average award of $3,606 for teachers.
 This pay chart provides a good example of the level of complexity that may be involved in creating a performance pay plan. Not only must a school division consider the different types of employees and their potential impact on student progress, but they also must determine the relative “worth” of their contributions.  

Performance Pay Chart

[image: image1.emf]
Source: Houston Independent School District, 2009-2010 ASPIRE Awards for Teachers (2009).
http://static.battelleforkids.org/images/HISD/2009-10_ASPIRE_Award_Chart.pdf   
White and Lendro (2010) studied the Houston Independent School District’s (HISD) pay-for-performance program and found that since HISD implemented the program, student achievement gains and overall achievement have increased. Student math scores, measured in normal curve equivalents, improved just .14 NCE prior to the initiation of the performance pay program; however, their math scores improved 1.94 NCEs in the first year of the program, and .95 NCEs in the second year.  Similarly, students’ reading scores improved .21 NCE prior to the initiation of the program, but improved 1.11 NCEs in year one and .61 NCEs in year two of the program.  These scores represent statistically significant improvements. Looking specifically at teachers, regression discontinuity analysis showed that when a teacher received a performance award, there was a positive impact on his or her future student gains. Furthermore, the study found that the teachers with a less positive influence (those who did not receive an award) were more likely to leave the district than the teachers who were likely to have a more positive influence on students (the award winners).
APPENDIX G: COMPREHENSIVE COMPENSATION MODEL EXAMPLE
The Denver Public Schools, Colorado, (DPS) has received national attention for its comprehensive compensation pay model, ProComp
. This compensation system rewards teachers for their professional accomplishments while linking their pay to the achievement of their students.  DPS piloted the program from 1999-2003 in a collaborative effort with the Denver Classroom Teachers Association (DCTA).  During the four-year pilot program they investigated the interrelated issues of teaching processes, student achievement, and teacher compensation.
 Donald Gratz, the former leader of the pilot program’s research team, characterized the program as follows: 

Denver’s Pay for Performance pilot . . . was jointly run by the district and the teacher association, supported by the business and philanthropic communities, seriously implemented (though not without problems), and thoughtfully reviewed.  It forced significant improvements in the way the district does business – improvements demonstrated both in aggregate student achievement and in the opinions of participants . . . .

Denver’s pilot program offers a lesson in modifying a plan based on lessons learned from the pilot.  The pilot program relied largely on individual goal setting by teachers and the related evaluation; the revised plan was more comprehensive and focused on teacher development of knowledge and skills, a new professional evaluation system, market incentives, and student growth.

Components of Pro-Comp

Based on the results of the pilot study, the district developed and proposed a more comprehensive model that provides additional compensation for teachers based on four components: knowledge and skill, comprehensive professional evaluation, market incentives, and student growth. Different elements within these four areas can provide teachers with salary increases or with one-time bonuses. Each component of this multifaceted program includes several elements:

· Knowledge and Skill: includes financial incentives for professional development, advanced degrees and licenses, and tuition and student loan reimbursement
· Comprehensive Professional Evaluation: includes different bonuses for probationary, non-probationary, and innovative non-probationary teachers based on their evaluations

· Market Incentives: includes payments for teaching in hard-to-serve schools (schools with a high percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunches) or in a hard-to-staff assignment (roles with high turnover or vacancy rates) 

· Student Growth: includes bonuses for meeting student growth objectives, exceeding Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) expectations, teaching at a “top performing school,” and teaching at a “high growth school.” 

Student Growth Component

The student growth component is particularly interesting. The cornerstone of the district’s emphasis on using assessment results to guide instruction is found in the student growth objectives.  This is a collaborative effort between the teacher and the principal in which they discuss classroom practices that positively impact student growth and identify two growth objectives which are linked to baseline data.  Teachers cannot use the CSAP to set their growth objectives. Student growth objectives must identify the applicable grade, content area, rationale, time interval, assessments, expected growth, baseline data, learning content, and strategies.  The pilot program provided bonuses for teachers who met one or both objectives; the current system, on the other hand, allocates bonuses for teachers who meet one objective and a salary increase for any teacher who meets both.

The second element involves rewarding an individual teacher when their students’ growth exceeds the expected norms on the CSAP.  This is based on CSAP growth for a group of like students from the previous year. For example, for the 2009-10 school year, teachers received the incentive if at least half of their students in an eligible subject area achieved at the 55th percentile or higher for statewide student growth. 

A third element of the student growth component is teaching in a “top performing school.” Each year the school district awards this incentive to schools that have earned the highest overall percentage on the school performance framework, which takes into account several measures, including Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and CSAP performance in a given year, as well as improvement between years. It also compares a school’s academic performance in relation to other schools with similar demographics. Full-time teachers at the school are eligible for the bonus. 

The final element, teaching at a “high growth school,” also is based on the school performance framework.  Schools earn this designation by being rated as meeting or exceeding student progress over time in areas such as reading, math, and writing.  Full-time teachers are eligible for the bonus.

The charts on the next several pages show the payment opportunities for the four elements of the Pro-Comp model.
Knowledge and Skills Payment Opportunities

	Element
	Professional Development Unit
	Advanced Degree and License
	Tuition and Student Loan Reimbursement

	Description of Element
	Providing ongoing professional development – tied to the needs of our students -- is a central strategy to help you expand your skills, improve student performance, and advance your career with the district
	Compensation for Graduate Degree or Advanced Licenses or Certificates
	Reimbursement for tuition or for outstanding student loans.

	Eligibility and Payout
	Base building for 1st PDU earned in if 14 or fewer years of service.                                   2nd PDU earned is banked and paid based on years of service at payout.  (14 or less is base building.  >14  is non-base building) 1 
	Paid upon receipt of documentation that the license or certification is active and current
	Paid upon receipt of evidence of payment for and satisfactory completion of coursework; $4,000 lifetime account; no more than $1,000 per year

	Affect on Base Salary 
	Base Building2
	Base Building
	Non-Base Building 

	Percent of Index
	2%
	9% per degree or license. Eligible once every 3 yrs
	N/A

	Dollar Amount
	$751 
	$3,380 
	Actual expense up to $1,000/yr, $4,000 lifetime

	Builds pension and highest average salary
	Yes
	Yes
	No3

	Payment Type and Frequency
	Monthly installments upon submission of proper documents
	Monthly installments upon submission of proper documents
	Up to $1,000 per year upon submission of proper documents


1 2nd and subsequent PDUs earned will be paid or banked according to years of service credit in effect during the contract year in which the PDU will be paid.

2 Builds base salary for teachers with 1 to 14 years of service credit and does not build base salary for teachers with 15 or more years of service credit. 

3 All incentives except Tuition Reimbursement are pensionable.  In other words, all ProComp payments are taken into account in calculating your highest salary upon which your pension is based.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Denver Public Schools, ProComp Payment Opportunities 2010-2011 http://denverprocomp.dpsk12.org/
Comprehensive Professional Evaluation Payment Opportunities

	Element
	Probationary
	Non-Probationary 
	Innovation Non-Probationary

	Description of Element
	Increases for new teachers based on a satisfactory evaluation.
	Increases based on a satisfactory evaluation.
	Increases based on a satisfactory evaluation.

	Eligibility and Payout
	Requires Satisfactory Evaluation: If unsatisfactory, ineligible for CPE increase
	Payable only to teachers who have a formal evaluation during service credit years 1-14.
	Teachers receive 1%  of index increase for a satisfactory annual evaluation during years 1-14 if have not received a 3% of index CPE increase in the past two years

	Affect on Base Salary 
	Base Building
	Base Building
	Base Building

	Percent of Index
	1% every year
	3% every three years
	1%  every year if no 3% in past 2 years

	Dollar Amount
	$376 
	$1,127 
	$376 

	Builds pension and highest average salary
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Payment Type and Frequency
	Prorated over 12 months. If unsatisfactory delayed at least 1 year 
	Prorated over 12 months. If unsatisfactory delayed at least 1 year
	Prorated over 12 months. If unsatisfactory delayed at least 1 year


Source: Denver Public Schools, ProComp Payment Opportunities 2010-2011

http://denverprocomp.dpsk12.org/
Market Incentive Payment Opportunities

	Element
	Hard to Serve School
	Hard to Staff Assignment

	Description of Element
	Designed to attract teachers to schools with a high free and reduced lunch percentage.
	Designed to attract teachers to roles with high vacancy rate and high turnover

	Eligibility and Payout
	Teachers currently serving in schools designated “Hard-to-Serve".
	Teachers  currently serving in  designated "Hard-to-Staff" positions

	Affect on Base Salary 
	Non-Base Building 
	Non-Base Building 

	Percent of Index
	6.4 %
	6.4 %

	Dollar Amount
	$2,403  $200.27/mo
	$2,403 ($200.27 per mo)   x  (# of assignments held)

	Builds pension and highest average salary
	Yes
	Yes

	Payment Type and Frequency6
	Monthly installment upon completion of service each month
	Monthly installment  upon completion of service each month


Source: Denver Public Schools, ProComp Payment Opportunities 2010-2011

http://denverprocomp.dpsk12.org/
Student Growth Payment Opportunities

	Element
	Student Growth Objectives
	Exceeds CSAP Expectations
	Top Performing Schools
	High Growth School

	Description of Element
	Incentive paid for meeting student growth objectives.
	Teachers whose assigned student's growth in CSAP scores exceed district expectations
	Teachers in schools designated as a “Top Performing School“  based on the DPS School Performance Framework
	Teachers in schools designated as a “High Growth School” on the DPS School Performance Framework

	Eligibility and Payout
	Base building when 2 SGOs are met, non base-building when only 1 SGO is met during prior school year.4
	Paid based on assigned student CSAP growth percentiles.  Paid based on results from prior school year.
	Paid based on performance during the prior school year.
	Paid based on performance during the prior school year.

	Affect on Base Salary 
	Base Building4
	Non-Base Building 
	Non-Base Building 
	Non-Base Building 

	Percent of Index
	1 %
	6.4 %
	6.4 %
	6.4 %

	Dollar Amount
	$376.00 
	$2,403.26 
	$2,403.26 
	$2,403.26 

	Builds pension and highest average salary
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Payment Type and Frequency6
	1 objective:  Paid lump sum.  2 objectives:  Paid in monthly installments
	Paid lump sum in the year following assessment
	Paid lump sum in the year following assessment
	Paid lump sum in the year following assessment


4Regarding the Student Growth Objectives, teachers will receive the payout in a non-base building lump sum if 1 objective is met, and as a base building payment if 2 objectives are met.

Source: Denver Public Schools, ProComp Payment Opportunities 2010-2011 http://denverprocomp.dpsk12.org/
APPENDIX H: VIRGINIA TEACHER INCENTIVE FUND AWARDS

Virginia had three successful applicants to the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) in 2010. This program is run by the U.S. Department of Education to “support efforts to develop and implement performance-based teacher and principal compensation systems in high-need schools.”
 Goals of the program include:

· Improving student achievement by increasing teacher and principal effectiveness;

· Reforming teacher and principal compensation systems so that teachers and principals are rewarded for increases in student achievement;

· Increasing the number of effective teachers teaching poor, minority, and disadvantaged students in hard-to-staff subjects; and

· Creating sustainable performance-based compensation systems.

Henrico County Public Schools

Henrico County Public Schools received a TIF grant for their Learning Leaders Initiative, which is described in the following excerpt from an October 15, 2010 news release:

Henrico County Public Schools, in partnership with the Community Training and Technical Assistance Center (CTAC), was awarded a Teacher Incentive Fund grant in the amount of $16,447,775 over five years. The Learning Leaders Initiative will pilot and sustain a performance-based staff development and differentiated compensation plan. The initiative will provide teachers and principals in Henrico County’s highest-need schools with incentive pay tied directly to effective and engaging classroom instruction leading to growth in student achievement.  

Learning Leaders directly addresses our nation’s greatest challenge and the Henrico School Division’s Strategic Plan focus of ensuring all children have access to a quality education by supporting the recruitment, retention and training of exceptional teachers and leaders. It is only through high quality staff that creates engaging learning environments that high levels of student learning can be ensured.

The goals for the Learning Leaders Initiative are to:

1. Build teacher and principal capacity to increase student achievement by aligning and improving implementation of teaching standards to ensure effective and engaging teaching.

2. Retain a community of high-performing educators in typically hard-to-staff schools to drive academic achievement in the short and long term.

3. Develop the school division’s capacity to implement and evaluate a performance-based compensation system.

Eight schools serving 5,725 students have been selected to participate in the Learning Leaders Initiative as a pilot program. They include Highland Springs High School, Fairfield Middle School, Wilder Middle School, Highland Springs Elementary School, Fair Oaks Elementary School, Laburnum Elementary School, Glen Lea Elementary School, and Adams Elementary School.

A total of 323 teachers from the eight schools are eligible to participate in the grant in the Learning Leaders Initiative. Teachers responsible for a course with an end-of-year or end-of-course Standards of Learning assessment or those responsible for the results of the PALS assessment in the primary grades are eligible. Principals and assistant principals who supervise eligible teachers may also participate. All eligible teachers and principals will attend a Learning Leaders Academy where they will learn details of the initiative and be given the opportunity to participate. 

Individual teachers and administrators may choose not to participate in the Learning Leaders Initiative.

The incentive compensation for teachers includes up to $3,000 for creating an engaging learning environment based in the school division’s teaching standards and an additional $5,000 for meeting individual student learning targets on state and local assessments. Total performance incentive compensation for teachers will be up to $8,000 per year.

The incentive compensation for principals and assistant principals includes up to $4,000 for supporting teacher growth in creating an engaging learning environment and up to $6,000 for school-wide and individual student learning goals as well as stakeholder perception targets. Total performance incentive compensation for principals will be up to $10,000 per year.

The CTAC has had a long history on the national stage with performance-based compensation programs. They will provide technical assistance, training, and consultation to the initiative. The Center will also be responsible for the ongoing evaluation of the project.

Prince William County Public Schools

Prince William County Public Schools received a TIF grant for their Teacher Incentive Performance Award initiative, which is described in the following excerpt from a September 23, 2010 news release:

The U.S. Department of Education has announced that the Community Training and Assistance Center (CTAC)/Prince William County Public Schools (PWCS) partnership is the recipient of a $11,108,124 Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) grant through the U.S. Department of Education’s TIF grant competition. The grant proposal, which was ranked 11th highest in the country out of 62 awards, will fund the School Division’s Teacher Incentive Performance Award (TIPA) initiative.

CTAC/PWCS will be awarded the funds over a five-year grant period. Funding for the first two years was awarded yesterday; further funding is contingent on congressional action. Initial funding will be used for planning purposes during the 2010–11 school year, with the pilot implementation beginning in 2011–12. Applicants were required to demonstrate a high level of local educator support and involvement for their proposed program and a plan for financial sustainability after the five-year grant award period.

TIPA provides a significant monetary award to teachers and principals in eligible schools that qualify to receive performance-based compensation; integrates a performance-based compensation system with the new PWCS standards-based evaluation system, Professional Performance Process; provides professional development that focuses on individualized school and educator improvement; and builds on growth targets set in the Division's recently adopted Strategic Plan for 2010–11 through 2014–15.

“I believe that we have a plan that can be a model for the Commonwealth and for the rest of the country,” said School Board Chairman At-Large Milton C. Johns. “As with any pilot, we will discover some things that need to be tweaked that we haven’t even imagined right now. It’s a dynamic environment and we recognize that we will make adjustments.”

“By partnering with CTAC, PWCS has received invaluable guidance in developing and submitting the successful TIF Grant proposal to the U.S. Department of Education. CTAC’s experience provides a national knowledge base that will enable PWCS to choose the most strategic and appropriate directions for the Division,” said retired Associate Superintendent Kris Pedersen, whose leadership in writing the grant application was crucial to getting the award. Through the partnership, PWCS will continue to gain valuable insight to help structure the early decisions, and to use that knowledge to advance the Division’s TIPA initiative.

“The Prince William project has the potential to offer lessons in content and process to districts throughout the nation while supporting both students and educators in the county,” said Executive Director of CTAC, William J. Slotnick.

Richmond Public Schools

Richmond Public Schools received a TIF grand for their Schools of Excellence initiative, which is described in the following excerpt from an October 19, 2010 news release:

Richmond Public Schools will take part in a National Board of Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) grant program that will create and integrate a performance-based compensation system for teachers and principals. The “Schools for Excellence” initiative is being funded by a five-year, $27 million grant from U.S. Department of Education Teacher Incentive Fund. Richmond will receive between $6 and $7 million during the next five years. 

Several high-need schools from Richmond and the state of Maine will take part in a comprehensive program that will study professional development, evaluation and compensation with regard to teacher effectiveness and student achievement. The program is designed to help school districts recruit and retain National Board certified teachers, improve professional development opportunities, expand mentor training, align teacher and principal evaluations with national student achievement standards, and reward teachers and principals whose students meet targeted standards.

“The teacher remains the most critical and important element for a student achieving success in the classroom,” said Richmond City School Superintendent Dr. Yvonne Brandon. “Our inclusion in the NBPTS five-year Teacher Incentive Fund grant program will allow the district to expand and enhance our professional development and teacher mentor training programs so we may continue our ongoing pattern of improved student achievement. This year, for the first time, we achieved one hundred percent accreditation on the state’s Standard of Learning tests. To maintain that level of achievement, the district must continue to recruit and retain this nation’s top educators.”

School officials are currently developing the program and plan to implement it during the 2011-2012 school year.
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ENDNOTES
[image: image2]
Fairness:This model does not address teacher quality, so an ineffective, but experienced, teacher may earn more than a less-experienced teacher who achieves better student performance results.


Response to market demands: This model is limited in its ability to attract teachers in critical shortage areas because it pays for the job of teaching, rather than for specialization. 


Applicability of additional education:  Attention is rarely given to how a teacher’s graduate work relates to their specific teaching assignment. 


Getting started and topping out:  It may take new teachers many years to achieve higher salaries if the scales are back-loaded. In contrast, if the scales are front-loaded, experienced teachers may top out, unless they achieve more graduate degrees or move into administrative positions.


Relationship to school reform:This model does not encourage or reward teachers for student achievement, the central goal of our educational system. 


Taxpayer resistance:Proponents of performance-based pay point out that this model requires taxpayers to pay for ineffective teachers, while there are other models available that link more closely with accountability initiatives.�








Ease of administration:Teachers are provided with a specific amount of compensation for certain identified duties and responsibilities when they document their involvement.


Clarity and flexibility: Compensation amounts are easily listed and understood.  This model may be added easily onto an existing compensation model.


Promotes involvement and leadership:  Teachers are encouraged and rewarded for becoming involved in aspects of the school beyond their specific job which may encourage development of leadership skills.


Rewards effort: Divisions can make extra duty options available only to those teachers meeting or exceeding the expected performance in their normal responsibilities.


Alignment with school goals:  This model encourages teachers to take on responsibilities related to overall school goals.








Fairness:There may be an issue in determining how much pay is fair and equitable according to the demands of the role. Additionally, this model rewards teachers for taking on roles, but not for meeting or exceeding expectations in them.


Expectations for pay:  Teachers could begin to expect extra pay for any additional responsibilities asked of them, discouraging an atmosphere of volunteerism.


Overload:  Teachers may take on too much and their primary responsibilities in the classroom may suffer as a consequence.





Emphasis on professional development:Teachers clearly demonstrate increasingly high levels of professional development and performance as specified by internal and external standards, which promotes individualized growth.


Leadership opportunities:  Teachers are provided with leadership opportunities ranging from mentoring less experienced colleagues to working in division-level positions.


Removes lockstep of the single-salary schedule: By designating salary levels around performance instead of merely years of experience, younger teachers’ initiative and talent are acknowledged. Experienced teachers may be able to advance to the ladder’s higher levels relatively soon after implementing the model.�


Rewards initiative and competence:Teachers who show strong performance and initiative are rewarded for their efforts. 


Promotes mentorship and collaboration: Emphasizing the mentorship role of proficient teachers can promote collaboration and sharing of professional ideas and practices. 








Competition:The designation of teacher levels is more visible than with other models and so this model may foster competition among teachers.


Quotas:  A school division must decide how many teachers can be maintained at different levels which could lead to quotas. 


Leaving the classroom:  By rewarding high-levels of teaching achievement with leadership opportunities, the best teachers may be removed from daily contact with students. 


Fairness of assessment:  Because subjective judgment may be involved in evaluating teachers as the basis for compensation, concerns about fairness may be raised.


Overload:  Teachers at higher steps on the career ladder who have responsibilities in addition to their normal teaching duties may become overwhelmed. 





Emphasis on professional development:Not only does this model emphasize professional development specifically linked to the specific needs of a school or division, but it also focuses on the teacher demonstrating the learning in the classroom.


Flexibility:  KSBP models encompass a wide range of knowledge and skills, which may broaden teachers’ knowledge and prepare them for other responsibilities.


Alignment to division goals:  School divisions can define the blocks based on division goals and needs which encourages teacher development around the competencies the division wishes to improve. 


Rewards initiative and competence:  KSBP models encourage teachers to focus on continuous improvement of practice and can help them gain external recognition (such as NBPTS certification) by aligning local standards with other external standards.


Support from experts in the field of teacher compensation:  The Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE), a leading organization in the study of compensation systems, advocates KSBP systems for the reasons above.  Based on emerging findings from KSBP case studies and expert opinion, CPRE has provided specific guidelines for the development and implementation of KSBP systems.�








Fairness of evaluation:Although teachers typically have some control over how they demonstrate the behaviors linked to the standards in KSBP models, fairness is an issue in terms of who evaluates mastery and the standards themselves.  Evaluators must be trained to ensure consistency across their evaluations.


Cumbersome: Record-keeping can be extensive since each knowledge or skill block must have identified standards for mastery, methods for demonstrating competency, and a trained evaluator. 


Track record:  Most KSBP models are still in the early stages of implementations and do not have a long enough track record for schools to evaluate their flexibility.


Competition:Because the KSBP model evaluates and compensates at an individual level, it has the potential to lead to competition and undermine collegiality.





Greater teacher control than salary schedule alone:Teachers have a measure of control over their compensation as it is based on their own performance. 


Emphasis on teacher accountability: Rather than just putting in time, teachers must demonstrate at least satisfactory performance to move up the pay scale. 


Capacity for individualization: The system may be structured so that teachers determine their own performance goals to focus on, which can more directly support specific teacher improvement needs.


Goal alignment: The model may be designed to specifically align teacher standards for performance with goals of the school division.


Alignment with other models: Technically, the key structural features of the model align directly with parts of other models that focus on development of professional knowledge and skill.








Fairness of evaluation:The standards must be clear and valid for the teaching assignment, the standards and evaluation must be fairly and consistently applied throughout the division, and teachers must perceive the evaluators to be fair. 


Performance problem:  Classroom observations capture only a snapshot of a teacher’s overall practice and the teacher may demonstrate atypical behaviors to meet observer expectations.


Cumbersome administration:  Teacher evaluation can be cumbersome with the need for various forms of data collection, review of materials, and pre- and post-review discussions with the teacher.


Competition:Competition may be fostered, especially if there is a quota for how many teachers can be rated at levels receiving additional pay. Rewarding most teachers can reduce the threatening nature of the model, but fails to acknowledge the truly high performers.�


Funding: When funds are not provided to support additional pay for teachers exceeding expectations, the model may fail.








General Advantages


Focus on outcomes and accountability: Teacher compensation is aligned with demonstrated student growth, the major emphasis of school programs. 


Promotes monitoring of student progress: Teachers must monitor and assess student progress to inform their instructional planning and to encourage students toward achieving performance goals. 


Focus on improving student achievement:  Since the purpose of the model is to promote student achievement, students reap benefits in their overall learning and growth.


Support from experts in the field of teacher compensation:  The Consortium for Policy Research in Education advocates models that provide school-based bonuses for performance.


Group-Based Model


Promotes collaborative effort toward goals: Models that are structured to reward group performance can promote a climate of encouragement and collaboration.


Individually-based Model


Allows recognition of outstanding teachers: An individually-based model provides direct acknowledgement of quality teaching. 








General Disadvantages


Determining fair assessments: Assessments that are not fair and valid – or are not perceived as such – contribute to frustration and may limit the motivational effect of the model.


Test stress:Teachers may feel pressured to “teach to the test” and may emphasize testing and test-taking skills more than learning. Both students and teachers may feel high levels of stress about test performance.


Linking teacher effort to student performance: The specific connections between teaching and student achievement are difficult to quantify and link to compensation.


“Haves” and “Have-nots”: Differences in student populations may result in some groups or schools not having equitable opportunities to meet performance standards. For this reason, schools may use improvement goals rather than division-wide criterion-based achievement goals. 


Quotas: Available funding may limit the number of teachers or schools who receive compensation, which may cause competition and resentment.


Cumbersome assessment system: Extensive student performance data must be collected and linked to individuals or groups.  To ensure consistency, assessments are likely to be division-level or standardized assessments which are more cumbersome than classroom assessments.


Group-Based Model


“Free rider” problem: Some teachers may put forth less effort than their colleagues, but be rewarded at the same level.


Fair distribution of bonus funds:Schools must determine who will receive the bonus and how much they will receive. They must consider teachers in non-tested grades and other classified and support staff. 


Individually-Based Model


Eligibility to participate: Since all students may not be tested in all grades, a school must decide whether all teachers are eligible for performance-based pay, and how their students will be fairly assessed.


Publicity of results: If the information about classroom-level results is made public, parents may attempt to avoid having their students in a particular teacher’s class 








REPRESENTATIVE TIMELINE


Year 1 (1st 6 months)





Year 1 (2nd 6 months)





Year 2 (1st 6 months)








Years 2-4








Year 5 and beyond








Ongoing





Conduct on-going periodic evaluations











Step 1


Develop the aims and criteria of the compensation system








Step 3


Plan for implementation





Step 2


Select and design compensation components





Step 4


Pilot the compensation system and conduct formative evaluation





Step 5


Expand implementation division-wide and continue evaluation





Page 1 of 2





Page 2 of 2








� Portions of this section were adapted from Stronge, J. H., Gareis, C. R., and Little, C. A. (2006). Teacher Pay & Teacher Quality. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press; and Stronge, J. H. (2010). Effective teachers = student achievement: What the research says. Larchmont, NY: Eye On Education.


� Portions of this section were adapted from Stronge, J. H., Gareis, C. R., and Little, C. A. (2006). Teacher Pay & Teacher Quality. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press; and Stronge, J. H. (2010). Effective teachers = student achievement: What the research says. Larchmont, NY: Eye On Education.


�Adapted from Stronge, J. H. (2010).Effective teachers = student achievement: What the research says. Larchmont, NY: Eye On Education.


�Value-added analysis is a statistical method which is used to measure schools’ and teachers’ impact on students’ rate of academic progress from year to year.


� Portions of this section were adapted from Stronge, J. H., Gareis, C. R., and Little, C. A. (2006). Teacher Pay & Teacher Quality. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.


�  Some school divisions may choose to implement a pay for performance program in selected schools and not division-wide.





� Adapted from “Pay for Performance Programs in Arizona,” presented at the CPRE Conference, February, 2007; Arizona Department of Education, Arizona career ladder, (n.d.); Mesa Public Schools, Career ladder mission and goals, (n.d.). 


�Adapted from Douglas County School District, Center for Professional Development, (n.d.).


�Adapted from Douglas County Federation, For Teachers Performance Pay. (n. d).


� Adapted from Douglas County Public School, Office of Human Resources, Pay for Performance, Outstanding Teacher, (n.d.).





� Adapted from Houston Independent School District ASPIRE Awards Model (2007); ASPIRE Awards Model 2009-2010.


�Adapted from Denver Public Schools, Teachers’ ProComp.(n.d.).
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