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Program Inception and Results

In January 2006, former Governor Frank Murkowski submitted to the legislature a bill to authorize incentive payments to certified and non-certified personnel in schools where individual student achievement showed significant growth from the prior school year.  This differed from other accountability programs including No Child Left Behind which created comparisons of dissimilar groups of students (e.g., comparing the current year’s 6th grade class to the previous year’s 6th grade class).

The legislation was designed to create an environment in Alaska’s schools where all staff would have a vested interest in the performance of each student and the school as a whole, and to tie the incentive awards to annual individual student growth so all schools – regardless of past performance – would have an opportunity to achieve the goal.  The bill proposed the creation of a three-year pilot program called the Alaska School Performance Incentive Program (PIP) to be administered by the Alaska Department of Education & Early Development (EED).

House Bill 13 was passed during the 2006 legislative session and signed into law as AS 14.03.126 with initial funding of $5.8 million for the 2006-2007 school year.  A methodology was created which analyzed individual student assessment results to the same student’s previous year performance and assigned a point value to each of three subject areas (reading, writing, and math) based on what degree the student’s scores had increased or decreased compared to the prior year.  Student scores were aggregated and averaged to create a school-wide “index score.”  The index score provided a relative measure of academic growth across the student body.

	Figure 1. - Index Scores vs. Incentive Awards

	
	
	
	

	Year
	Average Index Score
	Number of Schools Awarded
	Amount Awarded

	2007
	91.7
	42
	$1,888,187 

	2008
	94.6
	32
	$1,061,944 

	2009
	92.9
	11
	$305,875 


In August 2007, EED issued the first incentive payments under PIP, distributing $1,888,187 across 42 schools and 15 school districts.  After year one, changes were made to the values table and student score calculations in response to criticism that demographic factors were favoring schools with a smaller percentage of low income and minority students.  After these changes were implemented, the average school PIP index value increased in 2008 and 2009; however, fewer schools attained an index score of 107, the minimum cut for PIP awards (Figure 1).  In 2008, incentive payments totaling $1,061,944 were distributed to staff across 32 schools and 14 school districts.  In 2009, incentive payments totaling $305,875 were distributed to staff across 11 schools and 9 school districts.


Award Recipient Feedback

In 2007 and 2009, all PIP award recipients were mailed a survey requesting feedback on PIP.  A similar ratio of award recipients responded to the 2007 survey (49%) as to the 2009 survey (47%).

A far higher percentage of 2009 survey respondents (78%) were aware of PIP prior to receiving the incentive payment than 2007 survey respondents (53%).  Most respondents (85% in 2009, 79% in 2007) stated the award appropriately rewarded the school in which he or she worked.  The amount of the award was also viewed by most respondents (88% in 2009, 75% in 2007) as appropriate in size.

Two-thirds (69%) of 2009 respondents felt PIP had an effect on test scores and encouraged staff collaboration.  Only half (52%) of 2007 respondents believed PIP had this effect.

Three-quarters of 2009 respondents had a positive perception of PIP (78%) and supported its continuance (74%).  2007 respondents were not as supportive, as only 62% of respondents had a positive perception of PIP and supported its continuance.

Forty-four percent of all 2007 respondents and 58% of 2009 respondents stated a reason for having a positive perception of PIP.  The most cited benefits included monetary rewards (15% of all respondents in 2007 and 2009), positive recognition and reinforcement (11% in 2007, 19% in 2009), and staff motivation (6% in 2007, 7% in 2009).  Interestingly, 12% of respondents in the 2009 survey cited improved collaboration, compared to 1% of 2007 respondents.

Thirty-one percent of all 2007 respondents and 19% of 2009 respondents provided a reason for having a negative perception of PIP.  The primary criticisms included the program’s inability to address demographic and other non-academic factors (9% in 2007, 8% in 2009), the belief that incentive pay was unnecessary or insulting (8% in 2007, 6% in 2009), and that PIP created a divisive atmosphere (4% in 2007, 2% in 2009).  In the 2007 survey, 4% of respondents indicated staff at non-recipient schools also deserved awards; however, this criticism was not cited by any respondents in 2009.

Notably, survey respondents in 2009 indicated more support for PIP and were more likely to list non-monetary benefits of the program when stating the reasons for their support.  While EED made significant efforts to correct perceived demographic imbalances following the results of the 2007 survey, 2009 respondents were almost as likely to state that the annual list of PIP award winners was strongly influenced by non-academic factors.


Analysis

The Performance Incentive Program (PIP), signed into law in 2006 and executed as a three-year pilot program from 2007 to 2009, was created to provide a means to reward teachers and support staff for growth in student achievement.  During its three-year existence, PIP awarded $3,271,300 in direct payments to teachers, school staff, and district support staff.

By the end of the pilot, PIP was credited by nearly two of five award recipients as recognizing and reinforcing a positive learning environment, helping foster collaborations, and motivating staff to perform at a higher level.  Although PIP has not been renewed, this feedback indicates a need for EED to continue finding ways to recognize schools, teachers, and support staff for exceptional performance.

A broader knowledge of the program and its goals may have garnered support for program goals, motivated a greater number of teachers and staff to create unique means to improve student performance, generated collaborative and cooperative environments at additional schools, and provided a greater sense of recognition and professional pride for those who received awards.

EED gained valuable information about individual schools by piloting this program.  PIP’s methodology for comparing students’ performance from one year to the next has provided more useful information than previous accountability systems.  PIP has provided clear information about the academic growth of students on an individual and school-wide basis by comparing student performance from one year to the next, creating a more accurate picture of a school’s effectiveness than comparing one year’s student body with the previous year’s student body.  This information will continue to help EED evaluate whether schools are chronically underperforming and need assistance in improving student achievement.
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