M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COW TTEE
January 11, 2006
9:01 a.m

CALL TO ORDER

Co- Chair Lyda G een convened the neeting at approximately 9:01: 42
AM

PRESENT

Senat or Lyda Green, Co-Chair
Senator Gary W1 ken, Co-Chair
Senat or Con Bunde, Vice Chair
Senator Bert Stedman

Senat or Lyman Hof f man

Senat or Fred Dyson

Senat or Donny O son

Al so Attending: ROGER SAMPSON, Commi ssioner, Departnent of
Educati on and Early Devel opnent; LES MORSE, Director, Division of
Assessnent and Accountability, Departnent of Education and Early
Devel opnent

Attending via Teleconference: There were no teleconference
partici pants.

SUMVARY | NFORMATI ON

[ Note: Due to conputer malfunctions only the first and | ast
timestanps are connected to the For The Record (FTR) audio
recording. The other tinestanps are for indication purposes only.]
AEducati on Fi nanci ng

9:01:35 AM

Presentati on on Educati on Fi nanci ng

By Comm ssi oner Roger Sanpson

Depart ment of Education and Early Devel opnent

9:02:12 AM

ROGER SAMPSQON, Conmm ssioner, Departnment of Education and Early
Devel opnent, wutilized a PowerPoint presentation titled "Al aska
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School Performance Incentive Program' [copy on file.]

Slide 1
Al aska School Performance Incentive Program
Measuri ng | ndivi dual Achi evenent

M. Sanpson began as foll ows.

| hope to share with you today a concept and a program |'m
very excited about the potential and the inpact it can have on
students in Al aska.

It's titled, "Al aska School Performance Incentive Progrant and
clearly this programis about "incentifying" for educators and
payi ng when we can accelerate student |earning nmuch nore
rapidly than currently exists. W're talking about as a
program that provides an environnent for great student
achievenent. We're talking about targets being based on
grow h, which is nuch different than many other nodels. |I'm
going to tal k extensively about "wi de growh" and why this is
the real leveling factor and bal ancing factor.

It's about providing an opportunity to use the trenendous
expertise that exists in our schools today in Al aska. W have
some fantastic educators with great skills, innovative ideas,
but fostering the environment to have them work together
towards a common goal

9:04: 05 AM

Slide 2
What is the Progranf

« Performance incentive pay for inproved student
achi evenent

* Entire staff in a school receive incentive (all or
none)

e Target based on growh, or sustained advanced
per f ormance of student achi evenent

e Al schools qualify if they neet growh target

e Based on areliable tool aligned to the Grade Level
Expect ati ons

e Programis unlike nerit pay progranms which cause
conflict rather than cooperation

M. Sanpson:
It's about inpacting an entire staff of a building. This is a
very different conponent that |1'll speak in detail about. It's
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not about one teacher versus another; it's about an entire
school, an entire staff working together to where they either
succeed as a teamor they don't hit the mark as a team

It would be available for every school. Not just sone schools;
not just large, not small, not just rural, not urban. It would
be avail able for any school that hits the target. So it's not
i ke grading on a curve. It's grading on a standard.

It's based on a reliable tool that's aligned to Al aska's grade
| evel expectations. And it's about building partnerships with
both people within the building, outside of the building and
doing things differently than we have done day in and day out
over the past decades.

This is a program about increasing accountability.
9:04:12 AM

Slide 3
Way have the Progranf

* Accelerate growmh in student achi evenent

e Stinulate the educational system by using a proven
private sector concept

e Uilize and enpower expertise within the schools to
wor k together for the benefit of Al aska students

e Increase return on Alaska's investnent in public

school s
M. Sanpson:
The first question that cones to mnd is "Wy have this
progran?” | think there's sone real critical needs for a

program like this. One, we have to find a way to accelerate
student growth and student achievenent in this state as we do
across the nation.

Yes, we've had sone great increases in the nunber of students
showi ng proficiency in reading, witing and mat henati cs. But
we al so know that the bar and the need for students to know
nore and be able to apply those skills is increasing every
single year. So we need a nethodol ogy that accelerates this
achi evenment | evel.

W need a way to stinulate the educational systemto use a
proven, private sector practice. Now not every private sector
practice is going to be effective in the public sector, but I
absol utely believe that this one does apply, can apply, and of
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all the private sector practices to induce and stinmulate
increases in hitting the targets, this is one that's probably
been used nore in this country than any other particular
strategy. It's tinme that we give this an attenpt in the public
sector.

It will enpower schools and give them a reason to work
together. W need to capture that stability that we have in
many of our schools that are not certificated teachers. Wat
" mtal ki ng about there is any many of our schools the great
connecti on between kids and adults m ght be between a student
and an instructional aide, mght be between a custodian, it
m ght be between secretary, and clearly those individuals have
a different connection to parents in the comunity often tines
than do teachers and principals. So we need to capture that
stability and that great connectivity there and use it in how
we accel erate student | earning.

Any finally, we need a programlike this because we need to
increase the return on Alaska's investnent in public
educati on.

Slide 4
Benefits

* No risk program no performance = no cost
* Create a strong workforce for Al aska
* Enhance teacher recruitnment efforts

* Accountability: directly linked to high |evels of
achi evenent

* Pronote collaboration, effective instruction and
spread responsibility across grade levels and
content areas

* Involve all staff: currently in large high schools
only 15% of staff are responsible for reading,
witing and mat hematics

M. Sanpson:
Benefits to the program this is ny favorite part because the
benefits are great. Most inportantly this is a programthat,
if it's not successful, for a variety of reasons that ']l
tal k about, if we're unable to nove our students to advanced
| evel s of achievenent than there is no liability or no cost to
the State. So it’s a no-risk programto the State of Al aska.

W need to have the benefits of increasing the nunber of

students that graduate from Al aska schools with the skills
that prepares themto transition into the workforce, whether
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that's vocational training, whether that's postsecondary
education, that's a benefit that | think this program wll
provi de.

It creates a strong workforce for Al aska. As we know we've got
many jobs that are not able to be filled by Al askans right
now.

Anot her benefit to this programis it needs to enhance our
teacher recruitnent effort. W have a national shortage we're
| ooking at. Al aska is not exclusive to that shortage. W have
two things that this would provide. One, | think this would
hel p Alaska attract the best and the brightest, while the
nmentoring program will help us retain the best and the
bri ghtest once we acquire them So | think that's a huge
benefit for Al aska.

This is a program that links accountability directly to
student achievenent. Sonmething we've not had before. It
pronotes col | aboration, effective instruction and it spreads -
nost inportantly - it spreads the responsibility for the core

foundati on contents: reading witing and nmat hematics, across
the entire staff.

If we | ook at a typical conprehensive |arge high school today,
we've agreed in this state and across this nation, that
there's three content areas that are core. Sone states agree
there's nore, but everyone agrees that reading, witing and
mat hematics, or the ability to conpute, are foundational
content areas. Al of our students nust have those. Ri ght now
we are neasuring those on an annual basis. If you |look at the
conpr ehensi ve high school, there's only about 15 percent of
the staff that have direct responsibility for reading, witing
and mat hematics. If these are core and foundational, and in
fact the student's ability to be proficient at those, has a
great inpact on their ability to be successful in other
content areas: history, sciences, honme econon cs, vocational,
a nunber of those courses, then everybody has to take sone
responsibility for reading, witing and nat hemati cs.

This programw ||l help create the environnent to spread that
responsibility across the entire staff. Every content area,
every grade | evel.

9:09:14 AM

Slide 5
Wiy Measure G owt h?
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* Focus on individual student |earning

 Expect high performng and | ow performng students
to grow i n achi evenent

e Provide visible and objective targets to neet

e Incentive for all school staff to team together,
think creatively, and design systens to inprove
student perfornmance

 Eval uate school perfornmance

e Focus is on inproving each student from where he
or she is to proficiency and beyond

M. Sanpson:

This is a critical conponent of this project. This is about
"why neasure growth" and "what growh to neasure”. This is
very different from what we put out every year under [the
federal] No Child Left Behind [Act] (NCLB) and school s that
neet adequate yearly progress. That particul ar nodel neasures
groups of students and not the sanme group of students. It
conpares a group of fourth graders from last year to a new
group of fourth graders this year.

Thi s proposal is about measuring individual student growth -
every student in the school, every student in the state - and
conparing that growh of that student from current year to
previ ous year.

As Al askans, we expect every student to grow and achieve
Whet her they're the | owest perform ng student or the highest
perform ng student, we expect growh fromour kids. W don't
want themto becone stagnant. That's one thing that NCLB has
m ssed: that kids go off the radar screen once they becone
proficient. That's not acceptable to Al askans. W expect
growh fromall of them

When you look at individual growh this begins to foster
neeting individual needs of kids. Wen you begin to neet
i ndi vi dual needs of kids, you have a whole different |eve
engagi ng fromthat student. Wien you neet individual needs of
students, you see changes in dropout rate for the better. You
see increases in graduation rates because kids begin to
understand how they fit into the system and their needs are
met .

If we don't focus on individual needs of students in this
program based on data we get from assessnent, then there's no
way that the school wll be able to neet the performance
incentive. So it forces focuses instruction.
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9:11: 21 AM

Slide 6
How Growth i s Measured

* How did "Student A" do in the current year conpared
to the previous year

* How did all of the students perform within the
school

e« Did the school denbnstrate growh based on a
conparison of the sane individual students from
current year to the previous year

M. Sanpson:
How we're going to nmeasure this growh. Again it's different
from NCLB because we're | ooking at every student. \Wat we're
going to do is conpare a "student A" for exanple, how that
student did this year conpared to the previous year. W're
al so going to | ook at how students performwthin an entire
school .

W' Il be able to break those groups of students down any way
we want with any factors. We could take just a certain grade,
we could take a certain ethnicity, we could take socio-
econom ¢ status because we have the ability with our unique
identifier to track those kids anywhere in the state by
groups.

W can al so | ook, as we're proposing here, how that school as
a whole did fromone year to the next working with the sane
students not different students.

When we neasure the sane students from one year to another
this is especially inportant in Al aska because of our snal

schools. If you don't nmeasure individual students but
di fferent groups, you get very distorted results in that the
smal | er the school or the nore nobile the population. So while
t he group conparison seens to nake sense on a national |evel,
it doesn't nmake sense many tines for Al aska's small schools.

And finally, [the] nobst inportant part about neasuring
i ndi vidual growth, is when you neasure individual growh, you
create an environnment for the parent of those children to have
a neaningful dialog with school and school staff about how
their child s doing and how to enhance that.

9:13: 04 AM
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Slide 7

Val ue Tabl e

[ Table allotting points for the Current Year Level
on the Previous Year Level as foll ows:

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Points: O

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 140

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 170

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 200

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Proficient
Poi nts: 220

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Advanced
Poi nts: 220

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 140

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 80

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 40

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Points: 10

Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Proficient
Points: O

based
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Current Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Advanced
Points: O

Current Year Level: Below Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 170

Current Year Level: Below Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 140

Current Year Level: Below Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 90

Current Year Level: Below Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 50

Current Year Level: Below Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Proficient
Poi nts: 20

Current Year Level: Below Proficient M nus
Previ ous Year Level: Advanced
Poi nts: 20

Current Year Level: Below Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 200

Current Year Level: Below Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 170

Current Year Level: Below Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 140

Current Year Level: Below Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 90

Current Year Level: Below Proficient Plus

Previ ous Year Level: Proficient
Poi nts: 50
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Current Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Previ ous Year Level: Advanced
Poi nts: 50

Current Year Level: Proficient
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 220

Current Year Level: Proficient
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 200

Current Year Level: Proficient
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 180

Current Year Level: Proficient
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 140

Current Year Level: Proficient
Previ ous Year Level: Proficient
Poi nts: 100

Current Year Level: Proficient
Previ ous Year Level: Advanced
Poi nts: 100

Current Year Level: Advanced
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 220

Current Year Level: Advanced
Previ ous Year Level: Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 200

Current Year Level: Advanced
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient M nus
Poi nts: 180

Current Year Level: Advanced
Previ ous Year Level: Bel ow Proficient Plus
Poi nts: 150

Current Year Level: Advanced

Previ ous Year Level: Proficient
Poi nts: 130
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Current Year Level: Advanced
Previ ous Year Level: Advanced
Poi nts: 110

A notation reads:
Val ues may change as a result of 2006 data analysis,
public input, and State Board regul ati ons.

M. Sanpson:
This [value table] is the core of this whole proposal and
nodel. This is the equalizer, the balancer. This is what makes
it fair whether you're in a large school, small school, rura
school, urban school, school with high performng kids, |ow
perform ng kids, poor children, wealthy children.

There are six performance |levels that are identified on this
val ue chart: Far Bel ow Proficient Mnus, Far Bel ow Proficient
Pl us, Bel ow Proficient M nus, Bel ow Proficient Pl us,
Proficient, and Advanced.

M. Sanpson outlined the point system awarded for those individua
students who achieved an increase in their proficiency, regardl ess
of the level. He stated:

This grid is designed so you can conpare the previous year to
the current year. Qbviously the goal is to take a student,
wher ever they perfornmed the previous year, and noving them one
or nore performance categories up.

For a student who was advanced the previous year, it's quite a
feat to keep them advanced. So they woul d be awarded or val ued
by staying advanced. That woul d be our expectation.

This value table is designed so it is not likely that a school
could focus on a single group of kids, such as, "Let's put our
attention on the group of students that are currently
proficient and let's try to nove all of those students, or a
| ar ge percentage of those students, to advanced and not pay
attention to the other students." The value table is designed
to where if that approach was taken they would not be able to
reach a performance conpensation | evel

9:15: 30 AM
Slide 8
Comput i ng | ndex
[ Spreadsheet listing ten hypothetical students and
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correspondi ng Previous Year Level as foll ows:

Student A Profi ci ent

Student B Bel ow Proficient M nus
Student C Advanced

Student D Bel ow Proficient Plus
Student E Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Student F Profi ci ent

Student G Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
St udent H Bel ow Proficient M nus

St udent | Bel ow Proficient Plus

St udent J Advanced]

M. Sanpson noted this and the following two slides are related in
that they denonstrate a progression in the cal culation of scores
for individual students and the school.

M. Sanpson:
W are able right nowto take every student in A aska who took
the State assessnent last April. We would be able to place
themin one of six performance categories as we speak today.
9:16:33 AM
Slide 9

Computi ng | ndex

[ Spreadsheet |isting the same ten hypothetical students
as indicated in Slide 8 and correspondi ng Current Year
Level as foll ows:

St udent A Advanced

Student B Bel ow Proficient M nus
Student C Profi ci ent

St udent D Far Bel ow Proficient Plus
Student E Bel ow Proficient M nus
Student F Bel ow Proficient Plus
Student G Bel ow Proficient Plus

St udent H Bel ow Proficient Plus

St udent | Bel ow Proficient Plus

St udent J Advanced]

M . Sanpson conpared the current year level of the sanme students
fromthe same school to the previous year |evel shown on Slide 8.
For exanple, Student A was deenmed to be at the Proficient |evel the
previous year and inproved to the Advanced performance |level in the
current year. The progression of Student D was negative, from Bel ow
Proficient Plus the previous year, to Far Bel ow Proficient Plus the
current year.
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9:17:32 AM

Slide 10

Conputi ng | ndex

[ Spreadsheet listing the sane ten hypothetical students
as indicated in Slides 8 and 9 with the correspondi ng
nunber of points awarded based on the conparison of
current year proficiency level to the previous year |evel
as follows:

Student A 130
Student B 90
Student C 100
Student D 10
Student E 140
Student F 50
Student G 170
St udent H 140
St udent | 90
Student J 110

The spreadsheet al so conputes the "School |ndex Score" by
totaling the points for all the students and dividing the
anount by the nunber of students:

1030 / 10 = 103]

M. Sanmpson explained how the points are derived utilizing the
Val ue Tabl e as shown on Slide 7.

M. Sanpson pointed out that in instances in which a student was
scored |l ess than 100, that student did not "get a full year's worth
of growmh". A score exceeding 100 indicates that growh exceeded
the worth of a full year. The higher the nunber, the nore growh
was achi eved.

9:19: 22 AM

Slide 11

Performance Levels

[ Table listing the Gowmh Index Level based on the |ndex
Poi nt Val ue as foll ows:

G ow h I ndex Level: Strong= I ndex Point Value: 102-104.99
H gh = 105 - 107.99

Excellent = 108 - 109. 99

Qutstanding = 110 and Greater
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A notation reads: Mdel is built on 100 as one year of
growt h. ]

M. Sanpson spoke to the four performance |evels as foll ows.

VW | ooked at over 20 years of performance nodels, both in the
private sector and in the public sector. Quite frankly nost of
them were in the private sector because that's where this
nodel 's been used the nost. And one of the theories there,
that they said were very inportant in making this nodel
successful is "you have to have nore than one cut-off point or
one point of recognition and incentive". Miltiple |evels
generated different levels in nore interest in enployees to
change and shoot for those targets. So this reflects four
di fferent conpensation | evels and performance |evels.

The second colum that says "lIndex Point Value" - that
represents the school score. In our exanple on the previous
page, a score for that school of 103 would have net a
conpensation level; it would have net the first conpensation
| evel called "Strong".

9:20: 33 AM

Slide 12

Per f ormance Level Incentive

[ Tabl e indicating the anmount of conpensation that would
be awarded to Certificated and Non-Certificated staff
based on the Gowh | ndex Level outlined on Slide 11 as
foll ows:

Strong
Certificated: $2,500
Non-Certificated: $1, 000
Hi gh
Certificated: $3,500
Non-Certificated: $1,500
Excel | ent
Certificated: $4,500
Non-Certificated: $2,000
Qut st andi ng
Certificated: $5,500
Non-Certificated: $2,500

A notation reads: Miltiple levels provide greater

i ncentive and achi evabl e graduations, but recogni ze rea
growt h in achi evenent. ]
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M. Sanpson explained this table reflects the value of conpensation
for certificated and non-certificated. Non-certificated staff
i ncl udes secretaries, cust odi ans, and teachers aides. The
conpensation is based on the | evel of performance for the school.

M. Sanpson:
This is always about a balancing act and this is what the
research said on these nodels. | know that there are people on

this Coonmttee that have nuch nore expertise on how it applies
to the private sector and nodels. The bal anci ng act is al ways:
setting that first threshold, that first target, nust be high
enough to where it's credible and neani ngful and val ued either
by the enployer or by the citizens of Al aska. Yet it nust be
realistic enough to where the people we're trying to
incentify, in this case, our school enployees, that they
believe it's realistic and obtai nabl e.

The ot her piece of the research that was very clear is this
nodel can fail if in fact the conpensation is not great enough
to induce a desire to change. There's probably a lot of
thought right now thinking "nmy gosh, this <could be
considerable dollars on a statewi de |evel." Wen we address
the fiscal note on this I'lIl share what that |ooks |ike at
different levels. But | think inportantly, the way we've
| ooked at this, renenber, it's a no risk benefit to the State
- no performance no cost. If in fact, we have a |arge nunber
of our schools and our school enpl oyees who net the highest
| evel of conpensation. | can't of a getting a greater return
on our investnment in education than that.

9:22: 58 AM

Slide 13
Expect ed Qutcones

Al staff have ownership of instruction and share
responsibility for results

e Incentive to work differently, enbrace innovation
and <create partnerships to inprove student
achi evenent

* Accountability and incentive to cause all students
to reach proficiency and higher |evels of advanced
achi evenent

M . Sanpson:
What are the expected outcones of this progran? W expect
increases in proficiency in reading, witing, and nat hematics
- those fundanental skills. W expect that we're going to see
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t hose fundanental skills addressed across grade |evels and
across content areas.

W believe that there wll be actively seeking ways to enhance
t hose fundanental skills so that the content, while they may
not teach reading, witing or mathematics, they know it's
critical to share the information they have in their content
area and they know it's a target that they' re team ng on as a
school as a whol e.

W think it will create school-w de ownership of student
| earni ng. Instead of being shared by not every staff nenber
ri ght now.

| think that this is an incentive that encourages people to
work differently than they have worked: to work wth
i nnovation, to do sone real self-judgnent on effective ways to
deliver in their own schools. This is not about one process
that will work in every school in the state. But this is about
creating the environnent so that each school - their entire
staff - has a franmework to develop a systemthat will work in
their school in their community.

It's about accountability. It clearly is about accountability.
And there's an incentive there to help each child to nove
[fron] wherever they're performng to a higher I|evel of
performance. And those that are perform ng high, to keep them
perform ng high

When students understand how readi ng, witing, nathematics or
what ever the skills and content are - when they understand how
it fits into life outside of the school and out of the
cl assroom they soon value it and they becone very good at it.

This nodel would produce those kinds of outconmes in ny
opi ni on.

9: 25: 08 AM

Slide 14
Wiy Ot her Model s Fail

* Not based on student growth

* Unrealistic targets

e Conflict anong staff: Sone nust |ose for others to
Wi n

 Exclude building adm nistrators

e Instrunent used to neasure is not reliable and
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consi st ent

 Conpensation not |arge enough to provide incentive
for change

e Wak commitnment to the program

M . Sanpson:
Wiy did other nodels fail? Wenever you say "performance
conpensati on"” or "performance incentive" and you' re talking
about public schools, everybody instantly goes to the "M
word": "nerit pay". Merit pay has got nore than 20 years of
history to it. It's at best had m xed results.

W | ooked at why nodels work in education and out of education
and we built this nodel trying to address every one of those
reasons that those nodels failed. So it's very inportant.

The first thing is that the nodels were not built on student
growh. They failed because they weren't built on growh,
which neant if you were a school or a teacher that happened to
have high perform ng kids, you automatically began with a
great advantage. This one's built on growth. [It] doesn't
matter where your kids perform [It provides] equa
opportunity to raise them It’s the whole growmh | evel s that
|l evel the playing field from school to school, student to
st udent .

Anot her reason that these fail: they're unrealistic targets.
They were either too easy and not val ued by the public or the
| awmmakers of that state, or they were too difficult,
unobt ai nabl e, and people quit trying.

Q her nodel s created conflict fromone staff menber to another
staff menber because they pitted one agai nst one anot her. What
we're inducing here is collaboration, shared responsibility,
teammwrk. This nodel is about bringing people together using
expertise across the curriculum across content area and
across grade level for a conmon target result.

O her nodels failed because they didn't include the building
adm nistrator. This npdel includes the adm nistrator and al
staff.

Oher nmodels failed because the instrunent used wasn't
reliable and wasn't applied consistently.

O her nodels failed because the conpensation wasn't |arge
enough to bring about change; a desire to change, an incentive
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to do things differently.

And finally, other nodels failed because there was a weak
comm tment on behalf of the program They started, they may
have worked great, there wasn't the commtnent fromeither the
enpl oyer, or whoever [was] noving the program forward, to
conti nue that nodel

Thi s nodel that we're proposing addresses every single one of
the bullets of why other nodels fail ed.

9:27:59 AM
Slide 15
What Lies Ahead
e The final target or value table will be established

by exam nation of 2005 to 2006 assessnent results
to create a baseline

* Once the incentive program is in place, then
notivation exi sts to accel erate academ c
achi evenent beyond a year's growth

e The cost of the programw |l vary fromyear to year

M . Sanpson:
We'll set final targets on the value chart when we get the
results in 2006. This April, we'll do the conparison. W'll go
t hrough a cut scoring process to fine tune the nunbers on the
val ue chart to make sure that the baseline that's created is
fair, consistent and | evel.

Once the programis adopted, and if adopted, then we can apply
t hat whole incentive piece. It wll be there. W have no past
history of the inpact of incentive on this program So that's
a bit of an unknown. If we've set the targets correctly, we
think incentive will be great.

The cost of the programw |l vary fromyear to year because we
don't know the inpact of that incentive. | hope that the cost
of the programescal ates. But | hope that it escal ates because
it's hitting substantial targets that are reflective of
students achieving nore than a year's worth of grow h.

9:29: 06 AM

Slide 16
School Performance I ncentive Program

e Based on growth in student achi evenent
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» Enpowers expertise of educators and school
per sonnel

e Includes all staff: all nake it or no one nmkes it
» Based on an understandabl e system

M . Sanpson concluded the presentation. It is tine that the State
apply to the public sector, sone of the effective strategies
enpl oyed by the private sector.

9:29:44 AM

Senat or Bunde appl auded the comm ssioner for the devel opnent of
this programthat has significant potential. Senator Bunde spoke of
his own experience in the need to include the entire staff. He
relayed an instance in which a janitor of a school would, on a
regul ar basis, sweep the halls then sweep the dirt out the door as
the children were returning fromrecess. The nessage Senator Bunde
gleaned fromthis is that the students were dirtying the janitor's
school, rather than the janitor recognizing that the students were
indirectly supporting his job.

Senat or Bunde al so recalled instances where non-teaching staff,
i ncl udi ng custodi ans, could connect with students and provide a
"friendly adult face" at the school.

9:31: 06 AM

Senator Bunde asked if the Departnent of Education and Early
Devel opnent woul d determ ne the neasurenent of progress.

9:31:18 AM
M. Sanpson affirned.
9:31:23 AM

Senat or Bunde asked if this programcould be undertaken utilizing
exi sting staff and resources or whether nore funding and positions
woul d be necessary.

9:31: 32 AM

M. Sanpson replied that the calculation of growh could be done
with current staff. If the programwere inplenented the Depart nent
woul d be responsi bl e for disbursing conpensation for those school s
denmonstrating growh. Additional personnel would be necessary to
i ssue paynents. The timng between the conpletion of testing and
awar di ng of bonuses woul d be critical.
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9:32:12 AM

Senat or Bunde asked if any research had been conducted to determ ne
whet her the proposed conpensation anounts woul d be sufficient.

9:32: 47 AM

M. Sanpson had researched a nunber of school districts in the
Lower 48 that utilize nonetary conpensation for student growh and
achi evenent. The anobunts awarded in those prograns was revi ewed and
conpared agai nst the successes and weaknesses of the prograns. Sone
districts offer considerably higher anounts than the hi ghest anount
proposed in this presentation.

9:33: 35 AM

LES MORSE, Director, Division of Assessnment and Accountability,
Depart ment of Education and Early Devel opnment, told of the Little
Rock school district in the state of Arkansas that paid as nmuch as
$8, 000. However, the average anount was between the range of $1, 500
and $4, 100.

9:33: 57 AM

M . Sanpson cautioned against failure due to i nadequate incentive
for educators and school staff to change behavior. Conversely, the
program shoul d not be a "give away" wth insufficient goals.

9:34: 20 AM

Co-Chair WI ken characterized the proposal as a "skeleton”™ to be
further developed. He appreciated the concept of investnent,
asserting that if the benefits of the program do not exceed the
funds allocated to it, the program would be "nothing nore than a
tar baby that we'll never get rid of."

Co-Chair WIlken was not interested in "reinventing the wheel". He
asked to what extent this proposal was nodeled after other
prograns. He noted that the State of Col orado has been operating a
simlar programfor six years.

9:35:14 AM
M. Sanpson replied that this nodel is simlar to the program
inmpl emented in the State of Colorado in that it focuses on the

growm h of students. However, the Col orado programincludes only one
| evel of neasured growth and does not include support staff.
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9: 35: 45 AM

Co-Chair W/ ken asked if the proposed plan is nodeled after any
exi sting program

9:35:56 AM

M. Sanpson answered it is not.

9:35:58 AM

Co-Chair WIlken surmsed it as "plow ng new ground”.

Co-Chair WIken, referencing the Value Table on Slide 3, noted that
points were still awarded for a student who regressed one |evel.

9:36: 55 AM

M. Sanpson explained that a score of 100 equals one year of
growh. A student could slip from the Advanced level to the
Proficient |evel, but still learn nore than expected in one year.
This is known as "regression to the nean”. Maintaining one student
at the highest level year after year is difficult.

9: 38: 06 AM

Co-Chair WIken asked if the "yardstick” neasuring growh woul d be
valid, given the testing changes inplenented in recent years.

9:38: 27 AM

M . Sanpson responded that the Department has no plans to change
the existing measuring nethods. Currently tw independent
eval uations are required by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act,
and are utilized in Alaska along with a third evaluation. These
studies agree that the nmethods are a valid and reliable tool for
measuring student growt h.

9:39:25 AM

Co-Chair WI ken asked, based on the neasurenents of the previous
year, how schools would have rated if this programwere inplenented
a year prior and whether any schools' staff woul d have received the
i ncentive paynents.

9:39:43 AM

SFC- 06 (21) 01/ 11/ 06



M. Sanpson replied that such cal cul ati ons were nmade although he
stressed that the incentive factor could not be considered. If this
program were inplenmented the previous year, w thout the enticenent
of the nonetary awards, 19 schools would have qualified for the
hi ghest |evel. However, flat student achi evenent was experienced
statewi de. Sone schools and sonme students achieved growth, but
overall, the students and schools did not advance.

9:41:15 AM

Co-Chair WIken asked if the Departnent had considered inplenmenting
this proposal as a pilot programfor three schools since the nethod
is unproven. This could prevent excessive expenditures if the
programrequired alterations.

9:42: 03 AM

M. Sanpson asserted that he was "so strongly conmtted that this
woul d help Al askan kids" that he was willing to consider all
options for inplenmentation.

9:42: 21 AM

Co-Chair Wl ken asked if the bonuses would be subject to collective
bar gai ni ng.

9:42: 31 AM

M. Sanpson responded that the proposal is specifically structured
to exclude the incentive paynents from bargaining as well as the
provisions of the Public Enployees Retirenent System and the
Teachers Retirenent System

9:42: 51 AM

Co-Chair WIken relayed his experience with conm ssi oned enpl oyees.
He was amazed that after the turnmoil of inplenentation of a
comm ssion system he found that the incentive extended beyond
nmonetary benefits. Enployees took pride and ownership in their
duties. They cooperated with other enployees and took greater
effort with custoners.

Co-Chair W1 ken suggested involving the students in this incentive
program by presenting an award, hosting a pizza party or providing
another form of recognition. He predicted such validation would
"light up their eyes".

Co-Chair W1 ken | ooked forward to further devel oping this program
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9:44:51 AM

Senat or Hof fman asked if the incentives would be paid for one year
or incorporated into the base salary.

9:45: 12 AM

M. Sanpson replied that the awards woul d be granted for each year
the school qualified. These paynents would not affect salary or
ternms of a negotiated contract.

9:45: 23 AM

Senator Hoffman, noting the high turnover of teachers and
recruitment difficulties, specul ated whether teachers would take
into consideration accepting enploynent at a school that received
past. He predicted that teachers would not choose to work at a
school that never achieved a rating sufficient for incentive
paynments. He asked how this program woul d address the |ikelihood
that over time, certain schools would secure the best teachers and
t he remai ni ng schools would be "l eft behind".

9:46: 39 AM

M. Sanpson agreed that sone schools would earn a hi gher |evel of
achievenent. The reason a school is or is not neeting these
acconpl i shments should be determned. He anticipated that the
community, students, teachers and support staff would collaborate
to inprove the school's score. Gven the national teacher shortage,
this programwoul d provide an advantage to this state in attracting
and retaining teachers. The value and process nust be denonstrated
as fair and that the size, location or student population of a
school does not give an advant age.

9:48: 24 AM

Senator Hoffman stressed that those teachers notivated by the
financial incentive of this program would opt to work at school s
within the state that have achi eved the hi ghest scores. This woul d
di sadvant age ot her schools. He asked how this tendency would be
conpensated. He conpared the situation to that of the Nationa
Foot bal | League (NFL) and that organization's inplenentation of a
draft process to ensure that a wi nning team does not dom nate the
recrui tment of the strongest players.

9:49: 25 AM
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M. Sanpson agreed that as certain schools "rise to the top" they
coul d have an advantage in recruitnent and retention. He admitted
he had not considered the inpact of this scenario. However, the
factors contributing to the successes of sonme schools nust be
identified and shared with other schools to provide opportunity for
t hose schools to excel as well.

9:50: 22 AM

Senator Dyson recalled his approval of the selection of M. Sanpson
for the conmm ssioner position. Senator Dyson was aware of M.
Sanpson's achi evenents in his previous position at a small school
district. Senator Dyson requested M. Sanpson provide an overvi ew
of these earlier efforts.

9:51: 07 AM

M. Sanpson told of his experience in applying this concept to a
renote small school district in Alaska. He assisted in determ ning
t hat education of reading, witing and conputation were inportant
to the conmmunity and he identified a nmethod to neasure these
skills. This concept was first applied to the entire district, then
to schools and finally to individual teachers. The teachers wanted
t eammwor k, but al so individual reconmendations. When a teacher was
unsuccessful, he or she would contact other teachers within the
district to | earn what practices were successful. This was possible
because the program had no conpetition between teachers or schools.
This concept was al so successfully applied to efforts to control
heal th care costs.

9: 54: 06_AM

Senat or Stednman understood that school district superintendents
woul d be excluded fromthe proposed incentive program while school
princi pals would be included.

9:54: 23 AM

M. Sanpson affirmed, stating that principals nust be included,
because they set schedul es, nove students, and nmake ot her deci sions
that inpact the overall performance of a student body. He spoke
informally with superintendents and concl uded that these positions
shoul d not be included in the incentive program as doing so could
"send the wrong nessage". Superintendents negotiate separately with
school boards for salary anmobunts and ot her conpensation

9:55: 35 AM

SFC- 06 (24) 01/ 11/ 06



Senator A son surm sed that notivated students woul d be included in
these efforts. However, |ow achieving students often have
di sci pli ne problenms, which are not addressed in this proposal.

9: 56: 26 AM

M . Sanpson responded that discipline is indirectly referenced in
this proposal. To be a viable program the scoring nust acknow edge
factors that school staff could not control, such as weather
conditions and parental involvenent. Discipline is a substantia
issue regardless of an incentive program Some schools have
undi sci plined students, yet achieve substantial growth; other
schools have little disciplinary problens but are unsuccessful at
achi eving neasurable growth. However, if an entire school staff
consistently enforces a code of acceptabl e student behavior, the
i kelihood for growh is greater.

M. Sanpson also pointed out that students displaying discipline
probl ens usually do so for a reason. They coul d be unchal | enged or
overwhel ned. This incentive program would encourage the entire
school to address the issue.

9:59:11 AM

Senator O son clarified his concern related nore to the self-
di sci pline of attending school, studying, and applying oneself,
rat her than behavi oral discipline.

9:59:47 AM

M. Sanpson replied that both types of discipline nust be addressed
as a whole. One teacher may not have a relationship with a student
or parent, but a secretary or custodian may, and that rel ationship
shoul d be fostered to encourage the student's grow h.

10: 00: 34 AM

Co-Chair G een asked about all owances for those students who do not
attend a school for a full year.

10: 01: 06  AM

M . Sanpson answered that such all owances woul d be nade, although
growh would still be expected for these students. Transient
students would be treated in the same manner currently utilized to
determ ne appropriate grade | evel placenent.

10: 01: 49 AM
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Senat or Bunde referenced a conversation held the previous sumrer in
whi ch the comm ssioner predicted this programcoul d be inplenented
at no additional expense. Senator Bunde asked if this is no |onger
t he expectation.

10: 02: 12 AM

M. Sanpson remarked that the programcould be inplenmented with no
additional funding if no schools nmet the performance |evels.

10: 02: 31 AM

Senat or Bunde remarked that a program should not be established if
no i nprovenents are expected.

10: 02: 51 AM

M. Sanpson agreed. He listed the projected costs. If five percent
of certified and classified enployees statewi de qualified for the

hi ghest conpensation award the cost would be $3 mllion. The cost
would increase to $15.4 nmillion if 25 percent of the enployees
qual i fi ed.

10: 03: 28 AM

Senat or Bunde referenced Governor Miurkowski's State of the State
address the previous day, noting the Governor's request of $90
mllion for education. Senator Bunde surm sed that if this anount
were appropriated, adequate funding would be available for this
pr ogram

10: 03: 49 AM

Co-Chair WI ken asked when a formal proposal for this program woul d
be rel eased.

10: 03: 54 AM

M. Sanpson replied that he first wanted to present the idea to
| egi sl ators and get feedback. A final evaluation table would not be
conpleted until May or June of 2006 when the results of the 2006
assessnents are received. The program could best be inplenented
t hrough Departnment of Education and Early Devel opnent regul ati ons.
The | egi slature could address specific areas if necessary.

10: 04: 43 AM
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Co-Chair Wl ken noted the CGovernor had indicated that if a contract
was negotiated for a natural gas pipeline, the legislature could
becone consuned with consideration of the contract and associ at ed
activities. Co-Chair WIlken directed the Departnment to submt a
formal proposal soon in the event the |egislature was diverted from
its normal duties later in the session.

10: 05:16 AM

Senator Stedman suggested the incentives be calculated in sone
manner as a percentage of the base student allocation.

10: 05: 43 AM

Senator Hof fran asked if educators would prefer that the base
student allocation be increased or that this program be enact ed.

10: 06: 08 AM

M . Sanpson responded that both positions would be opined. Sone
educators prefer an incentive program others would deem i ncreased
funding to the school as the priority.

AN

ADJ OURNIVENT

Co- Chair Lyda G een adjourned the neeting at 10:07:07 AM
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