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Begin with the End in Mind

The purpose of this document is to propose a new model for financing what the Legislature and the

/ 2dzNIda RS&ONR 0 S ¢the2 LARINTGI MY AARIzAINRPAAYWRES R o0& 2 aKAy 3
students to meet the established student learnigogls and the obligation of the State under Article 1X,

Section 1 of the State Constitution to make ample provision for that educational opportunity.

The proposal starts with the expectations we have for our childrethey should receive an education
that prepares them to succeed in the 2tentury. The StateBoard of Education recentfyroposeda

new set of graduation requiremen{€ore 24) that, if accomplished by Washingsardents, will ensure

they are so preparedCore 24 providemultiple pathwaydor all students whether that leads them to a
four-year college, community or technical college, apprenticeship program, or directly into the first step
of a career ladder in the workforceTheState Boardecognized thaschools cannot be expected

provide thenecessargreditswithout adequate funding for the additional time require@hisproposal
provides thatfunding by figuring out the cost of a prototggchoolwhere there is enough time on task

to meet the creditexpectations The proposalsoprovides the other resources necessary for a quality
program.

One of the most pernicious failings in education is the divergence in educational attainment between
children of modest means and those with more money. Poor kids tefajtbehindwhile chidren of

more advantaged parents do much better. Our ability to address this disparity requires much more
than just funding but changing this dynamic is crucial in designing a quality school funding sy@tem

of the key elements of this proposal the level of support provided to disadvantaged studesiio

allow them to catch up-to reduce the achievement gap with their more advantaged peers.

This proposal is structured around the services we provide to students, with a model that allows the
costsof these services to be computed and fundedhere should be a direct link between the level of
service provided and the budgethe structure of thisunding modelis possibly more important than
the exact levé of funding initially provided By fundng services rather than providing a block of funds
the Legislatureis forced tomake decisions about service leyaiot just funding levels.

A competent education depends on more thiast time on taskEducational research provides a clear
indication that teacher qualityis the most critical element of student succeddnfortunately, our
current system of educator preparation and compensation doessapportcontinual improvement in
teaching quality.We propose a new systewmith several key elementscompetitivecompensation to
attract top-quality recruits to teachingsignificant gains in compensation tied to growth in professional
competence, incentives for teaching in hatd-staff areas or schools, and a buildingsedreward
program to providaecognitionfor the growth in academic achievement in the school. This would be
based on a mukfactor evaluation.
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The ©nstitutional requirement for a general and uniform system of public education leads us to focus
on providing equivalent educational pprtunity to all children.This may not result irqualfunding for
every child due to differences in neelut we strongly believe (as do ti@urts) thatthere should bea
rational basidgor anydifferencesin funding between districtsin addition to providing funding for the
demographicdifferences between individual children and schools, our proposal removes the most
obvious differencesn our current systenthat do not have a rational basisThese include:

1 Grandfathered salary diffences.

9 Different levy lids. Some districts have almosipgdcentgreater levy capacity than other districts,
which isclearly a norrational result.

9 Differential reimbursement for administrative and classified staff basegrantice over a quarter
century ago.

This proposal will require significant new resourcéd/e believe that new resources are necessary if we
are to realistically address the needs our children face over the next several decades. Providing these
resources will be difficult and will rege painful tradeoff decisions.TheConstitutional mandateor

ample provision should drive the debate on the level of resources provided.

The new resources should be phased in over six years. This allows the necessary adjustments to the rest
of the budget and allows time for districts to plan for effective use of the funds. Phasing in the funding
allows the system to make quality decisions about howptimizethe new resourcessomething

learned from our experience with funding from Initiative 72%/e propose funding a significant

portion of the additional costby taking a larger share of the natural growth of the state budget over

the six-year time frame.ldeally we would returrk-12 fundingto its historical 50percentof the state

general fund, rater than thecurrent35 percent

Providing significant new resources is not a decision to take ligttlg.proposal calls for concurrent
accountability improvements tensurewe are making positive changes, not just funding the existing
system more ricly. Since most of the new resources go into compensation for personnel, the
accountability changes are most significant in that area, with a majatigament of the compensation
system to be linked to the performance and skills of teachers.

Our basic epectation is that all students will make at least one year of progress toward being prepared
to graduate on time in every calendar year. Some students will need to make more than one year of
progresdo catch up to their peers. To ensutet students, peents, teachers and administratorsll

have the same information and are able to monitor progress toward graduation for every student
regardless of mobility in changing schools, we propose awtdéediagnostic assessment system that is
funded by the site and provided to all schools.

Finally, flexibilityfor school districts t@address the unique needs of their students is respecteder

the years many programs have been created that have substantial reporting and implementation strings
attached to them. Individually these are not bad ideas, thetoverall resulthas been a complex and
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expensiveto- administer systemThis proposaluses a prototype school model to compute the level of
funding needed by a district to provide a set of services a reasonable person would believe necessary
to implement a basic education, but does not require the district to implement that exact program.
Districts are free to allocate the resourdesbest accommodate local conditiortsjt the new

accountability and accounting system requirements @ilsurethat both implementation and results

are clearly transparent to local voterShouldtheir students not make progress towards graduation
comparable to other districtdistrictswill face increasing levels of intervention from the state as well as
increasing censure from local voters.

LGQa A YLJ] NI thethargé & ouifadkifofce istddesim a financing system, nod makeall
policy decisions about educatidnWe have tried very carefully to focus on providing adequate
resources for schools to accomplish the goals before them and ndirecting how school boards and
educators achieve thee goals. School boards should set local goals reflecting their communities, and
educators should exercise their professional judgment, but both should be accountable to parents,
taxpayers, and the Legislature.

The current definition of a "Basic Educati is found in Court cases, various statutory laws, the

operating budget, and administrative rules that have been adopted under an express legislative
delegation of authority, such as the State Board of Education's high school graduation requirements. In
the future, it would be helpful for policymakers and citizens alike to have access to a single statutory
reference point or RCW chapter for the program of education and financing system that the Legislature
defines as Basic Education.

! This document also does not address funding for Capital Facilities and Pupil Transportation. There is another
Legislative Task Force examining Capital Facilities whpe#d ie expected to be released concurrently with the
report of the Basic Education Finance Task Force. A revised funding system for Pupil Transportation is being
developed under contract with the Office of Financial Management and should also be ready$ideration

during the next legislative session.
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Program of Educatio n

The proposed finance model builds a program of Basic Education from the school level starting with four
prototypical schools: primary (grades3K elementary (grades-@), middle (grades-8), and high
(grades 912). The accompanying spreadshestrate the impact of key policy decisions

These decisions are described as a series of piimgesabout staffing in achool: How many periods

in a school day in a high schodfdw many students in the classroonfdr Fow many periods does a
teacher havenstructionalresponsibility and how many are used for lesson planning, grading, etc.? How
much extra instructional time should be provided for children who need remedial help? How much extra
instructional timeshould we expector a studentto learn English? From the answers to these

guestionsthe proposedmodel computeshe number of teachers and other staff needed for a school.
Combined with a compensation model this will determine the level of funding providdshfic

Education inthe budget?

Although there is little rigorous research on the impacine$erviceprofessional development on

student test scores, the fact of the matter is that teachers should not be expected to plan and execute
lessons that are aligned with stateaedards, analyze data on student achievement and figure out how
to help those who are struggling, implement new curriculum, and collaborate with one another to
improve instruction withoutime to do so. Currently school districts resort to getting a wafvom the
180-day school year to carve out time for professional development. Our proposed program builds in
time during the school day as well as additional days beyondetipglarschool year for this purpose.

Again it is important to note that, whilénere are numerical values in the proposal, it is the overall
structure of the financing system that is the critical aspect of our model. The finance model is
intentionally constructed to permit the rich policy debate that financing for our public sehiederves.

We have provideduggestiondased on research, best practices, and current operations. But it will fall
to the Legislature to make the final decisions as to the actual numbers.

The core model drives resources as follows:
High Schools (9-12)

High schools are complex environments that require the ability totiame the finance model to
accommodate such items as smaller class sizes for laboratory science and career and technical

*When implementing the new funding model, the Legislature should consider and closely examine the
implications of basing student enroliment drivers on a thyear rolling average. The impact of using
retrospective versus prospective figures (based on enroliment forecststsild be analyzed. The funding model
will also have to be examined and probably adjusted as it applies to small schools.
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education courses. High schools must be able to offer the Zbgraduation requirements proposed
by the State Board, which necessitates resources to support at least 7 periods a day of instruction.

9 Based on seven 55 minuperiods per day and 180 day school year
9 For ateacher, 1 period of the 7 is for plannargl professional development during the day
1 Class size of 25. This will be an average across the school, but is a real measure of the number of
students in the claroom, not a ratio incorporating other staff positions.
9 Class size of 15 in career and teicaheducatiofCTE) Many CTE courses (welding, auto shop,
culinary arts) require a smaller class size for safety and to deliver a-barldarning
experience. Enhancements for CTE courses are provided only foagiateved CTE programs
(exploratory ad preparatory) to ensure high quality pathways for students.
1 Class size of 15 in laboratory science. Again, the enhancement reflects considerations of both
safety and ensuring a high quality learning environment.
1 Class size incentive of 15 for AP/IBirs@s. This is not because these coursgsirea smaller
class size, but to reflect the reality that these courses typitaiiyesmaller class size due to
demand. The enhancement provides an incentive to offer these rigorous learning opportunities.

Middle School (7-8)

Middle school schedules tend to mirror high school, with different teachers teaching different subjects.
This way of organizing has an impact on how time for professional development is incorporated into the
school day, and consequentyfects the number of teachers needed.

1 Based orseven 55 minutgeriods per day and 180 day school year

9 For ateacher, one periaaf the 7is for planning and professional development

1 Class size &5.The same class size adjustments are provided higinschool, but the model allow
the Legislature to make different funding decisions about middle and high schools.

Elementary Schools (4-6)

The research most clearly shows the positive impact on student achievement of small class sizes (ideally
of 15students) in the very early grades. Thereforee mmodel differentiates between primary and
elementary grade levels not because schools are organized in this fashion, but to allow policymakers to
provide smaller class sizes in early grades.

9 Class size 25

9 Based on 1,000 hours of annual instruction and 180 day school year. The 1000 hour requirement is
applied to each individual year, not as average across all 12 years as it currently is.

1 Time for professional development and collaboration is assuwigdn the day, generating
additional certificated FTE as specialists.
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Primary Schools (K-3)

1 Class size 15

9 Based on 1,000 hours of annual instruction and 180 day school year. The 1000 hour requirement is
applied to each individual year, not as an averag®@ss all 12 years.

9 Time for professional development and collaboration is assumed within the day, generating
additional certificated FTE as specialists.

 All-day kindergarten funded in all schodls

Extra Instruction Based on Student Needs
Remediation

Thee is ample evidence of the correlation between student poverty and low student achievement.

Both federal Title | and the current state Learning Assistance Program (LAP) rely on the number of low
income students as a reasonable proxy for struggling studenallocate additional resources for
remediation. There is also evidence, again acknowledged in both federal and state programs, that there
is a disproportionate relationship between poverty and achievement when there are large
concentrations of low immme students.

Schools choose a variety of strategies to provide remediation:-oorene and group tutoring, before
and after school sessions, Saturday and summer sctlagksize reductionsteam teaching and
coaching. The bottom line is that theseag&gies represent additional instructional time, which
necessitates additional teachers.

The proposed finance model adjusts the core funding for each type of school based on:

1 The percent of low income students (defined by Free & Reduced Price Mdailisf)gi
1 An additional factor to reflect high concentration of low income studeb@% or more)

There is an additional adjustment for high schools because high school students tend terepater

their eligibility for Free & Reduced Price meals. Onayestatewide, there is a drop of more than 11
percentage points between elementary and high school within the same district in the reported percent
of low income students.

Although the finance model assumes additiooaitificatedteachers, it does not dtate preferred
staffing. If a school district chooses to deploy more instructional aides within the same cost as the

®0ur group does not have complete consensus on this.alt be more coseffective to provide aitlay
kindergarten andn coordination withearly learning opportunities in our most-gsk schools instead of funding
all-day kindergarten for every student.
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assumed numbeof teachers, it is free to do so. The state accountability system should incorporate
targets for student learning growtlas measured by statewide diagnostic assessments, to ensure that
remediation programs are effective.

English Language Learners (ELL)

The goal of ELL programs is to help students reach English language proficiency as quickly as possible.
There is limitedigorous research on effective models of instruction for ELL students. Dual language
immersion programs hold promise only for schools whose students are reasonably evenly divided
between English speakers and rBnglish speakers who share a common silagiguage, which is

usually Spanish. In practice, school districts use a range of similar instructional strategies as for
remediation: tutoring, extended time and professional development for teachers.

Therefore the finance model adjusts the core furglfor each type of school to provide additional
instructional time (teachers) based on the percent of ELL students. Again, the finance model does not
dictate a preference for teachers over instructional aides; this is a mattéodat school boards to

decide and the citizens and the state to monitor the effectiveness of through a robust accountability
system Our initial recommendations aieformed bythe successful program in Spokane.

Special Education

There is national research to support the contia use of an additional funding factor for special

education students of .9309 times the base gaudent amount for general education. What needs
Y2RATFTAOIGAZ2Y A& aGaiGKS o0F&asSé¢é I3arAayad gKAOK (KS TdzyR
continues to rely on arallocatedper student amount as the base because, for accountability reasons,

state funding formulas should not be designed to reimburse for expenditures. However, the base

amount generated by the finance model is expected to be significhigher than the current General
Apportionment allocation.

Because the finance model relies on an average allocation for a special education student, the special
education safety net should continue to be funded as a statewide line item to addgtssdst students
and demonstrated unavoidable extraordinary costs, including from communities that draw populations
of special education students above the enrollment funding dajstricts should be expected to

account for the excess costs of providipgsial education using the newly revised excess cost
accounting system, both for general accountability and to qualify for the special education safety net.

Gifted

For gifted and highly talented students, access to enhanced learning opportusgigart of Basic
Education. In addition to the resources for AP and IB programs in high schools, the proposed finance
model will allocate additional instructional resources to enable schools to offer these opportunities.
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Dropouts

In an era of increaseattention to achievement for all students, greater attention needs to be paid to
the number of students who exit the R system without receiving a diploma. It should not be a
mystery as to which students drop out. There are early warning signs arafchgeoven factors that
indicatethe probability that students will dropoutThe statewide student data system must include a
dropout early warning systepandschools and districts must be held accountable for addressing the
dropout problem. In additio, state funding and support should be provided for students up to age 21
to complete a high school diploma in whatever educational setting is most appropriate, including
collaborative programs offered througbSDs, community and technical colleges, amdnsanity-based
organizations*

Career and Technical Education (CTE)

Legislation and additional, targeted funding in recent years have laid a foundation for high quality
career and technical educatighat is based on nationalsecognized industry standards and focused on
high demand fieldsThis proposal provides the necessary enhanced and ongoing funding to continue to
build a comprehensive CTE program through smaller class sizes at high schoadiadschool, as well

as enhanced fundinfpr equipment and supplies to meet industry standards

Online Learning

To provide equity in the availability of subjects that may not have large demasihatler districts
(such as AP Physigs)that requie particular expertise to teach that is not available locg@llych as
Japanese language in rural parts of the state ,need to make otine learning opportunitieavailable
to all students in WashingtorEvery district, student, and parent across 8tate should have access to
the widest possible array of online learning tools, all through a common gateided website.

Ourproposal includespecific funding at the state level to provide the infrastructure for a common
system and provides a siegboint for student signup and catalog revieWhis allows quality control
and financial accountability and relieves the district of the cost of administering the sySteene
should not be a financial disincentive for a disttacbffer students the pportunity to take classethat
KSt LI O2YLX S(S (KS hutadaSoffeied by theiOdcaR$af.A O LI | vy

The same web portadhouldprovide parents and studentsith access to stored student information
such adranscripts, current grades andsignments, etc.Providing a single system for these services

*The Legislature should also examine the adequacy of funding of sucksexiss programs as Running Start. For
example, are there opportunities to share among education systems the cost savings that result from the
efficiency of a dual credit program?
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mitigates the negative impacts of student mobility, anetleves yet another cost fromRA & G NA O Q& f 2 «
funds. It also promotes equality of educational opportunity across the state.

Other Bui lding -Level Instructional/Administrative Staff

Li Aa O2YYZ2y (2 GKAY]l 2F OSNIATFTAOFGSR AyailiNHzOlAz2y
includes librarians, counselors, nurses, psychologists, therapists, etc. The current General

Apportionment formulas do not differentiate among various types of certificated staff, which is

confusing for the public and leaves a void in state policy intent regarding these other critical staff. The
proposed finance model makes assumptions thag atinimum, each school building requires the

following certificated instructional and administrative staff:

Principal

Assistant Principal

Librarian (a function that includes Information Science)
Nurse

Counselor (a function that includes Parent Outreach)
Instructional Coach

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 -9

The number of each of these staff in the finance model varies depending on the student population
(numbers of students, lovncome, ELL) in the building. Some staff could be assigned to more than one
building, so the total number of aff generated by the model at the building level will be rounded to the
nearest whole number at a district level for allocation purposes. Financial support for staff such as
psychologists, physical therapists, and audiologists comes through the Speciali&udfunding

allocation, so a separate staffing assumption is not needed at the building level.

Classified Staff

Current funding formulas for classified staff do not differentiate among very different types of staff, yet
use a single salary allocaticor funding purposes. In reality the average salary fonstodian isvery
different from that of a computer technician. The proposed finance model leaves full discretion for
school districts to hire and deploy staff, but makes allocations based on coreemse categories of
classified staff:

At the school level:

Non-instructional Aides
School Secretaries
Student and Staff Safety
Custodians

=A =4 =4 =

¢
¢
Z
&
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ability to use enhanced funding for Remediation and ELL instruction to hire their choice of a
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combination of teachers anlhstructionalAides. Simildy, support for staff such as Bus Drivers and
Cooks is provided through other funding sources that are not included in this proposal (Pupil
Transportation and Food Services). There are other categories of classified staff, such as
Groundskeepers, Maintence Workers, and IT Techniciaméo are likely deployed distrigtide.

The finance model initially drives funding for these categories of staff based on the statewide average of
actual salaries paid by school districts. Classified staff, to a greasgesalthan instructional staff, are

hired and compensated in a competitive labor market. Funding in subsequent years will be determined
by the Legislature, as informed byabor market surveyof comparable jobs.

Classified staff allocations will be adir with a regional wage diffentialto account for the
differences in regional wage patterns. This adjustment will also be perigdieahlibrated by the
Legislature with dabormarket survey.

Materials, Supplies, and Operating Costs

The current statallocation fornonemployeerelated costs NEREis a model of obscurity. First, it is a
per-staff allocation rather than a pestudent allocation, which has no apparent meaning to the average
citizen. More importantly, it is a single number assumedazec everything from curriculum to utilities
to library books to insurance to paper and pencils. A standard inflation assumption rate is applied to
cover items whose costs in the marketplace increase at vastly different rates.

The proposed finance modédivides the allocatiofior materials, supplies, and operating cost® a
limited set of commorsense categories, and relies on information from current spending practices of
school districts to set an initial allocation rate per student:

Energy & Utilies

Insurance

Professional Development
Curriculum & Library Materials
Maintenance & Custodial
Central Office

Security

=A =4 = =8 -8 -8 9

The allocation should also include an enhancement for laboratory science and CTE courses, which have
documented higher costs in instruatial materials, equipment, and supplies.

In the future, inflation adjustments can be tailored to reflect the true cost increases districts experience
in the marketplace. In addition, cost differentials across the state should be examined for possible
regional cost adjustments.
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Technology

There is no current allocation assumption for technology, but clearly schools need such items as

classroom computers, interactive whiteboards, video equipment, and other hardware in order to
provide a Basic EducationirRd € Q4 ¢ 2 NI R® ¢tKSasS AGSYa Ydzad 0SS I OC
provide technical support and maintenance as well as the software and internet connections and

networks to provide access to rich education content.

For noremployee purchases to suppgastimarily instructional technology, the finance model proposes

an initial allocation of about $200 per student. This is a placeholder based on information and analysis
gathered by other recent studies. There should not be an assumption or focus onddptopdividual
students.

In two key areas, however, the responsibility for funding and support for technology should shift from
the district level to the state level. The first is administrative technology. It makes no sense to continue
to expect eachuistrict separately to purchase or develop student information systems and accounting
and budget systems that then inefficiently adapt to changingrinétion needs from the stateThe

second area where funding and responsibility should shifhe stateis online learning, which should

be accessed through a common, stavided website as described above.

District -Level Allocations

School districts have administrative costs that are not associated directly with buildihgse functions

AyOf dzZRS GKS { dzLISNAYGSYRSYy(iQa hFFAOSI adzZLISNIIA &2 NE
development; and the operational functions of an organization such as a school district: human

resources, budget, accounting, etc.

Rather than break out these functions and staffing in detailagsumeb percentof the perstudent
allocationsfor central district administrationThis number may need adjustment to reflect adtoast
experience and serves as a placeholder pendirthéuranalysis There will need to be adjustments for
small school districts where the percentage is higher due t@edimomies of scaleSmaller districts
often use part of their allocations to purchase services from thecBtional Service District (Bp This
model works very well in many cases and is at the discretion of the disTitiet.ESDs should expand
their capacity to provide services beyond their regions in areas of expertise and demonstrated cost
effectiveness.
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Summary Spreadsheet of Per-Student and School Allocations

The spreadsheet below illustrates the type of decisions that drive resources under the proposed funding
model. The numbers themselves ateongly influenced byhe PicusOdden reportout are shown here

as examples fadiscussion purposes. Again, it is the structure of the model and the nature of the
decisions that must be made by the Legislature that are the key points of our proposal.

PROTOTYPE HIGH SCHCOL 600|
Student Periods 7
Teacher Inst Periods 6
Teacher Prep Periods 1
Class Size FRPL <=50% FRPL >50%
Normal 25 22
CTE 5 5
Lab Science 15 15
AP/IB 15 15
Remediation Adjustment
tutoring hours/wk 2 grp siz 5
summer hours/whk 10 grp siz 10 Week
ELL Adjustment
intensive class/day 1] grpsize 8
Highly Capable Adjustment
% of population 5%
tutoring hours/wk 2 grp siz 5
summer hours/wi 10 grp siz 10 weekslj
Special Education
% of Population 12.709 Safety net in state-level allocatic
Base Multiplier 93.099
Professional Dev
# Days 10|
Other Building Level Staff
Principals/Admirh 1 per 600 students
Librarians/Info Svc 2 per 600 students
Counselors 2 per 600 students
Nurse/Social Worker 2 per 600, students
Non Instructional Aide 8 per 600, students
School Secretary 3 per 600, students
Custodiar 2 per 600, students
Student & Staff Safety 1 per 600| students
Materials, Supplies & Operating Costs
Student Technolody$ 258 Prof. Development$ 103
Curriculum/Materials $ 155 Central Office $ 310
Energy & Utilities $ 216 Other| $ 102
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Changing Teaching

Innumerable studies show the same tgingood teaching matters. The quality of teaching is the most
statistically significant school factor that affects student learning, even more than class size. But every
parent knows that not all teachers have the same impact on student learning.diffrence between

having a teacher in the top 20 percent and one in the bottom 20 percent is striking. A student with a
more effective teacher could learn up to three times as much material, and a student with a less
effective teacher is likely to losggnificant ground compared to his or her peers and compared to our
expectations.

For policymakers, changing teaching presents an enormous challenge. There are well over 50,000 full
GAYS (SFOKSNER Ay 2 AKAY3Ad2 yIovl pdidyzhdt At€s whad Kapperisa = | Y R
in the classroom is amazingly difficult to do. Various changes have been proposed in the compensation
systemto provide teachers with financial recognition for improvements in student learhingsuch

proposalsun into a host of problems:

1 Paying teachers more to improve student test scores creates an incentive for them to focus almost
exclusively on the particular subject being tested, to the exclusion of other valuable subjects such as
history, art, music, or language

9 Students from stable households with highly educated parents tend to do better on any kind of test
than students withoutahom& A St R | R@I y il 3S o 2S R2y Qi gyl G2
measurement system that exacerbatid® problem ofthe best teachergongregating in thachools
with the most advantaged students.

f C2NJ Y2ad GSIFOKSNABR (GKSNB IINByQlu Sy2dzaK RFEGF LRAYL
Sometimes thegimplyget assigned a roomful of challenging students.

1 In schools with highly obile student populations some students are only there for a brief moment.
2SS R2y QG o6yl (GSFOKSNR G2 y20 F20dza 2y GKS OKAfTF
affecta performance bonus.

Building a new compensation system means we need to buihaprofessional development system
as well. The new system should be focused around what teachers do in their classroom, and should be
based on what research says actually works to increase student learning.

Regardless of these challenges, designing stesyl that works, provides the right incentives, and

rewards teachers who have most effective teaching strategies is the single mostyhaghvantaged
investment we can make in improving outcomes for our students.
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Overview of New Compensation System

We propose to build a new compensation system for new teachers. Current teachers would be able to
stay in the existing system, or transfer over when it becomes advantageous to them. The new system
would:

1 Set starting wages and the upper end of the salange to be competitive in the employment
market.

1 Implement a new statewide evaluation and certification system based on the research that links
teaching practice with improved student learning.

1 Provide compensation increases as teachers demonstrate addittompetency based on this
evaluation, not on additional degree attainment.

1 Include a significant induction and mentoring program for new teachers and those that need
additional support.

1 Add new compensation tools, such as loan forgiveness, differeatimpensation, and bonuses for
highly-qualified teachers in hartb-serve aeas to attract new teachers areas of significant
undersupply

9 Provide recognition for increasesstudent learning in each and every school with a buildiaged
bonus for achéving annual student learning goals.

1 Recognize differences in regional cost of living and the relative attractiveness of different districts
and provide an adjustment to the base salary based upon a competitive labor market analysis.

Evaluation , Mentoring , and Certification

The current system for preparing and evaluating teachers does not focus enough attention on how the
teacher actially performs in the classroanOur proposed comprehensive evaluation, mentoring, and
certification system would use common set oévaluation standards and processes at each stage of a
G§SIFOKSNna OF NBSNY SYGNES LINRPFSaaArzylt OSNIATFTAOLII
would be recognized by the compensation system to provide a financial rewardciomatished

teaching.

It will take a significant commitment of resources to build a comprehensive system, but one that will

reap rewards in many ways. Our entire education system would share a common view of what makes an
effective teacher, giving us thapportunity to consistently develop more and more effective teaching.

We would have tools to help the least effective teachers in the system improve their skills. Teacher
evaluators would also increase their teaching abilitigstigh the selreflection d teaching someone

else. Finally, we would be able to do ongoing researdotdinuously improvehe system.

Structured Peer Evaluations

We propose an evaluation system largely driven by peer review from other teachers. These-+eacher
evaluators would havee meet a number of criteria:
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1 They are trained in evaluating the practice of teaching and use a common, structured rubric. A
formal training program for evaluators would be established with external review of their
gualifications.

1 They teach the same aimilar subject as the teacher being evaluated.

They come from outside the district so there is no conflict of interest or moral hazard.

9 They are at the highest step in the performance and compensation system, with National Board
Certification.

=

The evaluabn would involve multiple measures of performance, includinglass visits and reviews of
artifacts like lesson plans, student work, and possibly video of actual teatAingte must be clear,
common standards and an established scoring rubric. i Bisilar to the National Board review

process. The system would be overseen by the Professional Educator Standards Board and delivered
through regional networks managed by the ESDs.

New Teachers

Many new teachers complain about not being prepared tafiective, particularly in classrooms with

high proportions of struggling students. The structured peer evaluation (at an appropriate performance
level) should be performed during the student teaching portion of all teacher preparation programs,
with apassing score required to receive a residency certificate.

Because the evaluation measures what works in improving student learning this should cause teacher
preparation programs to become more consistent and focused on the instructional practicesragkasu

on the assessmenilt should also lead to an increase in practice teaching experience compared to what
most candidates have today. The pass rate of various colleges of education would be publicly available.

Mentoring Program
The first five yearsof@a S OKSNR& OF NESNJ g2dz R 0SS || TafdpmewvRk 2 F LI
teachers through this period they would be assigned a mentor from their school, or in some cases from

elsewhere in their district.

The mentoring program would be very strumtd and based on the same characteristics of effective
teaching that form the basis of the evaluation and certification system.

Mentor teachers would be paid for the extra work that is expected. This program will require a
significant investment in rele time for mentors. To become a mentor, a teacher should have to be

®There are some concerns about the video component of the National Board process producing special sessions of
classes. htlass visits are likely to be more realistic.
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National Board certified and demonstrate the ability to evaluate effective teaching practice. Mentors
would not be evaluators, at least in their own districts, though the qualificateme the same.

The goal of the mentoring program is get new teachers through the learning anrdwkilhg period
between induction and professional certification. If the program is done well, we should expect a
significant reduction in the attritioof new teachers.

Professional Certification

New teachers would be required to attain professional certification withim to five years of receiving
their residency certificate. They would participate in the mentoring program until they do.

A signiftantly higher score on the performance evaluation would be expected of teachers getting their
professional certificate and before earning continuing contract rights. Teachers not achieving a passing
score on the evaluation within five years would leave gnofession.

Ongoing Evaluations

The system should include a series of ongoing performance reviews of teachers to ensure they continue
to be effective in the classroom. These reviews would be performed using the same evaluation rubric
and process , ange should expect midareer teachers to show continuing improvement in their

abilities.

Teachers who do not demonstrate a professional level of teaching ability would have opportunities to
be mentored and have a period to improve their skills.

Ongoing peidrmance reviews and reviews for employment and continuing contract rights would
continue to be conducted by principal§hese evaluations would based in part on the standards for
effective teaching and in part on other employmemtated criteria set # the school or district.

Research Program

To monitor and ensurehiat the evaluation systemworks as intended, we will needrigorousresearch
initiative that linksthe scores from the evaluation system to increases in student lear@ogrent
researchand practices in other states lead to believe that this can be done, but maintaining the link
over time will be critical in maintaining the integrity of the system.

Compensation Linked to Professional Growth

Our current compensation plan puts an emphasis on paying teachers more for getting Masters degrees
and PhDs. Unfortunately, the research indicates that, with some small exceptions, teachers with
advanced degrees are no better at improving student learni@gr continuedargeinvestment in these
degrees is strikingly ineffective .
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As described, the new compensation plan would follow the new evaluation and certification system.
Instead of providing a salary increase for another degree or more coursisgréake increase would

come when a teacher receives professional certification, a recognition of competency. Another
increase would occur when a teacher receives National Board certification. This recognizes a serious
commitment to good teaching praice .

Additional compensation would be available to teachers who serve as evaluators or mentors. These
teachers would need to be at the National Board level and would make a three to five year commitment
to the added training and work.

We anticipate annal salary growth based on increases in experience, just as the current system
provides.

New teachers would be required to enter the new system. Current teachers could opt in if they choose.
The current compensation schedule would remain in place for abeurof years, but we assume the
majority of teachers would be fully participating in the new system within ten years. At some point in
the relatively far future all teachers would need to move to the new system

Dealing with Teacher Distribution Issues

There ae significantteacherdistribution issues in Washington, with overwhelming data showing that
higher quality teachers tend to wind up teaching in schools with fewer disadvantaged students. We have
a large undersupply of teachers in some areas, paldarly math and science, special education, and

some otherspecialtyfields. There are many reports of difficulty in hiring in small rural districts.

The compensation system is distorted by the prevalence of TRI pay in urban areas that have higher costs
of living,although the availability of money to pay fdrdse contracts is driven thgher local property
values and grandfathered levy caps allowing for larger discretionary funds.

We need solutions to these issues and should deal with them in the casapen system.
Hard to Staff Fields

It is critical to recognize the market reality that new graduates with math and science degrees have

many opportunities that pay more than teaching does. Special education teachers are expected to bear

the brunt of a geat deal of paperwork in a complianéeNA Sy § SR FASt R® LT 6S o0Sf A
have highly qualified teachers in these fields, we will need to pay more to get people to take the job.

Options for this include:

1 Higher pay for teachers teaching certdields with degrees in those fields.
1 Entry bonuses for highly qualified teachers in certain fields.
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9 Student loan forgiveness for highly qualified teachers entering certain fields.

Since the difficulty in hiring may differ between districts, distrgtteuld have some flexibility to
designatethe specialty areas where they experience shortages, but the choice must be based on data,
not contract negotiations.

Colleges of education must become part of the solution. Incentives and stipulations aedneed
encourage universities to treat math and science teaching as a high demand field.

Regional Wage Adjustments

Creating a fair and reasonable system of regional wage adjustments will be a complex undertaking. It
costs more to live in urban areas, btiere are fewer amenities in rural remote communities. Both

create distribution issues for teachers and other staff. A wage adjustment should balance these factors
by examining how the private employment market responds to the situation.

Hard to Serve Schools

The compensation model should continue to provide a bonus and incentive for-jigdhilified (NBPTS
certified) teachers who teach in high poverty schools.

Team-Based Incentives for Student Learning

One aspect of the compensation systarauld bemore drectly tied to student achievement, but as a
joint exercise of the entire school buildinés recognition of superior achievemenl, staff in the
d0K22f ¢g2dzZ R NBOSAQGS || o62ydza o6lFaSR 2y (GUKSANI 40K2?2

Thespecific metricehosento measure student learning arecredibly important as is staff buyn and
agreement that what is being measured is what is importanhe goal iso reward the ability of the
school to improve student learning over what would normaltgurgiven the demographics at that
school. Schools with challenging student populations must be able to be rewarded for kbter
expected gains.

There are a number of decisioimsthe design of such a system:

1 What tests to use There are tradeoffs betweeadditional time spent in testing and trust in the
measurement. All things considered, the statewide diagnostic assessment in this proposal might be
a better option than relying on the WASL.

1 What subjects Student performance ineading, writing, matematics and scienceéendsto bean
effectiveproxy for performance on other testbut wewant to avoid narrowing the curriculum.

1 What other metrics Options include tbpout rates student attendancegr achievement of
student subgroups.
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1 Where toset the goalposts Ideally the goal is a "stretch" but still realistic. This can be a difficult
balance to find. It isabsolutely necessary thanough money is available to pay the bonus if every
school in the state gets a maximum award.

 Howbigaboms. Thebonusi K2dzf R 6S 06A3 Sy2dzaK (2 3ISiG SOSNEB2Yy
to distort the pay system and narrow the curriculum.

The @mrameters of tle programmust be carefully developesb that everyone trusts the outcome, feels
the measures arappropriate and thinks that they have an equal chance to earn the award regardless
of where they teach.Because there are many unanswered questions about how best to implement
performancebasedincentives it makes sense to start witpilots proposed § individual districts.

These pilots would allow learning about the effectiveness and structureehtivesystems.Proposals
would be submitted to the stat@intly by school boards and education associatjomith a reasonable
numberfunded each year

A comprehensive systethat aligns evaluation, mentoring, certification, and compensat&presents

an enormousdnvestment in time, money, and attentioMany stateghat have attempted to change
certification were initially successful, but over tidast their commitment to fully fund the required
mentoring and evaluationlnnovative compensation systems crumble without the commitment of the
funding needed to pay for themWithout a commitment to ongoing funding of this system we should
not embarkon this exercise. Changing theesystensfor tens of thousands of teachers is not
somethingto do lightly. Building these components inthe salary structure ashinto the legal

definition of BasicEducation will help us maintain our commitment to eXeat teaching.
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Equity z A General and Uniform System

The mostimportant equity component to the proposed finance modethg Program of Educatig
where significant additional resources are provided to schools based amutiheer oflow-income
students or those neddgadditional help learning English.

But there are additional inequés that must be removed from the school finance system. In 1977 the

Legislature began phasing in implementation of the new Basic Education Act with the best of intentions.

Full implementation of certain aspects of the finance system never happened, €& & ANJ Y RFI G K SN
districts with differing salary allocations for teachers, administrators, and classified staff that lack any

rational basis. The Legislature also never reached its goal of reducing reliance on local levies to 10

percent of the Basic Eallocation and in the end left a number of districts grandfathered with levy lids

higher than the current statutory lid of 24 percent. Grandfathering cannot be a part of the new finance

system.

Grandfathered Teacher Salaries

Elimination of grandfathe teacher salaries will be accomplished in four ways. First, the new
compensation plan will have no grandfathering. Second, the new plan, though optional, will be
designed to be attractive to most current teachers. Third, the old system will be elédioa a long
enough horizon so that current senior teachers have the option to gain the necessary credentials to
increase their salary under the new system.

But a longterm phaseout of grandfathering in the current allocation for teacher salaries is
unacceptable, particularly given the recent Superior Court decision on this matter. There are three
possible solutions until the new compensation plan takes hold:

=

Raise the salary allocation for all teachers to the level of the highest grandfatheredtdistric
Reduce the salary allocations for grandfathered districts to the level of the standard allocation.
3. Split the difference by slowing the rate of increase in salary allocations for grandfathered
districts over a period of years until the other distsictatch up.

N

Option 1 is only possible in a world of unlimited resources. Option 2 is unacceptable. Therefore, Option
3 becomes the fourth strategy for eliminating grandfathered teacher salaries, which should be
accomplished in no more than four years.

Grandfathered Administrative and Classified Salaries

The state does not control salaries for administrative and classified staff, but there is inequity due to
grandfathering in the salary allocation. As with teachers, a number of districts receiverardiéie
allocation for these staff based on wage values from a very long time ago. They currently have no
rational basis.
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The proposed finance model dramatically changes the way funds are allocated such that grandfathering
for these staff is no longemaissue: there will be more discrete categories of staff with allocations

based on current statewide actual average salaries, and funding for staff in central administration will be
allocated based on a lump sum percentage. Allocations for classifigduéidinglevel administrative

staff should be regionally adjusted so that school districts in different labor markets are not
disadvantaged.The grandfathering in the current system will be eliminated during the piraperiod.

Levy Lids and Levy Equalization

Most schooldistricts are allowed to raise Jgercentof the funding they receive from the state and
federal government in local levie§ome districts are allowed to raise up to@rcentof the same
base. There is no rational basis for thisfidirence and it must be eliminated to have a general and
uniform system.

There are several levels of fairness to consudigh regard to local levies, and there aradeoffs

between the longterm health of the system and total equity.he choices propesl here balance

several competing goals.The new funding system will shift responsibitibythe statefor many

activities thatdistricts currentlybuy withlocal funds.However, districts will still wish to provide local
enhancementsfor their studerts, and the longerm health of the education system depends on
districts being able to experiment with local fundSince these funds are being used for education there
should be some level of fairness between districts so that students in some diateatot

disadvantaged in comparison to other districts.

It is also importannhot to disadvantage taxpayers in districts that have significantly different tax bases.
Districts in the urban core of the Puget Sound area have more commercial propertyrehib teave

lower tax rates than districts in rural parts of the staf®ral axpayers should not have to incur
significantly greater tax burdens than urban onesprovide comparable educational opportunities for
their children.

To balance fairness footh students and taxpayerthe new finance system should hatle following
characteristics:

9 Districts are allowed to raise up to p@rcentof the funding they receive fronhe state and federal
government through voteapproved levies.

1 A modernized levy equalization system ensures that all districts havetpeéent funding within a
defined range, and that no district puts a disproportionate burdentstaxpayers.

1 When changes are made to the levy base from either state or federasfiind amount collected in
levies by the district is equally adjusted to eliminate the irregularities due to the timing of levy
elections that exist in the current system.

1 As the new finance system is phased in, changes to levy lids will be made $acasedace overall
funding available to districts.
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Accountability

This proposed finance model represents a significant increased investment of public resources in our
system of public schools. Itis only natural and right that the public should expeantraensurate level

of accountability from the school system. Since the investments will be made at the state level, the
state must exercise its responsibility to create and oversee a coherentlstagkaccountability system.

School and District Accoun tability

The proposed finance model is designed to recognize the greater degree of difficulty inherent in dealing
GAGK RAAFRGIFY(GFI3ISR LRLMzZA FdA2yas YR LINRPGARSA | RS
worth of academic progress for every studer\ctual results will vary between schools based on the

quality of leadership and other uncontrollable factors, but schools that persistently fail to provide an

adequate education for students will need increasinglingentinterventions from the disict and

eventually the state.

The State Board of Education has spent the past two years studying accountability systems across the
nation. Their proposals reflect the latest research and thinking about how best to identify schools
where student performace is not improving and how best to provide those schools with additional
support and, if necessary, appropriate interventions.

The State Board suggests an Accountability Index using multiple measures: overall achievement,
relative achievement compareid peer schools, achievement of low income students, and

improvement on the WASL and graduation rates. The Index enables a tiering of schools from Exemplary
(very high scores) to Priority (chronically low scores). The accountability system then peotietes

response to the Index score, with recognition for Exemplary schools and an intensive assistance and
intervention system for Priority schools.

National research suggests that Priority schools cannot be turned around without a significant
transformation that calls for an innovative partnership between the local district, state agencies, and
others. Priority schools must be empowered to fundamentally change all of the critical operating
conditions within a school: people, time, money, and program.

The creation of such a system is necessary to accompany new resources.

Financial Accountability

The state KL2 budget is a model of opacity todalt.is difficult to understand how it translates into
actual education services for childrefihis is alstrue of local budgets.Ths proposal has detailed a

finance modelthat ft £t 2 OF 1S4 FdzyRAy 3 o6& OFf OdzA FGAy3d | KeLRiK
calculating the cost of this program. The servicetuded in thajprogram are based on the best
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research gailable. Districts would not be required to follow the program exactly, but if they choose not
to, their voters, their parents, and stataonitorsshould be able to determine what the district is

actually doingnstead This will require much more coissency in thedistrict and statewide accounting
systems Districts currently provide their own accounting system. Although many use a common
system provided through a cooperative, most large districts have developed their own unique systems.
Districtsneed toinnovate in their educational efforts, not in their accounting system

Fnancial accountability and spending transparendy be accomplishethrough a common, state

provided budgeting and accounting systeirhis would be administered by the state and providéco
charge to districts, freeing them from another local expense. Districts will be saved from the burdens of
redundant reporting and data reconciliation, and cost savings can accrue from cent@lizb@dsing.

The chart of accounts would also be standardized at the state l&Ws.accounting system must

identify expenditures to the categories of the funding model (object) and to the manager responsible for
those expenditures (activity). While fexdl rules must be followed, the assignment of costs to
intermediate and final cost objectives (programs) should minimize the number of transachmhsded
should be common definitions and terms for collective bargaining agreements so that the estwid
benefits supported by public funds are clear and transparent.

Accountability for Student Progress

In addition to financial transparency,iffimportant to focus on results androvide a similar level of
transparency about studengrogress and stent achievement. Like the accounting systems, each
district tracks student data differenthput must also communicateith a state data warehouse. This
data warehouse is a very complex piece of technology that adds significant déteyatioility to analyze
and use the data in a meaningful way.

In addition toimproveddata analysis, a common statewide student information system would reap
significant benefits for our most disadvantaged students. Todegritake months to transfer data
about a studehfrom one school to the next after a transfer.

Again similar to the accounting system, data collection should be improved by gstatded student
information system that has the capacity to seamlessly connect information about students, test scores,
teachers, and courses in real time.

Finally, in order tdie back tothe goal ofensuring thateachstudentmakes at leasbne@ S NQa ¢ 2 NI K 2
academic progress every school yetirere should be @ommon diagnostiassessment system

provided inall schods in the state.This has been a consistent request from districts and would enable

all teachers taccessignificantand useful information about the academic performance students as

they progress through the school system, including when they move $amool to schoolThis is not

the WASL,; these are commerciadlyailable diagnostic assessments that measure progress at multiple

points throughout the year and are used by teachers to inform instruction.
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Transition and Revenue

We proposedo phasein the proposed finance model and the resources described in this document over
a sixyear period. The increased cost of the proposal cannot be incorfgatanto the budget all at once,
and school districts would not be able to make effective use of additfonding without time to plan

for implementation.

Each of the major changes in resowaad service levelshould be specificallgpelledout and
increased a set percentage every bienniufar example, alflay kindergarten should be funded in one
third of schools in the first biennium, twthirds in the second biennium, and completely in the third.
This progression should be explicistatute, not just as an aspirational goal in the budget.

Some elements of thproposal will require significant additiahdevelopmengprior to implementation.

For example, the new compensation system requires an evaluation system, a mentoring system, and
significant changes in the compensation plans for many, many teachbrs.cannot be completed Bix
months and reques legislative approval at several intermediate steps.

We will produce draft legislation thawutlinesthe phasein for each of the major innovations in this
proposal

We believe thasomeof the costof this proposal can be funded by taking a largercpatage of the
natural growth in the state budget over the nektree biennia.Specifyinghe implementation of
educational service levels atatute will cause this phasi. We would expect that €2 school funding
would eventually return to 5@ercentof the state general fund, the historically appropriate level. This
would be an approximate 2Bercentincrease in funding.

We cannot know if thigevel of resourcewiill be adequate untithe cost estimates of this proposal are
complete,a complex endeaxr. Someelements in the proposal may be overstated\e will not know
until we have developed the data model to a sufficient level of functiontdisompare theproposal to
current practice in existing schools.
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