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  MEMORANDUM

TO:  		State Board of Education

FROM:	Sarah Pies, Educator Effectiveness Specialist

DATE:	April 29, 2014

RE:		Review of Local Salary Schedules from 2013-14 

The 2011 Indiana General Assembly established new requirements for local school district salary schedules at IC 20-28-9-1.5, effective 7/1/12 (attached). In addition to specifying certain elements for salary schedules, the statute requires the IDOE to collect and post local salary schedules on the department’s internet website (http://www.doe.in.gov/improvement/educator-effectiveness/compensation-systems) and to review the schedules and report noncompliance to the State Board of Education. The statute further states that the SBOE shall take “appropriate action” to ensure compliance; “appropriate action” is not defined or explained. Ensuring compliance is complicated by the timing of the collection and review of the salary schedules: the Indiana Education Employment Relations Board (IEERB) and IDOE do not receive contracts and salary schedules until local districts have settled and ratified their collection bargaining agreements (CBA); consequently, the DOE review and report to the SBOE occurs after salary schedules are in place.   

The first review and report on compliance of salary schedules from the 2012-13 school year took place in the summer of 2013. The review was conducted at a high level in consultation with IEERB and resulted in identification of common errors found in local compensation plans. Those “common errors to avoid” were posted on the DOE compensation web page as guidance to districts in developing subsequent salary schedules. During fall 2013, the DOE undertook a more in depth review of local salary schedules contained in contracts for the 2013-14 or 2013-15 school years. The department contracted with Administrator Assistance to conduct a review of 207 compensation models/ salary schedules that were submitted to IEERB and the department. The Administrator Assistance team for this project had 250 years of combined experience in education, a majority of that experience working with contracts and compensation issues as principals, superintendents and school business managers. The project team members were familiar with the compensation law and had experience developing successful compensation plans. 

The review by Administrator Assistance utilized the Salary Scale Compliance Checklist developed by the department in consultation with the IEERB, which includes both statutory requirements and recommended practices that could provide clarity to local compensation plans. In determining whether a plan was compliant, the DOE only considered statutory requirements.  As could be expected with any first time detailed review, there were challenges for all parties; ambiguous statutory language, lack of definition of terms and differences in interpretation, and wide variations in format, degree of detail and language used in agreements  made definitive judgments about districts’ compliance difficult.. 

The perceived overarching purposes of IC 20-28-9-1.5 are to ensure that performance –teacher and student--is driving compensation and that effective and highly effective teachers are being rewarded. The results of this detailed review of local salary schedules support a conclusion that those perceived purposes of the law are being achieved and that throughout the state districts have made a good faith effort to comply. For about 60 districts whose compliance the vendor questioned, DOE staff made direct contact with those districts to gather additional details and clarification in order to complete this report. In a few districts the compensation language is ambiguous, but operationally the salary schedule was compliant as implemented. Those districts have plans to adopt clearly compliant language when they next bargain. One district has agreed its plan is not compliant and has pledged to remedy the deficiencies in the next round of bargaining. Another district’s superintendent has not been available to us to provide clarification that might allow us to move the district’s plan into the “compliant” category. We will continue to seek clarification from that district. As a result of the DOE’s efforts to obtain clarification, we found: 

● 99% of salary schedules reviewed included a combination of two or more of the factors specified in IC 20-28-9.1.5(b).

● 99.5% of salary schedules reviewed indicated that salary increases or increments could not be allocated in the following year to teachers rated ineffective or improvement necessary by an evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5. 

●99.5% of salary schedules using education and/or experience as a factor clearly provided that a teacher’s experience, education or combination of the two may account for no more than 33% of the calculation used to determine a stipend or salary increase or increment (IC 20-28-9-1.5(b)(1). 

All districts reviewed will receive a memo from DOE indicating our opinion on compliance status.  

As noted above, because IC 20-28-9 does not include definitions or guidance on several key terms, districts have defined and interpreted them differently. For example, “salary,” “increase,” “leadership,” ” content area,” and “academic needs of students,” do not have consistent meanings across districts and plans. Compensation plans also vary greatly in format, degree of detail and whether statutory requirements are assumed or expressly repeated as terms of the salary schedule. These local variations resulted in some ambiguity and less definitive data on initial review than was originally anticipated, but they also pointed out areas where additional guidance, both legislative and administrative, could assist schools with compliance.  Ultimately, determinations of statutory compliance and statutory interpretation of IC 20-28-9-1.5 are the responsibility of the judicial system. 

Going forward, the DOE is revising its compliance checklist for the website and we will be developing additional guidance to help districts understand the requirements of the statute and to write compliant and clear plans. We will also continue to consult with IEERB to ensure DOE’s guidance is in concert with IEERB’s guidance.  
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